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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Bates  County 


Sheriff  Employee  The  Sheriff,  his  administrative  assistant,  and  deputy  sometimes  circumvent 

Reimbursements  tne  normal  county  budgeting  and  disbursement  process  by  using  personal 

credit  cards  to  purchase  numerous  items  for  operations.  Also,  detailed 
expense  reimbursement  forms  with  supporting  documentation  are  not 
prepared  for  travel  costs  incurred.  Audit  staff  reviewed  10  reimbursement 
requests  and  found  42  items  claimed  for  reimbursement  were  not  supported 
by  adequate  documentation.  For  example,  the  County  Commission 
approved  a  $4,429  payment  to  the  Sheriffs  credit  card  vendor  for  airline 
tickets  and  hotel  reservations  for  a  law  enforcement  conference  in  Hawaii  in 
January  2012  without  any  documentation  to  support  the  expense  other  than 
a  letter  from  the  Sheriff  requesting  the  payment.  The  county  reimbursed  the 
Sheriffs  administrative  assistant  $1,415  twice  for  the  same  purchases,  and 
there  is  no  supporting  documentation  to  show  the  duplicate  payment  was 
applied  to  other  county  purchases.  The  Sheriffs  department  lacks  formal 
written  policies  for  meal  expenses.  Meals  were  frequently  provided  to 
department  personnel  at  training  sessions  or  meetings  held  locally  and  these 
payments  were  not  added  to  employee  W-2  forms  as  a  taxable  benefit. 

The  road  and  bridge  and  Sheriffs  departments  do  not  adequately  monitor 
fuel  use.  The  road  and  bridge  bulk  fuel  tank  is  not  metered,  and  records  of 
fuel  dispensed  are  not  maintained.  Sheriffs  deputies  are  assigned  fuel  cards, 
but  fuel  purchases  are  not  reconciled  to  billings,  mileage  and  fuel  logs  are 
not  retained,  and  a  policy  regarding  appropriate  vehicle  use  and  any 
reporting  requirements  has  not  been  adopted. 

Accounting  duties  are  not  properly  segregated,  and  an  adequate  supervisory 
review  is  not  performed.  A  monthly  list  of  liabilities  was  not  prepared  for 
either  the  fee  or  commissary  bank  accounts,  so  liabilities  were  not  compared 
to  the  reconciled  bank  balances.  At  the  request  of  audit  staff,  a  list  of 
liabilities  was  prepared  for  the  commissary  account  and  was  $5,174  less 
than  the  reconciled  bank  balance.  Receipts  are  not  deposited  timely,  which 
increases  the  risk  of  loss  or  misuse.  A  $14,669  deposit  included  $5,570  in 
cash,  some  of  which  had  been  on  hand  for  a  week  before  deposit.  The 
Sheriffs  department  maintains  inventory  records  to  track  commissary  items, 
and  a  physical  inventory  is  performed  quarterly,  but  discrepancies  are  not 
investigated.  Instead,  the  commissary  clerk  adjusts  the  inventory  numbers. 
For  example,  200  phone  cards  were  purchased  on  November  16,  2011,  but 
the  commissary  clerk  only  posted  195  to  the  system  to  agree  the  number  on 
hand  to  the  inventory  record. 

TimesheetS  All  county  employees  estimate  the  number  of  hours  to  be  worked  during  the 

last  few  days  of  the  pay  period  on  timesheets,  but  the  Sheriffs  office  does 
not  ensure  that  the  reported  estimated  hours  are  compared  to  the  actual 
hours  worked. 


Mileage  and  Fuel  Use 


Sheriff  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Capital  Assets  As  noted  in  previous  audits,  procedures  and  records  to  account  for  county 

property  are  not  adequate.  The  county  has  no  procedure  to  identify  capital 
asset  purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year,  and  property  is  not 
always  tagged  for  specific  identification. 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Controls  Follow  up  on  outstanding  restitution  checks  is  not  adequate,  and  at 
and  Procedures  December  31,  2011,  there  were  68  outstanding  checks  totaling  $5,597  more 

than  a  year  old,  but  no  action  had  been  taken  to  determine  why  these  checks 
had  not  cleared  the  bank.  In  addition,  overage  amounts  in  the  restitution 
bank  account  (including  interest,  overpayments,  and  undeliverable  checks) 
are  not  properly  disbursed  in  accordance  with  state  law.  Since  1997,  our 
office  has  made  recommendations  for  the  disposition  of  these  funds,  but, 
instead,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  began  authorizing  payments  from  the 
overage  amount  to  victims  who  would  not  otherwise  receive  restitution 
payments.  State  law  does  not  authorize  the  disposition  of  overage  funds  in 
this  manner.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  paid  bonuses  to  three  employees  in 
December  2010  from  the  Bad  Check  Fund,  but  the  Missouri  Constitution 
forbids  the  payment  of  bonuses  to  public  officers  for  services  already 
rendered. 


Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.*  However,  the 
audit  revealed  serious  shortcomings  with  the  Sheriffs  office. 


American  Recovery  and  Bates  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited 

Reinvestment  Act  time  Period- 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Bates  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Bates  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  McBride,  Lock  &  Associates,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit  the 
financial  statements  of  Bates  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Bates 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Todd  M.  Schuler,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Tania  Williams,  MBA 
Audit  Staff:  Nathaniel  Fast,  M.Acct.,  CPA 

Robert  Graham 
Karla  Swift,  MBA 
Tabitha  Wacker,  MBA 
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Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Adequate  supporting  documentation  is  often  not  obtained  by  the  county 
when  reimbursing  various  Sheriffs  department  employees  for  operating  and 
travel  expenses.  During  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011, 
reimbursements  for  operating  and  travel  expenses  to  the  Sheriff,  his 
administrative  assistant,  and  the  Deputy  Sheriff  were  approximately 
$27,000,  $43,750  and  $7,900,  respectively. 


1.  Sheriff  Employee 
Reimbursements 


1.1  Oversight  The  normal  county  budgeting  and  disbursement  process  is  sometimes 

circumvented  by  the  Sheriff,  his  administrative  assistant,  and  deputy  using 
personal  credit  cards  to  purchase  items  for  the  operations  of  the  Sheriffs 
department.  Also,  detailed  expense  reimbursement  forms,  including 
supporting  documentation,  are  not  prepared  for  travel  costs  incurred.  Rather 
the  Sheriff  and  his  employees  submit  their  personal  credit  card  statements, 
along  with  a  statement  indicating  the  amount  the  county  should  pay  for 
operating  and  travel  expenses,  and  the  county  sends  the  check  directly  to  the 
credit  card  vendor,  instead  of  reimbursing  the  employee.  Some  examples  of 
operating  expenses  reimbursed  to  personal  credit  cards  were  computer  and 
office  equipment,  registrations  for  training  courses,  office  supplies,  and 
commissary  supplies. 

To  ensure  all  purchases  are  included  in  the  county's  budget  and  properly 
approved  for  payment,  disbursements  should  be  processed  through  the 
county's  normal  disbursement  process.  If  certain  expenses  are  determined 
necessary  to  reimburse,  the  payments  should  be  made  to  the  employee  upon 
submission  of  appropriate  reimbursement  forms  and  documentation. 


1.2  Disbursement  review  and  The  County  Commission  does  not  require  adequate  documentation  be 
procedures  submitted  to  support  reimbursement  requests  from  the  Sheriff  and  his 

employees  for  the  expenses  charged  to  their  personal  credit  cards  (see 
section  1.1).  We  reviewed  10  of  the  48  reimbursement  requests  (each 
containing  multiple  purchases),  totaling  approximately  $15,700,  submitted 
during  201 1  and  2010  and  the  following  concerns  were  noted: 


•  Forty-two  of  96  items  claimed  for  reimbursement,  totaling 
approximately  $6,650,  were  not  supported  by  adequate 
documentation.  For  example,  a  payment  of  $4,429  was  made  to  the 
Sheriffs  credit  card  vendor  in  December  2011,  for  airline  tickets 
and  hotel  reservations  for  a  law  enforcement  conference  in  Hawaii 
in  January  2012.  The  County  Commission  approved  and  paid  this 
charge  without  any  documentation  to  support  the  expense,  other 
than  a  letter  from  the  Sheriff  asking  that  payment  be  made  to  his 
credit  card  vendor  for  that  amount. 


•  The  county  made  a  duplicate  payment  by  reimbursing  the  Sheriffs 
administrative  assistant  $1,415  twice  (on  November  10,  2011,  and 
December  5,  2011)  for  various  purchases.  The  duplicate  payment 
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occurred  because  the  county  sent  the  original  payment  directly  to 
the  assistant's  personal  credit  card  vendor  and  the  payment  did  not 
post  on  her  next  credit  card  statement.  Thinking  the  payment  was 
not  made,  she  subsequently  requested  the  county  make  the  payment 
again.  Receipts  were  not  submitted  to  the  county  to  support  the 
credit  card  statement.  Both  payments  eventually  cleared  and  were 
credited  as  payments  to  her  credit  card  account,  and  while  the 
Sheriffs  administrative  assistant  stated  the  applied  credit  was  used 
for  other  county  purchases,  receipts  were  not  submitted  to  the 
county  to  support  these  purchases. 

To  ensure  reimbursements  represent  legitimate  disbursements  of  the 
Sheriffs  department,  the  County  Commission  should  ensure  documentation 
is  submitted  to  support  all  charges  and  perform  a  review  of  the 
reimbursement  requests  to  reduce  the  possibility  of  duplicate  payments. 

1.3  Meals  The  Sheriffs  department  does  not  have  formal  written  policies  for  meal 

expenses.  Deputies  of  the  Sheriffs  department  were  regularly  reimbursed 
for  meal  expenses  incurred  when  the  employees  were  not  in  continuous 
travel  status  for  12  hours  or  more  and  these  payments  were  not  added  to  the 
employee  W-2  forms  as  a  taxable  benefit.  In  addition,  meals  are  frequently 
provided  to  department  personnel  at  various  training  sessions  or  meetings 
held  locally.  While  reviewing  personal  credit  card  reimbursements,  we 
identified  27  charges  for  meals  purchased,  totaling  $1,442,  where  the 
employee  was  not  on  travel  status,  and  many  of  those  meals  were  purchased 
at  local  restaurants  in  the  county.  Local  meals  were  often  paid  by  the  county 
with  no  indication  of  individuals  in  attendance,  the  business  purpose,  or 
reason  why  the  meals  were  necessary. 

According  to  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS)  Publication  463,  Travel, 
Entertainment,  Gift,  and  Car  Expenses,  the  cost  of  business  meals  that  does 
not  involve  overnight  travel  or  travel  long  enough  for  the  employees  to  stop 
for  sleep  or  rest  to  properly  perform  their  duties  is  a  personal  expense,  and 
therefore  is  not  deductible  as  a  business  expense.  Also,  if  employers 
reimburse  employees  for  these  business  meals,  federal  regulations  require 
employers  to  report  the  amount  reimbursed  as  taxable  income  to  the 
employee. 

Recommendations  The  County  Commission: 

1.1  Ensure  purchases  are  made  through  the  county  purchasing 
procedures  rather  than  the  employee  expense  reimbursement 
process.  If  the  county  chooses  to  allow  certain  expenses  to  be 
reimbursed  in  this  manner,  the  county  should  reimburse  the  Sheriff 
and  employees  directly. 
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1.2  Ensure  documentation  is  submitted  to  support  all  charges  claimed 
for  reimbursement  and  a  thorough  and  documented  review  is 
performed. 

1.3  Develop  a  comprehensive  policy  regarding  meal  reimbursement 
purchases  that  is  in  compliance  with  IRS  regulations.  This  policy 
should  establish  specific  guidelines  regarding  proper  and  allowable 
expenditures,  along  with  documentation  requirements  including  the 
business  purpose  and  individuals  in  attendance. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  responses: 

1.1  We  agree  and  have  already  changed  this  process  and  now  payments 
go  directly  to  the  employee. 

1.2  We  will  work  with  the  County  Clerk  to  ensure  this  is  implemented. 

1.3  We  will  take  this  under  advisement  and  work  with  the  elected 
officials  to  develop  a  policy  to  ensure  compliance  with  IRS 
regulations. 

The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

1.1  The  county  has  changed  the  reimbursement  process  so  that  now 
formal  reimbursement  requests  are  submitted  and  payments  now  go 
directly  to  the  employee,  rather  than  to  the  vendor. 

1.3  I  have  developed  a  policy  to  ensure  compliance  with  IRS 
regulations  and  I  will  ensure  future  reimbursements  are  in 
accordance  with  this  policy. 


Records  and  monitoring  of  fuel  purchases  and  use  are  not  adequate.  During 
the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011,  road  and  bridge  department  fuel 
purchases  totaled  $73,754  and  Sheriffs  department  fuel  purchases  totaled 
$176,508. 

Records  and  monitoring  procedures  over  road  and  bridge  department  fuel 
use  are  not  adequate.  The  road  and  bridge  department  maintains  32  vehicles 
and  motorized  pieces  of  equipment  and  purchases  fuel  to  dispense  from  a 
bulk  tank  located  at  the  county  barn.  The  fuel  tank  is  not  metered  and 
records  of  fuel  dispensed  are  not  maintained,  thus  fuel  pumped  from  the 
tank  is  not  accounted  for  properly.  While  the  road  and  bridge  department 
has  attempted  to  maintain  some  usage  logs,  odometer  readings  are  not 
always  recorded  on  the  logs. 

Maintenance  and  review  of  vehicle  and  equipment  mileage  and  fuel  use  logs 
and  comparison  of  log  information  and  inventory  records  to  fuel  purchases 


2.  Mileage  and  Fuel 

Use 


2. 1  Road  and  bridge  mileage 
and  fuel  records 
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are  necessary  to  ensure  vehicles  and  equipment  are  properly  utilized, 
prevent  paying  fuel  vendors  for  improper  amounts,  and  decrease  the  risk  of 
theft  or  misuse  of  fuel  occurring  without  detection.  Logs  should  provide 
sufficient  details  to  enable  the  county  to  effectively  monitor  vehicle  and 
equipment  use  and  fuel  costs. 

Procedures  for  monitoring  fuel  usage  are  not  adequate.  As  a  result,  the 
county  cannot  ensure  there  is  no  misuse  of  fuel  or  vehicles.  The  Sheriffs 
department  maintains  30  vehicles  and  fuel  is  purchased  by  the  Sheriffs 
department  with  fuel  cards. 

•  A  fuel  card  is  assigned  to  each  deputy  officer  which  requires  a  pin 
number  and  odometer  reading  be  entered  at  the  time  fuel  is  purchased; 
however,  the  pin  number  assigned  is  not  a  unique  number  and  the 
Sheriff  and  his  employees  sometimes  share  fuel  cards  and  pin  numbers. 
There  is  no  reconciliation  of  fuel  purchases  performed,  because 
employees  do  not  submit  charge  receipts  and  the  odometer  reading  on 
the  billing  statements  are  not  consistent  or  accurate.  The  officers  may 
drive  several  different  vehicles  through  the  course  of  the  month  and  fuel 
cards  are  not  assigned  by  vehicle,  which  makes  it  difficult  to  determine 
if  fuel  purchased  is  reasonable.  Since  charge  receipts  are  not  submitted, 
the  County  Clerk  is  unable  to  reconcile  supporting  documentation  to  the 
billing  statements. 

•  Mileage  and  fuel  logs  are  not  retained,  but  are  discarded  after  1  or  2 
months,  according  to  the  Sheriff.  A  log  documenting  the  daily 
beginning  and  ending  odometer  readings,  total  miles  driven,  and  a 
general  description  of  the  use  of  the  vehicle  is  prepared  by  the  deputy. 
The  Sheriff  indicated  he  reviews  the  logs  to  monitor  the  deputy's 
activity;  however,  the  logs  are  not  reviewed  to  calculate  the  miles  per 
gallon  for  the  vehicles  to  help  provide  assurance  fuel  usage  is  only  for 
county  business.  Since  some  vehicles  are  assigned  to  deputies  as  take 
home  vehicles,  a  thorough  review  of  the  mileage  and  fuel  logs  is 
necessary  to  ensure  all  usage  is  necessary  and  within  department  policy. 
Also,  the  county  should  adopt  a  policy  regarding  appropriate  vehicle  use 
and  any  reporting  requirements. 

Procedures  for  maintaining  and  reviewing  mileage/fuel  use  logs  and 
reconciling  log  information  to  fuel  purchased  and  related  records  are 
necessary  to  ensure  vehicles  are  properly  utilized,  prevent  paying  vendors 
for  improper  billing  amounts,  and  decrease  the  risk  of  theft  or  misuse  of  fuel 
occurring  without  detection.  Logs  should  provide  sufficient  details  so  the 
county  can  effectively  monitor  vehicle  and  equipment  fuel  costs.  A  policy 
regarding  appropriate  use  of  Sheriffs  Department  vehicles  is  necessary  to 
clarify  authorized  use  of  vehicles  and  reporting  requirements. 


2.2  Shenff  fuel  cards  and 
records 
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Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 


Similar  conditions  were  noted  in  our  prior  report. 


Recommendations 


Auditee's  Response 


3.  Sheriff  Controls 
and  Procedures 


3.1  Segregation  of  duties 


The  County  Commission: 

2.1  Require  the  road  and  bridge  department  establish  procedures  to 
maintain  adequate  records  to  effectively  monitor  vehicle, 
equipment,  and  fuel  use.  In  addition,  fuel  use  should  be  reconciled 
to  fuel  purchases,  and  any  significant  discrepancies  should  be 
investigated. 

2.2  Establish  procedures  to  reconcile  fuel  purchased  by  the  Sheriffs 
department  to  fuel  used  and  review  fuel  use  for  completeness  and 
reasonableness.  In  addition,  all  fuel  tickets  should  be  submitted  to 
the  County  Clerk  for  comparison  to  vendor  billings  and  a  vehicle 
use  policy  should  be  developed  with  the  Sheriff. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 

2.1  We  have  added  a  flow  meter  to  the  fuel  tank  and  are  now 
monitoring  fuel  usage  more  closely. 

The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  response: 

2.2  We  are  in  the  process  of  developing  a  monthly  usage,  fuel,  and 
maintenance  form  to  be  completed  for  each  vehicle.  I  will  ensure 
this  form  is  completed,  reviewed  for  reasonableness,  and  reconciled 
to  the  monthly  billings  before  submitting  to  the  County  Clerk.  I  have 
already  developed  a  policy  regarding  appropriate  use  of  county 
vehicles. 

Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated,  month-end  liabilities  lists 
are  not  prepared,  and  receipts  are  not  deposited  timely.  In  addition,  records 
and  procedures  for  making  commissary  inventory  adjustments  need 
improvement. 

The  Sheriff  maintains  two  checking  accounts:  a  commissary  account  for 
inmate  commissary  funds,  phone  card  sales,  phone  commissions,  and  bonds; 
and  the  fee  account  for  monies  collected  for  civil  and  criminal  process  fees 
and  Sheriffs  sales.  During  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011,  receipts 
for  the  commissary  account  totaled  approximately  $700,000,  and  receipts 
for  the  fee  account  totaled  approximately  $520,000. 

Accounting  duties  are  not  segregated,  and  an  adequate  supervisory  review 
of  accounting  records  is  not  performed.  The  commissary  clerk  is  primarily 
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responsible  for  commissary  accounting  duties,  including  receipting, 
recording,  depositing,  and  disbursing  monies.  An  administrative  assistant  is 
primarily  responsible  for  civil  and  criminal  accounting  duties,  including 
maintaining  accounting  records,  depositing  and  disbursing  monies,  and 
preparing  bank  reconciliations  for  both  the  commissary  and  the  fee 
accounts.  While  the  Sheriff  indicated  he  oversees  accounting  duties  and 
signs  off  on  bank  statements,  numerous  errors  were  noted  in  bank 
reconciliations,  check  registers,  and  commissary  records,  which  were  not 
identified  during  the  Sheriffs  review  or  corrected. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  all  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  Sheriff  should  implement  an  adequate 
independent  or  supervisory  review  to  ensure  the  bank  records  are  in 
agreement  with  the  accounting  records. 

3.2  Liabilities  A  monthly  list  of  liabilities  was  not  prepared  for  either  the  fee  or 

commissary  bank  accounts,  and  consequently,  liabilities  were  not  compared 
to  the  reconciled  bank  balances.  At  our  request,  a  list  of  liabilities  for  the 
commissary  account  was  prepared  and  identified  liabilities  totaled  $9,223,  at 
December  31,  2011.  The  reconciled  bank  balance  was  $14,397  leaving  an 
unidentified  balance  of  $5,174.  The  administrative  assistant  indicated  she 
believes  this  difference  consists  of  monies  that  were  used  to  start  the 
commissary  account.  At  our  request,  a  list  of  liabilities  for  the  fee  account 
was  prepared  at  April  30,  2012,  and  it  agreed  to  the  reconciled  bank 
balance. 

To  ensure  records  are  in  balance  and  sufficient  funds  are  available  for 
payment  of  all  liabilities,  a  complete  and  accurate  list  of  liabilities  should  be 
prepared  monthly  for  both  accounts  and  reconciled  to  the  book  balances. 
Prompt  investigation  of  differences  is  needed  to  determine  the  cause  of  and 
resolve  the  problem.  Various  statutory  provisions  address  the  proper 
disposition  of  unidentified  monies. 

Receipts,  including  significant  amounts  of  cash,  are  not  deposited  timely. 
For  example,  a  commissary  deposit  totaling  $14,669  made  on  December  8, 
2011,  included  $5,570  in  cash,  some  of  which  had  been  on  hand  for  a  week 
before  deposit.  In  addition,  we  noted  other  deposits  where  receipts  were 
held  up  to  a  week  before  deposit. 

To  adequately  account  for  collections  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss  or  misuse 
of  funds,  deposits  should  be  made  in  a  timely  manner.  When  significant 
amounts  of  cash  are  collected,  monies  should  be  deposited  daily  to  ensure 
cash  assets  are  protected  from  theft  or  fraud. 

3.4  Commissary  adjustments  There  was  no  independent  approval  to  support  adjustments  posted  to  the 

commissary  inventory  system,   and  adequate  documentation  of  such 


3.3  Deposits 
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adjustments  was  not  retained.  The  Sheriffs  department  maintains  inventory 
records  to  track  commissary  items  and  help  determine  when  inventory  items 
need  to  be  replenished.  A  physical  inventory  is  performed  quarterly  by  the 
commissary  clerk.  While  physical  inventory  counts  are  compared  to  the 
inventory  records  by  the  commissary  clerk,  differences  in  the  physical  count 
and  records  are  not  investigated.  Instead,  the  commissary  clerk  will  adjust 
the  number  of  items  added  to  the  inventory  when  a  purchase  is  made  to 
account  for  the  difference.  For  example,  on  November  16,  2011,  200  phone 
cards  were  purchased;  however,  the  commissary  clerk  only  posted  195 
phone  cards  to  the  system.  The  commissary  clerk  indicated  the  number  of 
cards  purchased  was  reduced  to  agree  the  number  on  hand  to  the  inventory 
record.  However,  the  adjustment  was  not  approved  by  the  Sheriff. 

Due  to  the  risks  associated  with  physical  inventory  adjustments  and  the  lack 
of  segregation  of  duties  (see  section  3.1),  documented  approval  by  the 
Sheriff  should  be  obtained  before  any  adjustments  are  posted  to  the  system. 
In  addition,  the  Sheriffs  department  should  maintain  a  record  of  physical 
inventory  counts  compared  to  the  inventory  records  and  maintain  adequate 
documentation  to  provide  evidence  any  adjustment  was  properly  approved 
and  reflected  in  the  system. 


Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 


Similar  conditions  to  sections  3.1,  3.2,  and  3.3  were  noted  in  our  prior 
report. 


Recommendations 


The  Sheriff: 


3.1  Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  an  adequate  independent  or  supervisory  review  of 
accounting  and  bank  records  is  performed  and  documented. 

3.2  Prepare  a  monthly  list  of  liabilities  for  both  accounts  and  compare 
to  the  reconciled  bank  balances.  Ensure  any  differences  are 
investigated  and  resolved. 

3.3  Deposit  all  monies  on  a  timely  basis. 

3.4  Establish  procedures  to  ensure  all  inventory  adjustments  are 
approved.  In  addition,  the  Sheriff  should  require  adequate 
supporting  documentation  be  provided  and  reviewed  before  the 
adjustment  is  made. 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

3.1       I  will  work  with  my  staff  to  ensure  independent  oversight  of 
accounting  functions  is  performed  monthly. 
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3.2 

/  have  turned  over  to  the  county  treasury  the  difference  identified  by 
the  auditors  and  have  already  begun  preparing  monthly  listings  of 
liabilities  for  both  accounts  maintained  by  my  office. 

3.3 

My  office  will  try  to  deposit  monies  at  least  twice  weekly  and  in 
some  instances,  where  large  amounts  of  cash  are  received,  more 
often. 

3.4 

I  will  work  with  the  commissary  clerk  to  complete  forms 
documenting  any  inventory  adjustments  and  I  will  ensure  I  approve 
these  before  they  are  posted  in  the  future. 

4.  Timesheets 

Time  summaries  of  hours  worked  submitted  for  employees  of  Sheriffs 
department  include  estimated  hours  which  are  not  verified  after  the  pay 
period  is  over. 

While  all  county  employees  estimate  hours  to  be  worked  during  the  last  few 
days  of  the  pay  period  on  timesheets,  the  Sheriff  does  not  ensure  a 

comparison  of  actual  hours  worked  to  the  reported  estimated  hours  is 
performed.  The  county  pay  period  ends  on  the  last  day  of  every  month; 
however,  the  county  policy  is  to  have  each  department  submit  employee 
timesheets  to  the  County  Clerk's  office  by  the  28th  of  the  month  so  that 
payroll  can  be  processed  and  paid  by  the  last  working  day  of  the  month. 
After  payroll  checks  are  run,  the  timesheets  are  given  back  to  each 
department  head  for  verification  of  hours  worked  and  are  signed  by  the 
department  head  and  turned  back  into  the  County  Clerk.  If  the  estimated 
hours  are  incorrect,  the  official  will  note  any  changes  on  the  time  sheet 
before  signing.  The  County  Clerk  indicated  that  while  the  Sheriffs 
department  does  submit  time  sheets  for  each  employee  after  checks  are 
distributed,  the  Sheriffs  signature  is  typically  stamped  on  the  time  sheets  by 
the  Sheriffs  administrative  assistant,  leaving  the  County  Clerk  to  conclude 
the  estimated  hours  are  accurate.  No  comparison  of  the  estimated  hours  to 
actual  hours  worked  is  performed  by  Sheriffs  department  or  the  County 
Clerk's  office. 

For  Sheriffs  department  employees,  who  do  not  always  work  a  standard 
workweek,  the  comparison  of  actual  hours  worked  to  the  estimated  hours  is 
very  important.  We  reviewed  the  Sheriffs  department  payroll  summary 
submitted  for  November  2011  and  indentified  a  jailer  who  was  overpaid  by 
10.75  hours.  The  summary  indicated  180  hours  should  be  paid,  while  this 
employee  should  have  been  paid  for  only  169.25  hours.  This  difference  was 
not  identified  and  corrected  the  following  month  because  a  comparison  of 
hours  reported  to  hours  actually  worked  is  not  performed. 

Paying  county  employees  for  estimated  hours  may  lead  to  errors, 
inconsistencies  in  the  calculation  of  compensatory  and  accumulated  leave 
balances,  and  the  potential  for  employees  to  be  over/under  paid.  In  addition, 
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Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


detailed  timesheets  signed  by  the  employee  and  approved  by  a  supervisor 
are  necessary  to  document  hours  actually  worked  and  provide  information 
needed  to  monitor  overtime,  leave,  and  compensatory  time;  and  are 
beneficial  in  demonstrating  compliance  with  county  policies. 

The  County  Commission  consider  changing  payroll  procedures  to  require  all 
county  employees  be  paid  based  on  actual  hours  worked.  In  addition,  the 
Sheriff  should  require  a  comparison  of  estimated  hours  to  actual  hours 
worked. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 

We  will  consider  changes  to  our  payroll  process  to  pay  employees  based  on 
actual  hours  worked. 


5.  Capital  Assets 


The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  response: 

We  have  corrected  the  overpayment  identified  by  the  auditors  by  adjusting 
his  compensatory  time  balance  and  have  balanced  our  employee  leave 
balances  with  the  leave  records  maintained  by  the  County  Clerk's  office.  I 
will  ensure  actual  time  worked  is  compared  to  estimated  hours  in  the  future. 
My  preference  would  be  for  the  county  to  discontinue  estimating  hours  and 
adjust  the  payroll  process  to  pay  based  on  actual  hours  worked. 

As  noted  in  previous  audits,  procedures  and  records  to  account  for  county 
property  are  not  adequate.  The  County  Clerk  annually  sends  each 
department  a  memo  requesting  inventory  lists  and  the  various  departments' 
inventory  lists  serve  as  the  county's  overall  property  control  records; 
however,  the  county  has  no  procedure  in  place  to  identify  capital  asset 
purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year.  In  addition,  property  is  not 
always  tagged  for  specific  identification.  While  the  County  Clerk  issues 
tags,  each  department  is  responsible  for  ensuring  tags  are  attached  to  the 
applicable  property  item. 

Adequate  capital  asset  records  and  procedures  are  necessary  to  ensure 
effective  internal  controls,  meet  statutory  requirements,  and  provide  a  basis 
for  determining  proper  insurance  coverage.  Procedures  to  track  capital  asset 
purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year  and  compare  to  physical 
inventory  results  would  enhance  the  county's  ability  to  account  for  capital 
assets  and  potentially  identify  unrecorded  additions  and  dispositions, 
identify  obsolete  assets,  and  deter  and  detect  theft  of  assets.  Proper  tagging 
of  county  property  items  and  specific  identification  of  property  locations  are 
necessary  to  reduce  the  possibility  of  improper  personal  use  of  county 
property. 
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6.  Prosecuting 

Attorney  Controls 
and  Procedures 


The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  ensure  procedures  are 
implemented  for  tracking  capital  asset  purchases  and  dispositions 
throughout  the  year,  and  all  capital  assets  are  properly  tagged. 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

We  will  work  together  to  develop  procedures  to  track  asset  purchases  and 
dispositions  and  use  that  information  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  annual 
inventories  performed  by  the  various  elected  officials.  We  will  also  work 
with  the  county  officials  to  ensure  all  capital  assets  are  properly  tagged  in 
the  future. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  does  not  have  adequate  procedures  to  follow  up 
on  outstanding  checks,  does  not  properly  handle  all  restitution  monies 
received,  and  does  not  dispose  of  unclaimed  monies  in  accordance  with 
state  law.  In  addition,  bonuses  were  paid  to  employees. 


6.1  Restitution  account 


Follow  up  on  outstanding  restitution  checks  is  not  adequate.  At 
December  31,  2011,  there  were  68  outstanding  checks  totaling  $5,597  more 
than  a  year  old  and  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  staff  had  taken  no  action  to 
determine  the  reason  these  checks  have  not  cleared  the  bank.  In  addition, 
"overage"  amounts  maintained  within  the  restitution  bank  account  are  not 
properly  disbursed  in  accordance  with  state  law.  The  monies  received  from 
interest,  overpayments,  restitution  checks  that  are  not  cashed,  and  restitution 
checks  returned  as  undeliverable  are  added  to  the  book  balance  and  tracked 
as  "overage"  amounts,  rather  than  being  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  state 
law.  Our  office  has  made  recommendations  related  to  the  handling  of  these 
funds  since  1997;  but  proper  action  has  not  been  taken.  Instead,  starting  in 
January  2008,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  began  authorizing  payments  from 
the  "overage"  amounts  to  victims  he  determines  would  not  receive 
restitution  payments.  These  payments  totaled  over  $9,800  from  January 
2008  through  May  2012.  There  is  no  statutory  authority  allowing  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney  to  disburse  restitution  funds  in  this  manner. 

Procedures  should  be  established  to  routinely  investigate  any  checks 
remaining  outstanding  over  a  specified  period  of  time.  Old  outstanding 
checks  should  be  voided  and  reissued  to  those  payees  who  can  be  readily 
located.  When  a  payee  cannot  be  located,  various  statutory  provisions 
provide  for  the  disposition  of  unclaimed  monies.  To  ensure  all  monies  in  the 
restitution  account  are  disbursed  properly,  overpayments,  interest,  and 
checks  not  cashed  or  returned  as  undeliverable  should  be  disbursed  in 
accordance  with  state  law. 


6.2  Bonuses 


In  December  2010,  bonuses  were  paid  to  employees  of  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  office  from  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fund.  Three 
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Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 


employees  received  $200  each  and  another  employee  received  $50.  No 
documentation  was  retained  to  support  any  additional  hours  worked  or 
duties  performed  by  these  employees. 

These  bonuses  appear  to  represent  additional  compensation  for  services 
previously  rendered  and,  as  such  are  in  violation  of  Article  III,  Section  39, 
the  Missouri  Constitution,  and  contrary  to  Attorney  General's  Opinion  No. 
72,  1955  to  Pray,  which  states,  "...  a  government  agency  deriving  its 
power  and  authority  from  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  state  would  be 
prohibited  from  granting  extra  compensation  in  the  form  of  bonuses  to 
public  officers  after  the  service  has  been  rendered." 

Similar  conditions  were  noted  in  our  prior  report. 


Recommendations 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney: 


6.1  Establish  procedures  to  follow  up  and  resolve  outstanding  checks  in 
a  timely  manner  and  distribute  overpayments,  interest,  and 
uncashed  or  undeliverable  restitution  checks  in  accordance  with 
state  law. 


Auditee's  Response 


6.2       Discontinue  paying  bonuses. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


6.1  The  overage  monies  have  been  accumulating  for  many  years  and 
these  monies  have  been  distributed  to  victims  who  have  been  court- 
ordered  to  receive  restitution,  but  who  won't  be  compensated  in  any 
other  way.  The  balance  of  this  overage  amount  is  significantly 
reduced  and  I  don't  anticipate  making  additional  payments  of  this 
nature  in  the  near  future.  I  will  consider  the  auditor's 
recommendation  when  determining  future  procedures  for  handling 
overpayments  and  checks  returned  to  us  as  undeliverable. 

6.2  Bonuses  were  not  paid  to  employee's  in  2011  and  I  do  not  plan  to 
make  bonus  payments  in  the  future. 
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Bates  County  is  a  township-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat  is 
Butler. 


Bates  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  bridges,  and  performing  miscellaneous 
duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal  functions  of  these 
other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property  assessment,  property  tax 
collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance  of  financial  and  other 
records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county  employed  83  full-time 
employees  and  6  part-time  employees  on  December  31,  2011.  The 
townships  maintain  county  roads. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder  2012  2011 


Donna  Gregory,  Presiding  Commissioner  $ 

33,271 

Randy  Pike,  Associate  Commissioner 

33,124 

Larry  Berry,  Associate  Commissioner 

28,968 

Lucille  Mundey,  Recorder  of  Deeds 

44,900 

Marlene  Wainscott,  County  Clerk  (1) 

46,531 

Hugh  C.  Jenkins,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

110,116 

Chad  Anderson,  Sheriff 

46,350 

Gary  Schowengerdt,  County  Coroner 

16,900 

Sharon  Cumpton,  Public  Administrator 

42,350 

Jimmy  Piatt,  County  Collector-Treasurer  (2), 

year  ended  March  31,  54,521 

Roger  Pruden,  County  Assessor  , 

year  ended  August  31, 

44,850 

W.  C.  Bill  Lethcho,  County  Surveyor 

23,400 

( 1 )  Includes  $  1 ,63 1  of  commissions  earned  for  preparing  city  property  tax  books. 

(2)  Includes  $9,197  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  city  property  taxes. 


Financing  The  county  entered  into  a  lease  purchase  agreement  with  First  Bank  of 

Arrangements  Missouri  on  March  1,  2002.  The  terms  of  the  agreement  call  for  the  county 

™  '  to  lease  the  law  enforcement  and  detention  center  to  First  Bank  of  Missouri, 

and  for  the  bank  to  lease  purchase  the  law  enforcement  and  detention  center 
back  to  the  county  with  lease  payments  equal  to  the  amount  due  to  retire  the 
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indebtedness.  Certificates  of  Participation  totaling  $5,590,000  were  issued 
by  First  Bank  of  Missouri  on  behalf  of  the  county  and  the  proceeds  of  those 
certificates  were  used  to  construct  the  law  enforcement  and  detention  center. 
The  lease  is  scheduled  to  be  paid  off  in  2017.  The  remaining  principal  and 
interest  due  on  the  lease  at  December  31,  2011,  was  $2,450,000  and 
$189,317  respectively.  The  Certificates  of  Participation  are  anticipated  to  be 
paid  with  the  revenue  generated  from  the  capital  improvement  sales  tax 
which  was  passed  on  November  6,  2001. 


American  Recovery  and  Bates  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  2  years 

Reinvestment  Act  2009         ended  December  3 1  > 201 1  • 
(Federal  Stimulus) 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Caldwell  County 


County  Procedures  The  lack  of  procedures  to  monitor  the  results  of  actual  property  tax  reductions 

for  sales  tax  collections  and  errors  made  in  sales  tax  reduction  calculations 
resulted  in  property  tax  reductions  being  insufficient  to  offset  sales  taxes 
received  by  a  total  of  $262,714  between  2008  and  2011.  Administrative  service 
fee  transfers  from  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  to  the  General  Revenue 
Fund  were  excessive.  Procedures  related  to  closed  County  Commission 
meetings  did  not  always  comply  with  the  Sunshine  Law. 

Property  Tax  Controls  Prior  to  June  2012,  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  had  unlimited  access  to  all 

information  in  the  system  and  made  changes  to  individual  tax  records.  The 
County  Collector-Treasurer  posted  certain  abatements  of  personal  and  real 
estate  taxes  in  the  tax  system  totaling  $1,440  in  2011  and  $44,895  in  2010,  but 
proper  segregation  of  duties  requires  that  adjustments  be  made  by  those 
independent  of  the  collection  process. 


Prosecuting  Attorney  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  has  not  established  procedures  to  routinely  follow  up 

Accounting  Controls  and  on  outstanding  checks,  and  as  of  December  31,  2011,  29  checks,  totaling 

,  $4,095,  had  been  outstanding  for  over  a  year.  Monthly  lists  of  liabilities  are  not 

rropf^fliirf1^ 

prepared  and  reconciled  with  cash  balances. 


Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to  the 
operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


American  Recovery  and  During  the  audit  period,  Caldwell  County  was  awarded  a  $32,260  Recovery 

Reinvestment  Act  ^Ct:  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant,  all  of  which  was 

_   ,      ,  _  .      ,    .  received  and  expended  for  computer  equipment. 

(Federal  Stimulus)  F               F      4  F 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 


Poor:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 

findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Caldwell  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Caldwell  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Nichols,  Stopp  and  VanHoy  LLC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit 
the  financial  statements  of  Caldwell  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  scope  of  our 
audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  objectives 
of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence 
regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal 
provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that 
illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contracts  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on 
that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified:  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Caldwell 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Manager:  Todd  M.  Schuler,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Richard  Stuck 
Audit  Staff:  Nathaniel  Fast,  M.Acct.,  CPA 

Tabitha  Wacker,  MBA 
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Management  Advisory  Report 
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I     r^oiintv  Prnrprliirpc   Procedures  related  to  property  tax  rollback,  administrative  transfers,  and 

i.  ^ouniy  rroteaures  closed  meetings  need  improvement. 


mprovement. 


1 . 1  Property  tax  levy 
reduction 


The  county  has  not  established  procedures  to  monitor  or  assess  the  results  of 
actual  property  tax  reductions  for  sales  tax  collections.  In  addition,  errors 
were  made  in  the  sales  tax  reduction  calculations.  As  a  result,  property  tax 
reductions  were  not  sufficient  to  offset  sales  taxes  received  by  a  total  of 
$262,714  for  the  years  2008  through  201 1. 

Year  Ending  December  3 1 , 


Required  property  tax  reduction 
Actual  property  tax  reduction 
(Under )/Over  collection 
Prior  years  (under)/over  collection 
Total  property  tax  (under )/over  collection  $  262,714 


2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

96,669 

100,203 

106,788 

108,313 

0 

17,804 

34,037 

85,150 

96,669 

82,399 

72,751 

23,163 

166,045 

83,646 

10,895 

(12,268) 

262,714 

166,045 

83,646 

10,895 

Section  67.505,  RSMo,  requires  the  county  to  reduce  property  taxes  for  a 
percentage  of  sales  taxes  collected.  Caldwell  County  voters  enacted  a  one- 
half  cent  sales  tax  with  a  provision  to  reduce  property  taxes  by  50  percent  of 
sales  taxes  collected.  The  county  is  required  to  estimate  the  annual  property 
tax  levy  to  meet  the  50  percent  reduction  requirement  and  in  the  following 
year  calculate  any  excess  property  taxes  collected,  based  upon  actual  sales 
tax  collections.  The  county  then  certifies  to  the  State  Auditor's  office  the 
annual  property  tax  levy,  including  the  amount  the  levy  is  required  to  be 
reduced  for  sales  tax  collections,  as  well  as  any  voluntary  reductions.  For 
2008  through  2011,  the  county  certified  the  sales  tax  reductions  and 
voluntary  reductions  as  follows: 


 2011  2010  2009  2008 

Sales  tax  reduction       $     0.0000  0.0136  0.0302  0.0762 

Voluntary  reduction           0.0000  0.0628  0.0462  0.0683 

Actual  tax  levy  0.2323  0.2300  0.2300  0.2300 


The  County  Clerk  indicated  she  was  instructed  by  the  County  Commission 
to  set  the  levy  at  approximately  23  cents.  While  calculations  were  made  by 
the  County  Clerk  to  estimate  the  required  sales  tax  reduction,  these 
calculations  were  not  accurate.  In  2008,  2009,  and  2010,  the  County  Clerk 
did  not  use  the  correct  gross  property  tax  amount  in  her  calculations.  Also  in 
2010,  the  County  Clerk  incorrectly  calculated  the  adjustment  for  prior  years' 
sales  tax  collections  and  mistakenly  utilized  the  calculated  tax  rate  as  the 
sales  tax  reduction.  The  voluntary  reductions  taken  in  2008  and  2010 
resulted  in  a  reduction  of  the  county  property  tax  levy  ceiling.  In  2011,  the 
county  did  not  perform  any  rollback  calculations  or  take  a  sales  tax 
reduction,  as  the  ceiling  was  down  to  23.23  cents,  which  is  approximately 
the  county's  desired  general  revenue  property  tax  levy. 
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The  county  should  review  the  classification  of  past  designations  of  sales  tax 
and  voluntary  reductions  and  ensure  future  property  tax  certifications 
properly  reflect  the  purpose  of  property  tax  reductions.  In  addition,  the 
County  Clerk  should  ensure  the  proper  amounts  are  utilized  as  the 
reductions  when  setting  the  tax  rates  for  the  year. 

1.2  Transfers  Administrative  service  fee  transfers  from  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge 

(SRB)  Fund  to  the  General  Revenue  (GR)  Fund  were  excessive.  During  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2011  and  2010,  the  county  budgeted  and  made 
administrative  service  fee  transfers  of  $70,000  and  $90,000,  respectively, 
from  the  SRB  Fund  to  the  GR  Fund. 

Section  50.515,  RSMo,  allows  the  county  to  impose  an  administrative 
service  fee  on  the  SRB  Fund.  The  administrative  service  fee  shall  be 
imposed  only  to  generate  reimbursement  sufficient  to  recoup  actual 
disbursements  made  from  the  GR  Fund  for  related  administrative  services  to 
the  SRB  Fund,  and  shall  not  exceed  5  percent  of  the  SRB  Fund  budget. 

Although  the  administrative  service  fee  transfers  were  less  than  5  percent  of 
SRB  Fund  budgeted  disbursements,  the  transfers  exceeded  5  percent  of 
actual  disbursements  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2011  and  2010,  by  a 
total  of  $56,931.  This  situation  resulted  from  anticipated  bridge  construction 
which  was  budgeted  for  but  not  completed. 

1.3  Closed  meetings  County  procedures  related  to  closed  meetings  were  not  always  in 

compliance  with  the  Sunshine  Law.  The  County  Commission  held  28  closed 
meetings  during  2011  and  2010. 

•  Reasons  for  closing  meetings  and  the  corresponding  votes  to  close 
the  meetings  were  not  always  documented.  During  the  2  years 
ended  December  31,  2011,  the  minutes  of  several  open  sessions  did 
not  document  a  vote  to  close  the  meeting.  In  addition,  no  minutes 
were  maintained  for  two  of  the  closed  sessions. 

•  Some  topics  discussed  in  closed  meetings  were  not  allowable.  For 
example,  the  County  Commission  closed  meetings  to  discuss  a 
county  employee  working  a  four  day  work  week,  economic 
development  in  the  county,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  handling  child 
support  enforcement  duties,  and  deputies  entering  surrounding 
counties  and  making  arrests. 

Chapter  610,  RSMo,  provides  the  question  of  holding  a  closed  meeting  and 
the  reason  for  the  closed  meeting  be  voted  in  an  open  meeting  and  requires 
minutes  be  prepared  for  all  closed  meetings.  The  law  also  provides  a  list  of 
topics  for  which  meetings  can  be  closed. 
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A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 
Recommendations  The  County  Commission: 

1.1  Reduce  the  county  property  tax  levy  adequately  to  meet  the  sales 
tax  reduction  requirements,  including  reduction  for  excess  property 
taxes  of  $262,714  collected  in  2011  and  prior  years. 

1.2  Base  administrative  transfers  on  actual  or  reasonable  budgeted 
disbursements  of  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund.  In  addition,  the 
County  Commission  should  transfer  $56,931  from  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  to  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  for  repayment 
of  excessive  transfers. 

1.3  Ensure  the  reason  and  the  corresponding  vote  for  entering  closed 
session  is  documented  and  minutes  are  kept  for  all  closed  sessions. 
In  addition,  discussions  in  closed  meetings  must  be  limited  to 
allowable  topics  and  only  those  topics  indicated  as  the  reason  for 
closing  the  meeting. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  responses: 

1.1  We  agree  and  have  already  taken  action  to  begin  correcting  this 
issue.  The  2012  tax  levy  has  already  been  adjusted  to  correct  for  a 
portion  of  this  problem  and  the  remaining  amount  will  be  corrected 
when  setting  tax  levies  in  the  next  three  years. 

1.2  The  bridges  which  have  been  on  hold  the  last  couple  years  are  to  be 
completed  in  2013  and  we  anticipate  reducing  the  administrative 
transfer  next  year  to  refund  to  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 
the  $56,931. 

1.3  We  agree  and  have  already  taken  steps  to  comply  with  the  various 
provisions  of  the  Sunshine  Law. 


Controls  and  procedures  over  the  property  tax  system  need  improvement. 
The  office  of  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  processed  property  taxes 
totaling  approximately  $8.5  million  annually  for  the  2  years  ended 
February  29,  2012. 

Access  to  the  property  tax  system  was  not  adequately  restricted  prior  to  June 
2012.  The  County  Collector-Treasurer  had  administrative  access  rights  in 
the  property  tax  system,  which  provided  her  with  unlimited  access  to  all 
information  in  the  system  and  allowed  her  to  make  changes  to  individual  tax 
records  (see  section  2.2).  Because  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  is 
responsible  for  collecting  tax  monies,  good  internal  controls  require  she  not 


2.  Property  Tax 
Controls 

2.1  Computer  access 
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have  system  access  rights  to  be  able  to  alter  or  delete  tax  rates,  assessed 
values,  and  property  tax  billings.  The  County  Collector-Treasurer  indicated 
she  was  aware  she  had  such  access  to  the  system.  When  we  brought  the 
risks  of  this  access  issue  to  her  attention  in  June  2012,  she  had  the  software 
programmer  change  the  access  rights  so  she  no  longer  has  the  ability  to 
change  property  tax  records. 


2.2  Tax  book  changes 


To  prevent  unauthorized  changes  to  the  property  tax  records,  access  should 
be  limited  based  on  user  needs.  Unrestricted  access  can  result  in  the  deletion 
or  alteration  of  data  files  and  programs. 

The  County  Collector-Treasurer  indicated  she  posted  certain  abatements  of 
personal  and  real  estate  taxes  in  the  tax  system  totaling  $1,440  in  2011  and 
$44,895  in  2010. 


Recommendations 


Auditee's  Response 


When  outlawing  personal  property  taxes  and  for  certain  real  estate  taxes 
where  the  tax  sale  proceeds  were  less  than  the  taxes  due,  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer  would  post  the  abatement  to  the  tax  system  once 
approved  by  the  County  Commission.  Typically,  abatements  of  taxes  are 
posted  to  the  property  tax  system  by  the  County  Clerk,  but  since  these 
abatements  were  not  taxpayer  initiated  abatements  and  were  for  delinquent 
taxes  that  would  not  be  paid,  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  made  the 
changes  herself.  However,  because  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  is 
responsible  for  collecting  tax  monies  and  to  ensure  proper  segregation  of 
duties,  adjustments  to  tax  records  should  be  made  by  those  independent  of 
the  collection  process. 

Sections  137.260  and  137.270,  RSMo,  assign  responsibility  to  the  County 
Clerk  for  making  corrections  to  the  tax  books  with  the  approval  of  the 
County  Commission. 

2.1  The  County  Commission  ensure  property  tax  system  access  rights 
are  limited  to  only  what  is  needed  for  users  to  perform  their  job 
duties  and  responsibilities. 

2.2  The  County  Collector-Treasurer  refrain  from  posting  the  abatement 
of  any  taxes. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 

2.1  We  have  already  taken  steps  to  resolve  the  access  issues  identified 
and  believe  this  concern  has  been  resolved. 


The  County  Collector-Treasurer  provided  the  following  response: 


2.2       We  have  already  changed  procedures  and  all  abatements  are  now 
posted  correctly  by  the  County  Clerk. 
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3.  Prosecuting 
Attorney 
Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


Controls  and  procedures  in  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  are  in  need  of 
improvement. 


3.1  Outstanding  checks 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney  has  not  established  procedures  to  routinely  follow 
up  on  outstanding  checks.  As  a  result,  at  December  31,  2011,  29  checks, 
totaling  $4,095  had  been  outstanding  for  over  a  year  with  some  checks 
dating  back  to  2000. 

Proper  follow-up  procedures  are  necessary  to  prevent  the  accumulation  of 
old  outstanding  checks  and  ensure  monies  are  appropriately  disbursed  to  the 
payee  or  as  otherwise  allowed  by  state  law.  Old  outstanding  checks  should 
be  voided  and  reissued  to  those  payees  who  can  be  readily  located,  and 
amounts  remaining  unclaimed  should  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with 
state  law. 


3.2  Liabilities  Monthly  lists  of  liabilities  are  not  prepared,  and  consequently,  liabilities  are 

not  reconciled  with  cash  balances.  A  list  of  liabilities  was  prepared  at  our 
request  which  totaled  $5,987  at  December  31,  2011,  while  the  reconciled 
bank  balance  totaled  $6,120  at  that  date,  leaving  an  unidentified  difference 
of $133. 


Without  regular  identification  and  comparison  of  liabilities  to  the  cash 
balance,  there  is  less  likelihood  errors  will  be  identified  and  the  ability  to 
both  identify  liabilities  and  resolve  errors  is  diminished.  Such  procedures 
are  necessary  to  ensure  monies  are  properly  disbursed  to  individuals  and/or 
entities  for  which  the  monies  were  collected.  After  sufficient  efforts  are 
made  to  resolve  discrepancies,  any  remaining  unidentified  monies  should  be 
disposed  of  as  provided  by  state  law. 


Recommendations  The  Prosecuting  Attorney: 


3.1  Establish  procedures  to  routinely  follow  up  and  reissue  old 
outstanding  checks  and  dispose  of  unclaimed  monies  in  accordance 
with  state  law. 


3.2  Identify  liabilities  and  reconcile  to  cash  balances  on  a  monthly 
basis.  Any  discrepancies  should  be  promptly  investigated  and 
resolved. 
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Audi  tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  Prosecuting  Attorney  provided  the  following  responses: 


3.1  I  am  currently  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  necessary  paperwork 
to  dispose  of  all  of  the  old  outstanding  checks  and  will  monitor  this 
annually  in  the  future. 


3.2  I  will  ensure  a  listing  of  liabilities  is  prepared  and  compared  to  the 
cash  balance  monthly  and  my  office  has  already  investigated  the 
difference  noted  by  the  Auditors  and  plans  to  disburse  those  monies 
in  accordance  with  state  law. 


Caldwell  County 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Caldwell  County  is  a  township-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county 
seat  is  Kingston. 

Caldwell  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  bridges,  and  performing  miscellaneous  duties 
not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal  functions  of  these  other 
officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property  assessment,  property  tax 
collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance  of  financial  and  other 
records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county  employed  55  full-time 
employees  and  12  part-time  employees  on  December  31,  2011.  The 
townships  maintain  county  roads. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Little  Otter  Creek  Board  (a 
watershed  project  board). 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  3 1  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder 


2012 


2011 


C.R.  (Bud)  Motsinger,  Presiding  Commissioner  $ 

Donnie  Cox,  Associate  Commissioner 

Gerald  McBrayer,  Associate  Commissioner 

Julie  Hill,  Recorder  of  Deeds 

Beverly  Bryant,  County  Clerk  (1) 

Brady  C.  Kopek,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

Jerry  Galloway,  Sheriff 

Dana  Brown,  County  Coroner 

Richard  Lee,  Public  Administrator 

June  Grooms,  County  Collector-Treasurer  (2), 

year  ended  March  31, 
Beverly  Alden,  County  Assessor  , 

year  ended  August  3 1 ,  


38,605 


27,080 
25,080 
25,080 
38,000 
38,162 
45,000 
42,000 
11,000 
20,000 


38,000 


(1)  Includes  $162  of  commissions  earned  for  preparing  city  property  tax  books. 

(2)  Includes  $605  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  city  property  taxes. 


Financing 
Arrangements 


In  April  2011,  Caldwell  County  combined  and  refinanced  several  loans  for 
the  detention  center,  entering  into  a  16-year  lease-purchase  agreement  for 
approximately  $1.9  million  with  the  Caldwell  County  Development 
Company  to  pay  for  the  construction  and  improvements  of  the  detention 
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center  facility.  At  December  31,  2011,  Caldwell  County  owed  $1,874,243  in 
principal  and  an  additional  $761,652  in  interest. 

In  2007,  Caldwell  County  contracted  with  First  Bank  of  Missouri  to  finance 
the  building  of  Little  Otter  Creek  Watershed  project.  Caldwell  County 
entered  into  a  25-year  lease -purchase  agreement  for  $2.5  million  with  First 
Bank  of  Missouri  to  pay  for  the  watershed  project.  At  December  31,  2011, 
Caldwell  County  owed  $2,315  million  in  principal  and  an  additional  $1.4 
million  in  interest. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


According  to  county  personnel,  the  county  was  awarded  the  following 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009  funding  during  the  2 
years  ended  December  31,  2011: 

A  $32,260  Recovery  Act:  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant 
was  awarded  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice  for  purchasing  equipment 
for  the  Sheriffs  department.  During  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011, 
$32,260  was  received  and  expended  for  computer  equipment. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Cedar  County 


County  Disbursements  The  county  did  not  solicit  bids  when  purchasing  a  patrol  vehicle,  and  when 

it  did  solicit  bids,  the  county  did  not  always  document  why  the  low  bid  was 
not  chosen  or  why  it  paid  more  than  the  accepted  bid  amount.  The  county 
did  not  select  the  low  bidder  for  software  and  paid  the  vendor  $2,300  more 
than  the  quoted  price,  and  the  county  paid  a  dispatching  equipment  vendor 
$6,000  more  than  the  bid  amount.  The  county  did  not  solicit  proposals  for 
legal  services  and  did  not  obtain  adequate  documentation  for  $41,000  in 
legal  fees  paid  during  the  audit  period.  The  county  did  not  document  its 
evaluation  and  selection  of  architectural  and  engineering  services  related  to 
the  construction  of  a  county  law  enforcement  facility,  and  it  is  estimated 
these  services  will  cost  approximately  $362,000.  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit 
report,  the  county  lacks  adequate  procedures  for  monitoring  fuel  used  by  the 
Road  and  Bridge  and  Sheriffs  departments. 

The  County  Collector  failed  to  accurately  calculate  amounts  withheld  from 
tax  collections  for  the  Assessment  Fund,  and  the  Assessment  Fund  is  due 
$57,000.  The  County  Collector  did  not  withhold  approximately  $4,800  in 
commissions  on  railroad  and  utility  taxes,  and  this  amount  is  due  to  the 
General  Revenue  Fund.  The  County  Collector's  computerized  property  tax 
system  does  not  provide  adequate  accountability  of  the  numerical  sequence 
of  transaction  numbers  or  prevent  the  editing  of  transaction  dates. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  accounting  duties  are  not  adequately 
segregated,  and  a  documented  supervisory  review  is  not  performed. 
Receipts  are  not  always  deposited  timely,  and  manual  receipt  slips  issued 
are  not  reconciled  with  monies  posted  to  the  computerized  accounting 
system  to  ensure  all  monies  received  are  properly  recorded  and  deposited. 
The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  Office  does  not  always  disburse  restitution 
payments  in  accordance  with  the  court's  instructions,  and  some  payments 
were  made  to  different  victims  than  noted  in  court  records. 

Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated,  and  receipting  and 
depositing  procedures  need  improvement.  The  numerical  sequence  of 
receipt  slip  numbers  is  not  accounted  for  properly,  receipts  are  not 
reconciled  to  deposits,  the  method  of  payment  is  not  always  recorded,  and 
monies  are  not  always  deposited  timely.  Monthly  bank  reconciliations  have 
not  been  performed  since  June  2011,  and  liabilities  are  not  identified  and 
reconciled  to  the  cash  balance  each  month.  Deposits  are  not  recorded  in  the 
check  register  and  a  running  cash  balance  is  not  maintained,  so 
disbursement  errors  were  not  identified,  and  some  bond  receipts  were  not 
disbursed  in  a  timely  manner. 

Sunshine  Law  The  county  did  not  always  document  the  vote  for  closing  the  meeting  or  cite 

the  specific  statute  and  subsection  allowing  the  closure,  and  some  topics 
discussed  in  closed  meetings  were  not  allowable. 


County  Collector's  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Prosecuting  Attorney's 
Controls  and  Procedures 


Sheriff's  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


American  Recovery  and  Cedar  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the 

Reinvestment  Act  audited  time  Period- 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Cedar  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Cedar  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Davis,  Lynn  &  Moots,  PC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit  the 
financial  statements  of  Cedar  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence 
regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal 
provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that 
illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Cedar 
County. 

Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 

The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:        Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Donna  Christian,  CPA,  CGFM 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Roberta  Bledsoe 

Audit  Staff:  Joshua  Allen  CPA,  CFE 

David  Olson 

Rebekah  Seabaugh 

Toni  Wade 
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Cedar  County 

Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

1.  County 

Disbursements 


1.1  Bidding 


Procedures  relating  to  procurement  and  disbursement  of  county  funds  need 
improvement.  Adequate  procedures  are  not  in  place  to  monitor  fuel 
purchases. 

County  officials  need  to  better  document  procurement  process  decisions. 
Adequate  documentation  was  not  always  maintained  to  explain  why  the  low 
bid  was  not  chosen  or  why  payments  made  exceeded  bid  amounts. 
Additionally,  the  county  did  not  obtain  bids  for  some  purchases.  For 
example,  three  quotes  were  obtained  by  the  Assessor  for  new  software,  but 
documentation  was  not  maintained  to  support  why  the  low  bid  was  not 
selected  and  why  the  amount  paid  for  the  software  exceeded  the  quote.  This 
vendor  was  paid  $51,240  during  2011  which  exceeded  the  price  quote  by 
approximately  $2,300.  Additionally,  bids  were  solicited  for  dispatching 
equipment  for  the  Sheriffs  Department  and  the  vendor  was  paid  $18,550 
which  is  $6,000  more  than  the  bid  amount. 


The  county  did  not  solicit  bids  for  a  used  patrol  vehicle  costing  $14,500 
purchased  from  a  car  dealer  in  Kansas.  According  to  the  County  Clerk,  the 
dealer  contacts  the  county  when  they  receive  retired  patrol  cars. 

Section  50.660,  RSMo,  provides  requirements  for  bidding.  Routine  use  of  a 
competitive  procurement  process  for  major  purchases  ensures  the  county 
has  made  every  effort  to  receive  the  best  and  lowest  price  and  all  interested 
parties  are  given  an  equal  opportunity  to  participate  in  county  business. 
Documentation  of  the  various  proposals  received,  and  the  county's  selection 
process  and  criteria  should  be  retained  to  demonstrate  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  or  regulations  and  support  decisions  made. 

1.2  Legal  Services  Adequate   documentation   was   not   obtained   for   legal   fees  totaling 

approximately  $41,000  paid  during  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011. 
Additionally,  proposals  were  not  solicited  for  legal  services. 

During  2011  and  2010  the  county  signed  a  contract  for  legal  services 
requiring  a  retainer  of  $20,000  plus  up  to  $5,000  for  expenses  annually.  The 
law  firm  was  retained  to  investigate  the  activities  of  the  former  drug  task 
force  and  other  tasks  as  assigned  by  the  County  Commission.  Invoices 
submitted  by  the  law  firm  do  not  provide  any  detail  related  to  the  work 
performed,  hours  worked,  or  legal  services  provided.  Detailed  invoices 
should  be  obtained  to  support  services  provided  and  payments  made,  and  to 
ensure  compliance  with  contract  terms. 

Additionally,  the  county  has  not  obtained  proposals  for  legal  services. 
According  to  the  County  Clerk,  a  representative  from  the  law  firm  contacted 
the  county  about  providing  legal  services.  While  professional  services  may 
not  be  subject  to  standard  bidding  procedures,  soliciting  proposals  for  legal 
services  is  a  good  business  practice,  helps  provide  a  range  of  possible 
choices,  and  allows  the  county  to  make  a  better-informed  decision  to  ensure 
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1.3  Engineering  services 


1 .4  Fuel  use 


necessary  services  are  obtained  from  the  best-qualified  provider  after  taking 
expertise,  experience,  and  cost  into  consideration. 

The  county  did  not  document  its  evaluation  and  selection  of  architectural 
and  engineering  services  related  to  the  construction  of  a  county  law 
enforcement  facility. 

In  January  2012  the  County  Commission  contracted  with  a  firm  to  provide 
planning,  architectural  and  engineering  services  for  the  county's  new  $4.35 
million  law  enforcement  facility.  While  the  County  Commission  and 
County  Clerk  indicated  various  firms  approached  the  County  Commission 
about  building  a  new  facility  and  the  contracted  firm  was  selected  based 
upon  their  presentation  of  the  project  to  the  Commission,  there  is  no 
documentation  of  the  evaluation  of  various  firms.  According  to  the 
feasibility  study,  architectural  and  engineering  costs  for  the  project  are 
estimated  to  be  approximately  $362,000. 

Sections  8.289  and  8.291,  RSMo,  provide  requirements  for  obtaining, 
evaluating,  and  negotiating  engineering  services. 

Procedures  for  monitoring  fuel  used  by  the  Road  and  Bridge  and  Sheriffs 
departments  are  not  adequate. 

Employees  dispense  fuel  into  vehicles  and  equipment  from  two  bulk  fuel 
tanks  located  at  the  road  and  bridge  facilities.  The  tanks  are  metered  and 
fuel  logs  are  maintained  at  the  tanks.  While  county  officials  review  the  logs 
for  reasonableness  of  fuel  usage,  the  logs  are  not  reconciled  to  fuel 
purchases.  The  county  spent  approximately  $283,000  on  fuel  during  the  2 
years  ended  December  31,  201 1. 

Procedures  for  reconciling  fuel  use  to  fuel  purchases  are  necessary  to 
prevent  paying  vendors  for  improper  billing  amounts  and  decrease  the  risk 
of  theft  and  misuse  of  fuel  occurring  without  detection. 


Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 


Similar  conditions  to  sections  1.1  and  1.4  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 
report. 


Recommendations 


The  County  Commission: 


1 . 1       Maintain  adequate  documentation  of  the  bidding  process  and  ensure 
bids  are  obtained  in  accordance  with  state  law. 


1.2       Require  adequate  documentation  to  support  the  cost  of  legal 
services  and  periodically  solicit  proposals  for  legal  services. 
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1.3  Comply  with  state  law  when  procuring  architectural  and 
engineering  services  and  document  the  evaluation  and  selection 
process. 

1.4  Establish  procedures  to  effectively  monitor  fuel  use,  and  reconcile 
use  to  purchases. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1.1  We  will  discuss  these  situations  with  the  Assessor  and  Sheriff  and 
ensure  better  documentation  is  maintained  in  the  future. 

1.2  In  the  future,  we  will  ensure  the  attorney  provides  adequate  billing 
documentation,  and  if  there  is  a  need  for  future  legal  services,  we 
will  consider  soliciting  proposals  for  these  services. 

1.3  While  interviews  were  conducted  and  proposals  were  reviewed  for 
engineering  and  architectural  services  for  the  new  jail,  better 
documentation  should  have  been  maintained. 

1.4  We  review  road  and  bridge  and  Sheriff  fuel  usage  monthly  and  have 
a  camera  installed  to  monitor  the  fuel  tank.  We  will  implement 
procedures  to  reconcile  fuel  used  to  fuel  purchased. 


Amounts  withheld  from  tax  collections  for  the  Assessment  Fund  were  not 
accurately  calculated  and  commissions  were  not  withheld  by  the  County 
Collector  from  railroad  and  utilities  tax  collections.  Additionally,  the 
County  Collector's  property  tax  computer  system  does  not  have  sufficient 
controls  built  in  the  system  to  ensure  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly.  The  County  Collector's  office  processed  property  taxes  totaling 
approximately  $15  million  during  the  2  years  ended  February  29,  2012. 

2.1  Assessment  withholdings  The  County  Collector  failed  to  accurately  calculate  amounts  withheld  from 

tax  collections  for  the  Assessment  Fund,  and  as  a  result,  approximately 
$57,000  is  due  to  the  Assessment  Fund  for  the  period  July  1,  2009,  through 
August  31,  2012. 

Assessment  Fund  withholdings  on  tax  collections  should  have  been 
withheld  at  the  rate  of  1.5  percent;  however,  only  1.25  percent  was  withheld 
and  paid  to  the  Assessment  Fund.  The  County  Collector  indicated  she  did 
not  realize  there  was  a  change  to  the  law  effective  July  1,  2009,  which 
increased  the  withholding  percentage  from  1.25  percent  to  1.5  percent. 
Further,  a  new  property  tax  computer  system  was  implemented  in  October 
2009  that  may  have  contributed  to  this  oversight.  As  a  result,  approximately 
$50,000  was  not  withheld  from  tax  collections  for  the  period  July  1,  2009, 
through  August  31,  2012. 


2.  County  Collector's 
Controls  and 
Procedures 
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Also,  the  County  Collector  failed  to  calculate  any  withholding  for  the 
Assessment  Fund  from  railroad  and  utility  tax  collections  during  the  2  years 
ended  February  29,  2012,  and  as  a  result,  approximately  $7,000  was  not 
withheld. 


Section  137.720,  RSMo,  requires  a  one  and  one -half  percent  commission  on 
ad  valorem  property  tax  collections  allocable  to  each  taxing  authority  be 
deducted  from  the  collections  of  taxes  each  year  and  deposited  into  the 
assessment  fund  of  the  county.  Section  137.720.3  limits  the  one-half  of  one 
percent  deduction  to  $75,000. 

To  ensure  compliance  with  statutory  provisions,  the  County  Collector 
should  review  Assessment  fund  withholdings  for  past  years,  calculate  the 
amount  owed  by  each  taxing  district,  and  disburse  amounts  under  withheld 
to  the  Assessment  Fund. 


2.2  Railroad  and  Utility  Commissions  were  not  calculated  on  railroad  and  utility  taxes,  and  as  a 

Commissions  result,  approximately  $4,800  was  not  withheld  by  the  County  Collector  for 

the  2  years  ended  February  29,  2012.  Commissions  should  have  been 
withheld  at  the  rate  of  1  percent  and  paid  to  the  County  Treasurer  for  the 
General  Revenue  Fund. 


Section  151.180,  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Collector  to  collect  all  railroad 
and  utilities  taxes,  and  Section  151.280,  RSMo,  provides  for  the  County 
Collector  to  withhold  a  1  percent  commission  for  collecting  these  taxes  and 
to  pay  these  commissions  to  the  county's  General  Revenue  Fund. 

2.3  Computer  System  Controls  over  transactions  entered  into  the  computerized  property  tax 

Controls  system  need  improvement. 

The  numerical  sequence  of  transaction  numbers  assigned  by  the  system  are 
not  accounted  for  by  the  County  Collector.  We  contacted  the  software 
vendor  who  provided  a  listing  of  transaction  numbers  for  the  2  years  ending 
February  29,  2012.  We  noted  several  transaction  numbers  were  not  included 
on  the  list.  Further,  the  system  allows  the  transaction  date  to  be  edited  and 
recorded  in  a  future  or  past  period.  We  identified  numerous  transaction 
numbers  that  were  outside  of  the  anticipated  time  period.  Additionally,  if  a 
transaction  is  incomplete  the  system  assigns  a  transaction  number  to  the 
incomplete  transaction  with  no  dollar  amount  received,  but  allows  the  user 
to  go  back  and  reuse  this  transaction  number  again  at  a  later  date. 

To  ensure  all  monies  received  are  properly  recorded  and  deposited  and 
reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  the  County  Collector 
should  work  with  the  computer  software  vendor  to  ensure  adequate  controls 
are  put  in  place  that  allow  for  the  accountability  of  the  numerical  sequence 
of  transaction  numbers  and  prevents  actions,  such  as  editing  the  transaction 
date,  from  occurring. 


7 


Cedar  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Recommendations         The  County  collector: 

2.1  Ensure  Assessment  Fund  withholdings  are  computed  correctly  in 
the  future,  review  withholdings  from  past  years,  and  disburse 
amounts  owed  to  the  Assessment  Fund. 

2.2  Ensure  commissions  are  computed  on  railroad  and  utility  taxes  in 
the  future  and  disburse  amounts  owed  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 

2.3  Work  with  the  computer  software  vendor  to  ensure  adequate 
controls  are  in  place  to  allow  for  the  proper  accountability  of  all 
transaction  numbers. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Collector  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2.1  The  Collector's  office  has  fixed  and  verified  that  the  Assessment 
Fund  withholdings  are  now  computed  correctly.  The  program  for 
the  Collector's  office  now  reflects  the  correct  assessment  fees.  The 
assessment  fees  due  will  be  distributed  to  the  Assessor  in  November 
2012.  The  amounts  due  the  Assessment  Fund  were  calculated  by  the 
State  Auditor's  office  and  were  found  correct. 

2.2.  To  ensure  the  Collector's  commission  and  Assessor's  fee  on  the 
Railroad  and  Utility  Funds  are  disbursed  correctly,  I  have 
discussed  this  with  the  programmer  and  input  those  fees  into  the 
spreadsheet  I  currently  use.  The  Railroad  and  Utility  disbursements 
will  be  corrected  for  past  years  in  November  or  December  of  2012. 
The  amounts  due  were  calculated  by  the  State  Auditor's  office  and 
were  found  correct. 

2.3.  The  programmer  has  implemented  a  report  that  will  be  available 
for  checking  and  controlling  transaction  numbers  for  all 
transactions  done  in  the  office.  Also,  better  security  has  now  been 
implemented  over  computerized  transaction  numbers. 


Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated  and  a  review  of 
adjustments  made  to  defendant  accounts  is  not  performed.  Receipting  and 
depositing  procedures  should  be  improved  and  restitution  records 
maintained  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  do  not  always  agree  with 
records  maintained  by  the  Circuit  Court.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office 
collected  approximately  $167,000  during  the  2  years  ended  December  31, 
2011. 

3.1  Segregation  of  duties         The  bad  check  clerk  who  is  responsible  for  receiving,  recording,  depositing, 

and  disbursing  all  monies,  and  reconciling  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  bank 
account  also  has  the  ability  to  post  adjustments  to  defendant  accounts  in  the 
computer  system  without  independent  approval.  Additionally,  a  documented 


3.  Prosecuting 

Attorney's  Controls 
and  Procedures 
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supervisory  review  of  the  accounting  records  is  not  performed.  As  a  result, 
there  is  little  assurance  transactions  are  accounted  for  properly  and 
accounting  records  are  complete  and  accurate. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  all  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly,  adjustments  are  valid,  and  assets  are  adequately 
safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney  should  implement  a  documented  independent  or 
supervisory  review  of  accounting  records,  which  would  include  a 
documented  review  of  adjustments  made  to  the  computer  system. 


3.2  Receipting  and 
depositing 


Receipts  are  not  always  deposited  timely  and  manual  receipt  slips  issued  are 
not  reconciled  with  monies  posted  to  the  computerized  accounting  system  to 
ensure  that  all  monies  received  are  properly  recorded  and  deposited. 
According  to  the  part-time  bad  check  clerk,  she  works  2  days  a  week  and 
she  makes  deposits  approximately  every  other  week.  Manual  receipt  slips 
are  issued  when  the  bad  check  clerk  is  out  of  the  office. 


Receipting  and  depositing  weaknesses  provide  less  assurance  that  receipts 
are  adequately  safeguarded  and  properly  recorded  and  deposited. 

3.3  Restitution  Court-ordered  restitution  records  maintained  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's 

office  are  not  compared  with  records  maintained  by  the  Circuit  Court.  As  a 
result,  restitution  payments  are  not  always  applied  to  the  same  court  case. 

Court-ordered  restitution  is  collected  by  the  Circuit  Court  and  then 
disbursed  to  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  to  be  paid  to  the  victims.  The  Circuit 
Court  provides  documentation  to  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  showing 
how  the  restitution  is  applied  to  the  various  cases  and  victims.  Our  review  of 
five  restitution  cases  maintained  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  identified  an 
instance  where  one  defendant  had  multiple  cases,  but  the  restitution  paid  by 
the  defendant  was  not  allocated  to  the  same  cases  as  provided  by  the  court 
documentation.  As  a  result,  payments  made  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  to 
disburse  the  restitution  were  made  to  different  victims  than  noted  in  court 
records.  Four  payments  totaling  $202  were  not  disbursed  as  court  records 
reflected. 


To  ensure  restitution  payments  are  applied  to  the  proper  case  and  disbursed 
to  the  appropriate  victim,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  should  compare 
restitution  records  to  court  documentation  which  accompanies  restitution 
monies. 


Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 


Similar  conditions  to  sections  3.1,  3.2  and  3.3  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 
report. 
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Recommendations  The  Prosecuting  Attorney: 

3.1  Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  performed  and 
documented.  Additionally,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  should  require 
a  supervisory  review  and  approval  for  all  accounting  adjustments. 


3.2  Deposit  all  monies  in  a  timely  manner  and  reconcile  manual  receipt 
slips  issued  to  the  computerized  accounting  system. 

3.3  Compare  restitution  case  files  with  those  maintained  by  the  Circuit 
Court  and  resolve  any  differences. 


Auditee's  Response  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


3.1  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  has  reviewed  the  bank  statements  each 
month.  Since  the  audit  has  brought  into  question  documentation  of 
this  review,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  has  been  documenting  his 
review  by  initialing  and  dating  the  reconciliation/review. 

Only  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  has  authority  to  disburse  funds  from 
the  restitution  trust  account.  Due  to  limited  staffing,  further 
segregation  of  documented  duties  is  not  possible  at  this  time. 
However,  documented  supervisory  review  of  other  accounting 
records,  including  a  documented  review  of  adjustments  made  to  the 
computer  system  will  be  accomplished  in  the  future. 

3.2  Cash  is  not  collected  in  our  office;  however,  the  office  is 
implementing  measures  to  ensure  deposits  are  made  in  a  timelier 
manner.  Also,  one  of  the  other  full-time  employees  will  be  involved 
in  the  depositing  procedures  including  the  reconciling  of  the 
manual  receipt  slips  to  monies  posted  to  the  system. 

3.3  We  are  aware  that  due  to  a  defendant  owing  money  in  multiple 
cases  these  monies  were  disbursed  incorrectly  in  at  least  one 
criminal  case.  We  are  working  with  the  court  to  correct  the 
situation.  No  money  has  been  disbursed  to  those  not  owed 
restitution. 


Significant  weaknesses  exist  in  accounting  controls  and  procedures  in  the 
Sheriffs  office.  The  Sheriffs  office  collected  approximately  $72,000  during 
the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  and  $51,000  during  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2010. 

4. 1  Segregation  of  duties         Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated.  The  office  manager  is 

responsible  for  receipting,  recording,  and  depositing  monies  received; 
performing  bank  reconciliations;  and  preparing  checks.  Additionally,  no  one 


4.  Sheriff  s  Controls 
and  Procedures 
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independent  of  these  duties  performs  an  adequate  review  of  the  accounting 
records. 


Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  all  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  Sheriff  should  implement  an  adequate 
independent  or  supervisory  review  to  ensure  the  bank  records  are  in 
agreement  with  the  accounting  records. 


4.2  Receipting  and  Receipting  and  depositing  procedures  need  improvement. 

depositing 

•  The  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slip  numbers  is  not  accounted  for 
properly.  While  receipt  slips  are  prenumbered,  the  numbers  must  be 
handwritten  on  the  Sheriffs  one-write  receipt  ledger.  We  noted 
instances  where  wrong  receipt  slip  numbers  were  recorded  on  the 
ledger,  receipt  slip  numbers  were  not  recorded  on  the  ledger,  and  receipt 
slip  numbers  were  recorded  twice.  Additionally,  original  copies  of  some 
voided  or  skipped  receipt  slips  were  not  retained. 


•    Recorded  receipts  are  not  reconciled  to  deposits,  and  the  method  of 
payment  is  not  always  recorded. 


•  Monies  received  are  not  always  deposited  timely.  Monies  are  normally 
collected  each  day,  but  deposits  are  made  approximately  weekly. 
Additionally,  some  cash  bonds  were  transmitted  in  cash  to  the  court 
rather  than  deposited  and  disbursed  by  check;  however,  a  receipt  from 
the  court  was  not  maintained  to  document  the  transmittal. 


To  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds, 
the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slip  numbers  should  be  accounted  for 
properly,  all  copies  of  voided  receipt  slips  should  be  retained,  and  the 
composition  of  receipts  should  be  recorded  and  reconciled  to  deposits.  In 
addition,  all  monies  should  be  deposited  timely  with  checks  issued  to  the 
court  for  bond  monies  received  or  if  monies  are  transmitted  to  the  court 
receipt  slips  should  be  obtained  from  the  court. 

4.3  Reconciliations  Monthly  bank  reconciliations  have  not  been  performed  since  June  2011  and 

liabilities  are  not  identified  and  reconciled  to  the  cash  balance  monthly.  In 
addition,  deposits  are  not  recorded  in  the  check  register  and  a  running  cash 
balance  is  not  maintained  in  the  checkbook.  As  a  result,  disbursement  errors 
were  not  identified,  and  some  bond  receipts  were  not  disbursed  in  a  timely 
manner.  Additionally,  bank  statements  for  July,  September  and  December 
201 1  and  April  2012  were  misplaced  and  had  to  be  reprinted  by  the  bank. 

At  December  31,  2011,  we  determined  the  reconciled  balance  in  the 
Sheriffs  bank  account  was  $291;  however,  monthly  disbursement  amounts 
were  not  calculated  correctly  causing  fees  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer 
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to  be  underpaid  by  $366  in  September  201 1  and  overpaid  by  $225  in  August 
2011.  Additionally,  a  $150  bond  received  in  August  2011  was  not  disbursed 
to  the  court  until  March  2012.  The  lack  of  proper  reconciliations  allowed 
these  errors  to  go  undetected. 

Without  maintaining  records  of  cash  balances,  preparing  monthly  bank 
reconciliations  and  identifying  liabilities,  there  is  little  assurance  that  cash 
receipts  and  disbursements  have  been  properly  handled  and  recorded  or  that 
bank  or  book  errors  will  be  detected  and  corrected  in  a  timely  manner. 

A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

Recommendations         The  sheriff: 

4.1  Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  independent  or  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records 
are  performed  and  documented. 

4.2  Account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slip  numbers,  retain 
all  copies  of  voided  receipt  slips,  record  the  composition  of  receipts 
and  reconcile  to  deposits,  and  deposit  all  monies  timely  and  issue 
checks  to  the  court  for  bonds  or  obtain  receipt  slips  from  the  court 
for  bond  monies  transmitted. 

4.3  Maintain  a  running  cash  balance,  prepare  monthly  bank 
reconciliations,  identify  liabilities  and  reconcile  to  the  cash  balance, 
and  retain  all  bank  statements. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

4.1  I  am  now  reviewing  the  accounting  records  prepared  by  the  office 
manager. 

4.2 

&4.3     These  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 


Open  meeting  minutes  did  not  always  document  the  vote  for  closing  the 
meeting  or  cite  the  specific  statute  and  subsection  allowing  the  closure. 
Further,  instances  were  identified  where  the  closed  meeting  minutes 
disclosed  issues  discussed  that  are  not  allowable  under  the  Sunshine  Law  or 
were  unrelated  to  the  statutory  section  cited.  For  example,  discussion  topics 
related  to  budget  overruns  and  increasing  staff  are  not  allowable  topics  for 
closed  sessions. 

The  Sunshine  Law,  Chapter  610,  RSMo,  requires  the  question  of  holding 
the  closed  meeting  and  the  reason  for  the  closed  meeting  to  be  voted  on  at 
an  open  meeting.  Additionally,  the  Sunshine  Law  also  limits  discussion 


5.  Sunshine  Law 
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Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


topics  and  actions  in  closed  meetings  to  only  those  specifically  allowed  by 
state  law. 

The  County  Commission  should  ensure  open  meeting  minutes  document  the 
reason  and  the  corresponding  vote  for  entering  closed  session  and  ensure 
items  discussed  in  closed  meetings  comply  with  the  Sunshine  Law. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  response: 


Meetings  minutes  now  include  reasons  and  corresponding  votes  for  entering 
closed  session.  We  believe  we  have  complied  with  the  Sunshine  Law,  but  in 
the  future,  we  will  better  document  this. 
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Cedar  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat  is 
Stockton. 

Cedar  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  50  full-time  employees  and  14  part-time  employees  on  December 
31,2011. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  a  Senior  Citizens'  Services  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


 Officeholder  2012  2011 

Jesse  Watts,  Presiding  Commissioner            $  27,080 

Byron  L.  Hamilton,  Associate  Commissioner  25,080 

John  A.  Fox,  Associate  Commissioner  25,080 

Carole  Wilkerson,  Recorder  of  Deeds  38,000 

Peggy  Kenney ,  County  Clerk  3  8 ,000 

Rick  E.  Pohlsander,  Prosecuting  Attorney  109,366 

David  Starbuck,  Sheriff  41,800 

Ronnie  Miller,  County  Treasurer  38,000 

C.  W.  (Bill)  Neale,  Coroner  1 1 ,400 

Janice  Cagle,  Public  Administrator  38,000 
Joan  Haines,  County  Collector, 

year  ended  February  29,  38,000 
Paul  E.  (Eddie)  Johnson,  County  Assessor  , 

year  ended  August  31,  38 ,000 

Chad  Pyle,  County  Survey  ( 1 )  N/A 


( 1 )     Compensation  on  a  fee  basis. 
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Financing  In  January  2012,  the  county  obtained  financing  through  a  lease  agreement 

Arrangements  w*tn  tne  Cedar  County,  Missouri  Public  Facilities  Authority,  a  not-for-profit 

corporation,  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a  new  law  enforcement  facility. 
The  terms  of  the  30-year  agreement  provide  for  the  not-for-profit 
corporation  to  issue  revenue  bonds  totaling  $4.5  million  for  the  purpose  of 
constructing  the  facility  and  lease  the  facility  back  to  the  county  for 
payments  totaling  the  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  outstanding  bonds. 
The  average  interest  rate  is  3.947  percent  and  the  bonds  are  payable  in 
annual  installments  of  $246,692 


American  Recovery  and  Cedar  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  2 

Reinvestment  Act  2009  years  ended  December  31,2011. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 
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Missouri  State  Auditor 


January  11,  2013 

Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  General  Assembly 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

This  letter  communicates  the  results  of  our  review  of  the  financial  condition  of  the  Second  Injury  Fund 
(fund).  The  objective  of  our  review,  which  was  requested  by  the  Attorney  General,  was  to  follow-up  on 
our  previous  report1  regarding  the  fiscal  soundness  of  the  fund.  Our  review  has  confirmed  our  previous 
finding  that  the  fund  does  not  have  sufficient  resources  to  pay  existing  obligations.  Fund  administrators 
have  been  able  to  maintain  a  positive  cash  balance  in  the  fund  by  delaying  the  payment  of  court  ordered 
benefits.  However,  some  claimants  recently  filed  suit  to  require  the  fund  to  pay  benefits  immediately, 
raising  concerns  about  how  payments  can  be  made  when  the  cash  balance  of  the  fund  is  exhausted. 

Background 

The  General  Assembly  created  the  Second  Injury  Fund  in  1943  to  benefit  the  physically  disabled  and 
individuals  with  previous  work-related  disabilities.  The  legislature  established  the  fund  to  encourage  the 
employment  of  previously  injured  or  disabled  individuals  without  exposing  employers  to  liability  for 
previous  disabilities.  When  an  employee  sustains  a  compensable  work  injury  and  the  combined  effect  of 
the  current  work-related  injury  and  the  previous  injury  or  disability  results  in  permanent  total  disability,  or 
increased  permanent  partial  disability,  the  employer  at  the  time  of  the  current  injury  is  only  liable  for  the 
compensation  resulting  from  the  second  injury.  Any  additional  compensation  due  to  the  employee  over 
and  above  the  current  injury  is  paid  from  the  fund.  The  Attorney  General  defends  the  state  against  claims 
made  against  the  fund. 

Fund  revenues  are  generated  by  an  employer  surcharge  which  is  based  on  each  employer's  workers' 
compensation  insurance  premium.  The  surcharge  is  paid  by  both  insured  employers  and  self-insured 
employers.2  The  surcharge  rate  is  set  annually  by  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations 
(DOLIR),  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation  (division)  using  a  formula  which  is  set  by  statute.3  The 
formula  required  the  division  to  project  fund  expenditures  for  the  ensuing  year  and,  in  combination  with 
the  beginning  fund  balance,  the  surcharge  rate  was  set  to  provide  enough  revenue  to  pay  expenses  for  the 
ensuing  year  plus  a  10  percent  cushion.  In  2005,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  law  to  cap  the 
surcharge  rate  at  3  percent  and  the  maximum  rate  of  3  percent  has  been  set  and  imposed  since  that  time. 


Report  No.  2007-19,  Second  Injury  Fund,  issued  in  April  2007. 

2 

An  insured  employer  includes  the  fund  surcharge,  along  with  an  insurance  payment,  to  its  insurance  company.  The  insurance 
company  remits  the  surcharge  payment  to  the  state.  The  division  bills  self-insured  employers  for  the  surcharge  and  those 
employers  remit  payments  to  the  state. 
3  Section  287.715.2,  RSMo. 
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Our  previous  report,  issued  in  2007,  concluded  the  fund  would  become  insolvent  as  a  result  of  the  2005 
legislative  change. 


Current  Methodology 

The  methodology  to  accomplish  our  objectives  included  (1)  obtaining  and  evaluating  claims  data  and  case 
data  to  determine  historical  claims  information  as  well  as  project  short-term  financial  obligations,  (2) 
reviewing  and  evaluating  certain  applicable  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  interviewing  key  personnel  from  the 
division  and  the  Attorney  General's  office  regarding  fund  financial  status  and  litigation  involving  the 
fund. 

Results  and  Conclusions 


The  fund  has  not  received  sufficient  revenue  to  pay  benefit  obligations  provided  by  state  law.  A  chart 
showing  fund  receipts  and  expenses  (including  unpaid  obligations)  for  calendar  years  subsequent  to  the 
2005  statutory  change  is  presented  below: 

Figure  1:  Fund  Receipts1  and  Expenses  (including  unpaid  obligations)  -  Calendar  Years  2006-2012 
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Fund  receipts  fluctuate  despite  the  consistent  surcharge  rate  due  to  changes  in  the  premium  base,  which  is  tied  to  overall 
employment  levels. 

Source:  DOLIR 

As  noted  above,  fund  expenses  exceeded  fund  receipts  in  6  of  the  7  years4  since  the  funding  formula  was 
statutorily  capped  at  3  percent  in  2005.  As  a  result,  the  fund's  financial  position  has  steadily  declined  over 
this  timeframe  and  as  of  December  31,  2012,  the  fund  had  a  cash  balance  of  approximately  $3.2  million 
and  unpaid  obligations  of  $28.1  million,  leaving  a  deficit  of  $24.9  million.  Our  analysis  of  the  division's 
2013  projections  of  receipts  and  expenses  indicate  the  3  percent  maximum  surcharge  will  be  insufficient 
to  cover  the  ongoing  payments  due  from  the  fund  in  2013.  Our  estimates  indicate  a  3.5  percent  surcharge 
would  generate  approximately  $48  million  and  cover  ongoing  benefit  payments  in  2013,  and  an  additional 
1.5  percent  surcharge  would  generate  approximately  $22  million  and  allow  cash  settlements  to  resume,  as 
recommended  by  the  Attorney  General's  office.  An  additional  2  percent  surcharge  (7  percent  total)  would 
generate  approximately  $28  million  to  pay  the  fund's  unpaid  obligations.  In  addition  to  the  deficit  of 
nearly  $25  million  noted  above,  the  Attorney  General's  office  estimates  over  30,000  cases  with  a  potential 
liability  exceeding  $100  million  are  currently  filed  against  the  fund. 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  stated  the  single  year  (2010)  in  which  fund  revenues  exceeded  expenses  was  a 
result  of  expenses  being  delayed  because  cash  settlements  were  stopped  in  2009,  causing  each  case  to  be  litigated  to  a  final 
judgment. 
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In  addition  to  delaying  payments  to  fund  claimants,  officials  have  taken  another  step  to  reduce  the 
immediate  cash  payments  from  the  fund.  In  2009  the  Attorney  General's  office  discontinued  offering  cash 
settlements  to  claimants  with  certain  types  of  injuries  that  were  likely  to  require  long-term  benefit 
payments  in  the  event  the  case  went  to  trial.  While  eliminating  these  settlements  reduced  the  amount  of 
immediate  cash  payments  from  the  fund,  it  also  likely  increased  the  fund's  long-range  liabilities, 
according  to  Attorney  General's  office  personnel. 

According  to  discussions  with  Attorney  General's  office  officials,  legal  action  has  been  taken  by  certain 
claimants  who  received  a  judgment  against  the  fund  but  have  had  their  benefit  payments  delayed  due  to 
fund  solvency  issues.  These  claimants  filed  lawsuits  requesting  judges  to  issue  Writs  of  Mandamus 
ordering  the  state  to  pay  benefit  obligations  immediately.  The  State  Treasurer  and  Attorney  General 
expressed  concerns  that  these  writs  will  exceed  the  cash  balance  of  the  fund.  In  the  event  that  were  to 
happen,  there  is  uncertainty  regarding  what  other  funding  sources  (if  any)  could  be  used  to  pay  claims, 
whether  such  a  ruling  would  encourage  a  significant  number  of  additional  lawsuits,  and  whether 
additional  changes  could  be  ordered  by  the  Judicial  Branch  to  remedy  the  situation.  In  addition,  in 
January  2007  the  Missouri  Supreme  Court  issued  a  ruling  in  the  case  of  Schoemehl  v.  Treasurer  of  the 
State  of  Missouri  that  found  ongoing  benefits  were  due  to  the  dependents  after  the  claimant  was  deceased. 
The  Missouri  Legislature  enacted  legislation  in  2008  to  eliminate  payments  to  dependents.  However,  the 
state  remains  involved  in  ongoing  litigation  relating  to  the  dependents  of  a  claimant  who  died  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  the  legislation.  Although  the  outcome  of  this  litigation  is  not  yet  known,  the  potential 
exists  for  additional  significant  liabilities  to  be  identified  and  charged  against  the  fund  in  the  future. 
Current  projections  for  future  fund  expenditures  do  not  include  any  of  these  potential  liabilities. 


Recommendations 


The  fund  is  currently  insolvent,  with  unpaid  liabilities  totaling  over  $28.1  million,  and  no  means  to  pay 
the  benefits  required  by  statute.  To  remedy  this  situation,  the  Governor  and  legislature  need  to  work 
together  to  determine  whether  the  fund's  statutory  purpose  remains  the  state  public  policy  or  the  program 
should  be  reduced  or  eliminated.  If  it  is  decided  the  program  should  be  continued,  a  plan  should  be 
adopted  to  re-capitalize  the  fund  and  ensure  future  revenues  are  adequate  to  cover  statutorily  required 
benefits  in  the  future. 

Sincerely, 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  letter: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Robert  Showers,  CPA,  CGAP 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Patrick  M.  Purlins,  M.Acct.,  CIS  A 

CC:      Honorable  Chris  Koster 
Attorney  General 

Lawrence  G.  Rebman,  Director 

Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Mississippi  County 


January  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Mississippi  County 


Sheriff's  Controls  and  Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated,  and  a  supervisory  review 

Procedures  °^  accounting  records  is  not  performed.  Deposits  into  the  Sheriffs  fee 

account  are  not  made  timely  and  do  not  include  all  receipts  on  hand, 
increasing  the  risk  monies  could  be  misused  or  lost.  The  detention  center 
does  not  prepare  a  list  of  liabilities  at  the  end  of  the  month  and  reconcile  it 
to  the  available  cash  balance  for  the  inmate  account.  At  our  request, 
detention  center  personnel  prepared  a  list  of  liabilities,  and  the  reconciled 
bank  balance  exceeded  liabilities  by  $657.  The  Sheriffs  office  houses 
inmates  for  other  political  subdivisions  but  has  not  entered  into  written 
agreements  detailing  these  arrangements.  At  April  30,  2012,  55  checks 
totaling  $745  had  been  outstanding  for  over  one  year,  but  procedures  had 
not  been  established  to  routinely  follow  up  on  outstanding  checks. 

County  Collector's  Procedures    The  County  Collector  does  not  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  liabilities  and 

reconcile  it  to  the  available  cash  balance.  Audit  staff  determined  liabilities 
exceeded  the  reconciled  bank  balance  by  $164  at  February  29,  2012. 

The  County  Collector,  County  Assessor,  County  Recorder  of  Deeds,  and 
County  Sheriff  do  not  require  passwords  to  be  periodically  changed,  and,  in 
most  county  offices,  a  security  control  is  not  in  place  to  shut  down  the 
computers  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity  and  detect  or  prevent  incorrect 
login  attempts.  Backup  data  is  not  always  stored  at  a  secure  off-site  location, 
and  the  county  does  not  have  formal  emergency  contingency  plans  and  has 
not  made  formal  arrangements  for  the  use  of  backup  facilities  in  the  event  of 
a  disaster. 

The  Public  Administrator  does  not  file  annual  settlements  or  status  reports 
timely  in  compliance  with  state  law.  The  Probate  Clerk  notifies  the  Public 
Administrator  of  annual  settlement  due  dates,  but  does  not  follow  up  to 
ensure  settlements  are  filed  as  required.  In  one  case,  an  annual  settlement 
had  not  been  filed  since  2008,  and,  in  another,  not  since  2009.  The  Public 
Administrator  does  not  have  a  written  policy  documenting  fees  and  criteria 
to  consider  when  determining  the  appropriate  fee  to  charge.  According  to 
the  Public  Administrator,  he  charges  $25  for  each  annual  settlement  filed, 
but  in  2010,  one  ward  was  charged  $732  and  in  2011,  eight  wards  were 
charged  fees  totaling  $425. 

As  noted  in  our  two  prior  audit  reports,  procedures  and  records  to  account 
for  county  property  are  not  adequate.  No  procedures  exist  to  identify  capital 
asset  purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year,  records  lack  necessary 
information,  some  assets  were  not  tagged,  and  annual  inventories  were  not 
performed  in  the  Sheriffs  Office  or  the  road  and  bridge  department  in  201 1. 

Senate  Bill  40  Board  A  bagging  machine  was  purchased  for  $40,000  for  a  local  organization,  but 

bids  were  not  obtained  and  no  documentation  was  maintained  stating  the 
purchase  was  from  a  sole  source  provider. 


Computer  Controls 


Public  Administrator's 
Procedures 


Capital  Assets 


Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


American  Recovery  and  The   county  was   awarded   a   $65,370   Recovery  Act:  Homelessness 

Reinvestment  Act  Prevention  and  Rapid  Re-housing  grant,  $48,921  of  which  was  expended 

CP  H     1  <st'      1  during  the  audit  period  to  provide  homelessness  prevention  and  rapid  re- 

housing assistance  through  the  Delta  Area  Economic  Opportunity 
Corporation  and  a  $11,927  Recovery  Act:  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice 
Assistance  Grant,  all  of  which  was  received  and  expended  by  the  Sheriffs 
office  for  purchasing  surveillance  equipment  for  the  detention  center. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Mississippi  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Mississippi  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section 
29.230,  RSMo.  In  addition,  Nichols,  Stopp  &  VanHoy,  LLC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged 
to  audit  the  financial  statements  of  Mississippi  County  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  and  Bucher 
&  Eftink,  LLC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  audited  the  financial  statements  of  Mississippi  County  for 
the  year  ended  December  31,  2010.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to, 
the  2  years  ended  December  31,  201 1.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Mississippi 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Chris  Vetter,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:        Steven  Re',  CPA 
Audit  Staff:  Albert  Borde-Koufie,  MBA 

Jared  Wooderson 
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Mississippi  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Weaknesses  in  accounting  controls  and  procedures  continue  to  exist  in  the 
Sheriffs  office.  The  Sheriffs  office  processed  receipts  of  approximately 
$44,000  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  and  $43,000  during  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2010. 

1 . 1  Segregation  of  duties         Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated  and  a  supervisory  review 

of  accounting  records  is  not  performed.  The  Sheriffs  clerk  is  primarily 
responsible  for  receiving  monies,  maintaining  accounting  records, 
depositing  and  disbursing  monies,  and  preparing  month-end  bank 
reconciliations  of  the  general  fee  account. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  Sheriff  should  implement  a  documented 
independent  or  supervisory  review  to  ensure  bank  records  are  in  agreement 
with  accounting  records. 

Deposits  into  the  Sheriffs  fee  account  are  not  made  timely  and  do  not 
include  all  receipts  on  hand.  As  a  result,  there  is  an  increased  risk  monies 
received  could  be  misused  or  lost.  Although  the  Sheriff  indicated  deposits 
are  made  weekly,  our  review  for  2  months  noted  deposits  were  made 
approximately  every  2  weeks  and  numerous  payments  receipted  prior  to  the 
deposit  date  were  not  included  in  the  deposit.  For  example,  22  receipts, 
totaling  $888  in  checks  from  December  15  to  December  23,  2011,  were  not 
included  in  the  $1,645  deposit  made  on  December  23,  2011,  but  were 
subsequently  deposited  on  December  26,  2011.  Another  example  indicated 
22  receipts  totaling  $914,  including  $884  in  checks,  receipted  from  June  2  to 
June  13,  2011,  were  not  included  in  the  $1,332  deposit  made  on  June  13, 
201 1,  but  were  subsequently  deposited  on  June  27,  201 1. 

To  adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse 
of  funds,  deposits  should  be  made  timely  and  include  all  monies  received  at 
the  time  the  deposit  is  prepared. 

1.3  Liabilities  A  monthly  list  of  liabilities  is  not  prepared  at  the  end  of  the  month  and 

reconciled  to  the  available  cash  balance  for  the  inmate  account.  At  our 
request,  detention  center  personnel  prepared  a  list  of  liabilities  which  totaled 
$16,893  at  April  30,  2012.  The  reconciled  bank  balance  of  $17,550 
exceeded  identified  liabilities  by  $657. 

To  ensure  records  are  in  balance,  errors  are  detected  and  corrected  on  a 
timely  basis,  and  sufficient  cash  is  available  for  the  payment  of  all  amounts 
due,  liabilities  should  be  identified  monthly  and  reconciled  to  the  available 
cash  balance.  Prompt  follow  up  on  discrepancies  is  necessary  to  identify  and 
resolve  errors  and  ensure  monies  are  properly  disbursed. 


1.  Sheriffs  Controls 
and  Procedures 


1.2  Deposits 
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1 .4  Contracts  for  services 


The  Sheriffs  office  has  not  entered  into  written  agreements  with  other 
political  subdivisions  for  the  boarding  of  inmates  detailing  the  inmate 
housing  rate  to  be  paid,  the  services  to  be  provided,  or  any  required 
notification  for  emergency  or  non-routine  situations.  Although  the  Sheriff 
indicated  Scott  County  is  charged  $30  per  day  for  housing  their  inmates,  a 
review  of  several  invoices  to  Scott  County  indicated  amounts  charged  were 
calculated  using  daily  amounts  ranging  from  $14  to  $35  per  day. 


1.5  Outstanding  checks 


Written  agreements,  signed  by  the  parties  involved,  should  specify  the 
services  to  be  rendered  and  the  manner  and  amount  of  compensation  to  be 
paid.  Written  contracts  are  necessary  to  ensure  all  parties  are  aware  of  their 
duties  and  responsibilities  and  to  prevent  misunderstandings.  Section 
432.070,  RSMo,  requires  contracts  for  political  subdivisions  to  be  in 
writing. 

Procedures  have  not  been  established  to  routinely  follow  up  on  outstanding 
checks  for  the  inmate  account.  As  a  result,  at  April  30,  2012,  55  checks 
totaling  $745  had  been  outstanding  for  over  a  year. 


Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 


Follow  up  on  outstanding  checks  is  necessary  to  ensure  monies  are 
appropriately  disbursed  to  payees  or  as  otherwise  provided  by  state  law. 

Similar  conditions  to  sections  1.1,  1.2,  1.3,  and  1.5  were  noted  in  our  prior 
audit  report. 


Recommendations 


The  Sheriff: 


1.1  Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  performed  and 
documented. 

1.2  Ensure  deposits  are  made  timely  and  include  all  monies  on  hand  at 
the  time  the  deposit  is  prepared. 


1.3  Prepare  monthly  lists  of  liabilities  for  the  inmate  account,  reconcile 
the  lists  to  the  available  cash  balance,  and  investigate  any 
differences.  After  sufficient  efforts  are  made  to  resolve  noted 
discrepancies,  any  remaining  unidentified  monies  should  be 
disposed  of  in  accordance  with  state  law. 


1.4 


Enter  into  written  agreements  for  the  boarding  of  inmates  and 
ensure  the  amount  charged  agrees  with  the  contracted  amount.  The 
County  Commission  should  be  a  party  to  these  contracts. 
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1.5  Routinely  follow  up  on  outstanding  checks.  Old  outstanding  checks 
should  be  voided  and  reissued  to  payees  who  can  be  readily  located. 
If  the  payees  cannot  be  located,  the  amount  should  be  disbursed  in 
accordance  with  state  law. 

Auditee'S  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

1.1  The  Sheriff  will  review  and  Initial  the  one-write  sheets  and  bank 
reconciliation. 

1.2  We  will  try  and  deposit  Intact  each  Monday. 

1.3  We  will  prepare  a  list  of  liabilities  each  month  and  compare  It  to  the 
monthly  cash  balance.  In  addition,  we  will  Investigate  and  attempt 
to  resolve  the  unidentified  difference  and  any  monies  not  Identified 
will  be  turned  over  to  unclaimed  property  In  accordance  with  state 
law. 

1.4  We  will  work  with  the  County  Commission  to  establish  the  current 
billing  rate  and  enter  Into  contracts  with  the  surrounding  counties. 
In  addition,  we  will  ensure  the  dally  amounts  charged  agree  to  the 
amount  stated  on  the  contract. 

1.5  We  will  work  on  resolving  the  old  outstanding  checks. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 

1.4  We  will  discuss  the  Issue  with  the  Sheriff  to  establish  written 
contracts  for  housing  Inmates  with  surrounding  counties  and 
determine  the  dally  charge.  We  will  review  the  amounts  charged 
periodically  to  ensure  they  agree  to  the  contracted  amount. 


The  County  Collector  has  not  developed  procedures  to  prepare  a  monthly 
list  of  liabilities  and  to  reconcile  the  list  to  the  available  cash  balance.  The 
County  Collector's  office  processed  collections  of  approximately  $7.6 
million  during  the  year  ending  February  29,  2012,  and  approximately  $7 
million  during  the  year  ending  February  28,  201 1. 

Based  on  a  review  of  the  County  Collector's  records,  we  identified  liabilities 
totaling  $284,269  at  February  29,  2012,  which  consisted  of  February  tax 
collections,  undistributed  surtax,  and  interest.  Liabilities  exceeded  the 
reconciled  cash  balance  of  $284,105  by  $164. 

To  ensure  records  are  in  balance,  errors  are  detected  and  corrected  on  a 
timely  basis,  and  sufficient  cash  is  available  for  the  payment  of  all  amounts 
due,  liabilities  should  be  identified  monthly  and  reconciled  to  cash  balances. 


2.  County  Collector's 
Procedures 
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Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


Prompt  follow  up  on  discrepancies  is  necessary  to  identify  and  resolve 
errors. 

The  County  Collector  prepare  monthly  lists  of  liabilities,  reconcile  the  lists 
to  the  available  cash  balance,  and  promptly  investigate  any  differences.  In 
addition,  the  County  Collector  should  review  records  to  determine  the 
reason  for  the  reported  discrepancy. 

The  County  Collector  provided  the  following  response: 

I  will  prepare  a  list  of  liabilities  each  month  and  reconcile  it  to  the 
remaining  cash  balance.  In  addition,  I  will  investigate  the  unidentified 
difference. 


,  ,      .     Controls  over  county  computer  systems  are  not  sufficient  to  prevent 

.    v^vriiij^in-v-j.  vyuiinuu  unauthorized  access,  or  to  restore  important  systems  in  the  event  of  a 

disaster  or  systems  failure.  As  a  result,  county  records  are  unprotected  and 
susceptible  to  damage  or  theft. 


3.1  User  passwords 


3.2  Computer  inactivity 


3.3  Data  storage 


3.4  Contingency  plan 


Passwords  are  not  required  to  be  periodically  changed  in  the  offices  of 
County  Collector,  County  Assessor,  County  Recorder  of  Deeds,  and  County 
Sheriff.  Changing  passwords  periodically  limits  access  to  data  files  and 
programs  to  only  those  individuals  who  need  access  for  completion  of  job 
responsibilities,  and  reduces  the  possibility  of  unauthorized  users. 

A  security  control  is  not  in  place  in  most  county  offices,  except  for  the 
County  Clerk's  and  County  Treasurer's  offices,  to  shut  down  computers  after 
a  certain  period  of  inactivity  and  detect  or  prevent  incorrect  login  attempts. 
As  a  result,  unauthorized  individuals  could  access  an  unattended  computer 
and  have  unrestricted  access  to  programs  and  data  files.  To  help  protect 
computer  files,  security  controls  should  be  implemented  to  shut  down  the 
system  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity  and  to  detect  and  prevent  incorrect 
login  attempts. 

Backup  data  is  not  always  stored  at  a  secure  off-site  location.  While  backups 
are  prepared  for  the  County  Collector's  and  County  Assessor's  offices,  the 
backups  are  stored  in  the  County  Collector's  vault  instead  of  an  off-site 
location.  Failure  to  store  computer  backup  data  at  a  secure  off-site  location 
results  in  backup  data  being  susceptible  to  the  same  damage  as  the  data  on 
the  computer.  Off-site  storage  would  provide  increased  assurance  that 
county  data  could  be  recreated  if  necessary. 

The  county  does  not  have  formal  emergency  contingency  plans  and  has  not 
made  formal  arrangements  for  the  use  of  backup  facilities  in  the  event  of  a 
disaster  or  other  disruption  of  services. 
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Contingency  plans  should  include  plans  for  a  variety  of  situations,  such  as 
short-  and  long-term  plans  for  backup  hardware,  software,  facilities, 
personnel,  and  power  usage.  Involvement  of  users  in  contingency  planning 
is  important  since  users  will  likely  be  responsible  for  maintaining  at  least  a 
portion  of  the  backups  under  various  contingencies.  The  major  benefit  of  a 
thorough  contingency  plan  is  the  ability  of  the  county  to  recover  rapidly 
from  disaster  or  extraordinary  situations  that  might  cause  considerable  loss 
or  disruption  to  the  county.  Because  of  the  degree  of  reliance  on  data 
processing,  the  need  for  contingency  planning  is  evident. 

Similar  conditions  Similar  conditions  to  sections  3.1,  3.2,  and  3.3  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 

previously  reported  report. 

Recommendations  The  County  Commission: 

3.1  Work  with  the  County  Collector,  County  Assessor,  County 
Recorder  of  Deeds,  and  County  Sheriff  to  require  passwords  for  all 
employees  which  are  confidential  and  periodically  changed  to 
prevent  unauthorized  access  to  the  county's  computers  and  data. 

3.2  Work  with  the  County  Collector,  County  Assessor,  County 
Recorder  of  Deeds,  County  Sheriff,  and  Prosecuting  Attorney  to 
establish  a  security  control  requiring  computers  to  shut  down  after  a 
certain  period  of  inactivity. 

3.3  Work  with  the  County  Collector  and  County  Assessor  to  ensure 
backup  data  is  stored  in  a  secure  off-site  location. 

3.4  Work  with  county  officials  to  develop  formal  contingency  plans  for 
the  various  computer  systems. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  responses: 

3. 1  We  will  speak  to  the  computer  programmer  to  require  passwords  to 
be  changed  periodically. 

3.2  We  will  speak  to  the  programmer  to  have  computers  shut  down  after 
a  period  of  inactivity. 

3.3  We  will  have  a  copy  of  the  backup  maintained  off-site  and  also 
investigate  the  possibility  of  backing  up  through  a  service  online. 

3.4  We  will  develop  a  formal  contingency  plan. 
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The  County  Collector,  County  Assessor,  and  County  Sheriff  provided  the 
following  response: 

3.1        We  will  speak  to  the  computer  programmer  to  require  passwords  to 
be  changed  periodically. 

The  County  Recorder  of  Deeds  provided  the  following  response: 

3.1  This  has  been  implemented. 

The  County  Collector,  County  Assessor,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  and  County 
Sheriff  provided  the  following  response: 

3.2  We  will  speak  to  the  computer  programmer  to  have  computers  shut 
down  after  a  period  of  inactivity. 

The  County  Recorder  of  Deeds  provided  the  following  response: 

3.2  This  has  been  partially  implemented  and  I  am  working  towards  full 
implementation. 

The  County  Collector  and  County  Assessor  provided  the  following 
response: 

3.3  We  will  maintain  a  copy  of  the  backup  off -site. 


The  Public  Administrator  does  not  timely  file  annual  settlements  or  status 
reports.  In  addition,  there  is  no  written  policy  or  procedures  to  assess  fees  to 
the  estates.  The  Public  Administrator  acts  as  the  court  appointed  personal 
representative  for  wards  or  decedent  estates  of  the  Probate  Division.  The 
Public  Administrator  administered  approximately  50  cases  as  of 
December  3 1 ,  20 1 1 . 

4. 1  Annual  Settlements  The  Public  Administrator  does  not  timely  file  annual  settlements  or  status 

reports  in  compliance  with  state  law.  In  addition,  although  the  Probate  Clerk 
provides  a  listing  annually  notifying  the  Public  Administrator  when  annual 
settlements  are  due,  no  additional  follow-up  is  performed  to  ensure  annual 
settlements  are  filed  as  required. 

We  reviewed  five  case  files  for  the  required  filings  of  annual  settlements  for 
2011  and  2010.  Our  review  noted  a  case  in  which  an  annual  settlement  has 
not  been  filed  since  2008,  and  another  case  with  no  annual  settlement  filed 
since  2009.  In  addition,  the  annual  settlement  for  another  case  was  filed  6 
months  late  in  2011,  and  the  annual  settlement  due  in  January  2012,  was  not 
filed  until  November  2012. 


4.  Public 

Administrator's 
Procedures 
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Sections  473.540,  475.082,  and  475.270,  RSMo,  require  the  Public 
Administrator  to  file  an  annual  settlement  and/or  a  status  report  with  the 
court  for  each  ward  or  estate.  Timely  settlements  are  necessary  for  the  court 
to  properly  oversee  the  administration  of  cases  and  reduce  the  possibility 
that  errors  or  misuse  of  funds  will  go  undetected. 

4.2  Fees  assessed  The  Public  Administrator  does  not  have  a  written  policy  documenting  fees 

and  criteria  to  consider  when  determining  the  appropriate  fee  to  charge.  The 
Public  Administrator  petitions  the  court  annually  to  approve  fees  from  the 
accounts  of  active  wards  and  estates.  Since  the  Public  Administrator 
receives  a  salary,  any  fees  approved  by  the  court  are  deposited  in  the  county 
treasury.  Generally,  fees  are  determined  based  on  a  flat  rate  as  determined 
by  the  Public  Administrator  and  are  subsequently  approved  by  the  court  for 
each  ward  or  estate.  According  to  the  Public  Administrator,  he  charges  $25 
for  each  annual  settlement  filed;  however,  in  2010,  one  ward  was  charged 
$732  and  in  2011,  eight  wards  were  charged  fees  totaling  $425.  There  was 
no  supporting  documentation  to  show  how  the  fees  were  determined  for 
each  of  these  wards.  In  addition,  the  Public  Administrator  indicated  if  a 
ward  does  not  have  adequate  funds  when  an  annual  settlement  is  filed  with 
the  court,  no  fee  or  reimbursement  of  expenses  is  requested.  The  Public 
Administrator  does  not  maintain  a  listing  of  fees  and  expenses  that  have  not 
been  petitioned  from  the  court. 

Without  a  formal  policy  documenting  fees  and  criteria  to  consider  when 
determining  the  appropriate  fee  to  charge,  and  without  adequate  supporting 
documentation,  there  is  less  assurance  fees  charged  to  each  ward  are 
equitable,  reasonable,  and  properly  assessed. 

Similar  conditions  Similar  conditions  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

previously  reported 

Recommendations  The  Public  Administrator: 

4.1  Ensure  annual  settlements  and  status  reports  are  timely  filed.  In 
addition,  the  Probate  Division  should  follow  up  with  the  Public 
Administrator  on  all  annual  settlements  and  status  reports  which 
have  not  been  filed  by  the  required  date. 

4.2  Work  with  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge  to  establish  a  formal  policy 
outlining  a  fee  schedule  and  criteria  to  use  in  determining  fee 
amounts  to  charge.  Adequate  supporting  documentation  should  be 
maintained  to  further  support  fees  charged. 
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Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  Public  Administrator  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


I  have  discussed  your  recommendations  with  the  Associate  Judge  and  the 
Probate  Clerk. 


4.1  All  settlements  are  set  to  display  on  my  computer  program  when 
due.  The  settlements  that  are  behind  schedule  have  to  wait  for  the 
prior  year's  settlement  to  be  finished  by  the  Probate  Clerk,  to 
ensure  it  is  approved  before  the  next  year's  settlement  can  be 
started.  The  Probate  Clerk's  priority  is  to  get  the  settlements  she 
has  on  hand  finished. 

4.2  We  have  agreed  to  a  fee  charge  of  $50  for  all  wards  that  are  on 
social  security  or  supplemental  security  income.  Wards  that  have 
other  income  will  be  charged  a  larger  fee  based  on  the  size  of  their 
estate  and  the  amount  of  work  needed  to  be  done.  Estates  or  wards 
with  assets  of  $25,000  or  more  will  be  charged  $150,  assets 
between  $25, 000-$ 1 00,000  will  be  charged  $300,  and  assets  over 
$100,000  will  be  charged  $500.  All  wards  will  be  charged  the  fee  as 
well  as  court  costs.  My  computer  program  can  enter  these  charges 
and  keep  a  record  of  payment  or  not  and  if  future  monies  became 
available  they  would  be  paid  at  that  later  date. 

The  Probate  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

4.1  I  will  work  with  the  Public  Administrator  to  follow-up  throughout 
the  year  on  the  due  dates  of  annual  settlements  to  ensure  their 
timely  filing. 


As  noted  in  our  prior  two  audit  reports,  procedures  and  records  to  account 
for  county  property  are  not  adequate.  Procedures  have  not  been  developed 
to  identify  capital  asset  purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year.  In 
addition,  records  lack  necessary  information  such  as  purchase  date  and 
acquisition  cost,  and  some  assets  are  not  tagged,  identifying  them  as  county 
property.  Also,  annual  inventories  were  not  performed  in  the  Sheriffs  Office 
or  the  road  and  bridge  department  in  2011.  The  County  Clerk  annually 
requests  each  office  submit  an  inventory  list;  however,  he  does  not  follow 
up  with  the  offices  that  do  not  submit  a  list.  As  a  result,  the  county  is  unable 
to  ensure  all  county-owned  property  is  accounted  for  properly. 

Adequate  capital  asset  records  and  procedures  are  necessary  to  ensure 
effective  internal  controls,  meet  statutory  requirements,  and  provide  a  basis 
for  determining  proper  insurance  coverage.  Procedures  to  track  capital  asset 
purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year  and  compare  to  physical 
inventory  results  would  enhance  the  county's  ability  to  account  for  capital 
assets,  potentially  identify  unrecorded  additions  and  dispositions,  identify 


5.  Capital  Assets 
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obsolete  assets,  and  deter  and  detect  theft  of  assets.  Section  49.093,  RSMo, 
provides  that  the  officer  or  their  designee  of  each  county  department  is 
responsible  for  performing  annual  inspections  and  inventories  of  county 
property  used  by  their  department  and  for  submitting  an  inventory  report  to 
the  County  Clerk. 

The  County  Commission  and  the  County  Clerk  work  with  other  county 
officials  and  departments  to  ensure  complete  and  accurate  inventory  records 
are  maintained,  county  property  is  properly  tagged,  and  annual  physical 
inventories  are  conducted,  and  implement  procedures  for  tracking  capital 
asset  purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year. 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

We  will  develop  a  plan  and  establish  procedures  to  ensure  inventories  are 
conducted  annually  by  all  elected  officials.  In  addition,  we  will  add  and 
remove  assets  throughout  the  year  as  they  are  purchased  or  disposed.  We 
will  also  ensure  all  assets  are  properly  identified  and  tagged.  We  will 
review  and  compare  the  current  inventory  to  the  prior  year's  inventory  for 
changes  and  periodically  trace  items  recorded  to  their  physical  location. 


Bids  were  not  obtained  or  documentation  maintained  stating  the  purchase 
was  from  a  sole  source  provider  for  a  $40,000  bagging  machine  purchased 
for  a  local  organization.  According  to  the  Board  Treasurer,  the  Board  does 
not  solicit  bids;  but  requires  the  organization  to  solicit  bids  for  equipment 
items  to  be  paid  for  by  the  Board. 

Section  50.660,  RSMo,  provides  bidding  requirements.  Routine  use  of  a 
competitive  procurement  process  for  major  purchases  ensures  the  Board  has 
made  every  effort  to  receive  the  best  and  lowest  price  and  all  interested 
parties  are  given  an  equal  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  Board's  business. 
Documentation  of  the  various  proposals  received,  and  the  Board's  selection 
process  and  criteria  should  be  retained  to  demonstrate  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  or  regulations  and  support  decisions  made. 

The  Board  should  require  each  organization  to  submit  bid  documentation 
for  review  before  the  purchase  is  made  or  indicate  the  purchase  is  from  a 
sole  source  provider. 

A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

Recommendation  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  require  organizations  to  submit  bid  documentation 

as  part  of  the  competitive  procurement  process  for  all  major  purchases  and 
maintain  documentation  of  decisions  made. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


6.  Senate  Bill  40 
Board 
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Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  Senate  Bill  40  Board  Chairman  provided  the  following  response: 


We  will  obtain  documentation  of  all  bids  to  review  prior  to  making  the 
purchase  or  document  that  it  was  a  sole  source  provider. 
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Mississippi  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county 
seat  is  Charleston. 

Mississippi  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  54  full-time  employees  and  13  part-time  employees  on 
December  31,  2011. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  and  the 
Senior  Citizens  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  3 1  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder 

2012 

2011 

Carlin  Bennett,  Presiding  Commissioner 

$ 

27,000 

Robert  Jackson,  Associate  Commissioner 

25,000 

Steve  Jones,  Associate  Commissioner 

25,000 

George  Bays,  Recorder  of  Deeds 

38,000 

Hubert  DeLay,  Jr.,  County  Clerk  (1) 

54,059 

Darren  Cann,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

109,366 

Keith  Moore,  Sheriff 

43,680 

Sandra  B.  Morrow,  County  Treasurer  (2) 

45,219 

Terry  A.  Parker,  County  Coroner 

11,898 

Richard  "Rick"  Reed,  Public  Administrator 

25,000 

Ann  McCuiston,  County  Collector  (3), 

year  ended  February  29, 

46,657 

Shirley  Coffer,  County  Assessor  , 

year  ended  August  3 1 , 

38,000 

Martin  Lucas,  County  Surveyor  (4) 

(1)  Includes  $7,800  annual  compensation  for  additional  administrative  services  to  the 
County  Commission. 

(2)  Includes  $307  of  commissions  earned  for  maintaining  the  accounts  for  the  Drainage 
Districts 

(3)  Includes  $9,406  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  drainage  and  city  property  taxes. 

(4)  Compensation  on  a  fee  basis. 
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Financing 
Arrangements 


The  county  entered  into  a  lease  agreement  with  a  not-for-profit  corporation 
(NFP)  in  October  2001.  The  terms  of  the  agreement  called  for  the  NFP  to 
issue  bonds  of  $2,845,000  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a  new  jail  and  for 
the  NFP  to  lease  the  jail  back  to  the  county  for  payments  totaling  the 
principal  and  interest  due  on  the  outstanding  bonds.  The  remaining  principal 
and  interest  due  on  the  bonds  at  December  31,  2011,  was  $305,000  and 
$6,405,  respectively.  The  bonds  matured  on  March  1,  2012. 

The  county  issued  $580,000  in  Leasehold  Revenue  Bonds  dated  July  1, 
1997,  to  finance  the  costs  of  constructing,  furnishing,  and  equipping  a 
juvenile  detention  facility.  The  remaining  principal  and  interest  due  on  the 
bonds  at  December  31,  2011,  was  $50,000  and  $2,500,  respectively.  The 
bonds  matured  on  February  1,  2012. 

The  county  issued  $165,000  in  special  limited  obligation  bonds  dated 
May  1,  1999,  to  finance  the  costs  to  repair  and  restore  a  main  drainage  ditch, 
three  lateral  ditches  and  one  sub-lateral  ditch  located  in  county  Drainage 
District  No.  23.  The  remaining  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  bonds  at 
December  31,  2011,  was  $85,000  and  $20,910,  respectively.  The  bonds  will 
mature  on  March  1,  2019. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  county  obtained  a  loan  for  $39,500  and  entered  into  a  lease  agreement 
for  road  and  bridge  department  equipment  in  November  2008.  As  of 
December  31,  2011,  the  amount  outstanding  was  $10,946.  The  final 
payment  of  $10,946  was  made  on  November  12,  2012. 

According  to  county  personnel,  the  county  was  awarded  the  following 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009  funding  during  the  2 
years  ended  December  31,  2011: 

A  $65,370  Recovery  Act:  Homelessness  Prevention  and  Rapid  Re -housing 
grant  was  awarded  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Social  Services  and  passed 
through  to  Mississippi  County  to  provide  homelessness  prevention 
assistance  to  households  that  would  have  otherwise  become  homeless  and 
rapid  re -housing  assistance  to  persons  who  were  homeless.  During  the  2 
years  ended  December  31,  2011,  $48,921  was  passed  to  the  Delta  Area 
Economic  Opportunity  Corporation. 

A  $11,927  Recovery  Act:  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant 
was  awarded  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice  for  purchasing  surveillance 
equipment  for  the  detention  center.  During  the  2  years  ended  December  3 1 , 
2011,  $11,927  was  received  and  expended  by  the  Sheriffs  office  related  to 
this  grant. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Wayne  County 

Financial  Condition  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  county's  General  Revenue  Fund 

remains  in  poor  financial  condition.  The  ending  cash  balance  was  $7,548  at 
the  end  of  201 1  and  is  budgeted  to  be  only  $461  at  the  end  of  2012  and  does 
not  take  into  account  over  $430,000  in  liabilities  related  to  the  county's  sales 
tax  rollback  methodology  and  over  $19,000  due  to  the  Sheriff's  Revolving 
Fund. 

As  noted  in  several  prior  audit  reports,  the  General  Revenue  Fund  owes  the 
Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  $432,896  as  of  December  31,  2011,  for  road 
and  bridge  property  tax  reductions  related  to  sales  tax  collections  deposited 
to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  since  2002.  In  addition,  as  of  December  31, 
201 1,  property  tax  levies  had  not  been  adequately  reduced  by  $39,607. 

Prior  audit  reports  have  addressed  the  inadequacy  of  Prosecuting  Attorney's 
office  procedures,  but  there  are  still  significant  weaknesses.  The  Prosecuting 
Attorney  frequently  reduces  charges  filed  on  traffic  tickets  in  exchange  for  a 
defendant's  donation  to  the  county's  Special  Law  Enforcement  Fund,  and 
donations  totaling  $180,000  were  deposited  into  this  fund  during  the  2  years 
ended  December  31,  2011.  However,  there  appears  to  be  no  statutory 
authority  for  these  donations.  In  addition,  the  duties  of  receiving,  recording, 
and  transmitting  monies  are  not  adequately  segregated,  receipt  slips  are  not 
issued  for  restitution  monies  received,  and  a  detailed  record  of  restitution 
monies  is  not  maintained.  Receipt  slips  are  not  issued  immediately  upon 
receipt  of  monies,  checks  and  money  orders  are  not  restrictively  endorsed 
promptly,  and  monies  are  not  transmitted  timely. 

Sheriff  Procedures  Fees  are  not  always  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer  timely  and  intact. 

The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  maintain  a  summary  control  log  documenting 
all  seized  property,  does  not  conduct  a  physical  inventory  of  seized 
property,  and  does  not  maintain  adequate  documentation  of  seized  property 
that  has  been  destroyed  and  the  witness  to  the  destruction.  As  noted  in  our 
prior  audit  report,  the  Sheriffs  office  does  not  prepare  a  monthly  list  of 
liabilities  and  reconcile  it  to  the  cash  balance  of  the  fee  account,  so  the 
office  was  unaware  of  discrepancies  and  cannot  ensure  sufficient  funds  are 
available  to  meet  liabilities. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  county  has  not  documented  reasons 
for  classifying  bailiffs  as  independent  contractors  rather  than  county 
employees,  which  may  not  comply  with  state  and/or  federal  law.  Some 
employee  leave  balances  were  not  accurate.  During  2011  and  2010,  the 
custodian  received  some  additional  compensation  and  overtime  which  did 
not  appear  proper  or  supported  by  timesheet  documentation.  In  addition,  the 
custodian  received  $500  a  year  for  mileage  reimbursement,  but  the  County 
Commission  did  not  require  him  to  submit  itemized  reports,  and  the  County 
Clerk  was  reimbursed  $572  in  2011  for  mileage  at  a  higher  rate  than  that 
established  by  the  County  Commission. 


County  Sales  Tax 


Prosecuting  Attorney 
Procedures 


Payroll  and  Mileage 


The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  do  not  adequately  monitor 
property  tax  system  activities,  as  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report.  Reviews  of 
additions  and  abatements  is  not  sufficient  and  the  County  Commission  and 
County  Clerk  to  not  adequately  review  the  County  Collector's  monthly  and 
annual  settlements.  Moreover,  the  County  Assessor,  who  enters  additions 
and  abatements  into  the  computer  system,  is  the  mother-in-law  of  the 
County  Collector;  the  close  relationship  and  inadequate  reviews  increase  the 
risk. 

As  noted  in  prior  audit  reports,  the  county  lacks  adequate  procedures  and 
records  to  account  for  county  property,  and  the  county  has  not  established 
effective  procedures  for  monitoring  vehicle  and  equipment  fuel  use.  Logs  of 
fuel  dispensed  from  bulk  fuel  tanks  are  maintained,  but  they  are  not  used  to 
reconcile  to  fuel  purchased  and  are  not  always  complete. 

The  Recorder  of  Deeds  does  not  identify  and  resolve  monies  remaining  in 
the  account  after  the  monthly  distribution  of  fees,  which  allowed  $666  in 
unidentified  amounts  to  accumulate  in  the  bank  account  between  January 
2011  and  April  2012. 

Computer  Controls  m  the  County  Collector's,  Recorder  of  Deeds',  and  County  Clerk's  offices, 

passwords  are  not  required  to  be  periodically  changed,  and  data  is  not 
backed  up  by  the  County  Clerk. 

Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor. 


The  county  was  awarded  a  $205,190  Recovery  Act:  Homelessness 
Prevention  and  Rapid  Re-housing  grant,  $126,458  of  which  it  passed 
through  to  the  South  Central  Missouri  Community  Action  Agency  to  help 
families  and  individuals  who  are  at  risk  of  becoming  homeless  and  those 
experiencing  homelessness. 


Property  Tax  System  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Capital  Assets  and  Vehicles 


Recorder  of  Deeds 
Reconciliation  Procedures 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Wayne  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Wayne  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Daniel  Jones  &  Associates,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit  the 
financial  statements  of  Wayne  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Wayne 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditors: 

Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Jeannette  Eaves,  CPA 
Julie  Vollmer,  CPA,  CIA 
Steven  Re',  CPA 
Gina  Henley,  MBA 
Lindsay  Pearson 
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Wayne  County 

Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


j     Financial  Condition  ^S  notec'  *n  our  Pr*or  auc^  rePort'  the  county's  General  Revenue  Fund 
*  remains  in  poor  financial  condition.  The  table  below  reflects  the  ending  cash 

balance  of  the  General  Revenue  Fund  over  the  last  4  years  and  the  projected 
ending  cash  balance  as  reported  in  the  county's  audited  financial  statements 
and  2012  budget  document. 


Ending  Cash  Balance,  Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

Budgeted 

Actual 

Actual 

Actual 

Actual 

$  461 

7,548 

4,136 

35,146 

7,866 

The  cash  balances  do  not  take  into  account  liabilities  of  the  General 
Revenue  Fund,  including  $432,896  due  to  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge 
Fund  as  a  result  of  the  county's  sales  tax  rollback  methodology  and  $19,511 
due  to  the  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund.  Also,  the  county's  financial  burden  has 
increased  with  opening  a  new  jail  in  recent  years  and  cash  flow  problems 
have  required  extensive  borrowing. 

The  county  does  not  have  sufficient  monies  to  repay  amounts  from  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  to  other  funds,  adequately  reduce  the  property  tax 
levy  in  the  General  Revenue  Fund  in  future  years,  operate  a  new  jail,  and 
establish  a  debt  reserve  account.  A  significant  increase  in  revenues  or 
reduction  in  expenditures  will  be  required  for  a  period  of  several  years  to 
resolve  the  county's  financial  concerns. 

•  This  cash  balance  would  be  less  if  the  General  Revenue  property  tax 
levy  had  been  properly  rolled  back  to  compensate  for  sales  tax 
monies  collected  during  the  4  years  ended  December  31,  2011. 
Property  tax  levies  have  not  been  adequately  reduced  by  $39,607  as 
of  December  31,  2011.  In  addition,  the  General  Revenue  Fund  owes 
the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  $432,896  as  of  December  31, 
2011,  because  the  county  reduced  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge 
property  tax  levy  to  meet  a  portion  of  the  rollback  requirement  (see 
MAR  finding  number  2). 

•  The  General  Revenue  Fund  is  experiencing  significant  cash  flow 
problems,  and  as  a  result,  the  county  has  had  to  borrow  monies  from 
other  county  funds  and  a  local  bank  to  pay  bills.  In  2011,  the 
County  Commission  established  a  line  of  credit  with  a  local  bank 
and  borrowed  $155,000  for  the  General  Revenue  Fund.  In  addition, 
the  County  Commission  approved  loans  to  the  General  Revenue 
Fund  of  $20,500  and  $40,000  from  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge 
Fund  in  2011  and  2010,  respectively,  and  $61,574  from  the  Title  III 
Fund  in  2010.  Also,  the  county  borrowed  $105,000  for  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  from  the  line  of  credit  and  $25,000  from  the  Special 
Road  and  Bridge  Fund  through  the  first  6  months  of  2012.  The 
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county  has  repaid  all  monies  borrowed  in  each  respective  year. 
However,  monies  from  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  are 
restricted  for  certain  purposes  by  Section  137.555,  RSMo,  and  Title 
III  Fund  grant  receipts  are  restricted  for  specific  purposes  per  the 
grant  agreement. 

•  The  financial  condition  of  the  General  Revenue  Fund  has  been 
further  strained  by  the  additional  costs  associated  with  a  new  jail 
that  opened  in  June  2009.  While  cost  feasibility  studies  were 
performed  for  the  project,  the  studies  did  not  adequately  consider  all 
operating  costs,  such  as  utilities  and  a  possible  need  for  increased 
staffing  for  the  jail.  Further,  no  cost  analysis  or  consideration  of 
future  billing  revenues  for  holding  prisoners  for  other  counties  was 
projected.  As  a  result  of  additional  salary  costs,  utilities,  and  lease 
payments  related  to  the  new  jail,  annual  jail  operation  costs  have 
increased  approximately  $114,000.  In  addition,  the  loan  resolution 
security  agreement  for  the  new  jail  requires  $4,399  to  be  deposited 
annually  into  a  debt  reserve  account  until  the  accumulated  balance 
is  $43,990.  The  required  deposits  have  not  been  made  for  2009, 
2010,  and  2011. 

•  During  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011,  the  county 
transferred  a  total  of  $19,511  from  the  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund  to 
the  General  Revenue  Fund.  The  Sheriff  indicated  these  monies  were 
transferred  to  assist  the  county  in  paying  various  expenses  of  the 
Sheriffs  office;  however,  there  was  no  supporting  documentation  to 
demonstrate  if  these  monies  were  expended  in  accordance  with  state 
law.  Section  50.535,  RSMo,  provides  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund 
monies  are  to  be  used  to  process  applications  for  concealed  carry 
endorsements  or  renewals. 

The  County  Commission  indicated  it  is  aware  of  the  concern  and  is 
continually  trying  to  reduce  disbursements  and  maximize  receipts.  In  April 
2012,  Wayne  County  voters  passed  a  1/2-cent  general  sales  tax  levy  under 
Section  67.547,  RSMo,  for  a  period  of  6  years.  The  additional  sales  tax 
revenue  is  to  be  used  to  make  repairs  to  the  courthouse  and  pay  for 
operational  expenses. 

It  is  essential  the  County  Commission  address  the  situation  both  in  the 
immediate  and  long-term  future.  To  improve  the  financial  condition  of  the 
county,  the  County  Commission  should  review  disbursements  and  reduce 
discretionary  spending  as  much  as  possible,  evaluate  controls  and 
management  practices  to  ensure  efficient  use  of  county  resources,  and 
attempt  to  maximize  all  sources  of  revenue. 


5 


Wayne  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  County  Commission  perform  long-term  planning,  closely  monitor  the 
county's  financial  condition,  and  continue  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to 
improve  the  financial  condition  of  the  General  Revenue  Fund.  In  addition, 
the  County  Commission  should  establish  a  debt  reserve  account  and  repay 
the  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund  $19,511  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 
Also,  the  county  should  refrain  from  interfund  borrowing  from  restricted 
funds. 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 


2.  County  Sales  Tax 


We  will  review  the  statutes  concerning  the  concealed  carry  permits  and 
determine  what  action  is  needed  to  comply.  The  new  sales  tax  will  generate 
approximately  $250,000  per  year  after  the  rollback.  We  plan  to  use  about 
half  of  that  for  the  courthouse  building  and  use  the  other  $100,000  to 
$125,000  to  help  the  cashflow  of  the  General  Revenue  Fund.  The  Wayne 
County  Improvement  Corporation  has  established  a  debt  reserve  account. 
We  will  attempt  to  refrain  from  interfund  borrowing  from  restricted  funds. 

Although  we  have  reported  this  situation  in  several  prior  reports,  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  has  not  reimbursed  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge 
Fund  for  road  and  bridge  property  tax  reductions  related  to  sales  tax 
collections  deposited  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  since  2002,  and 
$432,896  is  owed  as  of  December  31,  2011.  Additionally,  as  of  December 
31,  2011,  property  tax  levies  have  not  been  adequately  reduced  by  $39,607. 


Section  67.505,  RSMo,  requires  the  county  to  reduce  property  taxes  for  a 
percentage  of  sales  taxes  collected  and  provides  for  actual  sales  tax  revenue 
of  the  preceding  year  which  is  higher  or  lower  than  that  year's  estimated 
sales  tax  revenue  to  be  included  in  the  subsequent  year's  property  tax 
revenue  roll  back  calculation. 


Special  Road  and  Bridge  Annually  Wayne  County  certifies  to  the  State  Auditor's  office  the  annual 

property  tax  property  tax  levy  including  the  amount  the  levy  is  reduced  for  sales  tax 

levy  reduction  collections,  as  well  as  any  voluntary  reductions.  Each  year  the  General 

Revenue  property  tax  levy  is  reduced  to  approximately  14.5  cents  and  the 
Special  Road  and  Bridge  property  tax  levy  is  reduced  to  1 1  cents.  Because 
reducing  the  General  Revenue  property  tax  levy  to  14.5  cents  is  not 
sufficient  to  compensate  for  50  percent  of  the  sales  taxes  collected,  the 
county  reports  a  portion  of  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  levy  reduction  as 
related  to  sales  tax  and  the  rest  as  voluntary.  Since  revenues  of  the  Special 
Road  and  Bridge  Fund  are  required  by  Section  137.555,  RSMo,  to  be  used 
only  for  improving  and  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  lost  property 
tax  revenues  of  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  that  relate  to  the  sales  tax 
rollback  requirement  should  be  reimbursed  by  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 
The  county  has  reduced  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  property  tax  levy  each 
year  since  2002  to  satisfy  a  portion  of  the  levy  rollback  requirement,  but 
made  no  transfers  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund  to  the  Special  Road  and 


6 


Wayne  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Bridge  Fund  to  replace  lost  property  taxes.  As  a  result,  the  General  Revenue 
Fund  owes  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  $432,896  as  of  December  31, 
2011.  Based  upon  2012  property  tax  levy  information  provided  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office  by  the  county,  it  is  estimated  that  this  liability  will  increase 
by  more  than  $35,000  if  the  county  again  fails  to  make  a  transfer  to  the 
Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund.  Also,  this  liability  is  becoming  significant 
and  represents  approximately  23  percent  of  the  county's  typical  annual 
General  Revenue  Fund  receipt  activity. 

Overall  reduction  of  property  tax  The  county  has  not  established  a  procedure  to  monitor  or  assess  results  of 
levies  actual  property  tax  reductions  for  sales  tax  collections.  As  a  result,  the 

county  has  not  sufficiently  reduced  its  property  tax  levies  to  account  for 
excess  collections  which  have  continued  to  accumulate  since  2007  and  total 
approximately  $39,607  as  of  December  31,  2011. 

Additional  Sales  Tax  Levy  As  discussed  in  MAR  finding  number  1,  an  additional  1/2-cent  general  sales 

tax  levy  was  approved  by  county  voters  in  April  2012.  The  sales  tax  ballot 
language  requires  the  General  Revenue  Fund  property  tax  levy  to  be 
reduced  annually  by  an  additional  50  percent  of  the  sales  taxes  collected, 
totaling  a  100  percent  reduction  of  the  General  Revenue  Fund  property  tax 
levy.  Because  this  new  sales  tax  also  requires  a  rollback,  the  county's 
rollback  calculations  will  become  more  complicated  and  it  is  possible  that 
reduction  of  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  levy  will  now  be  required, 
not  optional. 

Overall  To  better  document  decisions  regarding  property  tax  levies  and  ensure  the 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  receives  general  sales  tax  monies  equivalent 
to  the  property  tax  reduction,  the  County  Commission  should  monitor  the 
portion  of  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  property  tax  levy  reduction  which 
relates  to  sales  tax,  transfer  $432,896  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund  to  the 
Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund,  and  ensure  transfers  are  made  in  the  future 
when  appropriate.  The  County  Commission  should  determine  the  effect  of 
the  new  sales  tax  on  the  property  tax  levies  of  the  General  Revenue  and 
Special  Road  and  Bridge  Funds. 

Recommendation  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  adequately  reduce  property  tax 

levies  for  50  percent  of  all  General  Revenue  sales  tax  revenue  and  develop  a 
plan  to  correct  the  accumulation  of  prior  years'  excess  property  tax 
collections.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  should  transfer  $432,896 
from  the  General  Revenue  Fund  to  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund. 
Subsequent  property  tax  levy  rollbacks  should  be  made  entirely  from  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  or  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  should  be 
repaid  the  appropriate  amount  on  an  annual  basis. 
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Allditee'S  Response  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

Beginning  in  2013,  we  will  roll  the  General  Revenue  property  tax  levy  back 
to  zero.  We  did  not  intend  to  roll  back  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  property 
tax  levy  for  the  new  sales  tax.  If  funding  becomes  available  in  the  future,  we 
will  make  every  attempt  to  reduce  the  liability  to  the  Special  Road  and 
Bridge  Fund. 


Prior  audit  reports  have  addressed  the  inadequacy  of  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  office  procedures.  Although  some  improvements  have  been 
made,  significant  weaknesses  still  exist.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office 
collected  bad  check  fees  totaling  approximately  $35,000  and  donations 
totaling  approximately  $180,000,  during  the  2  years  ended  December  31, 
2011. 

3 . 1  Unallowable  donations      The  Prosecuting  Attorney  frequently  reduces  charges  filed  on  traffic  tickets 

by  requiring  defendants  to  make  a  donation,  ranging  from  $50  to  $1,500,  to 
the  county's  Special  Law  Enforcement  Fund  as  a  condition  of  reducing  the 
charges.  During  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011,  donations  totaling 
$180,000  were  deposited  into  this  fund.  Although  the  Prosecuting  Attorney 
has  a  fee  schedule,  the  amount  paid  to  the  Special  Law  Enforcement  Fund  to 
amend  traffic  violations  to  non-moving  violations  can  be  negotiated  with  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney.  The  county  has  also  established  a  Law  Enforcement 
Restitution  Fund  to  account  for  assessments  paid  by  defendants  for  certain 
offenses.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  both  the  Law  Enforcement 
Restitution  Fund  and  the  Special  Law  Enforcement  Fund  are  needed 
because  there  are  restrictions  on  the  type  of  cases  for  which  the  Law 
Enforcement  Restitution  Fund  can  be  utilized  and  the  amount  assessed 
cannot  exceed  $300. 

There  appears  to  be  no  authority  for  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  to  require  a 
donation  to  reduce  charges  filed  on  traffic  tickets.  Article  IX,  Section  7, 
Missouri  Constitution,  states  the  proceeds  of  all  penalties,  forfeitures,  and 
fines  are  to  be  distributed  to  the  County  School  Fund.  In  addition,  while 
Section  50.565,  RSMo,  provides  for  the  deposit  of  certain  assessments  and 
payments  into  a  county  law  enforcement  restitution  fund,  the  section 
provides  that,  "No  court  may  order  the  assessment  and  payment  authorized 
by  this  section  if  the  plea  of  guilty  or  the  finding  of  guilt  is  to  the  charge  of 
speeding,  careless  and  imprudent  driving....  No  assessment  and  payment 
ordered  pursuant  to  this  section  may  exceed  three  hundred  dollars  for  any 
charged  offense." 

The  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  and  transmitting  monies  are  not 
adequately  segregated.  One  of  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  secretaries  is 
responsible  for  receipting,  recording,  and  transmitting  monies  received  for 
bad  checks  and  another  secretary  performs  these  same  duties  for  donations 


3.  Prosecuting 
Attorney 
Procedures 


3.2  Segregation  of  duties 


8 


Wayne  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


to  the  Special  Law  Enforcement  Fund.  As  a  result,  there  is  less  assurance  all 
transactions  are  accounted  for  properly  and  accounting  records  are  complete 
and  accurate. 


3.3  Restitution 


3.4  Bad  check  fee  and 
donation  receipts 


Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 

Recommendations 


Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  If  proper 
segregation  of  duties  cannot  be  achieved,  documented  independent  or 
supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  essential. 

Receipt  slips  are  not  issued  for  restitution  monies  received  and  a  detailed 
record  of  restitution  receipts  is  not  maintained.  While  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  secretary  makes  a  copy  of  each  money  order  and  places  it  in  the 
defendant's  file,  there  is  no  centralized  record  of  all  monies  collected  to 
ensure  all  monies  are  properly  recorded  and  transmitted  to  the  victims. 

To  adequately  account  for  collections  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or 
misuse  of  funds,  official  prenumbered  receipt  slips  should  be  issued  for  all 
monies  immediately  upon  receipt  and  a  centralized  record  of  restitution 
receipts  and  disbursements  should  be  maintained. 

Receipt  slips  are  not  issued  immediately  upon  receipt  of  monies,  checks  and 
money  orders  are  not  restrictively  endorsed  promptly,  and  monies  are  not 
transmitted  timely.  Per  office  personnel,  receipt  slips  are  usually  issued  and 
checks  and  money  orders  are  endorsed  when  receipts  are  transmitted  to  the 
County  Treasurer.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  transmits  bad  check 
fees  approximately  once  each  month  and  donation  receipts  approximately 
every  two  weeks.  A  March  28,  2012,  cash  count  identified  8  checks  and 
money  orders  for  bad  check  fees  totaling  $1,737  and  31  money  orders  for 
donations  totaling  $7,100  which  had  not  been  endorsed.  Receipt  slips  had 
been  issued  for  none  of  the  bad  check  fees  and  for  only  seven  of  the 
donation  receipts  on  hand. 

To  adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse 
of  funds,  receipt  slips  should  be  issued  and  checks  and  money  orders 
endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt  of  monies,  and  transmittals  should  be 
made  intact  on  a  timely  basis. 

Similar  conditions  to  sections  3.1,  3.2,  and  3.3  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 
report. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney: 


3.1       Reevaluate  the  practice  of  requiring  donations  to  the  county  as  part 
of  reducing  charges  filed. 
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3.2  Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  performed  and 
documented. 


3.3  Issue  receipt  slips  for  all  monies  received  and  maintain  a  centralized 
record  of  restitution  receipts  and  disbursements. 

3.4  Issue  receipt  slips  and  restrictively  endorse  money  orders  and 
checks  immediately  upon  receipt  of  monies  and  transmit  all  monies 
intact  on  a  timely  basis. 

Auditee'S  Response  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

3.1  We  will  take  this  recommendation  under  advisement,  however,  since 
the  last  audit  in  2008,  the  county  has  passed  an  ordinance  which 
relates  to  the  handling  of  charitable  contributions  for  law 
enforcement  purposes  through  the  County  Treasurer's  office. 


3.2  The  Prosecutor's  office  has  engaged  in  a  method  of  independent 
verification  of  receipts,  recording  and  transmitting  of  monies  by 
having  a  different  employee  than  the  one  who  receives,  records  or 
transmits  monies  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  those  activities. 

3.3  Receipts  will  be  maintained  in  the  form  of  a  log  showing  the  name 
of  the  recipient,  the  name  of  the  payor,  the  date  and  the  amount; 
additionally  a  copy  of  the  money  order  will  be  placed  in  the 
relevant  file. 


Auditor's  Comment 


4.  Sheriff  Procedures 


3.4  Prosecutor's  personnel  will  attempt  to  immediately  receipt  the 
checks  and  money  orders  with  restrictive  endorsements  rather  than 
aggregating  them.  Restrictive  endorsements  will  be  placed  upon  the 
check  or  money  orders  immediately  upon  receipt  and  notation  made 
in  a  record  maintained  by  the  office,  and  monies  will  be  transmitted 
to  the  County  Treasurer  or  victim. 

3.1  The  county  ordinance  was  passed  in  May  2012.  An  ordinance 
passed  by  the  County  Commission  does  not  supersede  constitutional 
provisions  which  do  not  allow  such  donations. 

The  Sheriffs  office  accounting  procedures  are  not  sufficient  and  do  not 
provide  assurance  that  monies  collected  are  accounted  for  properly.  In 
addition,  controls  over  seized  property  are  not  adequate.  The  Sheriffs  office 
collected  various  fees  related  to  civil  services  fees,  mileage,  and  concealed 
carry  permits  totaling  approximately  $143,000  annually  during  the  2  years 
ended  December  31,  2011. 
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Fees  are  not  always  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer  intact  and  on  a  timely 
basis.  A  review  of  fees  collected  in  2011  indicated  disbursements  generally 
occurred  approximately  2  to  3  months  after  collection.  For  example,  fees  for 
August  2011  totaling  $4,771  were  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer  on 
October  31,  2011;  and,  fees  for  September  and  October  2011  totaling 
$3,791  and  $1,507,  respectively,  were  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer  in 
December  2011.  In  addition,  the  Sheriff  indicated  monies  from  the  fee 
account  are  sometimes  used  to  pay  for  employees'  personal  purchases  (guns, 
bullet  proof  vests,  etc.)  and  office  operating  costs  and  equipment  and  later 
repaid  by  the  employee  and/or  County  Treasurer.  For  example,  the  purchase 
of  a  siren  in  March  2012  for  $120  was  reimbursed  by  the  County  Treasurer 
in  May  2012  and  car  registration  fees  paid  in  March  2012  for  $22  had  not 
been  reimbursed  to  the  Sheriffs  fee  account  as  of  July  2012. 

Timely  disbursement  of  fees  collected  is  necessary  to  provide  adequate 
controls  over  account  balances  and  increase  the  likelihood  discrepancies  are 
promptly  detected.  Sections  50.360  and  50.370,  RSMo,  require  all  county 
officials  who  receive  fees  or  any  other  remuneration  for  official  services  to 
pay  such  monies  monthly  to  the  County  Treasurer.  In  addition,  there  is  no 
statutory  authority  for  the  Sheriff  to  make  disbursements  from  accountable 
fees. 

Controls  and  records  for  seized  property  are  not  sufficient.  While  the 
Sheriffs  office  records  seized  property  in  the  computer  for  each  case,  a 
summary  control  log  documenting  all  seized  property  is  not  maintained.  In 
addition,  the  Sheriffs  office  has  not  conducted  a  physical  inventory  of  all 
seized  property.  Further,  the  Sheriffs  office  does  not  maintain  adequate 
documentation  of  seized  property  that  has  been  destroyed  and  the  witness  to 
the  destruction. 

Considering  the  often  sensitive  nature  of  seized  property,  adequate  internal 
controls  are  essential  and  would  significantly  reduce  the  risk  of  theft  or 
misuse  of  the  items.  Inventory  records  of  all  seized  property  items, 
including  information  such  as  description,  current  location,  case  number, 
date  of  seizure,  and  disposition  of  such  property,  along  with  the 
performance  of  periodic  physical  inventories,  are  necessary  to  ensure  items 
are  accounted  for  properly.  Also,  a  detailed  listing  of  the  items  destroyed 
including  the  signatures  of  witnesses  should  be  maintained. 

4.3  Liabilities  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit,  a  monthly  list  of  liabilities  is  not  prepared  and 

reconciled  to  the  cash  balance  for  the  Sheriffs  fee  account.  As  a  result,  the 
Sheriffs  office  was  unaware  of  discrepancies  and  cannot  ensure  sufficient 
funds  are  available  to  meet  liabilities. 

At  our  request,  Sheriffs  office  personnel  prepared  a  list  of  liabilities  as  of 
March  31,  2012.  The  reconciled  bank  balance  of  $13,717  exceeded 
identified  liabilities  by  $1,115.  Sheriffs  office  personnel  noted  liabilities  for 


4. 1  Monthly  disbursements 


4.2  Seized  property 
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civil  fees,  drug  testing  fees,  board  bill  receipts,  commissions,  and  carry  and 
conceal  weapon  fees  had  not  been  disbursed  for  October  2010.  Also,  as 
noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  seizure  account  has  maintained  an 
unidentified  balance  of  $6,646  since  August  2005,  prior  to  the  beginning  of 
the  current  Sheriff's  term  of  office. 


To  ensure  records  are  in  balance,  identify  errors  timely,  and  ensure 
sufficient  cash  is  available  for  payment  of  amounts  due,  liabilities  should  be 
identified  monthly  and  reconciled  to  cash  balances.  Prompt  follow  up  on 
discrepancies  is  necessary  to  resolve  errors  and  ensure  monies  are  properly 
disbursed.  Various  statutory  provisions  address  the  disposal  of  unidentified 
monies. 

Recommendations  The  sheriff: 


4.1  Disburse  fees  to  the  County  Treasurer  monthly  in  accordance  with 
state  law  and  discontinue  the  practice  of  using  accountable  fees  for 
purchases. 

4.2  Ensure  a  seized  property  inventory  control  log  is  maintained  and  a 
periodic  physical  inventory  is  conducted  and  reconciled  to  the  log. 
In  addition,  the  Sheriff  should  maintain  a  list  of  all  seized  property 
destroyed,  including  a  description  of  the  property  and  signatures  of 
the  witnesses. 


4.3  Ensure  a  list  of  liabilities  is  prepared  monthly  and  compared  to  the 
available  cash  balance.  Differences  should  be  promptly 
investigated.  After  sufficient  efforts  are  made  to  resolve 
discrepancies,  any  remaining  unidentified  monies,  including  the  old 
seizure  account,  should  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 


4. 1        We  will  implement. 


5.  Payroll  and 
Mileage 


4.2  We  are  trying  to  obtain  a  new  software  program  that  will  allow  us 
to  scan  seized  property  and  create  a  bar  code.  We  will  add  the  date 
destroyed  and  witness  signature  to  the  destruction  order. 

4.3  I  will  ensure  the  $6,646 from  the  old  seizure  account  is  turned  over 
to  the  County  Treasurer  as  unclaimed  fees.  We  are  trying  to  do 
monthly  listings  of  liabilities  as  time  allows. 

County  procedures  and  controls  over  employee  compensation,  records  and 
mileage  reimbursement  are  in  need  of  improvement 
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5.1  Bailiff  Compensation  As  similarly  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  county  has  not  documented 

reasons  for  classifying  individuals  hired  to  perform  bailiff  duties  as 
independent  contractors  rather  than  employees,  and  did  not  consult  with 
legal  counsel  for  clarification  as  indicated  in  response  to  a  prior  report 
recommendation.  The  county  did  not  withhold  payroll  and  income  taxes 
from  payments  made  to  these  individuals.  Rather,  these  payments  were 
reported  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS)  on  1099  forms. 

The  county  considers  individuals  hired  to  perform  bailiff  duties  to  be 
independent  contractors;  however,  these  individuals  were  required  to 
complete  a  standard  county  timesheet  similar  to  other  Sheriffs  employees. 
Payments  to  the  six  bailiffs  totaled  $25,706  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2011. 

Section  105.300,  RSMo,  defines  an  elected  or  appointed  officer  or  employee 
of  a  county  as  an  employee  for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  tax  purposes. 
For  employees,  the  IRS  requires  employers  to  report  compensation  on  W-2 
forms  and  withhold  and  remit  income  and  payroll  taxes.  Similarly,  Chapter 
143,  RSMo,  includes  requirements  for  reporting  wages  and  withholding 
state  income  taxes.  State  and  federal  laws  require  employers  to  pay  the 
employer  share  of  Social  Security  and  Medicare  on  the  compensation  paid 
to  employees. 

5.2  Employee  leave  records     Although  the  County  Clerk  indicated  his  office  reviewed  and  recalculated 

employee  leave  balances,  some  leave  balances  were  not  accurate.  Each 
employee  is  responsible  for  recording  and  accumulating  leave  balances  on 
their  timesheets,  which  are  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  official  or 
department  head.  We  reviewed  vacation,  sick,  and  compensatory  time  leave 
balances  of  seven  employees  as  recorded  on  their  timesheets,  and 
determined  balances  were  incorrect  for  five  of  these  employees  as  a  result  of 
math  or  recording  errors.  In  addition,  vacation  and  sick  leave  were  not 
accrued  at  the  correct  amounts  for  one  employee  and  compensatory  time 
earned  was  not  calculated  on  one  time  sheet  when  the  employee  had  worked 
more  than  40  hours  during  the  week. 

Without  proper  review  and  approval  of  leave  records,  the  County 
Commission  cannot  ensure  vacation,  sick,  and  compensatory  balances  are 
accurate  and  in  compliance  with  county  policy,  and  all  employees  are 
treated  equitably.  Accurate  leave  records  also  aid  in  determining  unused 
vacation  and  compensatory  leave  upon  termination  of  employment,  in  the 
event  disputes  arise,  and  in  demonstrating  compliance  with  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938  (FLSA). 

5.3  Additional  Compensation  During  2011  and  2010,  the  custodian  received  additional  compensation 

from  the  Special  Election  Fund  for  performing  election  work  while 
performing  his  normal  job  duties,  which  does  not  appear  proper.  A  total  of 
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$305  was  paid  from  the  Special  Election  Fund  for  these  2  years.  There  were 
no  timesheets  to  document  the  additional  hours  worked  and  these  payments 
were  not  included  in  the  county  payroll  records,  were  not  reported  on 
employee  W-2  forms,  and  were  not  subject  to  proper  payroll  tax 
withholdings.  In  addition,  the  custodian  was  paid  $589  from  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  for  working  overtime  for  two  election  nights  in  2010; 
however,  his  timesheets  did  not  document  working  overtime  during  either 
pay  period. 

The  Internal  Revenue  Code  generally  indicates  individuals  treated  as 
employees  should  have  all  compensation  reported  on  W-2  forms.  Processing 
these  payments  through  the  county's  normal  payroll  process  would  help 
ensure  the  payments  are  properly  reported  and  withholdings  are  made.  In 
addition,  the  FLSA  requires  accurate  records  of  actual  time  worked  be 
maintained  by  employees. 

5.4  Mileage  reimbursement     The  custodian  received  an  annual  mileage  reimbursement  of  $500  during 

2011  and  2010  for  commuting  to  and  from  the  courthouse  at  night  or  on 
weekends  for  emergencies.  The  County  Commission  did  not  require  the 
custodian  to  submit  itemized  reports  indicating  the  date  of  trips,  nature  of 
business,  and  locations  traveled,  and  did  not  report  the  amount  paid  on  his 
W-2  form. 

In  addition,  during  2011,  the  County  Clerk  received  mileage  of 
approximately  $572  at  the  IRS  rate  even  though  the  County  Commission 
had  established  a  lower  rate  of  37  cents  per  mile  on  February  1,  2011. 

The  IRS  Code  specifically  requires  expenses  not  accounted  for  to  the 
employer  to  be  considered  as  gross  income  and  payroll  taxes  to  be  withheld 
from  the  undocumented  payments.  Therefore,  the  annual  mileage 
reimbursement  should  be  considered  gross  income  and  reported  on  the  W-2 
form  for  the  custodian.  In  addition,  the  county's  approved  mileage  rate 
should  be  utilized  for  all  mileage  reimbursements. 

Recommendations  The  County  Commission: 

5.1  Ensure  all  persons  hired  by  the  county  are  properly  classified  as 
employees  or  contract  employees  in  compliance  with  state  and 
federal  laws  and  regulations,  and  all  compensation  paid  is  subject  to 
applicable  income  and  payroll  taxes  and  properly  reported. 

5.2  Ensure  the  balance  of  leave  accumulated  and  taken  for  each 
employee  is  reviewed  by  the  County  Clerk  and  all  elected  officials 
to  ensure  accuracy. 
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5.3  Ensure  all  compensation  is  processed  through  the  county's  payroll 
system  and  is  subject  to  payroll  withholdings  and  reported  on 
employee  W-2  forms.  In  addition,  ensure  all  payments  to  employees 
are  supported  by  time  sheets  which  document  hours  worked. 

5.4  Require  employees  to  submit  itemized  mileage  expense  reports  or 
report  the  mileage  reimbursements  as  compensation  to  the  IRS.  In 
addition,  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  should  ensure 
mileage  reimbursements  comply  with  county  policy. 

AllditCC'S  RcSpOIISC  The   County  Commission  and  County   Clerk  provided  the  following 

responses: 

5.1  We  consider  these  individuals  to  be  contract  employees.  The 
timesheet  is  just  completed  to  document  the  hours  to  be  paid. 

5.2  The  County  Clerk  will  continue  to  review  leave  balances  and  will 
work  with  elected  officials  to  correct  errors. 

5.3  This  issue  was  addressed  during  the  2012  election.  Separate 
timesheets  were  prepared  for  the  Election  Fund  and  no  hours 
worked  were  recorded  on  the  timesheets  paid  from  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  for  these  dates. 

5.4  The  custodian  now  submits  itemized  mileage  reports  and  everyone 
receives  37  cents  per  mile  except  the  sheriff's  department. 


As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report  of  the  County  Collector,  the  County 
Commission  and  the  County  Clerk  do  not  provide  adequate  monitoring  of 
the  property  tax  system  activities.  The  County  Collector's  office  processed 
property  taxes  totaling  approximately  $5.5  million  annually  for  the  2  years 
ended  February  29,  2012. 

The  County  Assessor  enters  information  for  additions  and  abatements  into 
the  property  tax  system  and  provides  documentation  to  the  Collector's 
office.  The  Deputy  Collector  prepares  the  court  orders  at  the  end  of  the 
month  and  provides  a  copy  of  each  court  order  to  the  Assessor  and  the 
County  Clerk.  The  Deputy  Collector  also  generates  a  report  of  additions  and 
abatements  from  the  computer  system  which  is  provided  to  the  County 
Clerk.  Although  the  County  Clerk  initials  each  court  order  and  the  County 
Clerk  and  Presiding  Commissioner  sign  the  summary  report,  there  is  no 
independent  comparison  of  additions  and  abatements  to  the  actual  changes 
in  the  property  tax  system.  Furthermore,  the  County  Assessor,  who  enters 
additions  and  abatements  into  the  computer  system,  is  the  mother-in-law  of 
the  County  Collector.  Because  of  this  close  relationship  and  inadequate 
independent  reviews  of  changes  to  the  property  tax  system,  there  is  a  greater 


6.  Property  Tax 
System  Controls 
and  Procedures 
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risk  in  this  area  and  it  is  especially  important  that  the  County  Clerk  and 
County  Commission  thoroughly  review  the  property  tax  system  changes. 

While  the  County  Clerk  maintains  files  of  tax  charges,  additions  and 
abatements,  and  the  County  Collector's  monthly  settlements,  the  County 
Clerk  does  not  use  this  information  to  create  an  account  book  or  other 
record  summarizing  property  tax  transactions  and  changes.  Therefore,  the 
County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  do  not  have  information  readily 
available,  and  do  not  adequately  review  the  monthly  and  annual  settlements 
prepared  by  the  County  Collector.  As  a  result,  errors  and  irregularities  could 
go  undetected. 

Sections  137.260  and  137.270,  RSMo,  assign  responsibility  to  the  County 
Clerk  for  making  corrections  to  the  tax  books  with  the  approval  of  the 
County  Commission.  If  it  is  not  feasible  for  the  County  Clerk  to  make 
corrections  to  the  tax  books,  an  independent  reconciliation  of  approved 
additions  and  abatements  to  actual  corrections  made  to  the  property  tax 
system  would  help  ensure  changes  are  proper. 

Section  51.150.1(2),  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  accounts 
with  all  persons  chargeable  with  monies  payable  into  the  county  treasury. 
An  account  book  or  other  records  which  summarize  all  taxes  charged  to  the 
County  Collector,  monthly  collections,  delinquent  credits,  additions  and 
abatements,  and  protested  amounts  should  be  maintained  by  the  County 
Clerk.  Such  records  would  help  the  County  Clerk  ensure  taxes  charged  and 
credited  to  the  County  Collector  each  year  are  complete  and  accurate  and 
could  also  be  used  by  the  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  to  verify 
the  County  Collector's  monthly  and  annual  settlements. 

Recommendation  The  County  Clerk  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book  with  the 

County  Collector.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  and  the  County 
Clerk  should  monitor  property  tax  system  activities  and  perform  a  thorough 
review  of  the  County  Collector's  monthly  and  annual  settlements. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

The  County  Clerk  will  begin  an  account  book  in  2013.  In  addition,  the 
County  Commission  will  review  property  tax  activities  as  closely  as 
possible. 

The  County  Assessor  provided  the  following  response: 

A  new  County  Collector  has  been  elected  and  will  take  office  March  1, 
2013.  At  that  time,  there  will  no  longer  be  a  relationship  between  the 
County  Assessor  and  the  County  Collector. 
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Capital  asset  and  vehicle  records  are  in  need  of  improvement.  At  December 
31,  2011,  county  property,  excluding  buildings  and  vehicles,  was  valued  at 
approximately  $1.7  million  on  the  county  insurance  policy. 


As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  reports,  procedures  and  records  to  account  for 
county  property  are  not  adequate.  Procedures  have  not  been  developed  to 
identify  capital  asset  purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year.  In 
addition,  records  lack  some  necessary  information  such  as  purchase  date  and 
disposition  information.  Also,  annual  inventories  are  not  performed  in  some 
offices.  The  County  Clerk  requests  each  office  submit  an  inventory  list 
annually;  however,  no  follow  up  is  performed  with  those  offices  that  do  not 
submit  a  list.  In  2011,  the  Sheriff,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public 
Administrator,  and  Eastern  District  County  Road  and  Bridge  department  did 
not  submit  inventory  lists.  As  a  result,  the  county  is  unable  to  ensure  county- 
owned  property  is  accounted  for  properly. 

Adequate  capital  asset  records  and  procedures  are  necessary  to  ensure 
effective  internal  controls,  meet  statutory  requirements,  and  provide  a  basis 
for  determining  proper  insurance  coverage.  Procedures  to  track  capital  asset 
purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year  and  compare  to  physical 
inventory  results  would  enhance  the  county's  ability  to  account  for  capital 
assets  and  potentially  identify  unrecorded  additions  and  dispositions, 
identify  obsolete  assets,  and  deter  and  detect  theft  of  assets.  Section  49.093, 
RSMo,  provides  that  the  officer  or  their  designee  of  each  county  department 
is  responsible  for  performing  annual  inspections  and  inventories  of  county 
property  used  by  their  department  and  for  submitting  an  inventory  report  to 
the  County  Clerk. 

7.2  Vehicles  and  fuel  use         Effective  monitoring  procedures  have  not  been  established  for  vehicle  and 

equipment  fuel  use  in  the  road  and  bridge  department  and  the  Sheriffs 
office.  The  road  and  bridge  department  spent  approximately  $344,000  and 
the  Sheriffs  office  spent  approximately  $65,000  for  fuel  during  the  2  years 
ended  December  31,  2011,  for  the  33  road  and  bridge  vehicles  and 
equipment  items  and  5  patrol  cars. 

Logs  of  fuel  dispensed  from  bulk  fuel  tanks  are  maintained;  however,  these 
logs  are  not  used  to  reconcile  to  fuel  purchased  and  are  not  always 
complete.  For  example,  the  Sheriffs  office  did  not  record  256  gallons  of  the 
847  gallons  of  fuel  dispensed  for  1  month.  In  addition,  the  Sheriffs  bulk 
fuel  tank  is  not  secured  to  prevent  unauthorized  use. 

Procedures  for  maintaining  and  reviewing  fuel  usage  logs  and  reconciling 
log  information  to  fuel  purchased  and  related  records  are  necessary  to 
ensure  vehicles  and  equipment  are  properly  utilized,  prevent  paying  vendors 
for  improper  amounts,  and  decrease  the  risk  of  theft  or  misuse  of  fuel 


7.1  Capital  assets 
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occurring  without  detection.  Logs  should  provide  sufficient  details  to  enable 
the  county  to  effectively  monitor  vehicle  and  equipment  fuel  costs. 

Recommendations  The  County  Commission  and  the  County  Clerk: 

7.1  Work  with  the  Sheriff,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  and  Public 
Administrator  to  ensure  complete  and  accurate  inventory  records 
are  maintained  and  annual  physical  inventories  are  conducted,  and 
implement  procedures  for  tracking  capital  asset  purchases  and 
dispositions  throughout  the  year. 

7.2  Work  with  the  Sheriff  and  establish  procedures  to  maintain 
adequate  records  to  effectively  monitor  vehicle,  equipment,  and  fuel 
use.  In  addition,  bulk  fuel  inventory  records  should  be  maintained, 
fuel  use  should  be  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases,  and  any  significant 
discrepancies  should  be  investigated.  Also,  the  Sheriffs  fuel  tank 
should  be  secured  to  prevent  unauthorized  use. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following 

responses: 

7.1  It  is  the  statutory  duty  of  each  elected  official  and  department  head 
to  conduct  an  inventory.  In  2012,  second  requests  were  sent  out  by 
the  County  Clerk. 

7.2  The  Sheriff's  fuel  tank  is  now  secured.  The  County  Commission 
reviews  the  logs  of  fuel  dispensed  into  each  road  and  bridge  vehicle 
and  if  usage  appears  excessive,  more  extensive  monitoring  is 
performed.  We  will  also  consider  comparing  the  invoices  to  the  fuel 
log. 

The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

7.1  I  will  update  the  inventory  listing. 

7.2  The  tank  cannot  be  turned  on  unless  the  dispatcher  turns  it  on  in  the 
office.  When  the  dispatcher  is  called  to  turn  on  the  tank,  the  mileage 
readings  are  recorded.  Invoices  will  be  compared  to  fuel  logs. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  provided  the  following  written  response: 

7.1  An  inventory  of  capital  assets  for  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office 
was  prepared  for  2012.  It  is  possible  that  the  County  Clerk's  request 
for  this  inventory  was  misplaced  or  overlooked  by  Prosecuting 
Attorney  personnel.  Effort  will  be  made  to  obtain  such  an  inventory 
each  year  as  of  October  10th  of  each  calendar  year. 
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The  Public  Administrator  provided  the  following  response: 


8.  Recorder  of  Deeds 
Reconciliation 
Procedures 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


9.  Computer  Controls 


7.1       The  only  county  property  I  have  is  a  fax  machine.  I  will  ask  the 
County  Clerk  if  it  should  be  inventoried. 

The  Recorder  of  Deeds  does  not  identify  and  resolve  monies  remaining  in 
the  account  after  the  monthly  distribution  of  fees.  The  Recorder  of  Deeds 
processed  approximately  $80,000  annually  during  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2011. 

Although  monthly  bank  reconciliations  are  prepared  by  the  Recorder  of 
Deeds,  unidentified  amounts  have  continued  to  accumulate  in  the  bank 
account  since  it  was  opened  in  January  2011.  Office  personnel  indicated  all 
monies  received  are  usually  disbursed  at  the  end  of  each  month  and  the  bank 
account  should  zero  out.  However,  at  April  30,  2012,  the  bank  account  had 
an  unidentified  balance  of  $666.  At  our  request,  the  Recorder  of  Deeds 
identified  these  monies  as  undistributed  interest,  unidentified  monies  from 
the  former  Recorder  of  Deeds,  a  bad  check  collected  on  behalf  of  the  former 
Recorder  of  Deeds,  undisbursed  receipts,  and  overpayments  which  had  not 
been  refunded.  These  amounts  were  disbursed  in  May  2012. 

Procedures  to  ensure  all  receipts  are  properly  disbursed  are  necessary  to 
ensure  accounting  records  are  in  balance  and  to  identify  errors  in  a  timely 
manner.  Unidentified  monies  should  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  state 
law. 

The  Recorder  of  Deeds  ensure  all  amounts  received  are  properly  disbursed. 
In  addition,  any  unidentified  differences  between  the  accounting  records  and 
bank  reconciliations  should  be  investigated  and  resolved.  Unidentified 
monies  should  be  disposed  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

The  Recorder  of  Deeds  provided  the  following  response: 

I  am  reconciling  monthly  and  disbursing  everything  except  interest  monthly. 

Controls  over  computer  systems  are  not  sufficient  to  prevent  unauthorized 
access  and  data  is  not  backed-up  by  the  County  Clerk.  As  a  result,  county 
records  are  unprotected  and  susceptible  to  damage  or  theft. 


9.1  User  passwords  Passwords  are  not  required  to  be  periodically  changed  in  the  County 

Collector's,  Recorder  of  Deeds',  and  County  Clerk's  offices.  Changing 
passwords  periodically  reduces  the  possibility  of  unauthorized  access  to 
county  computers  and  data. 
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9.2  Back-up  data 


Recommendations 


Auditee's  Response 


Data  is  not  backed  up  by  the  County  Clerk.  The  County  Clerk's  computers 
are  used  to  process  disbursements,  maintain  budget  files,  prepare  payroll 
and  maintain  annual  payroll  information. 

Preparation  of  backup  data,  preferably  on  a  daily  or  at  least  weekly  basis, 
periodic  testing  to  ensure  it  is  adequate,  and  off-site  storage  would  provide 
increased  assurance  county  data  could  be  recreated  if  necessary. 

The  County  Commission: 

9.1  Work  with  the  County  Collector,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  and  County 
Clerk  to  require  passwords  be  periodically  changed. 

9.2  Ensure  data  is  periodically  backed  up  by  the  County  Clerk  and 
stored  in  a  secure  off-site  location  and  backups  are  tested  on  a 
regular,  predefined  basis. 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following 
responses: 

9.1  We  will  consider  implementing  this  recommendation.  We  do  not 
believe  this  is  a  significant  security  threat  for  the  county. 


9.2        This  will  be  implemented. 

The  Recorder  of  Deeds  provided  the  following  response: 

9.1       I  will  start  changing  passwords  periodically. 

The  County  Collector  provided  the  following  response: 

9.1  I  will  be  leaving  office  at  the  end  of  February.  I  will  let  the  new 
collector  know  about  this  finding  and  decide  how  she  wants  to 
handle  passwords  in  the  future. 
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Wayne  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat  is 
Greenville. 

Wayne  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  48  full-time  employees  and  13  part-time  employees  on  December 
31,2011. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Law  Enforcement  Restitution 
Fund  Board  and  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  3 1  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


 Officeholder  2012  2011 

Brian  M.  Polk,  Presiding  Commissioner        $  27,177 

James  (Bill)  Hovis,  Associate  Commissioner  25,177 

Chad  Henson,  Associate  Commissioner  25,177 

Cindy  Stout,  Recorder  of  Deeds  3  8 , 1 47 

Alan  R.  Lutes,  County  Clerk  38,147 

Robert  M.  Ramshur,  Prosecuting  Attorney  45,175 

Phillip  P.  Burton,  Sheriff  42, 1 63 

Carol  Hale,  County  Treasurer  38,147 

Gary  Umfleet,  County  Coroner  1 1 ,043 

Donna  Eads,  Public  Administrator  25,000 
Erica  Huitt,  County  Collector, 

year  ended  February  29,  38,147 
Frances  K.  Huitt,  County  Assessor  , 

year  ended  August  31,  3  8 , 1 47 

Brian  Ferguson,  County  Surveyor  (1)  

( 1 )  Compensation  on  a  fee  basis. 


Financing  The  county  entered  into  a  lease-purchase  agreement  in  May  2008,  with  the 

Arrangements  Wayne  County  Improvement  Corporation  to  build  the  Justice  Center.  The 

terms  of  the  agreement  are  for  the  Wayne  County  Improvement  Corporation 
to  build  the  facility  and  lease  the  facility  back  to  the  county  for  payments 
totaling  the  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  lease-purchase.  The  county 
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makes  the  lease  payments  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund.  The  final 
payment  for  the  lease-purchase  is  scheduled  to  be  in  2038.  The  remaining 
principal  and  interest  due  on  the  lease-purchase  agreement  at  December  3 1 , 
2011,  was  $680,745. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  county  has  entered  into  several  lease-purchase  agreements  for  road  and 
bridge  equipment.  Principal  and  interest  payments  are  made  from  the 
Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund.  Final  payments  for  the  various  leases  are 
scheduled  to  occur  from  2013  through  2016.  As  of  December  31,  2011,  the 
principal  balance  of  the  leases  totaled  $324,917. 

According  to  county  personnel,  the  county  was  awarded  the  following 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009  funding  during  the  2 
years  ended  December  3 1 ,  201 1 : 

A  $205,190  Recovery  Act:  Homelessness  Prevention  and  Rapid  Re -housing 
grant  was  awarded  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Social  Services  to  help  families 
and  individuals  who  are  at  risk  of  becoming  homeless  and  those 
experiencing  homelessness  who  need  temporary  assistance  obtaining  and 
retaining  housing.  Wayne  County  signed  as  the  sponsor  for  this  grant  for 
Carter,  Dent,  Reynolds,  Shannon,  and  Wayne  Counties.  During  the  2  years 
ended  December  31,  2011,  $126,458  was  received  and  expended  by  the 
county  related  to  this  grant.  The  county  passed  these  monies  through  to  the 
South  Central  Missouri  Community  Action  Agency. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  City  of  Diamond 


City  Sales  Tax  and  Lease  The  city  no  longer  allocates  a  portion  of  sales  tax  revenue  to  parks  and 

recreation  as  originally  outlined  in  the  city  ordinance  at  the  time  the  issue 
was  approved  by  voters.  The  city's  attorney  entered  into  a  $11,173  tax 
exempt  lease  arrangement  in  the  city's  name  to  finance  a  copy  machine  for 
his  private  law  office.  There  is  no  documentation  indicating  the  Board 
approved  this  lease,  and  city  officials  indicated  they  did  not  know  of  the 
lease  until  they  received  a  notice  from  the  Internal  Revenue  Service.  The 
city's  attorney  said  the  payments  are  made  by  his  law  office,  but  this 
arrangement  has  potentially  obligated  the  city  to  pay  for  property  that  does 
not  belong  to  the  city  and  has  resulted  in  various  taxes  related  to  this 
transaction  not  being  paid. 

Disbursement  Procedures  Some  disbursements  are  not  properly  approved  and  supported  by  adequate 

documentation,  and  no  documentation  was  maintained  to  support  the 
allocation  of  expenses  among  funds.  The  city  did  not  always  comply  with 
city  code  bid  requirements.  For  example,  the  city  did  not  advertise  for  bids 
for  the  purchase  of  two  patrol  cars  and  has  not  solicited  bids  for  mowing 
services.  The  city  did  not  document  its  evaluation  and  selection  of 
engineering  services  for  the  sewer  construction  project. 

Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated,  and  adequate  independent 
reviews  are  not  conducted.  Receipt  slips  were  not  always  issued  for 
payments  made  by  check,  do  not  always  correctly  document  the  method  of 
payment,  and  were  not  always  issued  in  numerical  order.  Receipts  were  not 
always  deposited  intact  or  timely  or  deposited  into  the  proper  city  bank 
account.  Monies  received  are  not  always  timely  posted  to  the  computer 
system,  and  computer  system  controls  are  not  adequate.  The  city  should 
consider  closing  some  of  its  nine  bank  accounts  and  evaluate  options  which 
might  reduce  the  $1,800  monthly  fee  paid  to  the  contracted  accountant  or 
result  in  in-house  preparation  of  monthly  reconciliations. 

The  Board  approved  a  5  percent  increase  in  water  and  sewer  rates,  but  it  did 
not  maintain  documentation  to  support  the  amount  of  the  rate  increase.  The 
city  has  had  significant  increases  in  the  amount  of  unbilled  water  (water 
loss),  including  approximately  783,000  gallons  in  July  2010  (25  percent  of 
the  water  pumped)  and  2.5  million  gallons  in  June  2012  (49  percent  of  the 
water  pumped),  but  there  is  no  documented  effort  by  the  Board  to  address 
the  losses.  The  city  does  not  have  a  policy  regarding  partial  payments  of 
utility  charges,  but  some  customers  are  allowed  to  make  partial  payments 
without  Board  approval.  For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  city  paid 
approximately  $1,800  more  than  required  by  contract  for  trash  services,  and 
it  paid  approximately  $1,500  more  than  required  for  the  year  ended  June  30, 
2011. 


The  city  does  not  always  follow  its  personnel  policy  regarding  overtime. 
Employees  do  not  sign  time  cards  and  time  cards  are  not  adequately 
reviewed,  resulting  in  inaccurate  payroll  calculations  for  some  employees. 
Five  of  the  seven  time  cards  we  reviewed  had  errors. 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Utility  System  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Payroll  Procedures 


Property  Tax  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Financial  Statements  and 
Budgets 


Meetings  and  Ordinances 


The  city  did  not  comply  with  various  statutory  provisions  related  to  property 
taxes.  The  City  Collector  did  not  prepare  monthly  and  annual  reports 
summarizing  the  amount  of  property  taxes  collected  as  well  as  delinquent 
property  taxes  and  present  them  to  the  Board.  The  City  Clerk  did  not  verify 
the  accuracy  of  the  property  tax  books  or  charge  the  City  Collector  with  the 
amount  to  be  collected.  There  was  no  documentation  to  indicate  the  Board 
held  a  public  hearing  on  the  city's  proposed  property  tax  levy. 

Annual  budgets  did  not  contain  all  required  elements.  The  Board  did  not 
adequately  monitor  budget  to  actual  revenues  and  expenditures  and  did  not 
properly  amend  the  budget.  For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011,  actual 
disbursements  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  by  $81,319  in  the  city's  General 
Fund,  and  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  unaudited  financial  statements 
indicate  disbursements  in  the  General  and  Park/Storm  Water  Funds 
exceeded  budgeted  amounts  by  approximately  $11,000  each.  The  city  did 
not  publish  its  financial  statements  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

The  Board  did  not  prepare  minutes  for  some  open  meetings,  and  minutes  did 
not  always  contain  some  necessary  information.  Open  meetings  do  not 
always  document  a  roll  call  vote  to  enter  into  closed  session  or  a  specific 
reason  for  entering  into  closed  session.  Closed  meeting  minutes  were  not 
prepared  for  five  of  eleven  closed  meetings,  and  some  issues  discussed  in 
closed  meetings  were  not  allowable  under  the  Sunshine  Law.  Some 
ordinances  have  not  been  properly  updated,  and  some  ordinances  were  not 
signed  and  dated  to  document  approval  by  the  Board. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 


American  Recovery  and  The  city  was  approved  to  receive  Recovery  Act  loan  funds  of  $650,000,  and 

Reinvestment  Act  on  ^une      ^012, tne  Board  of  Aldermen  approved  City  Ordinance  Number 

(Federal  Stimulus)  t0  *ssue  tnese  waterworks  and  sewerage  system  bonds. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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To  the  Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
City  of  Diamond,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor  was  petitioned  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  to  audit  the  City  of  Diamond.  We  have 
audited  certain  operations  of  the  city  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The  city  engaged  Taylor  and  Associates, 
Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  city's  financial  statements  for  the  years  ended  June  30, 
2012  and  2011.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  report  and  substantiating  working 
papers  of  the  CPA  firm  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011,  audit,  since  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  audit 
had  not  been  completed.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  2  years 
ended  June  30,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  city's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  city,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  city's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in 
our  audit  of  the  city. 


2 


For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of 
Diamond. 

An  additional  report,  No.  2012-78,  Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Diamond  Municipal  Division,  was 
issued  in  August  2012. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Donna  Christian,  CPA,  CGFM 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Candi  Copley 

Audit  Staff:  Michelle  Crawford,  M.Acct. 


Joshua  Allen,  CPA,  CFE 
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City  of  Diamond 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

The  city  no  longer  allocates  a  portion  of  sales  tax  revenue  to  parks  and 
recreation  as  originally  outlined  in  the  city  ordinance  at  the  time  the  issue 
was  approved  by  voters.  Additionally,  a  tax  exempt  lease  agreement  in  the 
city's  name  was  used  to  finance  a  copy  machine  for  the  private  law  office  of 
the  city's  attorney. 


1.  City  Sales  Tax 
and  Lease 


1.1  City  Sales  tax  The  city  is  not  allocating  a  portion  of  the  revenue  generated  from  a  one-half 

cent  city  sales  tax  to  parks  and  recreation.  A  city  ordinance  requiring  a 
portion  of  the  city's  sales  tax  revenue  to  be  allocated  to  parks  and  recreation 
was  amended  after  the  sales  tax  issue  was  approved  by  voters. 

In  November  2003,  voters  approved  a  one -half  cent  general  sales  tax.  The 
ballot  language  specifically  referenced  City  Ordinance  No.  256  which  was 
passed  by  the  Board  of  Aldermen  in  August  2003  and  states  in  part,  "A 
portion  of  the  tax,  equal  to  one-eighth  of  one  percent  (.0125  percent)  shall 
be  earmarked  for  expenditures  for  the  parks  and  recreation." 

According  to  city  officials  the  percentage  stated  in  Ordinance  Number  256 
was  not  correct.  In  February  2005,  Ordinance  Number  262  was  passed  to 
amend  the  initial  ordinance  and  list  the  percent  allocated  to  parks  and 
recreation  as  0.125  percent.  Then,  in  November  2006,  Ordinance  Number 
262  was  amended  with  the  passage  of  Ordinance  285  which  indicates  that 
the  portion  previously  allocated  to  parks  and  recreation  would  now  be 
distributed  to  the  city's  General  Fund.  As  a  result,  the  city  discontinued 
allocating  a  portion  of  the  sales  tax  revenue  to  parks  and  recreation. 

According  to  documentation  prepared  by  the  city  in  2003,  the  city  estimated 
total  sales  tax  revenues  of  $20,000  with  $5,000  to  be  used  for  parks.  This 
sales  tax  generated  approximately  $35,000  during  the  year  ended  June  30, 
2012,  and,  using  the  same  calculation  method  as  the  city,  this  results  in 
approximately  $8,750  that  could  have  been  used  for  parks  and  recreation. 

Although  the  city's  original  sales  tax  ordinance  earmarked  a  portion  of  the 
sales  tax  revenue  for  parks  and  recreation,  city  officials  believe  the  city  is 
not  legally  required  to  follow  the  restriction  because  the  ballot  language 
only  referred  to  the  ordinance  and  did  not  specifically  restrict  the  funds. 
However,  the  city  does  not  have  any  documentation  to  indicate  legal 
counsel  was  consulted  prior  to  lifting  the  restriction  of  these  sales  tax 
revenues. 


1 .2  Tax  exempt  lease  m  February  201 1,  the  city's  attorney  entered  into  a  $1 1,173  tax  exempt  lease 

agreement  in  the  city's  name  to  finance  a  copy  machine  for  his  private  law 
office.  Current  city  officials  indicated  they  were  unaware  of  the  lease  until 
they  received  a  notice  from  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  of  the  outstanding 
tax  exempt  obligation. 
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All  financing  documents  and  IRS  reporting  documents  are  in  the  city's  name 
with  only  the  signature  of  the  city's  attorney.  There  is  no  documentation  in 
Board  meeting  minutes  to  indicate  the  Board  approved  the  obligation. 
According  to  the  city's  attorney,  the  monthly  payments  for  the  obligation  are 
paid  by  his  law  office  and  the  arrangement  was  verbally  approved  by  a 
former  Mayor. 

This  arrangement  appears  to  have  potentially  obligated  the  city  to  pay  an 
$11,173  lease  for  property  that  does  not  belong  to  the  city.  In  addition,  this 
arrangement  has  resulted  in  sales  taxes  and  income  taxes  not  being  paid 
related  to  this  transaction,  depriving  the  federal,  state  and  local  governments 
of  these  taxes. 


To  ensure  the  city  is  not  obligated  for  the  lease  agreement  and  avoid 
misunderstandings  related  to  tax  consequences,  the  city's  attorney  should  be 
required  to  amend  the  lease  agreement  and  other  related  documents,  and 
provide  adequate  documentation  to  the  city  verifying  the  situation  has  been 
resolved. 


Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


1.1  Consult  legal  counsel  to  determine  if  the  city  is  legally  authorized  to 
amend  the  original  sales  tax  ordinance  to  eliminate  the  parks  and 
recreation  restriction,  and  if  applicable,  calculate  the  amount  of  park 
and  recreation  revenue  for  prior  years  and  transfer  that  amount  from 
the  city's  General  Fund  to  a  fund  restricted  for  parks  and  recreation. 


1 .2  Instruct  the  city's  attorney  to  correct  the  filings  he  has  made  with  the 
IRS,  bank,  and  copier  company,  and  provide  documentation  to  the 
city  to  support  these  corrections. 


Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


1.1  We  have  addressed  this  recommendation  by  passing  Resolution 
#092012  on  September  10,  2012  to  allocate  one  eighth  of  the  one 
percent  sales  tax  into  the  city's  parks  and  recreation  account.  We 
will  determine  if  any  prior  year  amounts  of  sales  tax  collections 
should  be  transferred. 

1.2  We  will  review  the  tax  exempt  lease  with  our  attorney  and  ask  him 
to  remove  the  obligation  from  the  city's  name.  This  apparently  was 
an  arrangement  agreed  to  by  a  prior  city  official,  but  it  will  not  be 
continued.  All  financing  obligations  issued  in  the  city's  name  must 
now  have  approval  by  the  Board  of  Aldermen  and  provide  a  clear 
benefit  to  the  city. 
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The  Board  needs  to  improve  procedures  for  approving  and  documenting 
disbursements,  allocating  expenses  to  city  funds,  and  soliciting  bids  or 
proposals  for  goods  and  services. 


2. 1  Approval  and  Some  disbursements  are  not  properly  approved  and  supported  by  adequate 

documentation  documentation.  Although  the  Board  approves  a  list  of  disbursements  each 

meeting,  the  list  is  not  always  complete,  and  in  some  instances  not  retained. 


Four  electronic  payments  totaling  $736  were  made  from  the  city's  General 
Fund  bank  account  for  credit  card  payments  between  July  and  October  2010 
without  adequate  documentation.  The  city  was  unable  to  provide  credit  card 
statements  or  documentation  to  show  what  was  purchased,  and  these 
payments  were  not  included  on  the  list  of  bills  the  Board  approved. 
Accounting  records  reflect  these  transactions  as  general  operating  expenses 
but  do  not  specify  what  was  purchased.  The  former  City  Clerk  thought  these 
were  on-line  purchases  of  supplies,  such  as  checks. 

Additionally,  the  monthly  list  of  disbursements  approved  by  the  Board 
could  not  be  located  for  November  2010  through  March  2011,  and  June 
2011.  Further,  payroll  disbursements  are  not  reviewed  and  approved  by  the 
Board. 


To  ensure  all  disbursements  are  an  appropriate  use  of  city  funds,  adequate 
supporting  documentation  should  be  maintained,  and  the  list  of 
disbursements  approved  by  the  Board  should  be  complete  and  retained  to 
document  the  Board's  review  and  approval. 


2.2  Allocation  of  expenses       No  documentation  was  maintained  to  support  the  allocation  of  expenses 

among  funds.  The  Board  votes  to  alternate  some  expenses,  such  as 
accounting  fees,  from  the  Water/Sewer  Fund  to  the  General  Fund  every 
other  year.  Additionally,  employee  salaries  are  not  allocated  based  upon  the 
work  performed.  For  example,  salaries  of  the  city's  two  maintenance 
employees  are  allocated  entirely  to  the  Water/Sewer  Fund  even  though  they 
also  perform  street  repair  duties.  The  City  Collector's  main  duty  is  to 
account  for  water  and  sewer  monies;  however,  her  entire  salary  is  paid  from 
the  General  Fund. 


Proper  allocation  of  expenses,  including  payroll,  is  necessary  for  the  city  to 
accurately  determine  the  results  of  operations  of  specific  activities,  thus 
enabling  the  city  to  establish  the  level  of  taxation  and/or  user  charges 
necessary  to  meet  all  operating  costs.  Documentation  should  be  maintained 
to  support  the  allocation  of  expenses. 


2.3  Procurement  procedures    The  city  did  not  always  comply  with  Chapter  130  of  the  City  Code  which 

requires  city  officials  to  advertise  for  bids  for  items  or  services  costing  more 
than  $5,000.  For  example,  the  city  did  not  advertise  for  bids  for  the  purchase 
of  two  patrol  cars  costing  a  total  of  approximately  $25,000.  Procurement 
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documentation  maintained  by  the  city  only  included  advertisement  flyers 
from  three  law  enforcement  car  dealers.  Additionally,  the  city  has  not 
solicited  bids  for  mowing  services  costing  $8,455  during  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012. 

In  addition  to  complying  with  city  code,  competitive  bidding  helps  ensure 
the  city  has  made  sufficient  effort  to  receive  goods  or  services  at  the  best 
and  lowest  price  and  all  parties  are  given  an  equal  opportunity  to  participate 
in  city  business.  Complete  documentation  of  all  bids  and  proposals  received 
and  reasons  why  a  bid  or  proposal  was  selected  helps  demonstrate  the  city 
conducts  a  fair  procurement  process  and  provides  information  needed 
should  questions  arise. 


2.4  Engineering  services  The  city  did  not  document  its  evaluation  and  selection  of  engineering 

services  for  the  sewer  construction  project.  In  April  2010,  an  agreement  was 
signed  with  an  engineering  firm  with  estimated  costs  of  $55,000,  and  in 
October  2011,  two  change  orders  were  approved  increasing  engineering 
costs  to  $115,000. 


Sections  8.289  and  8.291,  RSMo,  provide  requirements  for  obtaining, 
evaluating,  and  negotiating  engineering  services. 


Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


2.1  Ensure  documentation  is  maintained  for  all  disbursements  and  the 
list  of  disbursements  approved  at  the  monthly  Board  meeting  is 
complete  and  retained. 

2.2  Ensure  city  expenses  are  properly  allocated  to  the  applicable  city 
funds  and  allocations  are  supported  by  adequate  documentation. 

2.3  Ensure  bids  are  solicited  in  accordance  with  city  code. 

2.4  Comply  with  state  law  when  procuring  engineering  services  and 
document  the  evaluation  and  selection  process. 


Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


2.1  The  listing  of  invoices  approved  for  payment  by  the  Board  of 
Aldermen  is  now  retained  with  monthly  Board  of  Aldermen  meeting 
minutes.  Adequate  documentation  is  now  maintained  for  all  city 
disbursements. 


2.2  The  City  conducted  a  time  allocation  survey  of  personnel  duties  in 
July,  August  and  September  2012  for  all  employees  except  the  City 
Clerk.  We  will  allocate  personnel  costs  accordingly  and  reassess 
allocations  periodically.  The  City  Clerk  will  also  document  her  time 
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3.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


3.1  Segregation  of  duties 


and  allocate  her  salary  appropriately.  The  allocation  of  other 
expenses  will  also  be  reviewed. 

2.3  We  will  review  the  city's  procurement  requirements  to  determine  if 
current  requirements  are  sufficient  for  the  city's  purchasing  needs. 
Additionally,  better  documentation  will  be  maintained  to  support 
bidding  procedures. 

2.4  On  future  projects  we  will  comply  with  state  law  when  obtaining 
engineering  services. 

The  City's  accounting  controls  and  procedures  need  improvement. 

The  City  Collector  receives  various  revenues  including  water,  sewer,  trash, 
fire  protection  fees,  property  tax  assessments,  sales  taxes,  franchise  fees, 
and  other  miscellaneous  revenues.  Cash,  checks,  money  orders  and  credit 
card  payments  are  accepted.  Revenues  totaling  approximately  $650,000 
were  collected  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

The  Board  has  not  established  adequate  segregation  of  duties  or  supervisory 
review  over  the  City  Collector's  duties. 

The  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  and  depositing  all  monies  are  primarily 
performed  by  the  City  Collector.  Additionally,  the  City  Collector  is 
responsible  for  billing  and  tracking  all  utility  and  property  tax  accounts. 
This  includes  posting  adjustments  to  customer  utility  accounts.  While  the 
city  has  contracted  with  an  outside  accountant  to  perform  bank 
reconciliations  and  prepare  the  city's  financial  reports,  no  one  compares 
receipts  to  deposits  or  reviews  adjustments  made  to  customer  utility 
accounts. 


3.2  Receipting  and 

depositing  procedures 


Proper  segregation  of  duties  helps  ensure  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  assets  are  safeguarded.  If  segregating  these  duties  is  not 
possible,  at  a  minimum,  procedures  for  adequate  independent  reviews 
should  be  established  and  documented. 

The  city's  receipting  and  depositing  procedures  are  poor.  As  a  result,  there  is 
no  assurance  all  monies  collected  were  properly  deposited  in  city  bank 
accounts. 


Receipt  slips  are  not  always  issued  for  payments  made  by  check.  In 
addition,  receipt  slips  do  not  always  correctly  document  the  method  of 
payment  received,  and  the  method  of  payment  recorded  on  the  receipt  slips 
is  not  reconciled  to  the  composition  of  the  deposit. 

•    Receipts  were  not  always  deposited  intact  or  timely.  For  example,  a  $50 
utility  deposit  received  on  June  29,  2011,  was  not  deposited  until 
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September  14,  2011.  Additionally,  a  $200  building  rental  deposit  was 
held  and  returned  to  the  renter  after  building  use  rather  than  being 
deposited. 

•  Receipt  slips  are  not  always  issued  in  numerical  order  and  all  copies  of 
some  voided  receipt  slips  were  not  retained. 

•  Receipts  are  not  always  deposited  into  the  proper  city  bank  account.  For 
example,  water  and  sewer  receipts  are  often  deposited  into  the  city's 
General  Fund  bank  account.  Adjustments  are  routinely  made  to  correct 
depositing  errors. 

Failure  to  implement  adequate  receipting  and  depositing  procedures 
increases  the  risk  that  loss  or  misuse  of  monies  received  will  go  undetected 
and  accounting  records  will  contain  errors. 

3.3  Recording  procedures        Monies  received  are  not  always  posted  to  the  city's  computer  system  timely, 

and  computer  system  controls  are  not  adequate. 

Several  instances  were  noted  where  payments  were  posted  several  days  after 
received.  Additionally,  the  city's  computerized  utility/property  tax  system 
allows  receipt  transactions  to  be  posted  in  prior  periods.  For  example,  a 
customer's  $153  utility  deposit  received  in  August  2010,  was  not  entered 
into  the  computer  system  until  November  2011,  when  the  resident  notified 
the  city  of  a  pending  move.  The  system  allowed  for  the  receipt  to  be  entered 
into  the  prior  period  dated  August  2010.  While  the  system  can  generate  a 
report  of  back  dated  transactions,  this  report  is  not  generated  and  reviewed 
by  city  personnel.  The  ability  to  post  transactions  to  prior  periods  allows 
manipulation  of  receipts  information  and  provides  less  assurance  all  monies 
received  are  deposited. 

To  ensure  receipts  are  properly  recorded  and  deposited,  and  computerized 
records  are  up-to-date,  receipts  should  be  posted  to  the  computer  system  in 
the  proper  period  and  immediately  upon  receipt.  Additionally,  to  prevent 
receipts  from  being  entered  into  prior  periods,  consideration  should  be  given 
to  contacting  the  software  programmer  to  add  control  features  to  the 
program  to  prevent  these  changes.  If  programming  changes  cannot  be  made, 
a  report  of  back  dated  transactions  should  be  generated  and  reviewed 
periodically. 

3.4  Bank  accounts  The  city  has  nine  bank  accounts,  resulting  in  cumbersome  recordkeeping. 

Several  deposits  were  made  into  the  wrong  account  and  the  city  pays  a 
contracted  accountant  a  monthly  fee  of  $1,800  to  reconcile  all  bank 
accounts  monthly  and  determine  the  amount  of  transfers  needed  to  correct 
errors. 
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To  help  simplify  city  records,  the  Board  should  consider  reducing  the 
number  of  bank  accounts  and  evaluate  options  which  might  reduce  the 
monthly  fee  paid  to  the  contracted  accountant  or  result  in  in-house 
preparation  of  monthly  reconciliations. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

3.1  Adequately  segregate  the  duties  of  the  City  Collector.  If  this  is  not 
possible,  at  a  minimum,  the  Board  should  perform  and  document 
the  review  of  the  City  Collector's  work. 

3.2  Ensure  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  all  monies  received,  the 
composition  is  documented  correctly  on  receipt  slips,  all  monies  are 
deposited  intact  in  the  proper  city  bank  account  and  in  a  timely 
manner,  and  reconcile  the  composition  of  receipts  to  the 
composition  of  deposits.  Additionally,  the  Board  should  ensure  the 
numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  is  accounted  for  properly  and  all 
copies  of  voided  receipt  slips  are  retained. 

3.3  Ensure  receipts  are  posted  to  the  computer  system  timely  and 
contact  the  programmer  to  determine  if  control  features  can  be 
incorporated  into  the  computer  system  to  prevent  receipts  from 
being  recorded  in  a  prior  period.  If  software  changes  cannot  be 
made,  the  back  dated  transaction  report  should  be  generated  and 
reviewed  periodically. 

3.4  Consider  reducing  the  number  of  city  bank  accounts  and  evaluate 
options  which  might  reduce  the  monthly  fee  paid  to  the  contracted 
accountant  or  result  in  in-house  preparation  of  monthly 
reconciliations. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

3.1  Some  City  Collector  duties  have  now  been  segregated.  The  City 
Clerk  is  currently  processing  the  city's  utility  bills.  A  review  of 
manual  receipt  slips  and  deposit  records  will  also  now  be 
performed. 

3.2  Proper  receipting  and  depositing  procedures  have  now  been 
implemented. 

3.3  Receipts  are  now  posted  to  the  system  daily.  We  will  contact  the 
city's  software  provider  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  implementing 
stronger  computer  controls. 
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3.4  We  will  communicate  with  the  contracted  accountant  to  determine 
the  appropriate  number  of  city  bank  accounts  and  any  cost  saving 
measures  the  city  can  implement  to  reduce  accounting  costs. 


The  city  did  not  adequately  review  the  costs  associated  with  operating  the 
water  and  sewer  system  prior  to  raising  rates  in  April  2011.  Additionally, 
the  city's  water  loss  has  increased  significantly  in  the  last  2  years  and  some 
customers  are  allowed  to  make  partial  payments  on  their  water  and  sewer 
accounts  without  Board  approval  or  signed  payment  agreements.  Amounts 
paid  to  the  city's  trash  service  vendor  are  more  than  required  by  contract. 

4. 1  Water  and  Sewer  rates        The  city  has  not  performed  a  formal  review  of  water  and  sewer  rates  and  did 

not  adequately  document  the  calculation  of  the  water  and  sewer  rate 
increase  approved  in  April  201 1. 

A  5  percent  increase  in  water  and  sewer  rates  was  approved  by  the  Board  in 
April  2011,  based  upon  the  city's  need  to  collect  $14,500  monthly  in  water 
and  sewer  fees  to  offset  monthly  expenses;  however,  there  is  no 
documentation  to  support  how  the  $14,500  was  determined.  According  to 
city  financial  statements,  the  Water/Sewer  Fund  incurred  a  net  loss  of 
approximately  $12,000  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

Section  67.042,  RSMo,  provides  that  fees  may  be  increased  if  supported  by 
a  statement  of  costs,  which  shows  the  increase  is  necessary  to  cover  costs  of 
providing  the  service.  Water  and  sewer  fees  are  user  charges  which  should 
cover  the  cost  of  providing  the  related  services.  The  city  should  perform  a 
detailed  review  of  its  water  and  sewer  costs,  including  depreciation  and  debt 
service  costs,  and  set  rates  to  cover  the  total  cost  of  operation.  Preparing  a 
statement  of  costs  would  not  only  allow  the  city  to  determine  the  rates 
necessary  to  support  current  and  future  operations,  but  also  provide 
documentation  to  customers  of  the  rationale  behind  the  rates.  Such  rate 
studies  should  be  performed  periodically. 

4.2  Water  loss  The  city  has  experienced  a  significant  increase  in  the  amount  of  unbilled 

water  (water  loss)  each  month  and  has  not  documented  efforts  to  resolve  the 
losses. 

The  city's  computerized  water  and  sewer  billing  system  compares  total 
water  pumped  to  total  water  billed  to  customers  to  determine  the  amount  of 
water  loss.  In  2  years  the  amount  of  water  loss  each  month  has  increased 
significantly.  In  July  2010,  the  city  water  loss  was  approximately  783,000 
gallons  (25  percent  of  the  water  pumped);  however,  in  June  2012,  the  water 
loss  was  approximately  2.5  million  gallons  (49  percent  of  the  water 
pumped). 

While  the  Board  meeting  minutes  occasionally  reference  the  city's  water 
losses,  there  is  no  documented  effort  by  the  Board  to  address  the  losses.  City 
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officials  indicated  that  water  lines  are  deteriorating  and  need  to  be  replaced 
and  some  unmetered  water  is  also  suspected. 

To  help  detect  significant  water  loss  and  ensure  all  water  use  is  properly 
billed,  the  Board  should  review  the  reconciliation  of  gallons  of  water 
pumped  to  gallons  of  water  billed  on  a  monthly  basis  and  document  efforts 
to  investigate  and  resolve  the  differences.  According  to  the  United  States 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  water  industry  goal  for  unaccounted 
for  water  is  10  percent  or  less. 1 

4.3  Partial  payments  Although  the  city  does  not  have  a  policy  regarding  partial  payments  by 

utility  customers,  some  customers  are  allowed  to  make  partial  payments 
without  Board  approval  to  avoid  being  disconnected.  In  addition,  these 
customers  are  not  required  to  sign  an  agreement  for  the  payment 
arrangements.  The  City  Collector  indicated  about  five  customers  are 
currently  making  partial  payments  on  their  utility  bills. 

To  ensure  all  customers  are  treated  equitably,  a  formal  policy  should  be 
established  documenting  the  process  to  determine  when  payment  plans  are 
allowed,  how  the  payment  amount  is  to  be  established,  and  the  approval 
process  for  these  arrangements.  In  addition,  a  signed  written  payment 
agreement  is  necessary  to  indicate  the  intent  of  the  customer  to  pay  the 
outstanding  balance  and  to  aid  in  accounting  for  and  collecting  amounts  due 
to  the  city. 

4.4  Trash  services  The  city  pays  more  for  trash  service  than  required  by  contract. 

Charges  for  trash  services  are  included  on  customer  water  and  sewer  bills, 
collected  by  the  city,  and  remitted  to  the  trash  service  vendor  monthly. 
According  to  the  city's  contract  with  its  trash  vendor,  the  city  should  pay  the 
vendor  based  upon  the  number  of  residential  units  billed  each  month; 
however,  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  city  calculated  the 
monthly  payment  based  upon  395  residents  even  though  the  actual  number 
of  residents  billed  has  varied  from  376  to  388  monthly.  As  a  result,  the  city 
paid  approximately  $1,800  more  for  trash  services  than  required  by  contract. 
City  officials  believe  the  billing  amount  of  395  units  was  orally  negotiated 
by  a  former  city  official. 

During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011,  the  method  the  city  used  to  calculate 
the  amount  paid  to  the  trash  service  vendor  was  not  documented  and  seemed 
to  vary  from  month  to  month.  For  several  months  the  city  appears  to  have 
paid  either  the  same  dollar  amount  as  the  city  collected  from  residents  or  an 
amount  reasonably  close  to  collections;  however,  the  city's  monthly  trash 


United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  "Using  Water  Efficiently:  Ideas  for  Utilities," 
<http://www.epa.gov/watersense/pubs/utilities.html>,  accessed  on  August  16,  2012. 
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rate  includes  an  administrative  fee  of  70  cents  which  is  to  be  retained  by  the 
city  and  not  included  in  the  contracted  amount  to  be  paid  to  the  trash  service 
vendor.  For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011,  the  city  paid  the  trash  vendor 
approximately  $1,500  more  than  required  by  contract. 

To  ensure  amounts  paid  for  trash  service  are  calculated  in  accordance  with 
contract  terms,  the  actual  number  of  residents  billed  should  be  used  to 
calculate  the  amount  owed. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

4.1  Document  formal  reviews  of  water  and  sewer  rates  periodically  to 
ensure  revenues  are  sufficient  to  cover  all  costs  of  providing  these 
services  and  to  support  any  rate  increases. 

4.2  Review  the  reconciliation  of  gallons  of  water  pumped  to  gallons  of 
water  billed  on  a  monthly  basis  and  document  efforts  to  investigate 
and  resolve  the  differences. 

4.3  Establish  a  formal  written  policy  regarding  partial  payments  for 
delinquent  accounts,  and  obtain  a  signed  written  agreement  to 
support  the  payment  arrangement. 

4.4  Calculate  payments  to  the  trash  vendor  based  upon  contract  terms. 
Auditee's  Response           The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

4.1  With  the  current  sewer  bond  requirements,  rates  were  increased 
again  in  September  2012.  We  believe  water  and  sewer  rates  were 
properly  reviewed  and  calculated  by  our  engineer  or  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture.  We  will  contact  them  to  obtain  a 
copy  of  the  statement  of  costs  to  support  our  recent  rate  increase. 

4.2  The  city's  past  meter  maintenance  program  was  poor.  We  recently 
began  recalibrating  and  replacing  city  meters  as  needed  to  ensure 
meter  readings  are  accurate.  Some  water  system  leaks  have  also 
been  discovered  and  water  system  controls  have  been  identified  to 
obtain  more  accurate  system  reconciliation  reports.  We  are 
reviewing  reconciliation  reports  monthly  and  working  to  resolve  the 
significant  water  losses. 

4.3  We  will  review  city  procedures  for  partial  utility  payments  and 
update  the  city's  procedures  as  necessary. 
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4.4  This  recommendation  has  been  implemented.  Payments  to  the  city's 
trash  vendor  are  now  being  made  in  accordance  with  the  contracted 
terms. 


5    1>  11  "P         A  Procedures  for  compensating  employees  for  overtime  are  not  consistent  and 

^'  rlUlcUUlca         not  aiwayS   agree  with  the  city  personnel  policy.  Additionally, 

improvement  is  needed  in  calculating,  reviewing  and  approving  hours 

reported  as  worked  on  employee  time  cards. 


5.1  Overtime  Compensation    The  city  personnel  policy  regarding  overtime  is  not  always  followed,  and 

the  city  has  not  consistently  followed  the  same  procedures  for  awarding 
compensatory  time  or  overtime  to  employees. 


According  to  city  officials  and  Board  meeting  minutes,  the  positions  of  City 
Clerk,  City  Collector,  and  Police  Chief  are  salaried  positions  and  these 
employees  do  not  receive  compensatory  time  or  payment  for  overtime. 
However,  the  city  personnel  policy  indicates  overtime  compensation  for  city 
employees  is  based  upon  hours  worked  in  excess  of  40  hours  in  a  week  or 
over  8  hours  per  day.  The  policy  further  defines  individuals  serving  in  these 
positions  as  city  employees.  Employees  serving  in  these  positions  complete 
time  cards  and  routinely  work  more  than  40  hours  per  week  but  do  not 
receive  overtime  payment  or  compensatory  time. 


The  September  2011  Board  meeting  minutes  indicate  the  newly  appointed 
City  Clerk  and  City  Collector  are  not  allowed  compensatory  time;  however, 
in  November  2011,  the  Board  approved  paying  the  former  City  Clerk 
$1,973  for  unpaid  overtime  worked  between  January  2009  and  September 
2011. 


To  ensure  city  personnel  policies  are  followed  and  employees  are  properly 
compensated,  the  Board  should  review  city  policies  and  procedures  to 
ensure  they  are  consistently  applied  and  comply  with  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  (FLSA)  of  1938.  The  personnel  policy  should  be  updated  if 
necessary. 


5.2  Time  Cards  Employees  do  not  sign  time  cards  certifying  hours  recorded  are  accurate. 

Additionally,  time  cards  are  not  adequately  reviewed  resulting  in  inaccurate 
payroll  calculations  for  some  employees. 


We  reviewed  time  cards  for  seven  city  employees  for  the  pay  period  dated 
February  6  through  11,  2012,  and  noted  errors  in  calculating  total  time 
worked  on  five  of  the  seven  time  cards.  Errors  ranged  from  insignificant 
amounts  to  a  49  minute  shortage  on  one  part-time  employee's  time  card  who 
only  worked  approximately  8  hours  during  the  pay  period.  City  employees 
use  a  time  clock  to  document  their  time  in  and  time  out.  A  conversion  chart 
is  used  to  help  calculate  the  total  hours  an  employee  worked;  however, 
apparently  errors  were  made  when  using  the  conversion  chart. 


14 


City  of  Diamond 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


To  ensure  the  accuracy  of  the  hours  worked,  time  recorded  and  payroll 
amounts  disbursed,  time  cards  should  be  signed  by  the  employee  and 
reviewed  and  approved  by  the  supervisor. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


Auditee's  Response 


5.1  Compare  the  city  personnel  policy  regarding  employee  overtime  to 
procedures  followed  by  the  city  to  ensure  they  are  consistent  and 
comply  with  the  FLSA.  If  necessary  the  Board  should  update  the 
personnel  policy. 

5.2  Implement  procedures  to  ensure  time  cards  are  signed  by  the 
employee,  time  worked  is  properly  calculated,  and  time  cards  are 
adequately  reviewed  and  approved  by  a  supervisor. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

5.1  The  Board  will  consult  with  legal  counsel  and  review  and  update 
the  city's  current  policy  to  ensure  FLSA  requirements  are  followed. 


6.  Property  Tax 
Controls  and 
Procedures 

6. 1  Monthly  and  annual 
property  tax  reports 


5.2  This  recommendation  has  been  implemented.  Employees  are  now 
signing  time  cards  and  time  cards  are  reviewed  and  signed  by 
supervisors. 

Improvement  is  needed  in  reporting  property  taxes  to  the  Board  and  in 
verifying  the  accuracy  of  the  property  tax  book.  Additionally, 
documentation  was  not  available  to  show  that  a  public  hearing  was  held  to 
set  the  city's  tax  levy.  The  city  collects  approximately  $14,500  in  property 
taxes  annually. 

Monthly  and  annual  reports  were  not  prepared  and  presented  to  the  Board 
summarizing  the  amount  of  property  taxes  collected  as  well  as  property 
taxes  which  remain  delinquent.  In  January  2012,  the  Collector  reported  to 
the  Board  there  were  unpaid  taxes  on  33  properties  totaling  $1,960; 
however,  a  detailed  list  was  not  provided. 

Sections  79.310,  94.320,  and  94.330,  RSMo,  require  the  City  Collector  to 
prepare  and  submit  monthly  and  annual  reports  to  the  Board  of  the  amount 
of  taxes  collected  and  annual  lists  of  delinquent  taxes,  including  a  detailed 
list  of  persons  who  have  not  paid.  The  Board  is  to  examine  and  approve  the 
reports  and  charge  the  City  Collector  with  collection  of  the  amounts  due. 

Monthly  and  annual  reports  which  comply  with  state  law  would  help 
provide  assurance  taxes  have  been  properly  collected,  written  off,  or 
determined  to  be  delinquent.  Without  such  reports,  examined  by  the  Board, 
any  errors  or  irregularities  that  might  occur  are  likely  to  go  undetected. 
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6.2  Property  tax  books 


The  City  Clerk  does  not  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  property  tax  books,  or 
charge  the  City  Collector  with  the  amount  to  be  collected.  The  City 
Collector  enters  the  information  received  from  Newton  County  into  the 
city's  computer  system  and  generates  the  tax  book  and  tax  statements. 


Section  94.290,  RSMo,  requires  the  City  Clerk  to  charge  the  City  Collector 
with  the  amount  to  be  collected.  Verification  of  tax  book  information  and 
totals  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  amount  charged  to  the  City  Collector  is 
complete  and  accurate  and  to  provide  some  independent  review  and  control 
over  city  tax  collections. 


6.3  Property  tax  rates 


Documentation  could  not  be  provided  to  indicate  the  Board  held  a  public 
hearing  on  the  city's  proposed  property  tax  levy.  While  the  Board  annually 
approves  the  city's  tax  levy  during  regular  open  Board  meetings  in  August, 
there  is  no  documentation  to  indicate  that  a  notice  of  public  hearing  was 
published  or  posted  by  the  city. 


Recommendations 


Section  67.110.2,  RSMo  indicates  the  governing  body  will  hold  at  least  one 
public  hearing  to  be  published  in  at  least  one  newspaper  or  posted  in  three 
public  places  prior  to  approval  of  the  proposed  tax  rates. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


6.1  Require  the  City  Collector  prepare  detailed  monthly  and  annual 
reports  as  required  by  state  law.  The  Board  should  examine  the 
reports  for  propriety  and  accuracy. 

6.2  Require  the  City  Clerk  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  property  tax 
book  and  charge  the  City  Collector  with  the  amount  of  taxes  to  be 
collected. 


6.3       Hold  a  public  hearing  prior  to  setting  the  city's  property  tax  rates  in 
accordance  with  state  law. 


Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

6.1  Detailed  city  tax  reports  are  now  being  provided  to  the  Board. 

6.2  The  City  Clerk  is  now  verifying  the  accuracy  of  the  city's  tax  books 
and  charging  the  City  Collector  with  the  amount  of  taxes  to  be 
collected. 


6.3        The  Board  held  a  public  hearing  to  set  the  2012  property  tax  levy. 
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7.  Financial 
Statements  and 
Budgets 

7.1  Budget  preparation 


The  city  does  not  comply  with  state  law  related  to  budget  preparation, 
budget  monitoring,  budget  amendments,  and  published  financial  statements. 


7.2  Excess  disbursements 
and  budget  amendments 


7.3  Financial  statements 


Annual  budgets  do  not  contain  all  elements  required  by  state  law.  Budgets 
for  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  and  2011,  did  not  include  a  budget 
message  and  actual  and  budgeted  amounts  for  the  2  preceding  years.  The 
budgets  only  included  projected  receipts  and  disbursements  for  the  coming 
year. 

Section  67.010,  RSMo,  sets  specific  guidelines  for  the  format  of  the  annual 
operating  budget.  A  complete  and  well-planned  budget,  in  addition  to 
meeting  statutory  requirements,  can  serve  as  a  useful  management  tool  by 
establishing  specific  financial  expectations  for  each  area  of  city  operations. 
It  also  assists  in  setting  tax  levies  and  utility  rates  and  informing  the  public 
about  city  operations  and  current  finances. 

The  Board  does  not  adequately  monitor  budget  to  actual  revenues  and 
expenditures  and  does  not  properly  amend  the  budget. 

According  to  audited  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011, 
General  Fund  actual  disbursements  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  by  $81,319. 
Additionally,  the  city's  unaudited  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012,  indicate  disbursements  in  the  General  and  Park/Storm  Water 
Funds  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  by  approximately  $11,000  each. 
Although  monthly  budget  to  actual  comparison  financial  reports  are 
received  from  the  contracted  accountant  the  Board  does  not  adequately 
review  the  reports  and  amend  the  budget  when  necessary.  According  to 
Board  meeting  minutes  for  December  2011,  the  Board  approved  amending 
budgets;  however,  the  city  officials  indicated  there  was  no  official  resolution 
of  the  Board  and  no  documentation  could  be  located  to  indicate  which  funds 
were  amended  or  the  amount  of  the  amendments.  City  officials  indicated 
that  apparently  amendments  were  not  completed  as  approved. 

Section  67.080,  RSMo,  provides  that  no  disbursement  of  public  monies 
should  be  made  unless  it  is  authorized  in  the  budget.  In  addition,  Section 
67.040,  RSMo,  allows  for  budget  increases,  but  only  after  the  governing 
body  officially  adopts  a  resolution  setting  forth  the  facts  and  reasons.  To 
ensure  compliance  with  state  law,  the  Board  should  properly  monitor  actual 
expenditures  compared  to  budgeted  amounts  and  formally  amend  the  budget 
by  resolution  of  the  Board. 

The  city  did  not  comply  with  state  law  regarding  publishing  financial 
statements.  Financial  statements  for  the  6  months  ending  December  31, 
2011,  were  not  published  until  March  9,  2012,  after  we  inquired  about  the 
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city's  published  financial  statements.  The  city  subsequently  published  a 
financial  statement  for  the  year  ending  June  30,  201 1,  on  March  18,  2012. 

Section  79.160,  RSMo,  requires  the  Board  to  prepare  and  publish  financial 
statements  of  each  six  month  period  which  include  a  full  and  detailed 
account  of  the  receipts,  expenditures,  and  indebtedness  of  the  city.  In 
addition,  Section  79.165,  RSMo,  states  the  city  cannot  legally  disburse 
funds  until  the  financial  statements  are  published. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


7.1       Prepare  annual  budgets  that  contain  all  information  as  required  by 
state  law. 


7.2  Perform  adequate  reviews  of  budget  to  actual  financial  information 
monthly,  ensure  actual  disbursements  do  not  exceed  budgeted 
amounts,  and  if  necessary,  amend  the  city's  budget  through 
resolution  of  the  Board. 


7.3       Ensure  financial  statements  are  published  in  accordance  with  state 
law. 


Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


7.1        We  plan  to  amend  the  city's  2012-2013  budget  to  comply  with  state 
law. 


7.2  In  the  future,  we  will  monitor  the  city's  expenditures  to  ensure 
budgeted  amounts  are  not  exceeded  and  if  necessary  amend  the 
budget  through  the  city's  budget  process. 


8.  Meetings  and 
Ordinances 

8.1  Open  meetings 


7.3       Financial  statements  will  be  published  timely,  and  documentation 
will  be  obtained  to  verify  the  publication. 

Procedures  for  conducting  and  documenting  open  and  closed  Board 
meetings  need  improvement.  Additionally,  some  ordinances  were  not 
properly  updated  or  signed  as  approved. 

Minutes  were  not  prepared  for  some  open  meetings  of  the  Board.  For 
example,  no  minutes  were  taken  during  the  Board  meeting  held  on  May  19, 
2012,  when  the  City  Clerk  was  appointed,  and  open  meeting  minutes 
referenced  budget  work  sessions  held  on  April  13  and  27,  2011,  by  the 
Board;  however,  no  minutes  were  prepared  for  these  work  sessions. 

Additionally,  meeting  minutes  do  not  always  contain  some  necessary 
information.  For  example,  appointments,  made  by  the  Mayor  and  approved 
by  the  Board,  to  the  city  Planning  and  Zoning  Commission  and  Parks  Board 
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are  not  always  documented  in  meeting  minutes,  and  some  open  meeting 
minutes  do  not  include  the  time  and  place  of  the  meeting. 

Section  610.020,  RSMo,  requires  meeting  minutes  be  maintained  to  retain  a 
record  of  business  conducted  and  to  provide  an  official  record  of  board 
actions  and  decisions. 

8.2  Closed  meetings  Significant  weaknesses  were  identified  during  our  review  of  closed 

meetings  of  the  Board. 

•  Open  meeting  minutes  do  not  always  record  a  roll  call  vote  of  the  Board 
members  to  enter  into  closed  session  or  a  specific  reason  for  entering 
into  closed  session  is  not  always  documented. 

•  Closed  meeting  minutes  were  not  prepared  for  5  of  1 1  closed  meetings 
held  by  the  Board  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

•  Based  upon  closed  meeting  minutes  documentation,  some  issues 
discussed  in  closed  meetings  were  not  allowable  under  the  Sunshine 
Law.  For  example  closed  meeting  minutes  indicated  the  Board 
discussed  employee  work  hours,  job  descriptions,  and  the  court 
computer  system  during  closed  sessions. 

•  The  April  19,  2012,  open  meeting  minutes  indicate  the  Mayor  wanted  to 
go  into  closed  session  but  some  members  objected  because  the  closed 
session  was  not  included  on  the  agenda.  According  to  meeting  minutes 
the  Mayor  stated  that  since  a  closed  session  was  not  on  the  agenda  the 
Board  should  adjourn  the  open  meeting  and  immediately  meet  again  in 
a  special  closed  meeting  following  the  adjournment.  According  to 
closed  meeting  minutes  the  Board  discussed  on-line  bill  paying, 
employee  benefits,  email  accounts  for  Board  members,  and  city 
budgetary  procedures  during  the  special  closed  meeting. 

The  Sunshine  Law,  Chapter  610,  RSMo,  requires  that  before  any  meeting 
may  be  closed,  the  question  of  holding  the  closed  meeting  and  the  reason  for 
the  closed  meeting,  including  reference  to  a  specific  section  of  the  law,  shall 
be  voted  on  at  an  open  session.  In  addition,  this  law  limits  discussions  in 
closed  meetings  to  only  those  items  specifically  allowed  by  law;  requires 
governmental  bodies  to  prepare  and  maintain  minutes  of  closed  meetings; 
and  requires  reasonable  notice  of  meetings. 

8.3  Ordinances  Improvement  is  needed  in  maintaining  city  ordinances.  Some  ordinances 

have  not  been  properly  updated  and  some  ordinances  were  not  signed  and 
dated  to  document  approval  by  the  Board.  For  example,  the  city  did  not 
update  the  ordinance  defining  the  compensation  for  the  Police  Chief  when 
the  new  Chief  was  hired  in  August  2011.  Additionally,  in  April  2011,  Board 
meeting  minutes  indicate  the  Board  approved  an  increase  in  water  and  sewer 
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Recommendations 


rates  and  a  new  ordinance  was  prepared  with  the  updated  rate  structure; 
however,  it  was  not  officially  read  and  approved,  signed  and  dated. 

Since  ordinances  represent  legislation  passed  by  the  Board  to  govern  the 
city  and  its  residents,  it  is  important  ordinances  be  approved,  signed,  dated, 
and  maintained  in  a  complete  and  up-to-date  manner. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


Auditee's  Response 


8. 1  Maintain  complete  and  accurate  minutes  for  open  meetings. 

8.2  Ensure  the  vote  to  close  a  session  is  documented  in  the  open 
minutes,  along  with  the  reason  for  closing  the  session.  In  addition, 
the  Board  should  ensure  only  allowable  subjects  are  discussed  in 
closed  session,  minutes  are  maintained  for  all  closed  sessions,  and 
reasonable  notice  is  given  for  all  meetings. 

8.3  Ensure  ordinances  are  approved,  signed,  dated  and  maintained  in  a 
complete  and  up-to-date  manner. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

8.1  This  recommendation  has  been  implemented.  We  are  now 
maintaining  complete  and  accurate  minutes  of  all  Board  meetings. 

8.2  We  will  comply  with  state  law  while  conducting  closed  meetings. 

8.3  More  complete  and  up-to-date  ordinances  are  now  maintained. 
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Mayor  and  Board  of 
Aldermen 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  City  of  Diamond  is  located  in  Newton  County.  The  city  was 
incorporated  in  1950  and  is  currently  a  fourth-class  city.  The  city  employed 
six  full-time  employees  and  four  part-time  employees  on  June  30,  2012. 

City  operations  include  utilities  (water/sewer),  law  enforcement, 
recreational  facilities  (parks),  and  contracted  fire  protection  services. 

The  city  government  consists  of  a  mayor  and  four-member  board  of 
aldermen.  The  members  are  elected  for  2-year  terms.  The  mayor  is  elected 
for  a  2  year  term,  presides  over  the  Board  of  Aldermen,  and  votes  only  in 
the  case  of  a  tie.  The  Mayor  and  Board  of  Aldermen,  at  June  30,  2012,  are 
identified  below.  The  Mayor  is  paid  an  annual  salary  of  $3,603  and 
members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen  are  not  compensated.  The  compensation 
of  city  officials  is  established  by  ordinance. 

Shane  Hunter,  Mayor 
Brian  Navarro,  Alderman,  Ward  One 
Nancy  Lewis,  Alderwoman,  Ward  One 
Lisa  Mitchell,  Alderwoman,  Ward  Two 
Billie  Jo  Hardy,  Alderman,  Ward  Two 

On  March  18,  2010,  the  City  of  Diamond  was  approved  to  receive 
discretionary  Recovery  Act  loan  funds  of  $650,000  through  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture,  Rural  Development  for  completion  of  a 
sewer  upgrade  project.  On  June  21,  2012,  City  Ordinance  Number  363  was 
approved  by  the  Board  of  Aldermen  to  issue  these  waterworks  and  sewerage 
system  bonds  for  $650,000. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and 
Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 


Examination  Tax  Credit  Missouri  is  one  of  only  five  states  which  allow  insurance  companies  to 

receive  tax  credits  for  examination  costs,  thereby  shifting  a  significant 
portion  of  examination  costs  from  insurance  companies  to  the  state  General 
Revenue  Fund.  During  the  10  years  ended  December  31,  2011,  examination 
credits  of  over  $25.9  million  were  redeemed. 


Payment  of  Operating  Costs  of  m  fiscal  years  2011  and  2010,  the  Division  of  Insurance,  Financial 
the  Governor's  Office  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration-Insurance  (DIFP-Insurance)  paid 

over  $23,000  for  70  flights  of  the  Governor's  office,  only  8  of  which 
included  DIFP-Insurance  personnel.  In  addition,  approximately  $5,000  was 
paid  from  the  Insurance  Dedicated  Fund  toward  the  salaries  of  Governor's 
office  staff  physically  located  in  and  supervised  by  the  Governor's  office 
and  performing  duties  related  to  programs  and  functions  of  that  office. 


Consumer  Affairs  Division         The  Insurance  Consumer  Affairs  Division  does  not  have  adequate  policies 

and  procedures  in  place  to  ensure  complaints  received  are  investigated  and 
resolved  in  a  timely  manner.  Of  the  1,123  agent  investigation  cases  open  as 
of  June  30,  2012,  502  had  been  open  since  June  30,  2010,  and  some  dated 
back  to  as  early  as  2005. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


American  Recovery  and  The  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional 

Reinvestment  Act  Registration  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited 

(Federal  Stimulus)  time  period- 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

John  M.  Huff,  Director 

Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions, 

and  Professional  Registration 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and 
Professional  Registration  -  Insurance,  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapters  29  and  374,  RSMo.  The 
scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  2011,  and 
2010.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  department's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  department's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  department;  and  testing  selected  transactions. 
We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit 
objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We 
tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and 
operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract, 
grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and 
performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  department's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures 
applied  in  our  audit  of  the  department. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  a  deficiency  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant  noncompliance 
with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the 
Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Jeannette  Eaves,  CPA 
Matthew  Schulenberg,  CFE 
April  Campbell 
Alexander  Druzenko,  MBA 
Nicholas  Schafer 
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Missouri  is  one  of  only  five  states  to  allow  insurance  companies  to  receive 
tax  credits  for  examination  costs,  resulting  in  a  significant  portion  of 
examination  costs  being  borne  by  the  state  General  Revenue  Fund  instead  of 
insurance  companies.  According  to  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial 
Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  (DIFP) -Insurance  officials,  North 
Dakota,  Alabama,  Utah,  and  Texas  are  the  other  four  states  that  offer  tax 
credits  similar  to  Missouri. 

Chapter  374,  RSMo,  requires  the  DIFP-Insurance  to  examine  insurance 
companies  on  a  predetermined  basis  and  to  bill  the  insurance  companies  for 
the  costs  of  these  examinations.  However,  Section  148.400,  RSMo,  allows 
all  insurance  companies  to  deduct  the  entire  cost  of  examinations  from 
premium  taxes  paid  to  the  state  and  deposited  into  the  state's  General 
Revenue  Fund.  Additionally,  this  statute  allows  insurance  companies  to 
carry  forward  these  credits  for  5  years.  For  tax  year  2011,  total  examination 
tax  credits  available  were  approximately  $10  million  and  examination  tax 
credits  redeemed  were  approximately  $2.2  million.  Also,  examination  tax 
credits  of  approximately  $2  million  expired  during  2011,  because  they  had 
not  been  redeemed  in  5  years,  leaving  a  balance  of  approximately  $5.8 
million  that  carried  forward  to  2012.  In  addition,  according  to 
documentation  obtained  from  the  DIFP-Insurance,  examination  credits  of 
over  $25.9  million  were  redeemed  during  the  10  years  ended  December  31, 
2011. 


1.  Examination  Tax 
Credit 


Other  industries  regulated  by  the  DIFP  do  not  receive  similar  tax  credits  for 
examination  costs.  Banks,  savings  and  loan  associations,  and  credit  unions 
also  pay  assessments  to  cover  DIFP  examination  costs  and  may  expense  the 
costs  when  determining  taxable  income  for  state  income  taxes  purposes. 
However,  these  industries  are  not  allowed  to  claim  examination  costs  as  a 
tax  credit  from  the  actual  tax  liability. 

To  ensure  revenue  is  maximized,  the  cost  of  tax  credits  is  contained,  and  tax 
treatment  for  various  industries  is  equitable,  the  costs  and  benefits  of  the 
insurance  examination  tax  credit  should  be  evaluated  periodically. 


A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  three  prior  reports. 

Recommendation  The  DIFP-Insurance  examine  issues  related  to  the  appropriateness  of  the 

examination  tax  credit  and  report  its  findings  to  the  General  Assembly. 

The  department  will  continue  to  track  and  provide  information  on  the 
examination  tax  credit  to  the  General  Assembly  as  required  under  the  Tax 
Credit  Accountability  Act,  RSMo  135.800-135.830.  The  department  will 
also  continue  to  present  this  finding  as  part  of  the  tax  credit  hearing  held 
each  year  by  the  General  Assembly. 


Auditee's  Response 
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In  fiscal  years  2011  and  2010,  the  DIFP-Insurance  paid  salaries  and  other 
costs  totaling  over  $28,000  related  to  operations  of  the  Governor's  office, 
thus  circumventing  the  appropriation  process  established  by  the  General 
Assembly.  These  costs  were  paid  from  the  Insurance  Dedicated  Fund,  the 
purpose  of  which  is  to  pay  for  expenditures  incurred  by  the  DIFP-Insurance. 

The  DIFP-Insurance  paid  over  $23,000  for  70  flights  of  the  Governor's 
office.  These  flights  typically  included  the  Governor,  members  of  his  staff, 
and  his  security;  however,  only  eight  of  these  flights  included  DIFP- 
Insurance  personnel.  House  Bill  No.  7,  First  Regular  Session,  96th  General 
Assembly  prohibited  funding  from  the  DIFP-Insurance  to  be  expended  for 
the  purposes  of  costs  associated  with  travel  or  staffing  for  the  Governor's 
office  for  the  time  period  of  July  1,  2011  to  June  30,  2012,  and  no  payments 
were  made  during  this  time  period.  In  addition,  during  fiscal  year  2011,  a 
portion  of  the  salaries  of  Governor's  office  staff,  totaling  approximately 
$5,000,  was  paid  from  the  Insurance  Dedicated  Fund.  It  appears  these 
employees  were  physically  located  in  and  supervised  by  the  Governor's 
office,  and  performed  duties  related  to  programs  and  functions  of  that  office. 

While  some  of  these  flights  may  have  related  to  DIFP-Insurance,  it  appears 
the  primary  purposes  of  these  flights  were  for  functions  associated  with  the 
Governor's  office.  It  is  not  appropriate  for  state  agencies  to  bear  the  cost  of 
such  flights  and  personnel  costs  that  provide  no  clear  benefit  to  the 
applicable  agencies.  These  funding  practices  distort  the  actual  costs  of 
operating  the  DIFP-Insurance  and  the  Governor's  office.  In  addition,  Section 
374.150,  RSMo,  requires  appropriations  from  the  Insurance  Dedicated  Fund 
to  be  used  solely  for  payment  of  expenditures  incurred  by  the  department  in 
performing  its  duties. 

Recommendation  The  DIFP-Insurance  ensure  all  disbursements  made  from  the  Insurance 

Dedicated  Fund  are  reasonable  and  proper  and  relate  to  the  overall  function 
of  the  department. 

Auditee's  Response  The  department  will  continue  to  ensure  all  disbursements  made  from  the 

Insurance  Dedicated  Fund  are  reasonable  and  proper  and  relate  to  the 
overall  function  of  the  department.  In  FY2010  and  FY2011,  the  expenditures 
described  in  the  finding  were  properly  disbursed  and  handled  in  a  manner 
that  reflected  the  nature  of  the  work  the  Governor's  office  performs  for  state 
agencies.  No  costs  prohibited  by  House  Bill  7  (FY2012)  were  charged  to  the 
Fund. 


The  Insurance  Consumer  Affairs  Division  does  not  have  adequate  policies 
and  procedures  in  place  to  ensure  complaints  received  are  investigated  and 
resolved  in  a  timely  manner.  The  purpose  of  the  Insurance  Consumer 
Affairs  Division  is  to  help  consumers  resolve  complaints  and  inquiries; 
provide  information  on  insurance  policy  questions;  investigate  insurance 


2.  Payment  of 

Operating  Costs  of 
the  Governor's 
Office 


3.  Consumer  Affairs 
Division 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 
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agents,  public  adjustors  and  bail  bond  agents  suspected  of  violations;  and 
provide  insurance  education  and  outreach  activities  to  Missouri  consumers. 
As  of  June  30,  2012,  the  Insurance  Consumer  Affairs  Division  had  a  total  of 
1,414  open  cases. 

These  1,414  open  cases  include  1,123  agent  investigation  cases,  77 
consumer  complaints  cases,  and  214  Health  and  Human  Services  Consumer 
Assistance  Program  cases.  Of  the  1,123  open  agent  investigation  cases,  502 
have  been  open  since  June  30,  2010,  and  some  date  back  to  as  early  as  2005. 

Although  the  division  does  not  have  written  policies  and  procedures  for 
resolving  complaints  in  a  timely  manner,  division  personnel  indicated  that 
consumer  complaints  are  prioritized  over  agent  investigations.  Without 
adequate  policies  and  procedures  to  resolve  complaints  in  a  timely  manner, 
the  division  has  less  assurance  it  is  adequately  protecting  the  interests  of  the 
general  public. 


The  Insurance  Consumer  Affairs  Division  establish  policies  and  procedures 
to  ensure  complaints  are  resolved  in  a  timely  manner. 

The  nature  and  complexity  of  consumer  complaints  and  investigations  vary 
widely  and,  consequently,  the  time  required  to  resolve  these  matters  varies 
widely.  The  Consumer  Affairs  Division  has  measurable  efficiency  criteria 
regarding  consumer  complaints  and  investigations.  Given  the  variance  in 
these  matters,  management  believes  measurable  efficiency  criteria  are  the 
superior  management  tool. 


6 


Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions, 
and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  Missouri  Division  of  Insurance  was  created  by  an  act  of  the  Missouri 
legislature  in  1869.  With  the  enactment  of  the  state  Omnibus  Reorganization 
Act  of  1974,  the  agency  was  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Consumer 
Affairs,  Regulation  and  Licensing.  Constitution  Amendment  No.  6  passed  in 
August  1984,  changed  the  name  of  the  Department  of  Consumer  Affairs, 
Regulation  and  Licensing,  to  the  Department  of  Economic  Development, 
effective  September  7,  1984.  Constitutional  Amendment  No.  4,  passed  in 
August  1990,  created  a  new  Department  of  Insurance,  effective  July  1, 
1991.  Executive  Order  06-04  consolidated  the  former  Department  of 
Insurance,  the  Division  of  Finance,  the  State  Banking  Board,  the  Division  of 
Credit  Unions,  and  the  Division  of  Professional  Registration  into  one 
department  and  changed  the  name  of  the  department  to  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional 
Registration  (DIFP),  effective  August  28,  2006. 


The  DIFP-Insurance  operates  under  the  authority  of  Chapter  374,  RSMo. 
The  management  and  control  of  the  DIFP  is  vested  in  a  director  who  is 
nominated  by  the  Governor  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  John 
Huff  was  appointed  Director  on  February  9,  2009,  and  continues  to  serve  in 
that  capacity. 

When  the  agency  was  organized  in  1869,  51  domestic  and  120  foreign 
insurance  companies  were  licensed  in  Missouri.  As  of  June  30,  2012,  there 
were  208  domestic  and  1,834  foreign  insurance  companies  licensed  in 
Missouri. 


The  DIFP-Insurance  regulates  the  insurance  industry  in  the  state  through 
enforcement  of  Chapters  325,  354,  and  374  through  385,  RSMo.  The 
department  regulates  and  licenses  the  insurance  industry  in  the  state;  ensures 
the  insurance  industry  is  financially  sound,  trustworthy,  competent,  and 
responsive  to  the  insurance -buying  public;  and  ensures  the  insurance 
industry  complies  with  the  laws  of  the  state.  To  fulfill  these  responsibilities, 
the  department  maintains  a  central  office  in  Jefferson  City  and  branch 
offices  in  St.  Louis  and  Kansas  City.  The  DIFP-Insurance  is  organized  into 
the  following  functional  units:  Insurance  Company  Regulation  Division, 
Insurance  Market  Regulation  Division,  Insurance  Consumer  Affairs 
Division,  and  Administration  Division.  The  DIFP-Insurance  had  190 
employees  as  of  June  30,  2012. 

The  DIFP-Insurance  administers  transactions  in  the  funds  listed  below. 


The  Insurance  Examiner's  Fund  is  authorized  by  Section  374.160  and 
374.162,  RSMo,  to  receive  all  monies  paid  to  the  state  by  insurance 
companies  for  the  costs  incurred  by  the  department  in  conducting 
examinations,  valuations,  or  proceedings  against  such  companies. 
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Expenditures,  authorized  by  appropriations,  are  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  the  compensation  of  insurance  examiners  and  expenses  directly 
related  to  examinations.  Any  unexpended  balances  in  this  fund  are 
perpetually  maintained  for  the  purposes  of  this  fund. 

The  Insurance  Dedicated  Fund  is  authorized  by  Section  374.150,  RSMo,  to 
receive  all  fees  due  to  the  state  under  the  provisions  of  the  insurance  laws. 
Appropriations  from  this  fund  are  to  be  used  solely  for  payment  of 
expenditures  incurred  by  the  department  in  performing  the  duties  required 
by  law  which  are  not  paid  for  by  another  source  of  funds.  Any  unexpended 
balance  in  this  fund  is  perpetually  maintained  for  the  purposes  of  this  fund 
unless  the  unencumbered  balance  at  the  close  of  the  biennium  year  exceeds 
two  times  the  total  amount  appropriated,  paid,  or  transferred  to  the  fund 
during  such  fiscal  year. 

The  DIFP-Insurance  administers  programs  financed  partially  by  federal 
monies  maintained  in  the  state  treasury  in  the  Federal  Missouri  Department 
of  Insurance  (MDI)  Fund.  Appropriations  from  this  fund  authorize 
disbursements  of  the  department's  federal  monies. 

The  DIFP-Insurance  does  not  receive  any  appropriations  from  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  and  does  not  maintain  any  proprietary  interest  in  this  fund. 
Receipts  collected  by  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  on  behalf  of  the 
department  and  deposited  into  the  state's  General  Revenue  Fund  include  the 
following: 

•  Premium  Taxes:  In  accordance  with  various  provisions  of  Chapter 
148,  RSMo,  insurance  companies  licensed  in  the  state  are  required 
to  pay  a  2  percent  tax  on  direct  premiums  received  during  the 
calendar  year.  The  department  certifies  to  the  DOR  the  amount  of 
premium  taxes  due  together  with  the  amount  of  quarterly 
installments  to  be  paid  by  the  insurance  companies.  The  DOR 
collects  the  premium  taxes  and  deposits  them  into  the  General 
Revenue  Fund.  Some  premium  taxes  deposited  into  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  are  not  available  for  general  revenue  purposes.  The 
provisions  of  Chapter  148,  RSMo,  restrict  about  50  percent  of  such 
premium  taxes  for  distribution  to  the  various  school  districts  in  the 
state. 

•  Surplus  Lines:  In  accordance  with  the  various  provisions  of  Chapter 
384,  RSMo,  surplus  lines  insurers  are  required  to  pay  a  5  percent 
tax  on  net  premiums  for  high  risk  insurance  that  is  underwritten. 
The  DOR  collects  the  surplus  lines  taxes,  penalties,  and  interest  and 
deposits  them  into  the  General  Revenue  Fund.  The  department 
certifies  to  the  DOR  all  penalties  and  interest  due  as  a  result  of  late 
payments. 
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•  Captive  Insurance  Premium  Taxes:  In  accordance  with  various 
provisions  of  Chapter  379,  RSMo,  captive  insurance  companies 
licensed  in  the  state  are  required  to  pay  a  premium  tax  at  the  rate  of 
thirty-eight-hundredths  of  1  percent  on  the  first  $20  million  and  two 
hundred  eighty-five -thousandths  of  1  percent  on  the  next  $20 
million  and  nineteen-hundredths  of  1  percent  on  the  next  $20 
million  dollars  and  seventy-two-thousandths  of  1  percent  on  each 
dollar  thereafter  on  the  direct  premiums  received  during  the 
calendar  year.  The  department  certifies  to  the  DOR  the  amount  of 
premium  taxes  due. 

•  Special  Purpose  Life  Insurance  Captive  (SPLRC)  Premium  Taxes: 
In  accordance  with  various  provisions  of  Chapter  379,  RSMo,  each 
SPLRC  is  required  to  pay  a  premium  tax  at  the  rate  of  two  hundred 
fourteen  thousandths  of  1  percent  on  the  first  $20  million  of 
assumed  reinsurance  premium,  and  one  hundred  forty-three 
thousandths  of  1  percent  on  the  next  $20  million,  and  forty-eight 
thousandths  of  1  percent  on  the  next  $20  million,  and  twenty-four 
thousandths  of  1  percent  of  each  dollar  thereafter  on  the  direct 
premiums  received  during  the  calendar  year.  The  department 
certifies  to  the  DOR  the  amount  of  premium  taxes  due. 

In  accordance  with  Section  287.690,  RSMo,  on  October  31  of  each  year,  the 
director  of  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation  estimates  the  amount  of 
revenue  required  to  administer  this  chapter  and  determines  the  rate  of  tax  for 
the  following  calendar  year  based  on  that  estimate  as  well  as  the  estimated 
December  31  balance  of  the  fund.  The  tax,  which  is  imposed  upon  all 
insurance  companies  providing  workers'  compensation  insurance  coverage 
and  authorized  self-insurers,  shall  not  exceed  2  percent  in  lieu  of  all  other 
taxes  on  the  workers'  compensation  net  deposits,  net  premiums,  or  net 
assessments.  The  DOR  collects  these  taxes  and  deposits  them  into  the 
Workers'  Compensation  Fund. 

Fines  and  forfeitures  imposed  and  collected  by  the  department  under  the 
Missouri  Insurance  Code  are  deposited  into  the  State  School  Moneys  Fund. 

The  DIFP-Insurance  is  authorized  to  administer  Missouri  chartered 
insurance  companies  requiring  rehabilitation  or  liquidation,  commonly 
referred  to  as  receiverships.  At  June  30,  2012,  16  insurance  companies  were 
in  rehabilitation  or  liquidation.  Such  companies  placed  into  receivership  are 
under  circuit  court  supervision  with  the  judge  appointing  the  Director  as 
receiver.  The  Director  may  appoint  a  special  deputy  receiver  or  agent.  The 
DIFP-Insurance  is  the  special  deputy  receiver  for  one  of  these  receiverships 
and  controls  the  operations  and  assets  of  this  company.  There  are  seven 
companies  that  do  not  have  a  special  deputy  receiver  assigned  to  them.  The 
department  has  contracted  with  vendors  to  act  as  agents  for  these 
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companies.  The  eight  remaining  companies  were  assigned  special  deputy 
receivers  by  the  court,  and  these  special  deputy  receivers  directly  supervise 
the  companies.  The  contracted  vendors  and  the  special  deputy  receivers 
submit  disbursements  to  DIFP-Insurance  for  approval.  The  financial  activity 
of  the  16  companies  in  receivership  is  presented  in  Appendix  E  for  the  3 
years  ended  December  31,  2011. 

According  to  the  National  Association  of  Insurance  Commissioners  (NAIC), 
for  calendar  year  2011,  Missouri  ranked  fifteenth  nationally  in  the  number 
of  companies  incorporated  in  the  state.  The  department's  budget  for  fiscal 
year  2012  ranks  twentieth  nationally. 
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The  following  provides  a  breakdown  of  the  type  of  companies  licensed  in 
the  state. 

As  of  June  30,  2012 


Type  of  Company 

Missouri 
Domicile 

Foreign 

Assessment 

2 

0 

Fair  Access  to  Insurance  Requirements  Plan 

1 

0 

Foreign  Fire 

0 

3 

Fraternal  Benefit 

1 

31 

Health  Maintenance  Organization 

15 

6 

Health  Services 

1 

0 

Life 

27 

477 

Life  Care  Facility 

1 

0 

Malpractice 

6 

0 

Missouri  (Farm)  Mutuals 

5 

0 

Missouri  Mutuals 

82 

0 

Mutual  Casualty 

7 

72 

Prepaid  Dental  Plan 

7 

8 

Reciprocal  Inter-Insurance  Exchange 

4 

14 

Reinsurer 

0 

326 

Risk  Retention  Group 

0 

96 

Self -Insured  Liability 

10 

0 

Stock  Casualty 

37 

784 

Title 

2 

17 

Total 

208 

1,834 

American  Recovery  and  The  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional 

Reinvestment  Act  2009  Registration  -  Insurance  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during 

_,  v  the  3  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 
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Appendix  A-l 


Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Federal 

Insurance 

Insurance 

Total 

MDI 

Examiners 

Dedicated 

(Memorandun 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Only) 

iCEIPTS 

Federal  grant  $ 

1,943,717 

0 

0 

1,943,717 

Recovery  costs 

0 

4,559,580 

19,546 

4,579,126 

County  foreign  insurance  tax 

0 

0 

165,145 

165,145 

Producers 

0 

0 

6,889,610 

6,889,610 

Business  entities 

0 

0 

1,415,366 

1,415,366 

Filing  fees 

0 

0 

753,260 

753,260 

Service  contract  fees 

0 

0 

95,200 

95,200 

Insurance  regulation  fees 

0 

0 

2,451,999 

a  c  i  r\c\r\ 

2,451,999 

Miscellaneous  insurance  fees 

0 

0 

89,220 

89,220 

Appropriated  transfers  in 

0 

0 

141,518 

141,518 

Other 

0 

12 

15,107 

15,119 

Interest 

0 

0 

89,171 

89,171 

Total  Receipts 

1,943,717 

4,559,592 

12,125,142 

18,628,451 

sbursements 

Personal  service 

309,976 

3,044,885 

6,674,045 

10,028,906 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

138,737 

1,093,079 

2,804,573 

4,036,389 

Expense  and  equipment 

54,009 

369,610 

1,201,051 

1,624,670 

Insurance  refunds 

0 

12 

13,481 

13,493 

State  office  building  rent,  maintenance,  and  repair 

0 

17,989 

432,994 

450,983 

Worker's  compensation  claims 

0 

0 

1,527 

1,527 

DIFP-  Department  Administration 

0 

0 

11,681 

11,681 

Cost  allocation  plan 

0 

65,498 

145,516 

211,014 

Unemployment  benefits 

0 

0 

5,610 

5,610 

Health  insurance  counseling 

1,300,713 

0 

200,000 

1,500,713 

Insurance  leasing 

0 

0 

7,753 

7,753 

Other 

140,083 

0 

0 

140,083 

Total  Disbursements 

1,943,518 

4,591,073 

11,498,231 

18,032,822 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

OTHER  FINANCING  USES   199  (31,481)  626,911  595,629 


CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1  0  1,017,040  15,011,637  16,028,677 


CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30  $  199  985,559  15,638,548  16,624,306 


Appendix  A- 2 


Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


Federal           Insurance           Insurance  Total 
MDI            Examiners          Dedicated  (Memorandum 
Fund  Fund  Fund  Only)  


RECEIPTS 


Federal  grant 

$  1,164,607 

0 

0 

1,164,607 

Recovery  costs 

0 

5,007,580 

150 

5,007,730 

County  foreign  insurance  tax 

0 

0 

48,939 

48,939 

Producers 

0 

0 

6,817,930 

6,817,930 

Business  entities 

0 

0 

1,325,077 

1,325,077 

Filing  fees 

0 

0 

723,600 

723,600 

Service  contract  fees 

0 

0 

86,950 

86,950 

Insurance  regulation  fees 

0 

0 

2,720,667 

2,720,667 

Miscellaneous  insurance  fees 

0 

0 

91,920 

91,920 

Appropriated  transfers  in 

0 

0 

919 

919 

Other 

0 

144 

14,355 

14,499 

Interest 

0 

0 

105,934 

105,934 

Total  Receipts 

1,164,607 

5,007,724 

11,936,441 

18,108,772 

Disbursements 


Personal  service 

0 

3,174,343 

6,653,202 

9,827,545 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

0 

1,176,789 

2,908,620 

4,085,409 

Expense  and  equipment 

0 

498,317 

1,111,271 

1,609,588 

Insurance  refunds 

0 

50,787 

11,617 

62,404 

State  office  building  rent,  maintenance,  and  repair 

0 

19,154 

458,202 

477,356 

Worker's  compensation  claims 

0 

0 

8,903 

8,903 

DIFP-  Department  Administration 

0 

0 

5,772 

5,772 

Cost  allocation  plan 

0 

58,762 

135,576 

194,338 

Unemployment  benefits 

0 

0 

6,562 

6,562 

Health  insurance  counseling 

1,164,607 

0 

150,000 

1,314,607 

Insurance  leasing 

0 

0 

7,207 

7,207 

Total  Disbursements 

1,164,607 

4,978,152 

11,456,932 

17,599,691 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

OTHER  FINANCING  USES  0  29,572  479,509  509,081 


CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1  0  987,468  14,532,128  15,519,596 


CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30  $  0  1,017,040  15,011,637  16,028,677 
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Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


Federal 

Insurance 

Insurance 

Total 

MDI 

Examiners 

Dedicated 

(Memorandum 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Only) 

RECEIPTS 

Federal  grant 

$ 

996,159 

0 

0 

996,159 

Recovery  costs 

0 

5,089,701 

558 

5,090,259 

Producers 

0 

0 

6,329,830 

6,329,830 

Business  entities 

0 

0 

1,265,295 

1,265,295 

Filing  fees 

0 

0 

733,425 

733,425 

Service  contract  fees 

0 

0 

82,600 

82,600 

Insurance  regulation  fees 

0 

0 

2,068,293 

2,068,293 

Miscellaneous  insurance  fees 

0 

0 

93,180 

93,180 

Appropriated  transfers  in 

0 

0 

2,493 

2,493 

Other 

0 

102 

22,892 

22,994 

Interest 

0 

0 

189,417 

189,417 

Total  Receipts 

996,159 

5,089,803 

10,787,983 

16,873,945 

Disbursements 

Personal  service 

0 

3,216,462 

6,475,389 

9,691,851 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

0 

1,182,199 

2,838,924 

4,021,123 

Expense  and  equipment 

0 

551,292 

1,192,978 

1,744,270 

Insurance  refunds 

0 

0 

14,427 

14,427 

State  office  building  rent,  maintenance,  and  repair 

0 

11,501 

481,401 

492,902 

Worker's  compensation  claims 

0 

0 

22,385 

22,385 

DIFP-  Department  Administration 

0 

0 

6,222 

6,222 

Cost  allocation  plan 

0 

63,851 

122,726 

186,577 

Unemployment  benefits 

0 

8,320 

19,852 

28,172 

Health  insurance  counseling 

996,159 

0 

159,999 

1,156,158 

Insurance  leasing 

0 

0 

9,505 

9,505 

Total  Disbursements 

996,159 

5,033,625 

11,343,808 

17,373,592 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

OTHER  FINANCING  USES 

0 

56,178 

(555,825) 

(499,647) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

0 

931,290 

15,087,953 

16,019,243 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

$ 

0 

987,468 

14,532,128 

15,519,596 
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Appendix  B 

Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 
rremium  taxes 
Captive  insurance  tax 
Special  purpose  life  insurance 
Surplus  lines  taxes 
Surplus  lines  penalties 

1  Ql  fKS  404 
iy  1  ,UJo,£fZ£f 

408,117 
499,602 
23,254,218 
38,307 

0  1  £  A'Xl  (YXC\ 

193,465 
449,406 
22,300,553 
83,128 

1  QQ  1  41  0fT7 

92,635 
396,753 
23,053,334 
74,821 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

$ 

221,258,668 

239,463,582 

222,758,750 

WORKERS'  COMPENSATION  FUND 
Workers'  compensation  taxes 

$ 

13,245,133 

12,452,794 

9,583,345 

STATE  SCHOOL  MONEYS  FUND 
Fines  and  forfeitures 

$ 

2,587,932 

705,819 

2,324,467 
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Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

201 1 

2010 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

iDERAL  -  MDI  FUND 

Health  Insurance  Counseling 

1,300,713 

1,300,713 

0 

1,173,686 

1,164,607 

9,079 

996,160 

996,159 

1 

Federal  Grants  Authority 

0 

0 

0 

1,000,000 

0 

1,000,000 

0 

0 

0 

Federal  Grants  Personal  Service 

969,459 

309,976 

659,483 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Federal  Grants  Expense  and  Equipment 

1,443,344 

54,009 

1,389,335 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Federal  -  MDI  Fund 

3,713,516 

1,664,698 

2,048,818 

2,173,686 

1,164,607 

1,009,079 

996,160 

996,159 

1 

[SURANCE  EXAMINERS  FUND 

Personal  Service 

3,239,880 

3,044,814 

195,066 

3,418,090 

3,174,414 

243,676 

3,418,090 

3,216,462 

201,628 

Expense  and  Equipment 

801,776 

303,328 

498,448 

801,776 

435,166 

366,610 

801,776 

485,342 

316,434 

Refunds 

21 

12 

9 

50,789 

50,787 

2 

1 

0 

1 

State  office  building  rent,  maintenance, 

and  repair 

18,318 

17,989 

329 

19,155 

19,154 

1 

12,484 

11,501 

983 

Total  Insurance  Examiners  Fund 

4,059,995 

3,366,143 

693,852 

4,289,810 

3,679,521 

610,289 

4,232,351 

3,713,305 

519,046 

[SURANCE  DEDICATED  FUND 

State  office  building  rent,  maintenance, 

and  repair 

439,256 

432,994 

6,262 

458,203 

458,202 

1 

481,402 

481,401 

1 

Insurance  Leasing 

8,782 

7,753 

1,029 

9,081 

7,207 

1,874 

11,531 

9,505 

2,026 

Health  Insurance  Counseling 

200,000 

200,000 

0 

200,000 

150,000 

50,000 

200,000 

159,999 

40,001 

Personal  Service 

7,091,213 

6,302,628 

788,585 

6,964,725 

6,215,616 

749,109 

6,964,725 

5,978,231 

986,494 

Expense  and  Equipment 

1,955,711 

985,632 

970,079 

1,955,711 

883,202 

1,072,509 

1,958,066 

970,107 

987,959 

Refunds 

75,000 

13,481 

61,519 

75,000 

11,617 

63,383 

75,000 

14,427 

60,573 

Total  Insurance  Dedicated  Fund 

9,769,962 

7,942,488 

1,827,474 

9,662,720 

7,725,844 

1,936,876 

9,690,724 

7,613,670 

2,077,054 

Total  All  Funds 

17,543,473 

12,973,329 

4,570,144 

16,126,216 

12,569,972 

3,556,244 

14,919,235 

12,323,134 

$2,596,101 

16 
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Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


Of\1  0 

ZU12 

ZU1 1 

om  c\ 
2U1U 

Salaries  and  wages 

Q  A^~7  A  1  Q 

o  qqpi  rn  1 
y,jyu,uji 

Q  1  Q/1  AQ3 

Travel,  in- state 

OA/1  OQT 
Z04,Zo  / 

OQA  CQ~7 

OQO  <3fl 

Travel,  out-of-state 

1  KA  Q  1  Q 

1  j4,olo 

OAO  ooo 
Zt)Z,UZZ 

-5ZO,Dl  / 

Supplies 

030  /1<A 
ZJZ, 4jO 

0  1  A  03Q 
Z10,Z;>o 

ooa  0/ir» 

ZZO,Z4U 

Professional  development 

1  lop  / Z 

1 14,D1U 

1  1  Q  QH/1 

i  io,yu4 

Communication  service  and  supplies 

1  OO  O'JA 

1  OO  H  ACl 

12o,  /4y 

A  An  O AO 

14/,o4o 

Services: 

Professional 

3U/,4o(J 

1  ah  /i  </i 
loU,454 

iyu,  /ui 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial 

O  C  A 

254 

O  1  /I 

214 

1  /I  o 

142 

Maintenance  and  repair 

o,4UU 

a  1 

0,5J1 

O  1  A/1 

o,lo4 

Computer  equipment 

1  o 

12 

U 

U 

Motorized  equipment 

0 

0 

46,492 

Office  equipment 

94,602 

99,829 

82,966 

Other  equipment 

1,815 

3,658 

45 

Property  and  improvements 

28,856 

13,398 

7,322 

Building  lease  payments 

465,644 

491,109 

503,798 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

1,920 

1,728 

1,485 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

2,510 

7,493 

6,602 

Refunds 

13,492 

62,404 

14,427 

Program  distributions 

1,500,713 

1,314,607 

1,156,158 

Total  Expenditures 

$ 

12,973,329 

12,569,972 

12,323,134 

Note:  Certain  classification  of  expenditures  changed  during  the  3-year  period,  which  may  affect  the 
comparability  of  the  amounts. 
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Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 

For  Active  Receiverships 
Year  Ended  December  31,2011 


Casualty  Reciprocal 

Bel-Aire            Exchange  /  Equity  General  American  Guarantee  Title  Holland  America  Integral 

Insurance                   Mutual  Mutual  Holding             Insurance                 Insurance  Insurance 

Company           Insurance  Company           Company                 Company                 Company  Company 


International 

Financial  Lutheran  Benevolent 
Security  Life  Insurance 
Insurance  Company  Exchange 


Receipts 

Premiums/investment  income  $ 
Net  increase  (decrease)  in  reserve  balance 
Net  increase  (decrease)  in  the  fair  value  of  investments 
Total  Receipts 

Disbursements 

Professional  fees  and  expenses 
Salaries  and  related  expenses 
General/facility  expenses 
Distributions 
Investment  expense 
Income  tax 

Total  Disbursements 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  IANUARY  1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31  $ 


920 
0 
382 


1,302 


4,508 
0 

7,903 
0 
84 
0 


12,495 


(11,193) 
2,699,137 


7,974,571 
(70,007) 
73,543 


5,099,710 
0 

(2,621) 


477,222 
0 
1 


45,271 
0 

13,072 


5,751 
0 

(22) 


7,978,107 


5,097,089 


477,223 


58,343 


5,729 


339,033 
64,690 
64,533 
16,350,192 
11,054 
0 


2,665,978 
123,763 
1,143,267 
2,191,182 
68,536 
927,014 


90,292 
67,555 
23,093 
0 

4,316 
0 


309,262 
0 
0 
0 

1,028 
0 


74,482 
0 

7,398 
1,758,267 
6,000 
0 


16,829,502 


7,119,740 


185,256 


310,290 


1,846,147 


(8,851,395) 
42,262,590 


(2,022,651) 
69,296,114 


291,967 
1,479,732 


(251,947) 
28,921,651 


(1,840,418) 
9,057,295 


65,435 
0 

84,027 


149,462 


257,257 
0 

490,870 
1,375,953 
0 
0 


2,124,080 


(1,974,618) 
11,108,937 


7,311 
0 

930 


8,241 


77,517 
0 

2,192 
1,996,721 
3,936 
0 


2,080,366 


(2,072,125) 
3,568,968 


2,687,944 


33,411,195 


67,273,463 


1,771,699 


28,669,704 


7,216,877 


9,134,319 


1,496,843 


IS 
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Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 

For  Active  Receiverships 
Year  Ended  December  31,2011 


Amission 

National  States 

Oziirk  Bene!  1 1 

Riscorp  N&tion&l 

Xrflnsit 

W; ukins  Life 

Reinsurance 

Insurance 

Associntion  Life 

Insurance 

CiisUtilty 

iind  Benefit 

v^vji  uptimes 

A  q^ai*  i  nti  nvi 

Keceipts 

Pi emiums/in vestment  income  $ 

543 

29  840 

55  3(S3  403 

22  076 

1 1  882 

144  019 

5  895 

Net  increase  (decrease)  in  reserve  balance 

0 

0 

(450,993) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net  increase  (decrease)  in  the  fair  value  of  investments 

0 

2,149 

4,117,542 

0 

(3,132) 

(16,779) 

(197) 

Assets  placed  in  receivership 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

196,344 

Total  Receipts 

543 

31  989 

22  076 

8  750 

127  240 

202  042 

Disbursements 

Professional  fees  and  expenses 

0 

107,124 

635,262 

1,835 

28,168 

2,649,451 

100 

Salaries  and  related  expenses 

0 

0 

2,552,715 

0 

0 

578,902 

0 

General/Facility  expenses 

2,400 

0 

511,329 

244 

54 

269,918 

423 

Distributions 

0 

171,305 

54,520,305 

39,750 

0 

8,592 

2,585 

Investment  expense 

0 

231 

83,090 

0 

0 

24,469 

41 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,940 

0 

Total  Disbursements 

2,400 

278,660 

58,302,701 

41,829 

28,222 

3,540,272 

3,149 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(1,857) 

(246,671) 

727,251 

(19,753) 

(19,472) 

(3,413,032) 

198,893 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

225,850 

5,031,706 

20,199,786 

77,866 

4,063,313 

23,767,443 

0 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  3C  $ 

223,993 

4,785,035 

20,927,037 

58,113 

4,043,841 

20,354,411 

198,893 
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Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 

For  Active  Receiverships 
Year  Ended  December  31,2010 


Bel- Aire 
Insurance 
Company 

Casualty  Reciprocal 
Exchange  /  Ecjuity 

Mutual 
Insurance  Company 

Oeneral  American 
Mutual  Holding 
Company 

Ouarantee  1  ltle 
Insurance 
Company 

Holland  America 
Insurance 
Company 

Integral 
Insurance 
Company 

International 

Financial 
Security  Life 
Insurance  Company 

Lutheran  iienevolent 
Insurance 
Exchange 

— 

Receipts 

Premiums/investment  income  $ 

1,048 

3,800,193 

5,547,594 

329,186 

11,259,491 

6,511 

61,280 

55,601 

Net  increase  (decrease)  in  reserve  balance 

0 

5,942 

0 

25,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net  increase  (decrease)  in  the  fair  value  of  investments 

1,856 

(6,795) 

25,643 

(25,000) 

853 

92 

32,077 

4,068 

Total  Receipts 

2,904 

-5  Too  -5/tn 

J,J  1 5,£5  1 

6,603 

93,357 

59,669 

Disbursements 

Professional  fees  and  expenses 

5,104 

409,618 

1,686,772 

82,137 

335,090 

107,701 

458,102 

91,254 

Salaries  and  related  expenses 

0 

86,976 

119,115 

65,575 

0 

0 

0 

0 

General/facility  expenses 

8,040 

13,248 

1,308,301 

25,365 

0 

8,372 

134 

2,486 

Distributions 

0 

55,189 

19,712,963 

0 

57,575,056 

3,887 

0 

0 

Investment  expense 

84 

9,577 

112,308 

2,242 

2,717 

20,365 

360 

6,742 

Income  tax 

0 

0 

1,230,920 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

137 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Disbursements 

13,365 

574,608 

24,170,379 

175,319 

57,912,863 

140,325 

458,596 

100,482 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

(10,461) 
2,709,598 

3,224,732 
39,037,858 

(18,597,142) 
87,893,256 

153,867 
1,325,865 

(46,652,519) 
75,574,170 

(133,722) 
9,191,017 

(365,239) 
11,474,176 

(40,813) 
3,609,781 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31  $ 

2,699,137 

42,262,590 

69,296,114 

1,479,732 

28,921,651 

9,057,295 

11,108,937 

3,568,968 

20 
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Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 

For  Active  Receiverships 
Year  Ended  December  31,2010 


M&M 
Companies 


Receipts 

Premiums/investment  income 
Net  increase  (decrease)  in  reserve  balance 
Net  increase  (decrease)  in  the  fair  value  of  investments 
Assets  placed  in  receivership 
Total  Receipts 


Maxicare  Life 
and  Health 
Insurance  Company 


Mission 
Reinsurance 
Corporation 


National  States 
Insurance 
Company 


Ozark  Benefit 
Association  Life 
Insurance  Company 


Riscorp  National 
Insurance 
Company 


606 
0 
0 
0 


606 


6,927 
0 
0 
0 


6,927 


825,436 
0 
205 
0 


105,128,854 
971 
7,929,046 
35,196,231 


825,641 


148,255,102 


23,762 
0 
0 
0 


23,762 


14,432 
0 

3,025 
0 


17,457 


Transit 
Casualty 
Company 


219,586 
0 

15,319 
0 


234,905 


Disbursements 

Professional  fees  and  expenses 

Salaries  and  related  expenses 

General/Facility  expenses 

Distributions 

Investment  expense 

Other 

Total  Disbursements 


0 
0 
0 

6,766 
0 
0 


4,716 
0 
0 

83,676 
0 
0 


126,233 
0 
0 

13,710,612 
1,166 
3,618,134 


1,878,033 
6,190,978 
1,545,450 
118,270,839 
170,016 
0 


1,855 
0 
655 
25,500 
0 
0 


46,375 
0 

985 
0 

1,802 
0 


989,750 
418,198 
390,266 
i,647,589 
80,486 
34 


6,766 


88,392 


17,456,145 


128,055,316 


28,010 


49,162 


90,526,323 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  IANUARY  1 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


(6,160) 
232,010 


225,850 


81,465) 
81,465 


(16,630,504) 
21,662,210 


20,199,786 
0 


0 


i,031,706 


20,199,786 


(4,248) 
82,114 


77,866 


(31,705) 
4,095,018 


4,063,3 


(90,291,418) 
114,058,861 


23,767,443 
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Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 

For  Active  Receiverships 
Year  Ended  December  3 1 ,  2009 


Bel-Aire 

Exchange  /  Equity 

General  American 

Guarantee  Title 

Holland  America 

Integral 

Financial 

Insurance 

Mutual 

Mutual  Holding 

Insurance 

Insurance 

Insurance 

Security  Life 

Company 

Insurance  Company 

Company 

Company 

Company 

Company 

Insurance  Company 

Receipts 

Premiums/investment  income 

$ 

2,088 

9,575,326 

6,253,027 

57,913 

1,906,419 

91,342 

59,283 

Net  increase  (decrease)  in  reserve  balance 

0 

(18,940) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net  increase  (decrease)  in  the  fair  value  of  investments 

2,531 

382,639 

(365,718) 

(3,442) 

(430,817) 

(16,289) 

(92,259) 

Total  Receipts 

4,619 

9,939,025 

5,887,309 

54,471 

1,475,602 

75,053 

(32,976) 

Disbursements 

Professional  fees  and  expenses 

6,251 

329,461 

1,037,475 

115,662 

429,120 

82,034 

463,296 

Salaries  and  related  expenses 

0 

87,350 

116,804 

70,410 

0 

0 

0 

General/facility  expenses 

7,370 

(786,408) 

1,056,731 

25,457 

1,996 

10,707 

165 

Distributions 

0 

19,247,295 

60,254,392 

0 

0 

11,005 

0 

Investment  expense 

56 

11,243 

271,222 

3,303 

37,733 

40,741 

360 

Income  tax 

0 

0 

23,439,004 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Disbursements 

13,677 

18,888,941 

86,175,628 

214,832 

468,849 

144,487 

463,821 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(9,058) 

(8,949,916) 

(80,288,319) 

(160,361) 

1,006,753 

(69,434) 

(496,797) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

2,718,656 

47,987,774 

168,181,575 

1,486,226 

74,567,417 

9,260,451 

11,970,973 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

2,709,598 

39,037,858 

87,893,256 

1,325,865 

75,574,170 

9,191,017 

11,474,176 
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Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  -  Insurance 
Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 

For  Active  Receiverships 
Year  Ended  December  3 1 ,  2009 


Lutheran  Benevolent 

MiixiCiirc  Life 

^lission 

Oziirk  Benefit 

Riscorp  Nfltionsl 

1 1  1  Ml  1  OJJVC 

M&M 

iiin.1  Heslth 

Reinsursnce 

*\s sc^c liilion  Life 

Insurance 

Casualty 

Exchange 

Compflnies 

Insurance  Company 

Corporfltion 

Insur&nce  Company 

Company 

Company 

Keceipts 

Pi emiums/in vestment  income 

J)  JZ,U,Otl 

1  024 

7  531 

755  374 

31  327 

26  699 

Z,,  JUU,UOJ 

Net  increase  (decrease)  in  reserve  balance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(22,623) 

Net  increase  (decrease)  in  the  fair  value  of  investments 

6,448 

0 

0 

(106,088) 

(405) 

10,402 

(316,564) 

Total  Receipts 

333,295 

1,024 

7,531 

649,286 

30,922 

37,101 

1,961,498 

Disbursements 

Professional  fees  and  expenses 

69,214 

0 

29,004 

60,016 

3,476 

38,508 

896,109 

Salaries  and  related  expenses 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

408,802 

General/Facility  expenses 

2,260 

2,563 

7,203 

(209) 

330 

68 

461,717 

Distributions 

0 

910 

1,301,633 

37,301 

39,200 

0 

72,544 

Investment  expense 

6,765 

204 

9 

9,720 

234 

1,038 

130,850 

Income  tax 

434 

0 

7,438 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

120,421 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,940 

Total  Disbursements 

78,673 

124,098 

1,345,287 

106,828 

43,240 

39,614 

1,981,962 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

254,622 

(123,074) 

(1,337,756) 

542,458 

(12,318) 

(2,513) 

(20,464) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

3,355,159 

355,084 

1,419,221 

21,119,752 

94,432 

4,097,531 

114,079,325 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$  3,609,781 

232,010 

81,465 

21,662,210 

82,114 

4,095,018 

114,058,861 

Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  General  Assembly 

Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  the  governmental  activities, 
the  business-type  activities,  the  aggregate  discretely  presented  component  units,  each  major  fund, 
and  the  aggregate  remaining  fund  information  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  as  of  and  for  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2013,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which  collectively 
comprise  the  state's  basic  financial  statements  as  listed  in  the  table  of  contents. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial 
statements  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America;  this  includes  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant 
to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material 
misstatement,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  opinions  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit. 
We  did  not  audit  the  financial  statements  of  certain  entities  that  comprise  the  state  of  Missouri. 
Those  statements  were  audited  by  other  auditors  whose  reports  have  been  furnished  to  us,  and 
our  opinions,  insofar  as  they  relate  to  the  amounts  included  for  those  entities,  are  based  solely  on 
the  reports  of  the  other  auditors.  Those  entities  were: 

1.  The  Missouri  Road  Fund,  a  major  fund;  the  Missouri  Highway  63  Transportation 
Corporation,  a  blended  transportation  corporation  identified  in  Note  1A.;  the 
Missouri  Road  Bond  Fund;  the  Transportation  Self-Insurance  Plan;  the  Missouri 
State  Employees'  Insurance  Plan;  the  Missouri  Consolidated  Health  Care  Plan; 
and  the  Missouri  Department  of  Transportation  and  Missouri  State  Highway 
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Patrol  Medical  and  Life  Insurance  Plan,  which  represent  78  percent  and  12 
percent  of  the  assets  and  revenues,  respectively,  of  the  governmental  activities. 

2.  The  State  Lottery  and  the  Petroleum  Storage  Tank  Insurance  Fund,  which  are 
both  major  funds  and  represent  37  percent  and  49  percent  of  the  assets  and 
revenues,  respectively,  of  the  business-type  activities. 

3.  The  aggregate  discretely  presented  component  units. 

4.  The  pension  (and  other  employee  benefit)  trust  funds  and  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Transportation  Local  Fund,  which  represent  94  percent  and  97 
percent  of  the  assets  and  additions,  respectively,  of  the  fiduciary  funds. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those 
standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about 
whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  of  material  misstatement.  The  financial  statements  of 
the  Missouri  Highway  63  Transportation  Corporation,  a  blended  transportation  corporation;  the 
Missouri  State  Employees'  Insurance  Plan  and  the  Missouri  Consolidated  Health  Care  Plan, 
internal  service  funds;  the  Missouri  Development  Finance  Board,  a  discretely  presented 
component  unit;  and  the  pension  (and  other  employee  benefit)  trust  funds  were  not  audited  in 
accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and 
disclosures  in  the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's 
judgment,  including  the  assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial 
statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers 
internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the  financial 
statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances,  but  not 
for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control. 
Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes  evaluating  the  appropriateness 
of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of  significant  accounting  estimates  made  by 
management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall  presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to 
provide  a  basis  for  our  audit  opinions. 

Basis  for  Qualified  Opinions  on  the  Governmental  Activities  and  General  Fund 

We  were  not  allowed  access  to  tax  returns  and  related  source  documents  for  income 
taxes.  Access  was  denied  based  on  the  Director  of  Revenue's  interpretation  of  the  decision 
rendered  by  the  Missouri  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  Director  of  Revenue  v.  State  Auditor  511 
S.W.2d  779  (Mo.  1974).  Approximately  27  percent  of  governmental  activity  revenues  and  32 
percent  of  General  Fund  revenues  are  from  this  source.  We  were  unable  to  satisfy  ourselves  by 
appropriate  audit  procedures  as  to  the  income  tax  revenue  beyond  the  amounts  recorded. 
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Qualified  Opinions 

In  our  opinion,  based  on  our  audit  and  the  reports  of  other  auditors,  and  except  for  the 
possible  effects  of  the  matter  described  in  the  "Basis  for  Qualified  Opinions  on  the 
Governmental  Activities  and  General  Fund"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above 
present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects,  the  financial  position  of  the  governmental  activities  and 
the  General  Fund  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  as  of  June  30,  2013,  and  the  changes  in  financial 
position  thereof  for  the  year  then  ended  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally 
accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

Unmodified  Opinions 

In  our  opinion,  based  on  our  audit  and  the  reports  of  other  auditors,  the  financial 
statements  referred  to  above  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects,  the  respective  financial 
position  of  the  business-type  activities,  the  aggregate  discretely  presented  component  units,  each 
major  fund  excluding  the  General  Fund,  and  the  aggregate  remaining  fund  information  of  the 
state  of  Missouri,  as  of  June  30,  2013,  and  the  respective  changes  in  financial  position  and, 
where  applicable,  cash  flows  thereof  for  the  year  then  ended  in  accordance  with  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

Other  Matters 

Required  Supplementary  Information 

Accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  require  that  the 
Management's  Discussion  and  Analysis  on  pages  1-13  and  the  Budgetary  Comparison  Schedule- 
General  Fund,  Major  Special  Revenue  Funds  on  pages  104-105  be  presented  to  supplement  the 
basic  financial  statements.  Such  information,  although  not  a  part  of  the  basic  financial 
statements,  is  required  by  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards  Board  who  considers  it  to  be 
an  essential  part  of  financial  reporting  for  placing  the  basic  financial  statements  in  an  appropriate 
operational,  economic,  or  historical  context.  We  and  other  auditors  have  applied  certain  limited 
procedures  to  the  required  supplementary  information  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  which  consisted  of  inquiries  of  management 
about  the  methods  of  preparing  the  information  and  comparing  the  information  for  consistency 
with  management's  responses  to  our  inquiries,  the  basic  financial  statements,  and  other 
knowledge  we  obtained  during  our  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements.  We  do  not  express  an 
opinion  or  provide  any  assurance  on  the  information  because  the  limited  procedures  do  not 
provide  us  with  sufficient  evidence  to  express  an  opinion  or  provide  any  assurance. 

Supplementary  and  Other  Information 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  opinions  on  the  financial  statements 
that  collectively  comprise  the  state  of  Missouri's  basic  financial  statements.  The  supplementary 
information,  as  listed  in  the  table  of  contents,  and  the  other  information,  such  as  the  introductory 
and  statistical  sections,  are  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  and  are  not  a  required 
part  of  the  basic  financial  statements. 
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The  supplementary  information,  as  listed  in  the  table  of  contents,  is  the  responsibility  of 
management  and  was  derived  from  and  relates  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other 
records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements.  Such  information  has  been  subjected  to 
the  audit  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements  and  certain  additional 
procedures,  including  comparing  and  reconciling  such  information  directly  to  the  underlying 
accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements  or  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing 
standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  by  us  and  other  auditors.  In  our 
opinion,  based  on  our  audit,  the  procedures  performed  as  described  above,  and  the  reports  of  the 
other  auditors,  and  except  for  the  effects  on  the  supplementary  information  of  the  matter 
discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Qualified  Opinions  on  the  Governmental  Activities  and  General 
Fund"  paragraph,  the  supplementary  information,  as  listed  in  the  table  of  contents,  is  fairly  stated 
in  all  material  respects  in  relation  to  the  basic  financial  statements  as  a  whole. 

The  information  in  the  introductory  and  statistical  sections  has  not  been  subjected  to  the 
audit  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements,  and  accordingly,  we  do 
not  express  an  opinion  or  provide  any  assurance  on  it. 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  our  report  dated  January  10,  2014, 
on  our  consideration  of  the  state  of  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  on  our 
tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant 
agreements  and  other  matters  is  issued  under  separate  cover  in  the  Single  Audit  Report.  The 
purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  internal 
control  over  financial  reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit 
performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  the  state  of 
Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


January  10,  2014 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Marshfield  Municipal 
Division 


Accounting  Controls  and  Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated,  and  neither  the  Municipal 

Procedures  Judge   nor   other   personnel   independent   of  the   cash   custody  and 

recordkeeping  functions  adequately  supervise  or  review  the  work 
performed.  The  former  Court  Clerk  stopped  issuing  manual  receipt  slips  for 
several  months,  and  monies  received  were  not  always  recorded  and 
deposited  timely  or  intact.  The  date  and  payee  were  not  always  documented 
on  manual  receipt  slips,  and  manual  receipt  slips  were  not  always  issued  in 
numerical  sequence.  Monthly  lists  of  liabilities  are  prepared,  but  not 
compared  to  the  reconciled  bank  account  balance,  and  the  bond  liability 
listing  is  not  adequately  reviewed  to  ensure  bonds  are  disbursed  in  a  timely 
manner. 


Records  and  Reporting  The  Court  Clerk  has  not  established  procedures  to  ensure  all  case  activity  is 

recorded  in  the  Justice  Information  System  timely  and  accurately.  Some 
receipt  and  case  records  could  not  be  located,  and  a  monthly  list  of  all  cases 
heard  is  not  prepared  and  filed  with  the  city,  as  required  by  state  law. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


American  Recovery  and  The  Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Marshfield  Municipal  Division  did 

Reinvestment  Act  not  receive  anY  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited  time  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 


Poor:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 

findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge 
Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit 
and 

Municipal  Judge 
Marshfield,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  City  of  Marshfield  Municipal  Division  of  the  Thirtieth  Judicial 
Circuit  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  municipal  division,  as  well  as  certain  external 
parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  municipal  division's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  division. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit 
of  the  City  of  Marshfield  Municipal  Division  of  the  Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit. 
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A  petition  audit  of  the  City  of  Marshfield,  fulfilling  our  obligations  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  is  still 
in  process,  and  any  additional  findings  and  recommendations  will  be  included  in  the  subsequent  report. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Kelly  Davis,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CFE 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Natalie  B.  McNish,  CGAP 

Audit  Staff:  Joshua  Allen,  CPA,  CFE 
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City  of  Marshfield  Municipal  Division 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 

Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated;  procedures  to  receipt, 
record,  and  deposit  monies  received  by  the  municipal  division  need 
improvement;  and  liabilities  listings  are  not  compared  to  the  reconciled 
bank  account  balance  or  adequately  reviewed. 

1 . 1  Segregation  of  duties         Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated.  The  Court  Clerk  issues 

manual  receipt  slips,  records  receipts  in  the  Justice  Information  System 
(JIS),  the  Missouri  courts  automated  case  management  system,  and  deposits 
monies  received.  A  part-time  court  clerk  issues  manual  receipt  slips  when 
necessary  and  completes  the  bank  reconciliations.  Neither  the  Municipal 
Judge  nor  other  personnel  independent  of  the  cash  custody  and  record- 
keeping functions  provide  adequate  supervision  or  review  of  the  work 
performed  by  the  court  clerks. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  possible  loss  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls 
should  provide  reasonable  assurance  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal  controls  could  be 
improved  by  segregating  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If  proper  segregation 
of  duties  is  not  possible,  the  Municipal  Judge  should  establish  procedures  to 
ensure  a  documented  independent  review  of  accounting  records  is 
performed. 

Receipting,  recording,  and  depositing  procedures  need  improvement. 

•  Manual  receipt  slips  were  not  issued  as  required  by  the  city  between 
December  13,  2010,  and  July  5,  2011.  The  Court  Clerk  is  unsure  why 
the  former  Court  Clerk  stopped  using  manual  receipt  slips  in  December 
2010. 


1.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


1 .2  Receipting,  recording, 
and  depositing 
procedures 


•  Monies  receipted  using  manual  receipt  slips  were  not  always  recorded 
in  the  JIS  timely  and  subsequently  were  not  deposited  timely  or  intact. 
For  example,  three  of  the  ten  manual  receipt  slips  issued  on  October  4, 
2011,  were  recorded  in  the  JIS  more  than  2  days  after  the  manual 
receipts  slips  were  issued.  In  addition,  eight  of  the  ten  receipts  totaling 
$594  were  not  deposited  until  October  10,  2011,  and  the  other  two 
receipts  totaling  $64  were  not  deposited  until  October  13,  2011. 

•  The  date  and  payee  were  not  always  documented  on  manual  receipt 
slips  and  manual  receipt  slips  were  not  always  issued  in  numerical 
sequence.  In  addition,  we  noted  instances  where  changes  were  made  to 
the  duplicate  copy  of  manual  receipt  slips  or  information  was  written 
directly  on  the  duplicate  copy. 
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To  reduce  the  possibility  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  monies  received 
should  be  promptly  receipted  and  properly  recorded  into  the  JIS  and 
deposited  intact  and  in  a  timely  manner. 

1.3  Liabilities  Monthly  lists  of  liabilities  are  not  compared  to  the  reconciled  bank  account 

balance  and  the  bond  liability  listing  is  not  adequately  reviewed  to  ensure 
bonds  are  disbursed  in  a  timely  manner.  Lists  of  liabilities,  including  the 
bond  liability  listing,  are  generated  and  printed  monthly  from  the  JIS; 
however,  they  are  not  reviewed  and  reconciled  to  other  records.  For 
example,  on  March  1,  2011,  the  Municipal  Judge  ordered  a  $435  bond  to  be 
applied  to  fines  and  court  costs  due;  however,  the  bond  was  not  applied  until 
December  27,  2011.  The  Municipal  Judge  ordered  another  $132  bond  to  be 
forfeited  to  the  city  on  August  17,  2010.  The  Court  Clerk,  instead,  held  the 
bond  until  a  guilty  plea  was  entered  in  September  2011,  and  the  bond  was 
refunded  to  the  defendant  on  December  27,  2011.  As  of  August  2012,  the 
reconciled  bank  account  balance  agreed  with  the  total  liabilities  included  on 
the  monthly  listings. 

The  lists  of  liabilities  should  be  reconciled  to  cash  balances  to  ensure 
accounting  records  are  in  balance  and  sufficient  cash  is  available  for 
payment  of  all  amounts  due.  To  properly  monitor  bond  liabilities  and  ensure 
monies  are  appropriately  disbursed,  procedures  should  be  established  to 
routinely  investigate  bonds  remaining  on  the  bond  liabilities  list  over  a 
specified  period  of  time. 

Recommendations  The  City  of  Marshfield  Municipal  Division: 

1.1  Segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If  it  is  not 
possible  to  segregate  duties,  documented  periodic  reviews  of 
municipal  division  records  should  be  performed  by  a  person 
independent  of  the  accounting  functions. 

1.2  Issue  manual  receipt  slips  for  all  monies  received  and  ensure 
manual  receipt  slips  are  complete,  accurate,  and  legible.  In  addition, 
the  municipal  division  should  ensure  all  monies  received  are 
recorded  in  the  JIS  immediately  and  deposited  timely  and  intact. 

1.3  Reconcile  monthly  lists  of  liabilities  to  the  available  cash  balance 
and  develop  procedures  to  monitor  liabilities  and  ensure  bond 
monies  are  appropriately  disbursed  in  a  timely  manner. 

Audi  tee's  Response  The  Municipal  Judge  provided  the  following  written  response: 

1.1  I  have  required,  by  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order  dated 
12/17/2010,  the  court  administrator  to  reconcile  all  financial 
records   and   to   have   those   records   reviewed  by   a  person 
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"independent  of  the  Court",  (see  section  VIII. G.  of  said  order)  It 
was  my  understanding  that  these  records  were  being  reviewed  by  an 
accountant  at  City  Hall.  Further  the  use  of  the  state  JIS  system 
provides  internal  accounting  and  "error"  reports.  Segregating 
duties  between  one  and  one-third  court  administrators  is 
exceedingly  difficult.  Upon  your  recommendation,  we  will  ask  the 
city  to  provide  the  personnel  necessary  for  these  independent  and 
segregated  reviews  of  all  financial  records. 

1.2  Again,  by  my  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order,  I  have  required 
that  all  manual  receipts  as  well  as  all  other  documents  be 
completed  fully  and  promptly  entered  into  the  JIS  system.  All 
accounting  is  ordered  to  be  consistent  with  Court  Operating  Rule 
4.51  as  set  forth  in  the  Clerk's  Manual  in  the  recommended 
accounting  principle  section.  After  receiving  your  audit  report,  I 
have  stressed  to  the  court  administrator  the  priority  of  this  duty. 

1.3  The  recommendations  which  you  make  are  ordered  to  be  done  by 
my  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order.  I  have  directed  the  court 
administrators  to  follow  your  recommendations. 

Case  activity  is  not  always  recorded  in  the  JIS  timely  or  accurately,  some 
records  are  missing,  and  a  report  of  cases  heard  is  not  filed  with  the  city  as 
required  by  state  law. 

The  Court  Clerk  has  not  established  procedures  to  ensure  all  case  activity  is 
recorded  in  the  JIS  timely  and  accurately.  For  example,  on  December  21, 
2010,  the  Municipal  Judge  heard  a  case,  issued  a  judgment,  and  ordered 
fines  and  court  costs  totaling  $182  be  paid;  however,  this  activity  was  not 
recorded  in  the  JIS  until  January  19,  201 1. 

In  addition,  the  Municipal  Judge  often  hears  multiple  cases  for  a  single 
defendant  simultaneously;  however,  the  case  activity  is  not  always  properly 
recorded  for  all  cases  heard.  The  JIS  case  activity  differed  on  each  of  one 
defendant's  three  cases  although  the  cases  were  heard  simultaneously  on 
September  4,  2012.  One  case  shows  no  activity  since  July  20,  201 1,  another 
shows  no  activity  since  November  16,  2011,  and  the  third  shows  a  hearing 
scheduled  for  November  6,  2012.  Failure  to  properly  record  case  activity 
resulted  in  two  of  the  three  cases  becoming  suspended  in  the  JIS.  When  case 
activity  is  suspended,  the  case  no  longer  appears  on  the  docket  and  any 
activity,  including  payment,  could  go  unrecorded  without  detection  by  the 
court. 


2.  Records  and 
Reporting 

2. 1  Case  activity 


To  reduce  the  possibility  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  and  to  ensure 
cases  are  processed  properly,  case  activity  should  be  properly  recorded  in 
the  JIS  in  a  timely  manner. 
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2.2  Missing  records 


Some  receipt  and  case  records  could  not  be  located.  One  booklet  of  25 
manual  receipt  slips  issued  by  the  city  to  the  former  Court  Clerk  in  June 
2010,  could  not  be  located.  Based  upon  records  of  receipts  issued  before  and 
after  this  booklet,  it  appears  these  manual  receipt  slips  would  have  been 
used  to  record  monies  received  in  201 1.  In  addition,  two  case  files  requested 
by  auditors  could  not  be  located. 


Supreme  Court  Operating  Rule  No.  8  requires  all  financial  records  be 
maintained  for  five  years  or  upon  completion  of  an  audit.  Retention  of 
applicable  records  is  necessary  to  properly  account  for  the  municipal 
division's  financial  activity. 


2.3  Report  of  cases  heard 


A  monthly  list  of  all  cases  heard  is  not  prepared  and  filed  with  the  city. 
Without  such  a  report,  the  city  cannot  effectively  monitor  municipal 
division  activity  and  ensure  monies  are  properly  remitted. 


Recommendations 


Section  479.080.3,  RSMo,  requires  the  Court  Clerk  to  prepare  a  monthly  list 
of  all  cases  heard  in  the  municipal  division  court,  including  the  names  of  the 
defendants  and  fines  and  court  costs  imposed,  to  be  verified  by  the  Court 
Clerk  or  Municipal  Judge  and  filed  with  the  city. 

The  City  of  Marshfield  Municipal  Division: 


2.1       Require  case  activity  be  recorded  timely  and  accurately  for  all 
cases. 


2.2       Ensure  records  are  retained. 


2.3  Ensure  a  monthly  list  of  cases  heard  in  the  municipal  division  is 
prepared  and  filed  with  the  city  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

Audi  tee's  Response  The  Municipal  Judge  provided  the  following  written  response: 

2. 1  During  each  court  session,  I  handwrite  a  description  of  all  activity 
for  each  case  and  for  each  defendant  on  a  case-file  docket  and  on 
the  day's  court  docket  so  that  the  activity  can  be  cross-checked. 
According  to  the  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order,  all  cases  must 
be  entered  into  the  JIS  system  as  soon  as  possible.  After  receiving 
your  recommendation,  I  have  asked  the  court  administrator  to  make 
these  entries  as  quickly  as  she  can  given  the  resource  limitations 
she  has. 


2.2  The  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order  dated  12/17/2010  requires 
all  records,  financial  documents,  and  other  file  matters  to  be  safely 
stored  and  organized.  I  will  work  with  the  court  administrator  to 
see  that  your  recommendations  are  followed. 
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2.3  Section  III. A.  of  the  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order  entered 
12/17/2010  requires  that  within  the  first  10  days  of  each  month,  the 
court  administrator  is  to  submit  to  the  City  Clerk  a  docket  of  all 
cases  heard  during  the  month  after  appropriate  redacting.  At  each 
court  session  I  write  out  by  hand  all  activity  which  takes  place  in 
each  case  on  a  paper  docket  which  I  sign  and  date  at  the  end  of 
each  court  session.  After  redaction,  this  docket  is  to  be  delivered  to 
the  City  Clerk.  After  reviewing  your  findings,  I  have  discussed  this 
matter  with  the  court  administrator  and  directed  her  attention  to 
this  requirement  in  the  court  operating  order. 
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Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Marshfield  Municipal  Division 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  City  of  Marshfield  Municipal  Division  is  in  the  Thirtieth  Judicial 
Circuit,  which  consists  of  Benton,  Dallas,  Hickory,  Polk  and  Webster 
Counties.  The  Honorable  John  W.  Sims  serves  as  Presiding  Judge. 

The  municipal  division  is  governed  by  Chapter  479,  RSMo,  and  by  Supreme 
Court  Rule  No.  37.  Supreme  Court  Rule  No.  37.49  provides  that  each 
municipal  division  may  establish  a  violation  bureau  in  which  fines  and  costs 
are  collected  at  times  other  than  during  court  and  transmitted  to  the  city 
treasury. 

Personnel  At  December  31,  201 1,  the  municipal  division  employees  were  as  follows: 


Title  Name 

Municipal  Judge  Kenneth  Thompson 

Court  Clerk  Stephanie  Hughes 

Deputy  Court  Clerk  Wanda  Lowe 


Financial  and  Caseload 
Information 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


Year  Ended 
December  31,  2011 


Receipts 

Number  of  cases  filed 


$42,831 
547 


The  City  of  Marshfield  Municipal  Division  did  not  receive  any  federal 
stimulus  monies  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  201 1. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Missouri  Court  of  Appeals,  Western  District 


Bidding  Procedures  The  court  does  not  have  a  formal  bidding  policy;  some  purchases  were  not 

bid,  and  documentation  of  sole  source  awards  was  not  retained.  Audit  staff 
identified  6  items  during  the  3  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  totaling  almost 
$200,000  for  which  no  bids  or  proposals  were  obtained. 

Court  employees  do  not  prepare  timesheets  and  no  formal  record  of  leave 
taken  is  prepared  and  submitted  for  law  clerks  and  judicial  administrative 
assistants,  making  it  difficult  to  ensure  hours  worked  and  leave  taken  by 
court  employees  is  properly  documented.  The  court  has  not  established  a 
leave  policy  for  law  clerks  and  judicial  administrative  assistants.  Most  law 
clerks  and  judicial  administrative  assistants  do  not  accrue  annual  or  sick 
leave  but  are  given  time  off  at  the  discretion  of  the  judge  for  whom  they 
work,  and,  as  such,  the  court  cannot  ensure  all  employees  are  treated 
equally.  The  auditor's  survey  of  the  judges  revealed  some  have  not 
established  standard  amounts  of  time  off  for  those  staff.  A  written  leave 
policy  for  law  clerks  and  judicial  administrative  assistants  is  necessary  to 
ensure  these  employees  are  treated  equitably  and  to  prevent 
misunderstandings. 

Law  Library  A  physical  inventory  of  law  library  assets  is  not  periodically  conducted. 

Controls  could  be  improved  by  performing  periodic  physical  inventories  of 
law  library  materials  and  reconciling  to  the  court's  inventory  listing  of  law 
library  materials. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


Payroll  and  Personnel  Policies 
and  Procedures 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  Missouri  Court  of  Appeals,  Western  District  received  and  expended 
$125,074  from  the  Federal  Budget  Stabilization  -  Medicaid  Reimbursement 
Fund  to  fund  general  operations  of  the  court. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Chief  Judge  and  Court  en  banc 

Missouri  Court  of  Appeals,  Western  District 

Kansas  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Missouri  Court  of  Appeals,  Western  District,  in  fulfillment  of 
our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to, 
the  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  2011,  and  2010.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  court's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  court's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  court,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence 
regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal 
provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that 
illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  court's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in 
our  audit  of  the  court. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant  noncompliance 
with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Missouri 
Court  of  Appeals,  Western  District. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Assistant  Director: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Douglas  Porting,  CPA,  CFE 
Todd  M.  Schuler,  CPA 
Tania  Williams,  MBA 
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The  court  does  not  have  a  formal  written  bidding  policy.  Some  purchases 
were  not  bid  or  documentation  of  sole  source  was  not  retained.  As  a  result, 
the  court  cannot  ensure  the  best  price  for  services  was  obtained.  Bids  or 
proposals  were  not  solicited  for  the  following  purchases  during  the  3  years 
ended  June  30,  2012: 


Item 

Cost 

Building  maintenance  (1) 

$  68,506 

Office  supplies  (1) 

72,723 

Security  services  (1) 

25,912 

Elevator  services  (1) 

13,480 

IP  ADS  and  accessories  (1) 

11,151 

Printers 

3,750 

1.  Bidding  Procedures 


(1)  Total  amount  expended  for  the  3  years  ended  June  30,  2012 


Court  personnel  indicated  the  unwritten  office  policy  is  to  solicit  bids  for 
purchases  if  the  individual  item  being  purchased  exceeds  $1,000,  regardless 
of  the  number  of  items  purchased.  Court  personnel  stated  IPADs  were  sole 
source  purchases;  however,  this  was  not  documented  by  the  court.  In 
addition,  the  court  has  not  solicited  proposals  for  elevator,  security  and 
building  maintenance  services  since  1990,  1996  and  1992,  respectively. 
Court  personnel  indicated  the  elevator  contract  was  renegotiated  with  the 
same  vendor  in  2011,  resulting  in  significant  savings. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


Formal  written  bidding  procedures  for  major  purchases  provide  a 
framework  for  economical  management  of  court  resources.  Competitive 
bidding  helps  ensure  the  court  receives  fair  value  by  contracting  with  the 
lowest  and  best  bidders.  Bidding  also  helps  ensure  all  parties  are  given  an 
equal  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  court's  business.  Documentation  of 
the  selection  process  and  criteria,  including  justification  for  sole  source 
procurement,  should  be  retained  to  support  purchasing  decisions. 

The  Clerk  of  the  Court  develop  a  written  purchasing  policy  and  ensure  bids 
are  solicited  for  all  applicable  purchases  and  sufficient  documentation  is 
maintained,  including  documentation  to  support  sole  source  purchases. 

The  Clerk  and  Fiscal  Officer  will  develop  written  policies  for  bidding  where 
the  collective  total  for  a  purchase  exceeds  $1,000.  The  Court  will  ensure 
that  documentation  for  sole  source  procurement  of  items  is  maintained. 


2.  Payroll  and 

Personnel  Policies 
and  Procedures 


Several  concerns  related  to  payroll  and  personnel  policies  and  procedures 
were  identified.  Payroll  expenditures  total  over  $3  million  each  year, 
representing  approximately  90  percent  of  the  court's  total  expenditures. 
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The  court  has  two  groups  of  employees.  Court  support  staff,  which  includes 
the  fiscal  officer,  librarian,  computer  information  specialist,  maintenance, 
marshal,  staff  counsel,  and  court  clerks,  work  for  the  court  overall  and 
report  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Court.  In  addition,  each  judge  has  one  or  two  law 
clerks  that  work  directly  for  them  and  also  share  a  judicial  administrative 
assistant  with  another  judge.  All  court  employees  work  full-time  and  are 
provided  a  salary  and  the  same  benefits  as  other  state  employees,  with  the 
exception  of  annual  leave  and  sick  leave  for  law  clerks  and  judicial 
administrative  assistants. 

2. 1  TimesheetS  Records  of  time  worked  or  leave  taken  are  not  adequate.  Timesheets  are  not 

prepared  by  any  court  employees,  and  while  leave  request  forms  are 
prepared  and  retained  by  the  fiscal  office  for  leave  taken  by  court  support 
staff,  they  are  not  prepared  by  law  clerks  and  judicial  administrative 
assistants.  Without  timesheets  or  a  record  of  leave  taken,  the  court  cannot 
ensure  hours  worked  and  leave  taken  by  all  court  employees  are  properly 
documented.  The  work  schedules  of  the  law  clerks  and  judicial 
administrative  assistants  are  at  the  discretion  of  the  judge  for  whom  they 
work.  We  surveyed  the  judges  and  many  indicated  they  consider  the  law 
clerks  and  judicial  administrative  assistants  to  be  professional  staff,  who  are 
required  to  put  in  the  hours  needed  to  complete  their  tasks  and  they  do  not 
consider  timesheets  necessary. 

To  ensure  payroll  costs  are  adequately  documented,  records  detailing  hours 
worked  or  leave  taken  should  be  prepared  by  all  employees,  approved  by 
their  supervisor,  and  filed  with  the  fiscal  office. 

The  court  has  not  established  a  leave  policy  for  law  clerks  and  judicial 
administrative  assistants.  Most  law  clerks  and  judicial  administrative 
assistants  do  not  accrue  annual  or  sick  leave,  but  are  given  time  off  at  the 
discretion  of  the  judge  for  whom  they  work.  As  a  result,  the  court  cannot 
ensure  all  employees  are  treated  equally.  Each  judge  is  responsible  for 
maintaining  leave  records  for  his  or  her  law  clerks  and  the  Fiscal  Officer  is 
responsible  for  maintaining  leave  records  for  all  other  court  employees.  Our 
survey  of  the  judges  indicated  some  do  record  when  leave  is  used  in  their 
monthly  calendars  or  keep  an  email  record  of  the  request  for  time  off, 
although  permanent  leave  records  are  not  maintained  by  any  of  the  judges 
for  the  law  clerks  and  judicial  administrative  assistants. 

Our  survey  of  the  judges  regarding  leave  practices  for  law  clerks  and 
judicial  administrative  assistants  also  revealed  some  have  not  established 
standard  amounts  of  time  off  for  those  employees.  Some  clerks  and 
assistants  do  not  receive  a  set  amount  of  annual  or  sick  leave,  while  others 
receive  various  amounts  of  annual  leave  from  10  to  22  days,  and  some  as 
much  sick  and  vacation  time  as  they  require,  with  their  judge's  approval. 


2.2  Leave  records  and 
policies 
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State  Auditor's  Finding 


Court  personnel  indicated  this  arrangement  was  established  many  years  ago 
and  is  traditionally  how  law  clerks  and  judicial  administrative  assistants  are 
handled.  A  written  leave  policy  for  law  clerks  and  judicial  administrative 
assistants  is  necessary  to  provide  assurance  these  employees  are  treated 
equitably  and  to  prevent  misunderstandings.  Leave  records  should  be 
maintained  for  all  court  employees  and  monitored  to  provide  assurance  the 
balances  are  accurate  and  in  compliance  with  the  leave  policy,  and 
employees  are  treated  equitably. 


Recommendations 


The  Clerk  of  the  Court: 


2. 1  And  the  Court  en  banc  require  a  record  of  hours  worked  or  leave 
taken  be  prepared  and  signed  by  all  employees,  approved  by  their 
supervisor,  and  filed  with  the  fiscal  officer. 


2.2 


Auditee's  Response 


2.1& 
2.2 


3.  Law  Library 


And  the  Court  en  banc  establish  a  leave  policy  for  law  clerks  and 
judicial  administrative  assistants,  ensure  leave  records  are 
maintained  for  all  employees,  and  periodically  monitor  those 
records  for  compliance  with  the  court  leave  policy. 


The  Court  appreciates  the  Auditor's  recommendation  in  regard  to 
the  leave  issue.  However,  the  Court  is  convinced  that  its  long 
standing  practice  regarding  leave  is  not  only  consistent  with  the 
other  appellate  courts  including  the  Missouri  Supreme  Court  but 
also  allows  for  the  flexibility  needed  to  conduct  the  business  of  the 
Court  effectively  and  efficiently. 


A  physical  inventory  of  law  library  assets  is  not  periodically  conducted. 
Expenditures  for  law  library  publications  and  subscriptions,  which  represent 
approximately  30  percent  of  all  court  expenditures,  excluding  payroll, 
totaled  approximately  $390,000  during  the  3  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 


The  law  library,  which  includes  legal  publications  kept  in  the  library  and 
each  of  the  judges  offices,  is  maintained  for  use  by  court  personnel  only. 
The  court  librarian  indicated  she  regularly  inserts  updates  into  the  law  books 
and  would  be  aware  of  any  books  missing  from  the  library  and  not  checked 
out  by  a  judge  or  law  clerk.  Controls  could  be  improved  by  performing 
periodic  physical  inventories  of  law  library  materials  and  reconciling  to  the 
court's  inventory  listing  of  law  library  materials.  Physical  inventories  of  law 
library  materials  and  reconciliation  of  those  inventories  to  the  inventory 
records  are  necessary  to  ensure  inventory  records  are  accurate,  identify 
unrecorded  additions  and  dispositions,  detect  and  deter  theft  of  assets,  and 
identify  obsolete  materials. 

Recommendation  The  Clerk  of  the  Court  ensure  periodic  physical  inventories  of  law  library 

materials  are  performed,  reconciled  to  inventory  records,  and  documented. 
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Missouri  Court  of  Appeals 
Western  District 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Clerk  will  ensure  that  periodic  inventories  of  the  library  are  conducted, 
reconciled  to  electronic  inventory  records  and  documented. 
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Missouri  Court  of  Appeals 
Western  District 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  Missouri  Court  of  Appeals,  Western  District,  was  formed  in  1884,  and 
is  governed  by  Article  V,  Missouri  Constitution,  and  Chapter  477,  RSMo. 
The  court  has  appellate  jurisdiction  over  45  counties  in  Western  Missouri, 
except  for  those  cases  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme 
Court.  The  court  has  its  offices  in  Kansas  City,  Missouri.  The  court  holds 
oral  arguments  year  round  in  Kansas  City  but  sessions  are  also  routinely 
conducted  in  Jefferson  City,  Columbia,  St.  Joseph,  Kirksville  and  at  other 
locations  within  the  Western  District.  The  court  is  composed  of  11  judges 
who  sit  in  4  divisions,  each  with  3  judge  positions,  that  rotate  on  a  quarterly 
basis. 


The  salaries  of  the  judges  are  set  by  statute.  Judges  are  selected  under  the 
Missouri  Plan,  which  includes  selection  by  the  Appellate  Judicial 
Commission,  appointment  by  the  Governor,  and  retention  by  voters.  Judges 
must  be  at  least  30  years  old,  residents  of  their  district,  United  States 
citizens  for  at  least  15  years,  and  Missouri  voters  for  9  years  before  their 
selection.  Judges  serve  12-year  terms.  The  judges  elect  a  chief  judge  to 
serve  a  2-year  term.  At  June  30,  2012,  the  judges  of  the  Missouri  Court  of 
Appeals,  Western  District,  were  as  follows: 


Judges  and  Court  Personnel 


Name  and  Title 


Term  Expires 


Lisa  White  Hardwick,  Chief  Judge 

James  M.  Smart,  Jr. 

Joseph  M.  Ellis 

Victor  C.  Howard 

Thomas  H.  Newton 

James  Edward  Welsh 

Alok  Ahuja 

Mark  D.  Pfeiffer 

Karen  King  Mitchell 

Cynthia  L.  Martin 

Gary  D.  Witt  


December  31,2014 
June  28,2015(1) 
October  25,  2016(1) 
July  9,  2022  (1) 
December  31,2012 
May  26,  2018(1) 
December  3 1 ,  2022 
December  31,  2022 
December  3 1 ,  2022 
December  31,  2012 
December  31,  2012 


(1)  Represents  the  date  on  which  the  judge  will  reach  mandatory  retirement  age. 


Terence  Lord  has  served  as  the  Clerk  of  the  Court  since  July  1995.  The 
Clerk  of  the  Court  supervises  the  internal  administrative  functions  of  the 
court  and  reports  directly  to  the  chief  judge.  In  addition  to  the  judges  and 
Clerk  of  the  Court,  the  court  employed  43  full-time  employees  at  June  30, 
2012. 


American  Recovery  and  The  court  spent  American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009  monies 

Reinvestment  Act  2009  °^  $1^5,074  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2010.  These  monies  were 

appropriated  to  the  court  from  the  Federal  Budget  Stabilization  -  Medicaid 
(reaerai  olimuiUS;  Reimbursement  Fund  (see  Appendix  B)  and  were  used  to  fund  general 

operations  of  the  court. 
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Appendix  A 


Missouri  Court  of  Appeals 
Western  District 

Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

Court  fees 

$ 

9,338 

9,416 

8,056 

Copy  fees 

786 

1,135 

1,425 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

$ 

10,124 

10,551 

9,481 

BASIC  CIVIL  LEGAL  SERVICES  FUND 

Court  fees 

$ 

2,860 

3,160 

2,640 
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Appendix  B 


Missouri  Court  of  Appeals 
Western  District 

Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances  * 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances  * 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances  * 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

Personal  Service- Judges' Salaries  $          1,410,279            1,410,275                       4            1,413,583             1,413,580                       3            1,410,279            1,285,698  124,581 

Personal  Service  1,887,954            1,866,902                21,052            1,904,670            1,884,631                20,039            1,717,138            1,703,026  14,112 

Expense  and  Equipment  443,385  443,378  7  423,365  423,362  3  489,126  489,125  1_ 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund  '        3,741,618  3,720,555  21,063  3,741,618  3,721,573  20,045    '        3,616,543  3,477,849  138,694 

FEDERAL  BUDGET  STABILIZATION  -  MEDICAID 
REIMBURSEMENT  FUND 

Personal  Service  0                       0                       0                       0                       0                       0                95,298                95,297  1 

Expense  and  Equipment   0  0  0  0  0  0  29,777  29,777  0 

Total  Federal  Budget  Stabilization  -  Medicaid 

Reimbursement  Fund   0  0  0  0  0  0  125,075  125,074  1_ 

Total  All  Funds  $         3,741,618  3,720,555  21,063  3,741,618  3,721,573  20,045  3,741,618  3,602,923  138,695 


*    The  lapsed  balances  include  the  following  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request: 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

General  Revenue  Fund 

Personal  Service- Judges'  Salaries 

$ 

0 

0 

0 

Personal  Service 

21,051 

20,039 

0 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

$ 

21,051 

20,039 

0 
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Appendix  C 


Missouri  Court  of  Appeals 
Western  District 

Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 

 Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012  2011  2010  2009  2008 


Personal  service 

$ 

3,277,177 

3,298,211 

3,084,021 

3,106,887 

2,936,256 

Travel,  in-state 

23,657 

22,769 

29,242 

21,379 

19,270 

Travel,  out-ofstate 

1,423 

3,153 

2,458 

6,419 

2,438 

Fuel  &  utilities 

56,136 

72,842 

78,821 

74,498 

77,244 

Supplies 

149,676 

170,869 

174,668 

165,669 

206,946 

Profesional  development 

19,548 

18,105 

16,990 

18,479 

17,326 

Communication  services  and  supplies 

35,018 

34,295 

35,030 

34,825 

33,765 

Services: 

Professional 

19,387 

23,319 

23,227 

21,328 

26,575 

Housekeeping  and  janitor  services 

28,003 

29,057 

29,323 

30,703 

31,011 

Maintenance  and  repair 

11,791 

17,336 

11,186 

12,629 

20,079 

Equipment 

Computer 

71,492 

4,749 

26,115 

19,211 

48,638 

Office 

4,848 

791 

16,312 

3,213 

42,572 

Other 

732 

4,003 

30,703 

314 

13,297 

Property  and  improvements 

7,380 

8,163 

30,297 

160 

138,349 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

7,765 

8,539 

8,485 

8,752 

7,290 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

6,522 

5,372 

6,045 

7,804 

8,578 

Total  Expenditures 

$ 

3,720,555 

3,721,573 

3,602,923 

3,532,270 

3,629,634 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  Review  of  2012  Property  Tax  Rates 


Section  137.073,  RSMo,  requires  the  State  Auditor's  office  to  annually 
review  the  local  property  tax  rates  of  all  taxing  authorities  in  the  state  to 
determine  whether  taxing  authorities  levied  taxes  in  accordance  with 
Missouri  law  and  adjusted  property  tax  rates  to  keep  property  reassessments 
from  affecting  revenue. 

Results  We  reviewed  4,842  property  tax  rates  for  2,813  taxing  authorities.  The 

following  three  taxing  authorities,  all  in  St.  Louis  County,  levied  tax  rates 
greater  than  the  tax  rate  certified,  resulting  in  excess  property  taxes  levied  of 
$24,301:  Elmwood  Park  Street  Light  District,  Kinloch  Fire  Protection 
District,  and  Castle  Point  Street  Light  District.  In  accordance  with  Section 
137.073.6(2),  RSMo,  we  referred  the  three  non-compliant  taxing  authorities 
to  the  Missouri  Attorney  General's  office. 


Background 


Additional  Comments  The  State  Auditor's  office  has  no  authority  to  determine  or  review  individual 

tax  assessments.  All  individual  tax  assessment  matters  are  the  responsibility 
of  the  county  assessor  and  board  of  equalization.  Appeals  to  the  state  on  tax 
assessment  matters  are  handled  by  the  Missouri  State  Tax  Commission 


Because  of  the  limited  objective  of  this  review,  no  overall  rating  is  provided. 


American  Recovery  and  Not  Applicable. 

Reinvestment  Act 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  General  Assembly 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor's  office  is  required  by  Section  137.073,  RSMo,  to  annually  review  local  property  tax 
rates  of  all  taxing  authorities  in  the  state.  The  primary  objectives  of  this  review  were  to  determine 
whether: 

1.         Local  governing  boards  levied  taxes  in  accordance  with  the  Missouri  Constitution  and 


Reassessments  of  existing  property  are  not  intended  to  increase  property  tax  revenue  but  to  equitably 
reallocate  the  existing  tax  burden  based  on  the  relative  value  of  property  owned  by  taxpayers. 

For  2012,  we  received  substantiating  data  and  issued  a  finding  on  4,842  property  tax  rates  of  2,813  taxing 
authorities.  Three  taxing  authorities  levied  tax  rates  that  exceeded  the  tax  rate  certified,  resulting  in  excess 
property  taxes  levied  of  $24,301.  The  number  of  taxing  authorities  levying  a  non-compliant  tax  rate  is 
0.11  percent  of  all  taxing  authorities. 

Property  taxes  are  the  main  source  of  revenue  for  many  of  Missouri's  special  purpose  political 
subdivisions  and  county  boards.  The  bulk  of  property  taxes,  however,  fund  public  schools.  General 
acceptance  of  these  taxes  is  dependent  on  fair  and  equitable  assessment  practices  and  public 
understanding  and  input  regarding  the  setting  of  rates.  If  the  tax  burden  is  increased  without  voter 
approval,  confidence  in  the  fairness  and  assessment  practices  is  often  eroded. 


state  law. 


2. 


Local  property  tax  rates  were  adjusted  to  ensure  property  reassessments  were  revenue 
neutral. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:        Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 


In-Charge  Auditor:  Becky  Webb,  CPA,  CFE 
Audit  Staff:  Dana  Wansing,  MPA 
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2012  Property  Tax  Rates 
Results 


Summary 


The  State  Auditor  received  substantiating  data  and  reviewed  4,842  property 
tax  rates  for  2,813  taxing  authorities.  Of  the  rates  reviewed,  502  are  debt 
service  tax  rates,  120  are  new  property  tax  rates  approved  by  voters,  and  27 
are  existing  property  tax  rates  that  were  increased  by  voter  approval.  The 
remaining  4,193  tax  rates  are  existing  tax  rates  and  were  reviewed  for 
compliance  with  tax  rate  ceiling  rollback  requirements  only.  Three  taxing 
authorities  (0.11  percent  of  all  taxing  authorities)  levied  tax  rates  that  are 
non-compliant.  Varying  factors  contributed  to  these  violations.  All  three 
non-compliant  rates,  resulting  in  $24,301  excess  property  tax  revenues 
levied,  are  from  St.  Louis  County.  Taxing  authorities  wholly  in  St.  Louis 
County  are  required  to  use  the  four-rate  system  of  levying  a  separate  rate  for 
each  subclass  of  property.  Uncertainty  with  the  implementation  of  the  four- 
rate  system  originates  from  a  lack  of  statutory  guidance  on  the  handling  of 
elections,  recoupments,  voluntary  reductions,  and  debt  service  levies.  In  the 
absence  of  statutory  guidance  specifically  addressing  ballots  posed  under 
the  four-rate  system,  the  State  Auditor's  office  has  reviewed  all  ballots 
under  the  assumption  that  all  elections  apply  to  all  property. 


In  compliance  with  Section  137.073.6(2),  RSMo,  the  three  non-compliant 
taxing  authorities  were  referred  to  the  Missouri  Attorney  General's  office. 


The  table  below  lists  the  taxing  authorities  that  levied  tax  rates 

in  excess  of 

the  legally  permissible  tax  rate  provided  by  state  law. 

(2) 

(1) 

Actual 

Excess 

Assessed 

Certified 

Rate 

Property  Tax 

County 

Political  Subdivision 

Levy  Purpose  Valuation 

Rate 

Levied 

Revenue 

St.  Louis 

Elmwood  Park  Street  Light  District 

General  Revenue 

Residential 

2,114,620 

0.0000 

0.1000 

2,115 

Commercial 

99,160 

0.0000 

0.1000 

99 

Personal  Property 

395,460 

0.0000 

0.1000 

395 

St.  Louis 

Kinloch  Fire  Protection  District 

Dispatch 

Residential 

1,099,920 

0.0000 

0.0300 

330 

Commercial 

749,740 

0.0000 

0.0300 

225 

Personal  Property 

549,487 

0.0000 

0.0300 

165 

St.  Louis 

Castle  Point  Street  Light  District 

General  Revenue 

Residential 

9,291,010 

0.0000 

0.1900 

17,653 

Commercial 

278,980 

0.0000 

0.1900 

530 

Personal  Property 

1,507,780 

0.0000 

0.1850 

2,789 

Total 


$24,301 


(1)  The  Certified  Rate  column  represents  the  rates  determined  to  be  legally  permissible  based  on  the  information  submitted  by  the 
taxing  authority. 

(2)  The  excess  property  tax  revenue  is  computed  by  multiplying  the  excess  tax  rate  (actual  rate  levied  minus  the  certified  rate)  by  the 
assessed  valuation  and  dividing  by  100. 
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2012  Property  Tax  Rates 
Results 


The  following  graphs  illustrate  the  5-year  history  of  non-compliant  rates  and 
revenue.  The  influx  of  excess  revenues  in  2009  was  due  to  St.  Louis  County 
levying  $1 1,447,230  of  the  total  $11,901,903  (96  percent)  in  excess 
revenues. 


Methodology 


The  State  Auditor's  office  and  county  officials  assist  local  government 
officials  in  determining  the  data  necessary  to  complete  the  tax  rate 
computations.  Taxing  authorities  are  required  to  file  data  supporting  the 
proposed  property  tax  rates  with  the  county,  using  forms  prescribed  by  the 
State  Auditor.  The  counties  forward  the  substantiating  data  received  to  the 
State  Auditor  for  review.  The  data  is  reviewed  and  a  finding  is  returned  to 
both  the  county  and  the  taxing  authority  advising  whether  the  proposed  rates 
comply  with  Missouri  law. 

The  2012  tax  rate  ceilings  were  determined  based  on  the  requirements  of 
Section  137.073,  RSMo,  and  Article  X,  Section  22,  Missouri  Constitution 
(commonly  referred  to  as  the  Hancock  Amendment).  Each  tax  rate  ceiling  is 
determined  annually  and  is  adjusted  to  ensure  revenue  neutrality.  The 
review  of  each  tax  rate  ceiling  is  based  on  the  assessed  valuation  for  the 
entire  political  subdivision  and  is  not  calculated  on  an  individual  taxpayer 
basis. 


To  ensure  taxing  authorities  do  not  receive  a  windfall  from  reassessment, 
the  review  of  property  tax  rates  begins  with  the  prior  year  allowed  revenue. 
Current  year  tax  rates  must  be  set  to  yield  the  same  gross  revenue  as 
allowed  in  the  prior  year.  In  addition,  an  adjustment  is  made  for  additional 
revenue  permitted  for  assessment  growth.  That  adjustment  is  the  lower  of 
(1)  the  actual  growth  rate,  (2)  the  inflation  rate,  or  (3)  5  percent.  Factors 
such  as  new  construction  and  improvements,  newly  added  territory,  newly 
separated  territory,  and  changes  from  locally  assessed  to  state  assessed 
property  also  affect  the  tax  rate  ceiling  calculation.  The  counties  use  this 
rate  to  assess  taxes  on  all  property  including  new  construction  and 
improvements. 
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2012  Property  Tax  Rates 
Results 


Voters  may  authorize  increases  beyond  the  annual  revenue  neutral  tax  rate 
ceiling.  Voter-approved  increases  are  reviewed  for  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  and  stated  ballot  restrictions.  In  addition  to  reviewing  new 
and  existing  property  tax  levies  for  revenue  neutrality,  the  State  Auditor's 
office  also  reviews  debt  service  tax  rates.  A  tax  levied  to  meet  the  annual 
debt  service  requirement  is  compliant  if  the  revenue  to  be  generated  plus  the 
existing  fund  balance  does  not  exceed  the  current  payment  requirements 
plus  a  reserve  for  the  following  year's  payments. 

A  taxing  authority's  total  assessed  valuation  submitted  by  the  County  Clerk 
or  a  representative  of  the  taxing  authority  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor's 
office  review  of  property  taxes.  The  State  Auditor's  office  does  not  review 
the  assessed  valuation  of  individual  pieces  of  property.  Chapter  138,  RSMo, 
governs  the  appeals  process  for  assessed  valuations.  Citizens  may  appeal 
their  individual  assessed  valuations  calculated  by  the  County  Assessor  to  the 
local  Board  of  Equalization.  Citizens  not  satisfied  with  the  resolution  by  the 
Board  of  Equalization  may  appeal  the  decision  to  the  Missouri  State  Tax 
Commission.  Any  decision  of  the  Missouri  State  Tax  Commission  may  be 
reviewed  by  a  court  of  law. 

As  assessed  valuations  increase,  tax  rate  ceilings  generally  decrease, 
depending  on  the  amount  of  the  increase,  to  produce  substantially  the  same 
amount  of  revenue  as  allowed  in  the  prior  year.  As  assessed  valuations 
decrease,  tax  rate  ceilings  may  increase  to  produce  substantially  the  same 
revenue  as  allowed  in  the  prior  year  from  existing  property,  limited  by  voter 
authorization.  See  Appendixes  I  and  II  for  a  summary  of  the  changes  in 
assessed  valuation  by  type  of  taxing  authority,  and  Appendixes  III  and  IV 
for  a  summary  of  changes  in  tax  rate  ceilings  by  type  of  taxing  authority. 

In  addition,  Appendix  V  is  a  map  that  provides  a  statewide  geographical 
perspective  of  total  county  valuation  changes  prior  to  adjustments.  This  map 
reflects  the  change  in  total  assessed  valuation  from  the  previous  year  prior 
to  any  adjustments  for  new  construction  and  reassessment.  Appendix  VI  is  a 
map  of  the  adjusted  assessed  valuation  by  county.  This  map  reflects  the 
inflationary  change  in  each  county's  valuation  from  the  previous  year.  A 
significant  inflationary  change  generally  indicates  a  major  reassessment 
occurred.  However,  2012  assessed  valuations  indicate  the  majority  of 
county  adjusted  assessed  valuation  changes  were  less  than  the  Consumer 
Price  Index,  which  does  not  indicate  a  major  reassessment. 

Taxing  authorities  are  listed  by  primary  county  (as  designated  by  the  taxing 
authority  when  established)  in  Appendixes  VII,  VIII-A,  and  VIII-B  and 
categorized  by  type  of  taxing  authority.  The  counties  are  listed 
alphabetically  (Adair  through  Wright,  followed  by  the  City  of  St.  Louis).  A 
taxing  authority  located  in  more  than  one  county  is  listed  under  the  primary 
county  only. 
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2012  Property  Tax  Rates 
Results 


The  assessed  valuations  presented  for  taxing  authorities  in  Appendixes  VII, 
VIII-A,  and  VIII-B,  except  school  districts,  include  all  taxable  locally 
assessed  and  state  assessed  property.  The  assessed  valuations  presented  for 
school  districts  include  only  taxable  locally  assessed  property.  The  abated 
portions  of  property  valuations  that  are  not  taxable  under  various  economic 
development  programs  are  omitted  from  the  taxable  assessed  valuations 
used  to  compute  the  annual  tax  rate  ceiling. 

Sales  tax  rollbacks  required  by  law  for  some  county  levies  were  not 
reviewed  as  part  of  this  report.  Any  concerns  in  that  area  would  be 
addressed  in  State  Auditor's  office  reports  of  individual  counties.  Sales  tax 
(Proposition  C)  rollbacks  for  school  levies  were  subjected  to  a  limited 
review  to  ensure  the  district  did  not  waive  all  or  part  of  the  rollback  without 
voter  approval  in  order  to  generate  additional  local  revenues.  A  majority  of 
the  518  school  districts  have  obtained  voter  approved  waivers  of  the 
required  sales  tax  rollback  of  their  2012  property  tax,  including  443  with  a 
full  waiver  and  40  with  a  partial  waiver.  Appendixes  VII  and  VIII-A 
indicate  the  483  school  districts  that  have  either  full  or  partial  waivers  of 
Proposition  C  (sales  tax)  reductions. 


Sections  137.073.5(3)  and  137.073.5(4),  RSMo,  were  revised  in  2008, 
requiring  taxing  authorities  that  voluntarily  reduce  a  tax  rate  in  an  even 
numbered  year  to  base  the  following  (odd  numbered)  year  on  the  voluntarily 
reduced  rate  instead  of  the  tax  rate  ceiling.  These  provisions  also  allow 
taxing  authorities  that  voluntarily  reduce  a  tax  rate  in  a  previous  even 
numbered  year  to  undo  that  voluntary  reduction  in  the  following  even 
numbered  year.  To  increase  the  tax  rate  in  the  following  even  numbered 
year,  the  taxing  authority  must  conduct  a  public  hearing,  and  adopt  an 
ordinance,  a  resolution,  or  a  policy  statement  justifying  its  action  prior  to 
setting  and  certifying  its  tax  rate. 

Sections  137.180.3  and  137.180.4,  RSMo,  were  revised  in  2010  to 
reschedule  the  date  new  estimated  tax  rates  had  to  be  calculated  and  mailed 
for  taxing  authorities  not  partially  in  first  class  charter  counties  or  the  City 
of  St.  Louis.  Effective  dates  were  changed  from  January  1,  2011,  to  January 
1,  of  the  year  following  receipt  of  software  necessary  for  implementation 
provided  by  the  State  Tax  Commission.  As  of  December  31,  2012,  such 
software  has  not  been  provided. 

Section  137.073.2,  RSMo,  was  revised  in  2011  to  change  the  maximum 
authorized  levy  definition  for  some  taxing  authorities.  This  affects  taxing 
authorities  that  had  elections  applied  to  tax  rate  year  2009  or  after  that 
experienced  a  decrease  in  assessed  valuation  in  the  election  year. 


Legislative  Issues 
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APPENDIX  I 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

SUMMARY  OF  CHANGES  IN  ASSESSED  VALUATION  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Number  of  Tax  Rates 


With  With  With  No 


Number  of 

Number  of 

Increases  In 

Decreases  In 

Change  In 

Taxing 

Tax  Rates 

Assessed 

Assessed 

Assessed 

Type  of  Taxing  Authority 

Authorities 

Authorized 

Valuation 

Valuation 

Valuation 

Other  (1) 

Amhnlanre  Districts 

/il  1 1 L7  LI  1  Lll  1  ^  w  l_^lc>  11  1L--L  J> 

104 

110 

96 

13 

0 

1 

T-Tnsnital*; 

1  lUoUl  LtLl  J> 

13 

13 

13 

o 

0 

o 

TsTiirsintr  Hnme  Distrirts 

11  UJ.  L>lll£i  IILJIIIL^  1_*/1l>  LI  1L-LJ 

29 

31 

26 

3 

o 

2 

Pnhlir  Water  Snnnlv  Distrirt 

1  LI  L/llv     H  LLLL^l    \->  LL  WIJ1  V    l^SlJ  11 1L--L 

1 

1 

1 

o 

() 

o 

Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Subdistricts 

28 

28 

23 

1 

4 

0 

Drainatrp  anH  T  pvpp  Tlistrirts 

IS  1  ill  1 1  CL£j^  w  ullll  1_*L_/  V                      LI  AL^  LiJ> 

2 

2 

0 

1 

1 

o 

Snprial  Rnarl  Districts 

»_>  UL^L^ltLl  IVLJtLLl  J_^1l}L1  1L^  LiJ> 

216 

283 

191 

56 

1 

35 

Municipalities 

757 

1,304 

890 

314 

0 

100 

Tax  Supported  Public  Libraries 

81 

88 

73 

8 

o 

7 

Tnwnshins 

312 

829 

660 

107 

o 

62 

Firp  Protection  Districts 

L  1  1  V_   ±  1UIA,^.L1^11  1_V1,>11  11. 

346 

430 

342 

54 

() 

34 

Sewer  Districts 

9 

10 

4 

5 

o 

1 

Miscellaneous 

27 

31 

17 

11 

0 

3 

Regional  Recreational  District 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

Community  Improvement  Districts 

5 

5 

1 

2 

1 

1 

Health  Centers 

90 

90 

82 

7 

0 

1 

Special  Road  District  Subdistrict 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

Transportation  Development  District 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Junior  Colleges 

12 

16 

11 

2 

0 

3 

School  Districts 

497 

841 

446 

84 

0 

311 

Special  School  Districts 

2 

3 

2 

0 

0 

1 

Counties 

114 

412 

363 

43 

0 

6 

Totals 

2,648 

4,530 

3,242 

713 

7 

568 

(1)  This  column  includes  debt  service  levies,  newly  voted  levies,  levies  voted  to  replace  expired  levies,  and  dissolving  levies.  Debt  service  levies  are  included  in  this  column  because  they  are  not 
subject  to  Hancock  Amendment  limitations. 
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APPENDIX  II 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

SUMMARY  OF  CHANGES  IN  ASSESSED  VALUATION  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SEPARATE  TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 


Type  of  Taxing  Authority 


Number  of    Number  of 
Taxing       Tax  Rates 
Authorities  Authorized 


Number  of  Tax  Rates  by  Subclass 


With  Increases  In  Assessed 
Valuation 


With  Decreases  In  Assessed 
Valuation 


With  No  Change  In  Assessed 

Valuation  Other  (1) 


Res. 

Ag. 

Com. 

PP. 

Res. 

Ag. 

Com. 

PP. 

Res. 

Ag. 

Com. 

PP. 

Municipalities 

80 

128 

44 

3 

32 

83 

63 

8 

69 

17 

1 

97 

7 

8 

20 

Tax  Supported  Public  Libraries 

4 

5 

3 

1 

3 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

Fire  Protection  Districts 

22 

94 

36 

15 

25 

72 

46 

19 

57 

10 

0 

48 

0 

0 

12 

Sewer  Districts 

18 

18 

5 

1 

5 

16 

13 

2 

13 

2 

0 

15 

0 

0 

0 

Street  Light  Maintenance  Districts 

5 

5 

0 

0 

0 

2 

4 

0 

3 

3 

1 

5 

2 

0 

0 

Miscellaneous 

10 

10 

4 

0 

3 

1 

0 

1 

6 

0 

6 

9 

1 

9 

0 

Community  Improvement  Districts 

4 

5 

0 

0 

1 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 

3 

2 

3 

2 

School  Districts 

21 

42 

12 

2 

8 

20 

10 

4 

14 

2 

0 

16 

0 

0 

20 

County 

1 

5 

4 

0 

4 

4 

0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Totals 

165 

312 

108 

22 

81 

200 

139 

39 

163 

36 

9 

195 

12 

20 

56 

(1)  This  column  includes  debt  service  levies,  newly  voted  levies,  levies  voted  to  replace  expired  levies,  and  dissolving  levies.  Debt  service  levies  are  included  in  this  column  because  they  are  not  subject  to  Hancock 
Amendment  limitations.  Debt  service  levies  are  not  subject  to  the  multi-rate  system;  the  same  rate  applies  to  each  subclass  of  property. 

Res.  Residential  real  estate 

Ag.  Agricultural  real  estate 

Com.  Commercial  real  estate 

PP.  Personal  property 
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APPENDIX  III 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

SUMMARY  OF  CHANGES  IN  TAX  RATE  CEILINGS  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Number  of  Tax  Rates 


Number 

Number  of 

Ceilings 

Ceilings 

Ceilings 

Revised 

Debt 

of  Taxing 

Tax  Rates 

Same  as 

Revised 

Revised 

Due  to  An 

Service 

Type  of  Taxing  Authority 

Authorities 

Authorized 

Prior  Year 

Upward 

Downward 

Election  (1) 

Other  (2) 

Levies 

Ambulance  Districts 

104 

110 

53 

49 

6 

1 

0 

1 

Hospitals 

13 

13 

7 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nursing  Home  Districts 

29 

31 

15 

8 

5 

1 

0 

2 

Public  Water  Supply  District 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Subdistricts 

28 

28 

19 

9 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Drainage  and  Levee  Districts 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Special  Road  Districts 

216 

283 

123 

110 

14 

1 

34 

1 

Municipalities 

757 

1,304 

528 

590 

83 

3 

22 

78 

Tax  Supported  Public  Libraries 

81 

88 

41 

38 

2 

0 

2 

5 

Townships 

312 

829 

543 

147 

77 

0 

51 

11 

Fire  Protection  Districts 

346 

430 

219 

138 

34 

5 

3 

31 

Sewer  Districts 

9 

10 

3 

6 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Miscellaneous 

27 

31 

14 

16 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Regional  Recreational  District 

1 

1 

0 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Community  Improvement  Districts 

5 

5 

3 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Health  Centers 

90 

90 

46 

38 

4 

1 

1 

0 

Special  Road  District  Subdistrict 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Transportation  Development  District 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Junior  Colleges 

12 

16 

3 

10 

0 

0 

0 

3 

School  Districts 

497 

841 

95 

178 

174 

83 

2 

309 

Special  School  Districts 

2 

3 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Counties 

114 

412 

191 

207 

8 

0 

3 

3 

Totals 

2,648 

4,530 

1,909 

1,553 

407 

95 

120 

446 

(1)  This  column  includes  levies  that  existed  in  prior  years  and  were  revised  due  to  an  election.  This  column  also  includes  school  levies  that  increased  due  to  the  school  board's  election  to  implement  Missouri 
Constitutional  Amendment  No.  2  approved  by  voters  on  November  3,  1998,  which  allows  school  districts  to  levy  a  minimum  of  $2.7500  by  school  board  action  alone. 

(2)  This  column  includes  new  voter  approved  tax  rates,  newly  formed  districts,  or  a  levy  voted  to  replace  an  expired  levy. 


APPENDIX  IV 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

SUMMARY  OF  CHANGES  IN  TAX  RATE  CEILINGS  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SEPARATE  TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 


Number  of    Number  of   Number  of  Tax  Rates  by  Subclass   Debt 

Taxing       Tax  Rates  Revised  Due  to  An  Service 

Type  of  Taxing  Authority  Authorities    Authorized      Ceilings  Same  as  Prior  Year  Ceilings  Revised  Upward  Ceilings  Revised  Downward  Election  (1)  Levies 


Res. 

Ag. 

Com. 

PP. 

Res. 

Ag. 

Com. 

PP. 

Res. 

Ag. 

Com. 

PP. 

Res. 

Ag. 

Com. 

PP. 

Municipalities 

80 

128 

48 

98 

36 

96 

54 

2 

62 

2 

4 

6 

8 

8 

2 

2 

2 

2 

20 

Tax  Supported  Public  Libraries 

4 

5 

2 

3 

2 

4 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Fire  Protection  Districts 

22 

94 

65 

69 

62 

78 

10 

1 

17 

0 

4 

9 

0 

1 

3 

3 

3 

3 

12 

Sewer  Districts 

18 

18 

15 

17 

11 

18 

2 

1 

7 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Street  Light  Maintenance  Districts 

5 

5 

1 

5 

2 

4 

3 

0 

2 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Miscellaneous 

10 

10 

5 

10 

4 

10 

3 

0 

5 

0 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Community  Improvement  Districts 

4 

5 

2 

3 

2 

3 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

School  Districts 

21 

42 

7 

14 

7 

16 

9 

1 

11 

3 

4 

5 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

20 

County 

1 

5 

0 

3 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 

4 

4 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Totals 

165 

312 

145 

222 

128 

229 

84 

6 

105 

9 

20 

21 

16 

11 

7 

7 

7 

7 

56 

(1)  This  column  includes  levies  that  existed  in  prior  years  and  were  revised  due  to  an  election.  This  column  also  includes  school  levies  that  increased  due  to  the  school  board's  election  to  implement  Missouri  Constitutional 
Amendment  No.  2  approved  by  voters  on  November  3,  1998,  which  allows  school  districts  annually  to  increase  its  operating  levy  up  to  $2.7500  by  school  board  action  alone. 


Res.  Residential  real  estate 

Ag.  Agricultural  real  estate 

Com.  Commercial  real  estate 

PP.  Personal  property 


APPENDIX  V 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

2011  -  2012  PERCENTAGE  CHANGE  IN  TOTAL  ASSESSED  VALUATIONS  BY  COUNTY, 
OVERALL  COUNTY  VALUATION  CHANGES  PRIOR  TO  ADJUSTMENTS 


Over  CPI  (30) 

From  0.01%  to  CPI  (74) 


No  Change  or  Decrease  (11) 


The  2012  consumer  price  index  (CPI)  of  3.00%  was  certified  by  the  State  Tax  Commission. 


High  County:  Holt  8.63 


Low  County:  Crawford  -6.63 
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APPENDIX  VI 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

2011  -  2012  PERCENTAGE  CHANGE  IN  ADJUSTED  ASSESSED  VALUATIONS  BY  COUNTY* 


Over  CPI  (2) 

From  0.01%  to  CPI  (43) 

No  Change  or  Decrease  (70) 


The  2012  consumer  price  index  (CPI)  of  3.00%  was  certified  by  the  State  Tax  Commission. 


*  The  adjusted  assessed  valuation  is  the  valuation  after  all  adjustments  for  new  construction, 
improvements,  and  changes  in  property  from  locally-assessed  to  state  assessed.  This  assessed 
valuation  is  compared  to  the  total  prior  assessed  valuation  in  the  calculation  for  compliance 
with  the  Hancock  Amendment. 


Dunklin 
-0.29 


High  County:  Caldwell  4.46 


Low  County:  DeKalb  -18.89 
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APPENDIX  VII 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

A ■i'iP^'iPfl  Valnp 
iT.L>st;oai;Li  v  tunc 

Cpilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Adair 

Twin  Pines  Adult  Care  Center 

General  Revenue 

244,090,280 

0.1500 

0.1500 

251,410,190 

0.1500 

0.1500 

377,115 

City  of  Brashear 

Fire 

1,497,437 

0.2910 

0.2910 

1,513,449 

0.2910 

0.2910 

4,404 

2012 

General  Revenue-Temp 

1,497,437 

1.3800 

1.3800 

#* 

*# 

*# 

2011 

General  Revenue-Temp 

** 

#* 

1,513,449 

1.4572 

1.4572 

22,054 

A 

2015 

City  of  Kirksville 

General  Revenue 

159,924,478 

0.6633 

0.6633 

158,589,861 

0.6823 

0.6823 

1,082,059 

Citv  nf  Nnvinopr 

Gpnpral  Revpnnp 

1,958,646 

0.4667 

0.4667 

1,993,150 

0.4705 

0.4705 

9,378 

General  Revenue-Temp 

1,958,646 

0.3500 

0.3500 

1,993,150 

0.3500 

0  3500 

6,976 

2013 

Villaop  nf  Gihhs  Villaop 

General  Revenue 

495,146 

0.7716 

0.7716 

512,808 

0.7717 

0.7717 

3,957 

Adair  County  Public  Library 

General  Revenue 

255,193,989 

0.1500 

0.1500 

257,238,426 

0.1500 

0.1500 

385,858 

Adair  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

255,193,989 

0.1996 

0.1996 

257,238,426 

0  2000 

0.2000 

514,477 

Adair  Co.  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

13,977,911 

3.7500 

3.7500 

E 

14,729,841 

3 .727 '4 

3.7274 

549,040 

E 

Debt  Service 

13,977,911 

0.7200 

0.5830 

14,711,601 

0.7287 

0.5830 

85,769 

Kirksville  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

201,222,953 

3.3213 

3.3213 

E 

206,259,366 

3.3038 

3.3038 

6,814,397 

E 

Debt  Service 

201,222,953 

1.5827 

0.8190 

206,259,366 

1.0766 

0.8190 

1,689,264 

Adair  Co.  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

tZ,4U/,50J 

J.0UJ4 

3.6054 

E 

13,124,394 

3.5739 

3.5739 

469,053 

E 

Debt  Service 

10/1  m  Qf*i 

u. /y /u 

0.6514 

13,124,394 

0.6511 

0.6511 

85,453 

Adair  County 

General  Revenue 

233,193, ysy 

n  (vino 

u.uuuu 

0.0000 

257,238,426 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Road  &  Bridge 

ZD3,iy3,voy 

n  T70Q 

U.2/U3 

0.2703 

257,238,426 

0.2752 

0.2752 

707,920 

Developmentally  Disabled 

1  m  nod 

zjj, 193,959 

fl  1  CflA 

0.1500 

257,238,426 

0.1500 

0.1500 

385,858 

Andrew 

Andrew  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

203,839,041 

0.2735 

0.1769 

212,658,865 

0.2735 

0.1809 

384,700 

Andrew  County  Nursing  Home  District 

General  Revenue 

212,341,242 

0.0293 

0.0293 

221,586,325 

0.0293 

0.0293 

64,925 

City  of  Bolckow 

General  Revenue 

853,851 

0.8541 

0.8541 

902,357 

0.8542 

0.8542 

7,708 

Village  of  Cosby 

General  Revenue 

690,204 

0.4912 

0.4912 

683,632 

0.4959 

0.4959 

3,390 

Villaop  nf  Conntrv  Clnh 

General  Revenue 

32,961,439 

0.3942 

0.3942 

33,820,011 

0.3942 

0.3942 

133  318 

City  of  Fillmore 

General  Revenue 

839,062 

0.6879 

0.6879 

859,973 

0.6880 

0.6880 

5,917 

Debt  Service 

839,062 

0.4872 

0.4872 

859,973 

0.4608 

0.4608 

3,963 

Village  of  Rea 

General  Revenue 

362,342 

0.3172 

0.3172 

390,570 

0.3171 

0.3171 

1,238 

Villaop  nf  Ro'iPnHalp 

Gpnpral  Rpvpmip 

495,075 

0.9637 

0.9637 

529,190 

0.9637 

0.9637 

5,100 

Citv  nf  Savannah 

General  Revenue 

46,945,344 

0.4600 

0.4600 

38,145,875 

0.5676 

0.5676 

216,516 

Parks  &  Recreation 

46,945,344 

0.2935 

0.2935 

38,145,875 

0.3622 

0.3622 

138,164 

Debt  Service 

46,945,344 

0.1637 

0.1637 

38,145,875 

0.1303 

0.1303 

49,704 

City  of  Amazonia 

General  Revenue 

1,445,708 

0.7286 

0.7286 

1,523,776 

0.7286 

0.7286 

1 1 . 1 02 

Bolckow  Fire  District 

General  Revenue 

7,287,595 

0.2902 

0.2902 

7,996,266 

0.2789 

0.2789 

22,302 

Rosendale  Fire  District 

General  Revenue 

11,891,288 

0.3143 

0.3143 

12,623,116 

0.3118 

0.31 18 

39,359 

Fillmore  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

7,701,863 

0.4297 

0.4297 

8,030,575 

0.4297 

0.4297 

34,507 

Savannah  Firp  Prntprtinn  District 

cJCl  V  ClllllClll  J.  11  ^  l  1  y-l  l^Vy  Llwll  J_^1^L11V^L 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

97,544,479 

0.5668 

0  5668 

VJ.  JUUU 

102,360,103 

0  5668 

0  5668 

580,177 

Village  of  Country  Club  FPD 

General  Revenue 

19,397,291 

0.6569 

0.6569 

19,772,081 

0.6569 

0.6569 

129,883 

Cosby-Helena  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

18,464,406 

0.2405 

0.2405 

19,434,415 

0.2405 

0.2405 

46,740 

Andrew  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

212,341,242 

0.0899 

0.0899 

221,586,325 

0.0899 

0.0899 

199,206 

North  Andrew  Co.  R-VI  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

18,844,578 

4.6649 

4.6649 

E 

19,898,675 

4.6238 

4.6238 

920,075 

E 

Avenue  City  R-IX  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

18,025,870 

3.6114 

3.61 14 

19  341  191 

3.5609 

3.5609 

688,720 

Debt  Service 

18,025,870 

1.0866 

0.9800 

19,341,191 

1.0173 

0.9800 

189,544 

WpCltlllllg  r^LlllUa-iJUllUUlA 

153,756,614 

3.9652 

3.9652 

E 

157,744,904 

3.9505 

3.9505 

6  231  71? 

U,Z.J  1,  /  IX, 

E 

Andrew  County 

General  Revenue 

212,341,242 

0.3243 

0.2132 

221,586,325 

0.3243 

0.1920 

425,446 

Johnson  Grass 

212,341,242 

0.0146 

0.0100 

221,586,325 

0.0146 

0.0100 

22,159 

Road  &  Bridge 

212,341,242 

0.2523 

0.2523 

221,586,325 

0.2523 

0.2523 

559,062 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

212,341,242 

0.2441 

0.2441 

221,586,325 

0.2441 

0.2441 

540,892 

2012 

Developmentally  Disabled 

212,341,242 

0.0810 

0.0810 

221,586,325 

0.0810 

0.0810 

179,485 

Senior  Services 

212,341,242 

0.0286 

0.0286 

221,586,325 

0.0286 

0.0286 

63,374 
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2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Atchison 

Atchison-Holt  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

295,986,329 

0.2982 

0.2982 

227,104,569 

0  3000 

VJ. -JVJVJVJ 

0.3000 

681,314 

Langdon  Spec  Road  Dist  Atchison  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,085,951 

0.3500 

0.3500 

3,135,278 

0.3500 

0.3500 

10,973 

2012 

Phelps  Cy  Spec  Rd  Dist  Atchison  Co 

Phelps  City  Special  Road 

5,999,851 

0.3171 

0.3171 

6,200,213 

0.3275 

0.3275 

20,306 

2013 

Tnrlfin  vner  Rnnrl  T~)ist  AtenKnn  C^a 

Snpfinl  Rnnrl  anH  Rnrlup 

O  UVvV-lCll  AvVJdLl  illlLl  AJllLltiC; 

20,964,144 

0.3548 

0.3548 

A 

21,538,597 

0.3548 

0.3548 

76  419 

2014 

Watson  Spec  Road  Dist  Atchison  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,440,386 

0.3363 

0  3363 

vj.^j  vj^j 

4,589,964 

0  3363 

vj  .  —>  *j  vj  J 

0  3363 

VJ.-J^JVJ^J 

15,436 

2012 

Gpnpral  RnaH  District 

Snprial  RnaH  and  Rrirltrp 

CJ  LK./^lCl.l  1VUC1L1  CLLIU  U HUgL 

258,168,262 

0.3670 

0.3670 

A 

81,732,554 

0.3670 

0.3670 

299,958 

2014 

Citv  nf  Fairfax 

General  Revenue 

3,578,611 

0.8202 

0.8202 

3,889,410 

0.8202 

0.8202 

31,901 

Parks  fiz  Rprrpatinn 

X  ill  IYlO  tX.  IV^^l  ^  CI  11V_J11 

3,578,611 

0.2000 

0  2000 

vj  .  ^—vjvjvj 

3,889,410 

0  2000 

VJ .  AtVJVJVJ 

0  2000 

VJ.^VJ  VJVJ 

7,779 

General  Revenue-Temp 

3,578,611 

0.3000 

0.3000 

3,889,410 

0.3000 

0.3000 

11,668 

2012 

Street  Lights 

3,578,611 

0.2452 

0.2452 

3,889,410 

0.2452 

0.2452 

9,537 

City  of  Rock  Port 

General  Revenue 

10,742,581 

0.9025 

0.9025 

10,861,133 

0.9038 

0.9038 

98,163 

Parks  &  Recreation 

10,742,581 

0.3610 

0.3610 

10,861,133 

0.3615 

0.3615 

39,263 

City  of  Tarkio 

General  Revenue 

12,086,854 

0.8050 

0.8050 

12,450,915 

0.8050 

0.8050 

100,230 

Parks  fiz  Rprrpatinn 

12,086,854 

0.3100 

0.3100 

12,450,915 

0.3100 

0.3100 

38,598 

Lights 

12,086,854 

0.6640 

0.6640 

12,450,915 

0.6640 

0.6640 

82,674 

Debt  Service 

12,086,854 

0.5798 

0.5798 

12,450,915 

0.4253 

0.4253 

52,954 

Village  of  Watson 

General  Revenue 

453,513 

0.4815 

0.4815 

440,557 

0.4963 

0.4963 

2,186 

General  Revenue-Temp 

453,513 

0.2888 

0.2888 

440,557 

0.2977 

0.2977 

1,312 

2012 

Citv  nf  Wpsthnrn 

General  Revenue 

877,411 

1.0000 

1.0000 

851,243 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

8,512 

Lights 

877,411 

0.2500 

0.2500 

851,243 

0.2500 

0.2500 

2,128 

Strppts 

877,411 

0.9000 

0.9000 

851,243 

0.9000 

0.9000 

7,661 

Debt  Service 

877,411 

1.0822 

1.0822 

851,243 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Atchison  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

112,458,594 

0.3000 

0.3000 

117,197,290 

0.3000 

0.3000 

351,592 

Fairfax  Rural  Fire  District 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  ^IIV.1  ill  1VL  V  V.1 1  LI  V. 

13,387,458 

0.3915 

0.3915 

13,962,827 

0.3915 

0.3915 

54,664 

Xarkio  Rural  Fire  District 

General  Revenue 

16,318,735 

0.3946 

0.3946 

16,869,897 

0.3946 

0.3946 

66,569 

^\'pst  Atchison  Rural  Fire  Prnt  Dist 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  V^ll  V.1  Cll  1\L  V  VjlLl^. 

31,494,239 

0.2449 

0.2449 

32,833,650 

0.2460 

0.2460 

80,771 

Westboro  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

15,232,010 

0.3500 

0.3500 

16,560,098 

0.3500 

0.3500 

57,960 

Atchison  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

112,458,594 

0.1000 

0.1000 

117,197,290 

0. 1000 

0.1000 

117,197 

Tarkio  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

39,657,597 

3.8783 

3.7800 

E 

41,729,703 

3.8072 

3.6900 

1,539,826 

E 

Debt  Service 

** 

*# 

** 

41,729,703 

0.0929 

0.0900 

37,557 

Rock  Port  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

42,603,763 

3.7036 

3.7036 

E 

43,656,823 

3.7375 

3.7375 

1,631,674 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

** 

*# 

*# 

43,656,823 

0.5000 

0.5000 

218,284 

2013 

Operating-Schools  Temp 

42,603,763 

0.5000 

0.5000 

** 

** 

#* 

2013 

Debt  Service 

42,603,763 

0.7577 

0.7064 

43,656,823 

0.6827 

0.6827 

298,045 

Fairfax  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

16,538,625 

4.2952 

4.2952 

E 

17,086,956 

4.2668 

4.2668 

729,066 

E 

Atchison  County 

General  Revenue 

in  ko  CfM 
1 12,458,594 

0.5000 

0.5000 

117,197,290 

0.5000 

0.5000 

585,986 

Solid  Waste  Landfill 

1 12,458,394 

0.0000 

0.0000 

117,197,290 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Road  &  Bridge 

110  A  CO/1 
1 12,458, 5y4 

U.5UUU 

0.5000 

117,197,290 

0.5000 

0.5000 

585,986 

Senate  Bill  40 

in    A  Co  Cfl/1 

1 12,458, 594 

0.1000 

0.1000 

117,197,290 

0.1000 

0.1000 

117,197 

Senior  Services 

110  /ICQ  CO/1 
1 12,458, 5y4 

U.UDUU 

0.0500 

117,197,290 

0.0500 

0.0500 

58,599 

Audrain 

Van-Far  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

47,033,236 

0.2930 

0.1246 

48,775,756 

0.2930 

0.1504 

73,359 

Audrain  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

238,630,335 

0.3000 

0.3000 

246,164,539 

0.3000 

0.1179 

290,228 

Tri  County  Nursing  Home  District 

General  Revenue 

51,798,920 

0.2414 

0.2414 

56,647,910 

0.2368 

0.2368 

134,142 

Laddonia  Farber  Spec  Rd  Audrain  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

19,656,339 

0.3500 

0.3500 

20,120,835 

0.3500 

0.3500 

70,423 

2013 

Saling  Spec  Rd  Dist  #2  Audrain  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

13,482,132 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

14,057,417 

0.3298 

0.3298 

46,361 

2014 

Vandalia  Special  Rd  Dist  Audrain  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

36,115,127 

0.3331 

0.3331 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

37,210,270 

0.3609 

0.3500 

130,236 

A 

2015 

Village  of  Benton  City 

General  Revenue 

736,694 

0.4034 

0.4034 

741,887 

0.4086 

0.4086 

3,031 

City  of  Farber 

General  Revenue 

1,874,832 

0.6300 

0.6300 

1,983,216 

0.6231 

0.6231 

12,357 

14 
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2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

A ssesserl  Value 

Ceil  i  n  tr 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Audrain 

City  of  Farber 

Lights 

1,874,832 

0.3200 

0.3200 

1  983  216 

0.3165 

0.3165 

6,277 

City  of  Laddonia 

General  Revenue 

3,658,853 

0.7585 

0.7585 

3,734,787 

0.7586 

0.7586 

28,332 

Lights 

3,658,853 

0.2684 

0.2684 

3  734  787 

0.2684 

0.2684 

10,024 

fitv  nf  A/Inrtin^hnrtr 

iTeneral  1?pvptiiip 

3,319,965 

0.5436 

0.5436 

3  447  8f>7 

0.5436 

0.5436 

18,743 

City  of  Mexico 

General  Revenue 

135,262,523 

0.4150 

0.4150 

138  556  104 

0.4150 

0.4150 

575  008 

Parks  ^  Rerreatinn 

135,262,523 

0.2000 

0  2000 

138  556  104 

0  2000 

0.1000 

138  556 

Health 

135,262,523 

0.2000 

0  2000 

138,556,104 

0.2000 

0.2000 

277,112 

Village  of  Rush  Hill 

General  Revenue 

573,331 

0.4292 

0.4292 

533  145 

0.4616 

0.4616 

2,461 

City  of  Vandalia 

General  Revenue 

18,695,465 

0.7119 

0.7119 

18,847,471 

0.7133 

0.7133 

134,439 

Parks  &  Recreation 

18,695,465 

0.1618 

0.1618 

18,847,471 

0.1621 

0.1621 

30,552 

Village  of  Vandiver 

General  Revenue 

3,379,500 

0.3076 

0.2900 

3,359,691 

0.3124 

0.3124 

10,496 

Mexico  Anrlrain  Conntv  T  ihrarv  Dist 

IVXk-.A.X^V-'  i  \LI\-llillll  \— *\_/LIXl  l  V    XjXL/XtlXY  l_yiJl 

General  Revenue 

341,738,223 

0.2215 

0.2215 

352  729  939 

0.2215 

0.2215 

781,297 

Little  Dixie  Pire  District 

General  Revenue 

100,122,636 

0.4000 

0.4000 

103,877,975 

0.3955 

0.3955 

410,837 

Martinsburg  Area  Fire  Prot  Dist 

Fire 

16,812,374 

0.2000 

0.2000 

18,200,884 

0.1891 

0.1891 

34,418 

Audrain  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

#* 

352,729,939 

0.2555 

0.2500 

881,825 

A 

Community  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

27,572,186 

3.9657 

3.9057 

E        27  339  1 57 

4.0000 

4.0000 

1,093,566 

E 

Debt  Service 

27,572,186 

0.7032 

0.5500 

27,339,157 

0.6211 

0.5500 

150,365 

Van-Far  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

39,118,817 

3.3654 

3.3654 

E  40,494,223 

3.3727 

3.3727 

1,365,749 

E 

Debt  Service 

39,118,817 

0.7208 

0.6346 

40,494,223 

0.7088 

0.6273 

254,020 

Mexico  59  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

180,105,074 

3.4858 

3.0487 

184,206,778 

3.4366 

3.4366 

6,330,450 

Debt  Service 

1  OA  1  (\C  l\H  A 

180,105,0  74 

0.829/ 

0.5877 

184,206,778 

0.6607 

0.5877 

1,082,583 

Audrain  County 

General  Revenue 

341,  /oo,Z2J 

U.4U21 

0.2357 

352,729,939 

0.4021 

0.2180 

768,951 

Road  &  Bridge 

1/1  1  7QQ  1T1 

341,  /  Jo,Z2J 

n  101  ^ 

0.3015 

352,729,939 

0.3015 

0.3015 

1,063,481 

Common  Road  District 

1  nn  f\i£.  i/;n 
lUU,U3o,Joy 

0.3500 

104,040,693 

0.3428 

0.3428 

356,651 

2012 

Hospital 

1/1  1  "71Q  lOI 
341,  /3o,Z23 

n  1  ooo 

0.1897 

352,729,939 

0.1898 

0.1898 

669,481 

Senate  Bill  40 

i/i  1  Tiy  ioi 
341,  1 5<S,LA3 

n  o 1  on 
U.21UU 

0.2100 

352,729,939 

0.2100 

0.2100 

740,733 

Barry 

Barry-Lawrence  Co  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

232,918,537 

0.1242 

0.1242 

231,309,269 

0.1259 

0.1259 

291,218 

South  Barry  County  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

267,368,373 

0.0811 

0.0811 

263,662,938 

0.0829 

0.0829 

218,577 

South  Barry  Co  IVIemorial  Hospital 

General  Revenue 

255,275,115 

0.0912 

0.0912 

256,464,533 

0.0915 

0.0915 

234,665 

Ash  Special  Road  Dist  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,558,781 

0.1674 

0.1674 

4,660,099 

0.1674 

0.1674 

7,801 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,558,781 

0.1300 

0.1300 

#* 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

## 

4,660,099 

0.1324 

0.1324 

6,170 

A 

2015 

Butterfield  Sp  Rd  Dist  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

16,388,736 

0.1831 

0.1831 

16,789,743 

0.1831 

0.1831 

30,742 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

16,388,736 

0.1300 

0.1300 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

16,789,743 

0.1315 

0.1315 

22,079 

A 

2015 

Capps  Creek  Sp  Rd  Dist  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

8,050,963 

0.2700 

0.2700 

8,005,424 

0.2700 

0.2700 

21,615 

Corsicana  Special  Rd  Dist  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,182,422 

0.1929 

0.1929 

4,366,173 

0.1929 

0.1929 

8,422 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,182,422 

0.1300 

0.1300 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

#* 

4,366,173 

0.1330 

0.1330 

5,807 

A 

2015 

Crane  Creek  Spec  Rd  Dist  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,051,490 

0.2099 

0.2099 

8,217,778 

0.1926 

0.1926 

15,827 

Exeter  Spec  Rd  Dist  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

15,289,397 

0.1954 

0.1954 

15,645,534 

0.1954 

0.1954 

30,571 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

15,289,397 

0.1300 

0.1300 

15,645,534 

0.1300 

0.1300 

20,339 

2012 

Flat  Creek  Spec  Rd  Dist  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

71,153,331 

0.1512 

0.1512 

69,326,865 

0.1561 

0.1561 

108,219 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

71,153,331 

0.1300 

0.1300 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

69,326,865 

0.1383 

0.1383 

95,879 

A 

2015 

Greasy  Creek  Sp  Rd  Dist  35  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,164,815 

0.1804 

0.1804 

2,236,456 

0.1819 

0.1819 

4,068 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,164,815 

0.3500 

0.3500 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

*# 

2,236,456 

0.3636 

0.3636 

8,132 

A 

2015 

Jenkins  Spec  Road  Dist  20  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,005,338 

0.1477 

0.1477 

4,016,158 

0.1487 

0.1477 

5,932 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Year 

Barry 

Kings  Prairie  Sp  Rd  Dist  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

10,198,778 

0.2003 

0.2003 

10,188,992 

0.2010 

0.2010 

20,480 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

10,198,778 

0.1300 

0.1300 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

*# 

** 

10,188,992 

0.1344 

0.1344 

13,694 

A 

2015 

Liberty  Common  Rd  Dist  34  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

655,528 

0.1260 

0.1260 

704,771 

0.1243 

0.1243 

876 

McDonald  Sp  Rd  Dist  19  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,581,171 

0.1639 

0.1639 

3,712,694 

0.1649 

0.1649 

6,122 

Mineral  Spgs  Sp  Rd  Dist  10  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,281,454 

0.1820 

0.1820 

7,636,876 

0.1821 

0.1821 

13,907 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,281,454 

0.1300 

0.1300 

#* 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

## 

7,636,876 

0.1340 

0.1340 

10,233 

A 

2015 

Mountain  Special  Road  District  #22 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,850,159 

0.1890 

0.1890 

2,956,715 

0.1890 

0.1890 

5,588 

Ozark  Special  Road  Dist  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,886,608 

0.1498 

0.1498 

8,020,190 

0.1504 

0.1504 

12,062 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,886,608 

0.1300 

0.1300 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

#* 

8,020,190 

0.1344 

0.1344 

10,779 

A 

2015 

Pioneer  Special  Rd  Dist  31  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,677,984 

0.2009 

0.2009 

1,731,511 

0.2027 

0.2027 

3,510 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,677,984 

0.1300 

0.1300 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

*# 

1,731,511 

0.1350 

0.1350 

2,338 

A 

2015 

Pleasant  Ridge  Sp  Rd  25  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,862,959 

0.1564 

0.1564 

4,963,761 

0.1577 

0.1577 

7,828 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,862,959 

0.1300 

0.1300 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

*# 

4,963,761 

0.1350 

0.1350 

6,701 

A 

2015 

Purdy  Spec  Rd  Dist  28  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

17,582,521 

0.1991 

0.1991 

17,478,134 

0.2030 

0.2030 

35,481 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

17,582,521 

0.1300 

0.1300 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

17,478,134 

0.1365 

0.1365 

23,858 

A 

2015 

Roaring  River  Sp  Rd  Dist  2  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

22,413,692 

0.1376 

0.1376 

22,689,257 

0.1378 

0.1378 

31,266 

Shell  Knob  Sp  Rd  Dist  9  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

28,460,071 

0.1609 

0.1609 

28,566,576 

0.1609 

0.1609 

45,964 

Sugar  Creek  Sp  Rd  Dist  3  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

11,984,551 

0.1533 

0.1533 

12,219,548 

0.1537 

0.1537 

18,781 

Viola  Sp  Rd  Dist  21  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

29,424,858 

0.1257 

0.1257 

29,891,749 

0.1261 

0.1261 

37,693 

Washburn  Sp  Rd  Dist  4  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,976,745 

0.2036 

0.2036 

10,083,149 

0.2049 

0.2049 

20,660 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

9,976,745 

0.1300 

0.1300 

10,083,149 

0.1300 

0.1300 

13,108 

2013 

Wheaton  Sp  Rd  Dist  29  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

12,507,853 

0.1846 

0.1846 

13,104,367 

0.1846 

0.1846 

24,191 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

12,507,853 

0.1300 

0.1300 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

13,104,367 

0.1315 

0.1315 

17,232 

A 

2015 

White  River  Sp  Rd  Dist  7  Barry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

24,485,516 

0.1316 

0.1316 

24,987,290 

0.1316 

0.1316 

32,883 

Monett  Special  Road  District 

Road  &  Bridge 

112,054,494 

0.1689 

0.1689 

107,128,043 

0.1779 

0.1779 

190,581 

City  of  Butterfield 

General  Revenue 

1,796,102 

0.4533 

0.4533 

1,851,666 

0.4550 

0.4533 

8,394 

City  of  Cassville 

General  Revenue 

40,658,901 

0.0000 

0.0000 

37,957,307 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

City  of  Exeter 

General  Revenue 

3,762,072 

0.4484 

0.4484 

3,831,214 

0.4501 

0.4501 

17,244 

City  of  Purdy 

General  Revenue 

4,419,287 

0.3956 

0.3956 

4,579,598 

0.3956 

0.3956 

18,117 

City  of  Seligman 

General  Revenue 

3,885,876 

0.2727 

0.2713 

4,041,831 

0.2727 

0.2727 

11,022 

Streets 

3,885,876 

0.1677 

0.1668 

4,041,831 

0.1677 

0.1677 

6,778 

City  of  Washburn 

General  Revenue 

2,523,776 

0.3954 

0.3954 

2,532,845 

0.3958 

0.3958 

10,025 

City  of  Wheaton 

General  Revenue 

3,505,706 

0.4515 

0.4515 

3,543,404 

0.4531 

0.4531 

16,055 

Barry  Lawrence  Con  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

856,998,624 

0.1500 

0.1500 

862,534,793 

0.1500 

0.1500 

1,293,802 

Eagle  Rock,  Golden  &  Mano  Fire  Dist 

General  Revenue 

47,423,806 

0.2920 

0.2920 

48,245,318 

0.2920 

0.2920 

140,876 

Central  Crossing  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

84,667,881 

0.3749 

0.2735 

b  87,869,110 

0.3749 

0.3749 

329,421 

Cassville  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

70,213,362 

0.3000 

0.3000 

69,002,991 

0.3000 

0.3000 

207,009 

Butterfield  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

19,531,545 

0.2963 

0.2963 

19,330,522 

0.3000 

0.3000 

57,992 

Exeter  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

15,604,069 

0.3000 

0.3000 

16,232,710 

0.3000 

0.3000 

48,698 

Seligman  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

13,374,165 

0.3000 

0.3000 

13,737,715 

0.3000 

0.3000 

41,213 

Purdy  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

23,679,057 

0.2894 

0.2894 

23,744,248 

0.2928 

0.2928 

69,523 

Jenkins  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

13,760,805 

0.2953 

0.2953 

14,133,736 

0.2953 

0.2953 

41,737 

Barry  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

442,027,132 

0.0708 

0.0708 

444,281,784 

0.0710 

0.0710 

315,440 

16 


APPENDIX  VII 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 


Purpose 


Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied       Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied  Revenue 


Expiration 
Year 


Barry 

Wheaton  R-III  School  District 

Southwest  Barry  Co  R-V  School  Dist 

Exeter  R-VI  School  District 

Cassville  R-IV  School  District 

Purdy  R-II  School  District 

Shell  Knob  78  School  District 
Monett  R-I  School  District 

Barry  County 


Barton 

Barton  County  Ambulance  District 
City  of  Golden  City 


City  of  Lamar 


City  of  Liberal 
Barton  County  Library 

Barton  City  Township  of  Barton  Co 


Central  Township  of  Barton  County 

City  Township  of  Barton  County 
Doylesport  Township  of  Barton  Co 

Golden  City  Township  of  Barton  Co 
Lamar  Township  of  Barton  County 
Leroy  Township  of  Barton  County 
Milford  Township  of  Barton  County 
Nashville  Township  of  Barton  County 


Operating  Funds -Schools 

17,800,180 

2 

.7500 

2 

.7500 

E 

18,671,728 

2 

.7568 

2, 

7553 

514,462 

E 

Debt  Service 

17,800,180 

1 

.0690 

0 

.6800 

18,671,728 

1 

.0365 

0. 

8300 

154,975 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

33,209,373 

2 

.7500 

2 

.7500 

F 

33,752,862 

2 

.7500 

2, 

7500 

928,204 

F 

Debt  Service 

33,209,373 

0 

.8672 

0 

.8500 

33,752,862 

0 

.8502 

0, 

8500 

286,899 

Operating  Funds- Schools 

12,700,143 

3. 

.4427 

3 

.4427 

E 

13,029,356 

3 

.4360 

3, 

4360 

447,689 

E 

Debt  Service 

12,700,143 

0 

.9700 

0 

.6500 

13,029,356 

0 

.9462 

0, 

6500 

84,691 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1 J  / ,  J  /  1 ,1uo 

z. 

QA&ft 

o 

z 

onnn 

.y\)\}\) 

1  S7  907  1  ^A 
1 J  /  ,ZU  / ,  1 J4- 

O 

z 

.7  i  07 

z. 

Qsnn 
yj\A) 

A  fCKl     1  1 
4-,Oj  /  ,0 1  1 

Debt  Service 

157,571,468 

0 

.3972 

0 

.3700 

157,207,154 

0 

.4803 

0. 

3700 

581,666 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

25,142,158 

2 

.7500 

2 

.7500 

E 

25,287,740 

2 

.7500 

2. 

7500 

695,413 

E 

Debt  Service 

25,142,158 

0 

.7488 

0 

.6946 

25,287,740 

0 

.7002 

0. 

6900 

174,485 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

58,027,166 

3. 

.4304 

3 

.4300 

E 

59,552,972 

3 

.4576 

3. 

4576 

2,059,104 

E 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

159,703,857 

3. 

.0916 

3 

.0916 

E 

155,239,840 

3 

.1862 

3. 

1862 

4,946,252 

E 

Debt  Service 

159,703,857 

0 

.6353 

0 

.5600 

155,239,840 

0 

.7316 

0. 

5600 

869,343 

General  Revenue 

442,027,132 

0 

.0000 

0 

.0000 

444,281,784 

0 

.0000 

0. 

0000 

0 

Developmentally  Disabled 

442,027,132 

0 

.0700 

0 

.0700 

444,281,784 

0 

.0702 

0. 

0700 

310,997 

Senior  Services 

442,027,132 

0 

.0500 

0 

.0500 

444,281,784 

0 

.0500 

0 

0500 

222,141 

General  Revenue 

158,541,138 

0 

.0000 

0 

.0000 

166,890,504 

0 

.0000 

0. 

0000 

0 

General  Revenue 

5,372,376 

() 

.5774 

() 

.5774 

5,412,423 

() 

.5782 

0 

.5782 

31,295 

Parks  &  Recreation 

5,372,376 

() 

.1307 

() 

.1307 

5,412,423 

() 

.1309 

0. 

.1309 

7,085 

Ambulance 

5,372,376 

0 

.1635 

0 

1635 

** 

#* 

H 

Public  Health 

** 

#* 

** 

5,412,423 

0 

.1637 

0. 

1637 

8,860 

H 

General  Revenue 

56,751,402 

0 

.5877 

() 

.5877 

56,189,020 

() 

.5958 

0. 

5958 

334,774 

Parks  &  Recreation 

56,751,402 

0 

.1800 

0 

.1800 

56,189,020 

0 

.1800 

0. 

1800 

101,140 

Memorial  Fund 

56,751,402 

0 

.1800 

0 

.1800 

56,189,020 

() 

.1800 

0. 

1800 

101,140 

General  Revenue 

3,969,624 

0 

.5778 

0 

.5778 

4,018,066 

0 

.5789 

0. 

.5789 

23,261 

General  Revenue 

163,952,847 

0 

.0752 

0 

.0752 

172,300,928 

0 

.0752 

0. 

0752 

129,570 

Library 

163,952,847 

0 

.0800 

0 

.0800 

172,300,928 

0 

.0800 

0. 

0800 

137,841 

General  Revenue 

3,499,437 

0 

.1000 

0 

,1000 

3,598,960 

0 

.1000 

0. 

.1000 

3,599 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,499,437 

() 

.2542 

() 

.2542 

3,598,960 

o 

.2542 

0. 

.2542 

9,149 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,499,437 

0 

.2500 

0 

.2500 

3,598,960 

0 

.2500 

0. 

2500 

8,997 

General  Revenue 

9,807,905 

0 

.0883 

() 

.0883 

10,356,213 

() 

.0883 

0. 

0883 

9,145 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,807,905 

0 

.3431 

0 

.3431 

10,356,213 

0 

.3431 

0. 

3431 

35,532 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

9,807,905 

0 

.4608 

() 

.4608 

10,356,213 

() 

.4608 

0 

4608 

47,721 

General  Revenue 

53,870,894 

() 

.0568 

() 

,0500 

51,850,809 

o 

.0592 

0. 

0500 

25,925 

Road  &  Bridge 

53,870,894 

0 

.1932 

0 

,1700 

51,850,809 

() 

.2014 

0. 

1700 

88,146 

General  Revenue 

4,046,349 

0 

.1000 

0 

.1000 

4,053,331 

0 

.1000 

0. 

.1000 

4,053 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,046,349 

0 

.2949 

0 

.2949 

4,053,331 

0 

.2965 

0 

.2965 

12,018 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,046,349 

0 

.2481 

0 

,2481 

4,053,331 

0 

.2481 

0. 

.2481 

10,056 

General  Revenue 

11,331,672 

0 

.0900 

0 

,0900 

11,604,509 

0 

.0900 

0. 

0900 

10,444 

Road  &  Bridge 

11,331,672 

0 

.2344 

0 

,2344 

11,604,509 

0 

.2344 

0. 

2344 

27,201 

General  Revenue 

30,324,313 

0 

.0611 

0 

.0600 

37,289,243 

0 

.0611 

0. 

0600 

22,374 

Road  &  Bridge 

30,324,313 

0 

.2443 

0 

,2400 

37,289,243 

0 

.2443 

0. 

2400 

89,494 

General  Revenue 

5,615,222 

0 

.0940 

0 

.0940 

5,979,433 

0 

.0936 

0. 

0936 

5,597 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,615,222 

0 

.3465 

0 

,3465 

5,979,433 

0 

.3449 

0. 

3449 

20,623 

General  Revenue 

2,961,563 

0 

.0818 

0 

,0818 

3,459,688 

0 

.1000 

0. 

.1000 

3,460 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,961,563 

0 

.2248 

0 

,2248 

3,459,688 

0 

.2721 

0. 

2721 

9,414 

General  Revenue 

5,921,481 

0 

0960 

0 

.0958 

6,245,662 

0 

.0960 

0. 

0960 

5,996 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,921,481 

0 

.3476 

0 

,3468 

6,245,662 

0 

.3476 

0 

3476 

21,710 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,921,481 

0 

3698 

0 

,3698 

6,245,662 

0 

.3698 

0. 

3698 

23,096 

2013 


2012 


2012 


2012 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

/IlIliLgjLU     V  CXI Ll^ 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Barton 

Newport  Township  of  Barton  County 

General  Revenue 

3,775,128 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,932,149 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,932 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,775,128 

0.2539 

0.2516 

3,932,149 

0.2539 

0.2516 

9,893 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,775,128 

0.1025 

0.1025 

A 

3,932,149 

0.1025 

0.1025 

4,030 

North  Fork  Township  of  Barton  Co 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnup 

VJ  V^llc^l  Cll  1\L  V  L^llLI^. 

3,465,690 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,549,385 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,549 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,465,690 

0.3125 

0.3125 

3,549,385 

0.3125 

0.3125 

11,092 

Snprial  Rnarl  and  RririVp 

3,465,690 

0.1996 

0.1996 

3,549,385 

0.1996 

0.1996 

7,085 

Ozark  Town  shin  nf  Rarton  Conntv 

General  Revenue 

8,196,528 

0.0952 

0.0944 

8,819,534 

0.0952 

0.0944 

8,326 

Road  &  Rri Hop 

IV  L/ LI  LI  I  V  UllUgV 

8,196,528 

0.2433 

0.2413 

8,819,534 

0.2433 

0.2413 

21,282 

Richland  Township  of  Barton  County 

General  Revenue 

8,799,429 

0.1000 

0.1000 

9,099,389 

0.1000 

0.1000 

9,099 

Road  &  Bridge 

8,799,429 

0.4100 

0.4100 

9,099,389 

0.4100 

0.4100 

37,307 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

8,799,429 

0.3900 

0.3900 

9,099,389 

0.3900 

0.3900 

35,488 

Smith  West  Townvhin  of  Rarton  Cn 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnup 

\J  V^llc^l  Cll  1\L  V  L^llLlL. 

6,887,567 

0.0990 

0.0990 

7,151,138 

0.0990 

0.0990 

7,080 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,887,567 

0.3463 

0.3463 

7,151,138 

0.3463 

0.3463 

24,764 

Union  Township  of  Barton  County 

General  Revenue 

5,113,480 

0.0991 

0.0991 

5,310,985 

0.0991 

0.0991 

5,263 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,113,480 

0.4280 

0.4280 

5,310,985 

0.4280 

0.4280 

22,731 

Golden  City  Hire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

19,717,862 

0.0978 

0.0978 

20,528,024 

0.0978 

0.0978 

20,076 

Barton  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

163,952,847 

0.1500 

0.1500 

172,300,928 

0.1500 

0.1500 

258,451 

Liberal  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

29,003,287 

3.2229 

3.2229 

E 

29,953,836 

3.2692 

3.2692 

979,251 

Debt  Service 

29,003,287 

0.4658 

0.3954 

29,953,836 

0.0691 

0.0691 

20,698 

Golden  City  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

lo,4JU,lzo 

J.OOUj 

3.3605 

E 

16,790,509 

3.7648 

3.4300 

575,914 

Lamar  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

y»,Zo4,J48 

3.  /DUU 

3.7000 

E 

103,522,706 

3.7500 

3.7500 

3,882,101 

Debt  Service 

no           1/1 Q 
yo,Z04,34o 

n  ^  i  an 
U.  j  ty  / 

0.5100 

103,522,706 

0.5109 

0.5109 

528,898 

Barton  County 

General  Revenue 

1  £Q  QCO  Q/l-7 

ioj,yjz,o4  / 

U.UDO  / 

0.0000 

172,300,928 

0.3397 

0.0500 

86,150 

Hospital 

i/ro  nci  0/1-7 

loj,yjz,84/ 

0.10j3 

0.1053 

172,300,928 

0.1053 

0.1053 

181,433 

Bates 

Cornland  Sp  Rd  Dist  Bates  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

718,993 

0.3500 

0.3500 

722,271 

0.3499 

0.3499 

2,527 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

718,993 

0.1764 

0.1764 

#* 

*# 

** 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

#* 

*# 

** 

722,271 

0.1808 

0.1808 

1,306 

South  Hudson  Sn  Rd  Dist  Bates  Co 

iJULl  111  1  1  LI  \_1  J>  V_l  1 1  cj  if  1\U  l_*/lc>L  ±J  CI  I  ^  l> 

Road  &  Rridoe 

1,044,290 

0.3141 

0.3141 

1,032,940 

0.3175 

0.3175 

3,280 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,044,290 

0.3000 

0.3000 

A 

1,032,940 

0.3000 

0.3000 

3,099 

City  of  Adrian 

General  Revenue 

12,271,736 

0.5738 

0.5738 

12,195,657 

0.5774 

0.5774 

70,418 

Parks  (V  Rprrpatinn 

±  Lll  JVC?  tX_                  KsQ  11LJ11 

12,271,736 

0.0500 

0  0500 

12,195,657 

0  0500 

0  0500 

6,098 

City  of  Amoret 

General  Revenue 

717,620 

0.4911 

0.4911 

688,865 

0.5168 

0.5168 

3,560 

Citv  nf  AmstprHam 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnup 

VJ  ^llc^l  Cll  IV  ^  V  L*  1 1  LI 

1,408,163 

0.9854 

0.9854 

1,381,883 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

13,819 

City  of  Butler 

General  Revenue 

40,345,269 

0.5968 

0.5955 

41,826,151 

0.6056 

0.5379 

224,983 

Parks  &  Recreation 

40,345,269 

0.0350 

0.0350 

41,826,151 

0.0350 

0.0322 

13,468 

40,345,269 

0.0150 

0.0150 

41,826,151 

0.0150 

0.0140 

5,856 

Citv  nf  Hump 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnup 

V_J  ^  llc^l  cll  JIVL^  VvilUv 

1,655,623 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1,703,610 

1.0000 

1.0000 

17,036 

1,655,623 

0.3541 

0.3541 

1,703,610 

0.3541 

0.3541 

6,032 

Water 

1,655,623 

0.4484 

0.4484 

1,703,610 

0.4484 

0.4484 

7,639 

Tleht  Service 

1,655,623 

0.0000 

0  0000 

#* 

** 

#* 

Village  of  Merwin 

General  Revenue 

233,041 

0.5500 

0.5500 

239,204 

0.5500 

0.5500 

1,316 

Villaop  of  Passair 

V  1  llcli^  ^          I  l>C11C 

Crpneral  Revenue 

172,863 

1.0000 

1.0000 

169,610 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

1,696 

City  of  Rich  Hill 

General  Revenue 

6,510,303 

0.6567 

0.6567 

6,691,622 

0.6567 

0.6567 

43,944 

Parks  &  Recreation 

6,510,303 

0.2648 

0.2648 

6,691,622 

0.2648 

0.2648 

17,719 

Library 

6,510,303 

0.2400 

0.2400 

6,691,622 

0.2400 

0.2400 

16,060 

Health 

6,510,303 

0.1377 

0.1377 

6,691,622 

0.1377 

0.1377 

9,214 

City  of  Rockville 

General  Revenue 

1,028,689 

0.9000 

0.9000 

1,057,241 

0.9000 

0.9000 

9,515 

Streets 

1,028,689 

0.4000 

0.4000 

1,057,241 

0.4000 

0.4000 

4,229 

Village  of  Foster 

General  Revenue 

515,601 

0.6337 

0.6337 

479,997 

0.6898 

0.6898 

3,311 

Expiration 
Year 


2014 


2012 


2013 


2011 
A  2015 

2014 
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2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Bates 

("'harlnttp  Tnwnshin  of  Rates  Conntv 

General  Revenue 

5,251,902 

0.0995 

0.0995 

4,973,826 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,974 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,251,902 

0.2830 

0.2830 

4,973,826 

0.2990 

0.2990 

14,872 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,251,902 

0.2182 

0.2182 

4,973,826 

0.2182 

0.2182 

10,853 

2012 

rippnwatpr  Tnwnshin  nf'Ratp*;  Crvnntv 

("Ipnpral  Rpvpnnp 

3,833,623 

0.0949 

0.0949 

3,846,621 

0.0962 

0.0962 

3,700 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,833,623 

0.2315 

0.2315 

3,846,621 

0.2347 

0.2347 

9,028 

Snerial  Rnad  and  RririVp 

3,833,623 

0.3508 

0  3508 

A 

3,846,621 

0  3508 

0  3508 

13,494 

2014 

Deer  ("YppIc  Townshin  nf  Ratps  Co 

General  Revenue 

20,799,129 

0.0714 

0.0714 

20,726,350 

0.0718 

0.0718 

14,882 

Road  &  Rrirlop 

20,799,129 

0.2349 

0.2349 

20,726,350 

0.2362 

0.2362 

48,956 

East  Boone  Township  of  Bates  Co 

General  Revenue 

6,227,122 

0.0829 

0.0829 

6,234,289 

0.0830 

0.0830 

5,174 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,227,122 

0.2281 

0.2281 

6,234,289 

0.2284 

0.2284 

14,239 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,227,122 

0.3494 

0.3494 

A 

6,234,289 

0.3494 

0.3494 

21,783 

2014 

Elkhart  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

3,934,326 

0.0863 

0.0863 

3,904,220 

0.0870 

0.0870 

3,397 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,934,326 

0.2373 

0.2373 

3,904,220 

0.2393 

0.2393 

9,343 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,934,326 

0.2500 

0.2500 

3,904,220 

0.2500 

0.2500 

9,761 

2012 

Grand  River  Township  of  Bates  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,454,923 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,437,308 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,437 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,454,923 

0.2702 

0.2702 

3,437,308 

0.2718 

0.2718 

9,343 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,454,923 

0.2485 

0.2485 

3,437,308 

0.2485 

0.2485 

8,542 

2012 

Homer  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

4,964,760 

0.0968 

0.0968 

5,183,032 

0.0966 

0.0966 

5,007 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,964,760 

0.3263 

0.3263 

5,183,032 

0.3256 

0.3256 

16,876 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,964,760 

0.1936 

0.1936 

** 

#* 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

*# 

5,183,032 

0.1936 

0.1936 

10,034 

A  2015 

Howard  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

5,353,024 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,550,548 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,551 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,353,024 

0.3366 

0.3366 

5,550,548 

0.3366 

0.3366 

18,683 

Snerial  Road  and  Rridtrp 

5,353,024 

0.3473 

0.3473 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

#* 

5,550,548 

0.3538 

0.3538 

19,638 

A  2015 

Hudson  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

4,359,587 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,475,501 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,476 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,359,587 

0.3030 

0.3030 

4,475,501 

0.3030 

0.3030 

13,561 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,359,587 

0.3500 

0.3500 

4,475,501 

0.3500 

0.3500 

15,664 

2012 

Lone  Oak  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

4,789,408 

0.0885 

0.0885 

4,656,369 

0.0917 

0.0917 

4,270 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,789,408 

0.2546 

0.2546 

4,656,369 

0.2638 

0.2638 

12,284 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,789,408 

0.3000 

0.3000 

4,656,369 

0.3000 

0.3000 

13,969 

2013 

Mingo  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

3,714,407 

0.0878 

0.0878 

3,653,178 

0.0900 

0.0900 

3,288 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,714,407 

0.2435 

0.2435 

3,653,178 

0.2496 

0.2496 

9,118 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,714,407 

0.1887 

0.1887 

3,653,178 

0.1934 

0.1934 

7,065 

2012 

lVTniinrl  Townshin  nf  Ratps  Cnnntv 

("Ipneral  Rpvpnnp 

10,279,324 

0.0864 

0.0864 

10,482,483 

0.0864 

0.0864 

9,057 

Road  &  Bridge 

10,279,324 

0.2375 

0.2375 

10,482,483 

0.2375 

0.2375 

24,896 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

10,279,324 

0.1937 

0.1937 

A 

10,482,483 

0.1937 

0.1937 

20,305 

2014 

Mount  Pleasant  Township  of  Bates  Co 

General  Revenue 

52,579,955 

0.0975 

0.0975 

53,834,900 

0.0989 

0.0989 

53,243 

Road  &  Bridge 

52,579,955 

0.2165 

0.2165 

53,834,900 

0.2196 

0.2196 

118,221 

New  Home  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

3,503,878 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,512,049 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,512 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,503,878 

0.2777 

0.2777 

3,512,049 

0.2784 

0.2784 

9,778 

Snpcijil  RoaH  Jind  RriHop 

3,503,878 

0.2500 

0.2500 

3,512,049 

0.2500 

0.2500 

8,780 

2013 

Osage  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

11,234,044 

0.1000 

0.1000 

11,397,957 

0.1000 

0.1000 

11,398 

Road  &  Bridge 

11,234,044 

0.2664 

0.2664 

11,397,957 

0.2664 

0.2664 

30,364 

Pleasant  Gap  Township  of  Bates  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,192,588 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,207,300 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,207 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,192,588 

0.2884 

0.2884 

4,207,300 

0.2894 

0.2894 

12,176 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,192,588 

0.3522 

0.3522 

A 

4,207,300 

0.3522 

0.3522 

14,818 

2014 

Rockville  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

3,442,566 

0.0994 

0.0994 

3,371,755 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,372 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,442,566 

0.2744 

0.2744 

3,371,755 

0.2826 

0.2826 

9,529 

Spruce  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

4,033,006 

0.0777 

0.0777 

4,034,069 

0.0789 

0.0789 

3,183 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Bates 

Snnirp  Tnwnshin  nf  Rates  Cnnntv 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,033,006 

0.2329 

0.2329 

4,034,069 

0.2365 

0.2365 

9,541 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

#* 

4,034,069 

0.3660 

0.3660 

14,765 

A 

2014 

Sununit  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

3,955,129 

0.0732 

0.0732 

3,915,877 

0.0739 

0.0739 

2,894 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,955,129 

0.2512 

0.2512 

3,915,877 

0.2538 

0.2538 

9,938 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,955,129 

0.3528 

0.0000 

A 

3,915,877 

0.3528 

0.3528 

13,815 

2014 

Walnut  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

5,127,918 

0.0974 

0.0974 

5,562,720 

0.0970 

0.0970 

5,396 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,127,918 

0.3057 

0.3057 

5,562,720 

0.3045 

0.3045 

16,938 

Sneeial  Rnad  and  Rridoe 

ij^-V-'iu.i  ivuau  iIjili  uiiuti^/ 

5,127,918 

0.1838 

0.1838 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

#* 

5,562,720 

0.1838 

0.1838 

10,224 

A 

2015 

West  Boone  Township  of  Bates  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,791,610 

0.0796 

0.0796 

8,063,772 

0.0796 

0.0796 

6,419 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,791,610 

0.2502 

0.2502 

8,063,772 

0.2502 

0.2502 

20,176 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

#* 

8,063,772 

0.3526 

0.3526 

28,433 

A 

2014 

West  Point  Township  of  Bates  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,244,544 

0.0933 

0.0933 

7,746,189 

0.0903 

0.0903 

6,995 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,244,544 

0.2893 

0.2893 

7,746,189 

0.2799 

0.2799 

21,682 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,244,544 

0.2055 

0.2055 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

7,746,189 

0.2055 

0.2055 

15,918 

A 

2015 

Prairie  Township  of  Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

1,773,880 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,804,349 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,804 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,773,880 

0.2855 

0.2855 

1,804,349 

0.2860 

0.2860 

5,160 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,773,880 

0.2300 

0.2300 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

1,804,349 

0.2373 

0.2373 

4,282 

A 

2015 

Shawnee  Tnwnshin  nf  Rates  Cnnntv 

General  Revenue 

3,632,560 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,601,841 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,602 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,632,560 

0.2939 

0.2939 

3,601,841 

0.2986 

0.2986 

10,755 

Snerial  RoaH  and  Rridoe 

ij^-V-'iu.i  ivuau  iIjili  u nugL 

3,632,560 

0.3609 

0.3609 

A 

3,601,841 

0.3609 

0.3609 

12,999 

2014 

Rates  Cnnntv  Health  Center 

UuLV^l)        V_l  Lll  1 L  V    11^/U.lLIl  V^^llL^l 

General  Revenue 

VJL/llLldl  IV^V^-llU.^- 

185,473,213 

0.0834 

0.0834 

189,176,503 

0.0834 

0.0834 

157,773 

Miami  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

13,209,681 

3.9000 

3.9000 

E 

13,460,926 

3.9000 

3.9000 

524,976 

E 

Ballard  R-TT  School  District 

Oneratino  Pnnds-Srhnnls 

9,254,351 

4.3958 

4.3958 

E 

9,208,339 

4.4459 

4.4459 

409,394 

E 

Deht  Servire 

9,254,351 

0.8067 

0.7500 

9,208,339 

0.9685 

0.7500 

69,063 

Adrian  R-III  School  District 

Oneratino  Fnnds-Srhnnls 

V_/ IJ^l  U.L1111;  1  LIIIUl)    O  ^  1 1*-'  VJ 1  l} 

36,793,897 

3.4426 

3.4426 

E 

36,686,539 

3.4673 

3.4673 

1,272,032 

E 

Debt  Service 

36,793,897 

1.1046 

0.9474 

36,686,539 

1.1039 

0.9227 

338,507 

Rich  Hill  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

21,184,588 

3.2842 

3.2842 

E 

21,305,991 

3.5957 

3  3000 

703  098 

E 

Debt  Service 

21,184,588 

1.0839 

1.0000 

21,305,991 

1 .0086 

1.0086 

214,892 

Hume  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

7,284,730 

4.6394 

4.6394 

E 

7,581,697 

5.2592 

4.7500 

360,131 

E 

Hudson  R-IX  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

6,470,072 

3.7570 

3.7570 

E 

6,655,647 

4.0091 

3.7800 

251,583 

E 

Butler  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

AO  AT7  m 

o»,oz  1 ,511 

3.8394 

3.8394 

E 

69,570,110 

3.8394 

3.8394 

2,671,075 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

AO  AT7  am 
o»,o2/,J22 

U.21UU 

0.2100 

69,570,110 

0.2100 

0.2100 

146,097 

2025 

Debt  Service 

AO  AT7  am 

1.U5D4 

0.7800 

69,570,110 

0.9474 

0.7800 

542,647 

Bates  County 

General  Revenue 

lor  ^  -7a  T1  ] 

155,4/3,21:5 

U.2/  11 

0.2711 

188,176,503 

0.2716 

0.2716 

511,087 

Developmentally  Disabled 

10^/1  "7a  T1  1 

n  innn 

u.u/uu 

0.0700 

188,176,503 

0.0700 

0.0700 

131,724 

Benton 

Warsaw-Lincoln  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

184,510,024 

0.1832 

0.0000 

188,516,758 

0.1832 

0.0000 

0 

Cole  Camp  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

53,763,020 

0.2867 

0.2034 

54,450,505 

0.2883 

0.2003 

109,064 

Lincoln  Community  Nursing  Home  Dist  Maintenance 

54,013,947 

0.1924 

0.1924 

63  519  453 

0.1728 

0.1728 

109,762 

Good  Samaritan  Nursing  Home  Dist 

General  Revenue 

65,400,451 

0.1076 

0.1076 

76,506,624 

0.0973 

0.0973 

74,441 

Brandon  Special  Road  Dist  Benton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,488,158 

0.3478 

0.3478 

1,524,254 

0.3478 

0.3478 

5  301 

Cole  Camp  Sp  Rd  Dist  Benton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

12,838,018 

0.3500 

0.3500 

13,254,148 

0.3500 

0.3500 

46,390 

Ionia  Special  Rd  Dist  Benton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,288,569 

0.3145 

0.3145 

3,562,060 

0.3037 

0.3037 

10,818 

City  of  Cole  Camp 

General  Revenue 

8,465,719 

0.4728 

0.4728 

8,757,896 

0.4728 

0.4728 

41,407 

Village  of  Ionia 

General  Revenue 

558,832 

0.8000 

0.8000 

486,248 

0.8000 

0.8000 

3,890 

City  of  Lincoln 

General  Revenue 

8,674,892 

0.7700 

0.7700 

8,800,839 

0.7700 

0.7700 

67,766 

Parks  &  Recreation 

8,674,892 

0.1482 

0.1482 

8,800,839 

0.1482 

0.1482 

13,043 
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2011 

2012 

Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

AsspsspH  Valnp 
iT.L>st;oai;Li  v  tunc 

Cpilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Benton 

Citv  nt  Warsaw 

General  Revenue 

25,753,137 

0.4307 

0.4307 

25  821  395 

0.4406 

0.4406 

113,769 

Parks  &  Recreation 

25,753,137 

0.1155 

0.1155 

25,821,395 

0.1182 

0.0000 

0 

Lincoln  Community  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

42,085,360 

0.2457 

0.2457 

42,382,253 

0.2469 

0.2469 

104,642 

Deer  Creek  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

18,542,618 

0.2887 

0.2887 

18  849  825 

0.2887 

0.2887 

54,419 

Warsaw  Firp  Protpntion  District 

General  Revenue 

111,460,339 

0.2853 

0.2853 

114,181,082 

0.2855 

0.2855 

325,987 

T  akpvipw  FTpitrhts  Firp  Prnt  Dist 

Gpneral  Rpvpnnp 

13,286,988 

0.2829 

0.2829 

13  528  741 

0.2829 

0.2829 

38,273 

Osage  Valley  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

11,048,423 

0.2870 

0.2870 

11,269,834 

0.2870 

0.2870 

32,344 

Cnlp  Camn      Rural  Firp  Prnt  Dist 

V^- VJIV-'  V^,cllllL/  UL  IVlll  111   X  11  ^  X  1  w I  X_^1l>1 

General  Revenue 

29,903,619 

0.2980 

0.2980 

31  072  203 

0.2980 

0.2980 

92,595 

Rpnton  Cnnntv  FTpaltri  Dpnartmpnt 

Gpnpral  Rpvpiiiip 

231,901,307 

0.3864 

0.3864 

236,548,241 

0.3864 

0.3864 

914,022 

Lincoln  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

39,701,086 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E  40,363,988 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,110,010 

Debt  Service 

39,701,086 

0.7743 

0.5000 

40,363,988 

0.8103 

0.5000 

201,820 

VVdISdW  JX-LA.  .JLIlOOl  I^ISLIICL 

vjpeidinig  r/uuus-oLiiouis 

139,861,828 

2.7500 

9  75nn 

Z.  /  JUU 

F         149  794  1 

9  7snn 

Z.  /  JUU 

9  7snn 

Z.  /  JUU 

1  094  Q1  A 

Debt  Service 

139,861,828 

0.8346 

0.4500 

142,724,158 

0.7921 

0.4500 

642,259 

Cole  Camp  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

50,763,796 

2.7500 

2.7500 

f  51,640,350 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,420,110 

Debt  Service 

50,763,796 

0.5506 

0.5173 

51,640,350 

0.5541 

0.5173 

267,136 

Benton  County 

General  Revenue 

231,901,307 

0.3231 

0.1615 

236,548,241 

0.3231 

0.1400 

331,168 

Common  Road  District 

214,286,555 

0.2047 

0.2047 

216,242,608 

0.2064 

0.2064 

446,325 

Senior  Services 

231,901,307 

0.0500 

0.0500 

236,548,241 

0.0500 

0.0500 

118,274 

Bollinger 


Village  of  Glen  Allen 

General  Revenue 

671,021 

0.4194 

0.4194 

745,772 

0.4285 

0.4285 

3,196 

City  of  Marble  Hill 

General  Revenue 

12,832,628 

0.5073 

0.0000 

** 

#* 

** 

Parks  &  Recreation 

12,832,628 

0.1268 

0.0000 

** 

** 

** 

Village  of  Sedgwickville 

General  Revenue 

1,037,921 

0.4699 

0.4699 

1,096,353 

0.4700 

0.4700 

5,153 

Village  of  Zalma 

General  Revenue 

406,996 

1.0000 

1.0000 

426,193 

1.0000 

1.0000 

4,262 

Glen  Allen  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

13,881,684 

0.2975 

0.2975 

15,032,855 

0.3000 

0.3000 

45,099 

Sedgewickville  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

16,407,925 

0.2074 

0.2074 

17,080,598 

0.2100 

0.2100 

35,869 

North  County  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

32,769,613 

0.2507 

0.2507 

33,455,310 

0.2592 

0.2592 

86,716 

Zalma  Fire  Protection  District 

Fire 

14,450,191 

0.2766 

0.2766 

14,881,577 

0.2783 

0.2783 

41,415 

Bollinger  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

113,915,542 

0.2404 

0.2404 

118,413,473 

0.2436 

0.2436 

288,455 

Meadow  Heights  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

32,209,160 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

33,484,385 

2.7500 

2.7500 

920,821 

E 

Debt  Service 

32,209,160 

0.5554 

0.3500 

33,484,385 

0.4985 

0.3500 

117,195 

Leopold  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

7,786,380 

2.9258 

2.9258 

E 

8,335,995 

2.9927 

2.9500 

245,912 

E 

Zalma  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

12,198,150 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

12,624,390 

2.7500 

2.7500 

347,171 

F 

Woodland  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

48,281,393 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

51,252,214 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,409,436 

E 

Bollinger  County 

General  Revenue 

113,915,542 

0.3505 

0.2200 

118,413,473 

0.3552 

0.2200 

260,510 

Library 

113,915,542 

0.2000 

0.2000 

118,413,473 

0.2000 

0.2000 

236,827 

Road  &  Bridge 

113,915,542 

0.2504 

0.2504 

118,413,473 

0.2537 

0.2537 

300,415 

Ambulance 

113,915,542 

0.2000 

0.2000 

118,413,473 

0.2000 

0.2000 

236,827 

Senate  Bill  40 

113,915,542 

0.1000 

0.1000 

118,413,473 

0.1000 

0.1000 

118,413 

Boone 

Callahan  Creek  Watershed  Sub  Dist 

General  Revenue 

17,788,569 

0.0901 

0.0900 

18,140,529 

0.2497 

0.0900 

16,326 

City  of  Ashland 

General  Revenue 

46,052,722 

0.2612 

0.2612 

47,659,062 

0.2612 

0.2612 

124,485 

City  of  Centralia 

General  Revenue 

45,193,947 

0.6624 

0.6624 

45,841,398 

0.6624 

0.6624 

303,653 

Parks  &  Recreation 

45,193,947 

0.2966 

0.2966 

45,841,398 

0.2966 

0.2966 

135,966 

City  of  Columbia 

General  Revenue 

1,674,753,034 

0.4121 

0.4100 

1,711,748,556 

0.4163 

0.4100 

7,018,169 

City  of  Hallsville 

General  Revenue 

15,547,157 

0.5789 

0.5789 

15,948,471 

0.5791 

0.5791 

92,358 

Debt  Service 

15,547,157 

0.4117 

0.2900 

15,948,471 

0.4013 

0.2900 

46,251 

Town  of  Harrisburg 

General  Revenue 

2,227,945 

0.3424 

0.3424 

2,403,676 

0.3424 

0.3424 

8,230 

Village  of  Hartsburg 

General  Revenue 

987,669 

0.5141 

0.5141 

980,420 

0.5179 

0.5179 

5,078 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

Assessed  Value 

r\^OLi33LLl     V  Cll LIL 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Boone 

City  of  Rocheport 

General  Revenue 

2,683,876 

0.2586 

0.2586 

2,846,652 

0.2557 

0.2557 

7,279 

City  of  Sturgeon 

General  Revenue 

6,964,443 

0.5414 

0.5414 

7,053,149 

0.5437 

0.5437 

38,348 

Centralis  Public  Library 

General  Revenue 

41,451,401 

0.2997 

0.2997 

41,564,378 

0.3000 

0.2997 

124,568 

Debt  Service 

41,451,401 

0.0923 

0.0785 

41,564,378 

0.0886 

0.0785 

32,628 

Boone  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

1,595,602,301 

0.3001 

0.3001 

1,632,130,628 

0.3036 

0.3036 

4,955,149 

Columbia  Pnhlir  T  ihrarv 

>—  V_J  1  LI  1 1 1 H 1  LI  ±                     IjIUI  en  y 

General  Revenue 

VJ^ll^-ltll  IVL-  V  L.11L1L. 

725,882,680 

0.2971 

0.2971 

740,800,967 

0.3021 

0.3021 

2  237  960 

Debt  Service 

725,882,680 

0.2334 

0.2250 

740,800,967 

0.2366 

0.2250 

1,666,802 

Boone  County  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

\— ILlK./l  Cll  IVL-  V  L.11L1L. 

518,476,314 

0.6010 

0.6010 

529,444,343 

0.6137 

0.6010 

3  181  961 

Disnatrh 

518,476,314 

0.0289 

0.0289 

529,444,343 

0.0295 

0.0289 

1  53  009 

Southern  Roone  Co  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

123,847,112 

0.2125 

0.2125 

126,809,828 

0.2125 

0.2125 

269,471 

Dispatch 

123,847,112 

0.0280 

0.0280 

126,809,828 

0.0280 

0.0280 

35,507 

Debt  Service 

123,847,112 

0.1162 

0.1162 

126,809,828 

0.2663 

0.2663 

337,695 

Columbia  Special  Business  District 

General  Revenue 

32,686,954 

0.4813 

0.0000 

33,705,637 

0.4857 

0.4857 

1 63  708 

Southern  Boone  Co.  R-I  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

105,623,214 

3.7268 

3.6860 

BH 

108,881,331 

3.7270 

3.7060 

4,035,142 

E 

Debt  Service 

105,623,214 

2.3262 

1.2800 

108,881,331 

2.3338 

1.2800 

1,393,681 

Boone  Co.  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

69,264,404 

3.1811 

3.1811 

E 

71,622,728 

3.1771 

3.1771 

2,275,526 

H 

Dehvt  Servire 

U  L  i_t  L.1  V  IL  L 

69,264,404 

1.4643 

1.0600 

71,622,728 

1.4160 

1.0600 

759,201 

Sturgeon  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

32,540,918 

3.7230 

3.6560 

F 

31,933,248 

3.8271 

3.7964 

1,212,314 

F 

Debt  Service 

32,540,918 

1.3511 

1.2700 

31,933,248 

1.3292 

1.2700 

405,552 

Centralia  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

87,225,745 

3.4695 

3.4695 

E 

87,732,947 

3.4695 

3.4695 

3,043,895 

E 

Debt  Servire 

87,225,745 

1.3389 

0.8900 

87,732,947 

1.0578 

0.8900 

780  823 

Harrisburg  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

33,967,767 

3.4033 

3.4033 

F 

35,569,438 

3.3787 

3.3386 

1,187,521 

F 

Debt  Service 

33,967,767 

1.3329 

1.1500 

35,569,438 

1.1562 

1.1500 

409,049 

Columbia  93  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

2,033,388,483 

4.3481 

4.0793 

2,077,924,854 

4.9272 

4.4800 

93,091,033 

B 

Debt  Service 

1  (til  ICO  AQ1 

l.O/OJ 

0.8019 

2,077,924,854 

1.5437 

0.9219 

19,156,389 

Boone  County 

General  Revenue 

T  QAa  TOO 

2,363,228,566 

U.24U/ 

0.1200 

2,414,699,063 

0.3155 

0.1200 

2,897,639 

Road  &  Bridge 

1            TOO  CAA 

2,363,228,566 

U.265  / 

0.0475 

2,414,699,063 

0.2677 

0.0500 

1,207,350 

Hospital 

1             TOO  CAA 

2,363,228,566 

u.uuuu 

0.0000 

2,414,699,063 

0.1338 

0.0000 

0 

Sheltered  Workshop 

o  n£i  OOQ  <AA 
Z,  JOJ,ZZ8,JOO 

n  i  i  qa 
U.  1 13U 

0.1130 

2,414,699,063 

0.1146 

0.1146 

2,767,245 

Buchanan 

Village  of  Agency 

General  Revenue 

6,782,309 

0.5492 

0.5492 

7,373,871 

0.5283 

0.5283 

38,956 

Village  of  DeKalb 

General  Revenue 

1,396,340 

0.8365 

0.8365 

1,408,864 

0.8365 

0.8365 

11,785 

City  of  Easton 

General  Revenue 

1,261,681 

0.4607 

0.4607 

1,263,615 

0.4661 

0.4661 

5,890 

Village  of  Lewis  &  Clark 

General  Revenue 

1,126,418 

0.3116 

0.31 16 

632,061 

0.5000 

0.3116 

1,970 

General  Revenue-Temp 

1,126,418 

0.2940 

0.2940 

#* 

*# 

** 

2011 

General  Revenue-Temp 

** 

#* 

632,061 

0.5695 

0.3000 

1,896 

A 

2015 

Village  of  Rushville 

General  Revenue 

1,345,231 

0.4946 

0.4946 

1,367,743 

0.4946 

0.4946 

6,765 

City  of  St.  Joseph 

General  Revenue 

978,430,363 

0.6700 

0.6700 

949,167,650 

0.6700 

0.6700 

6,359,423 

Parks  &  Recreation 

978,430,363 

0.1957 

0.1957 

949,167,650 

0.2000 

0.2000 

1,898,335 

Library 

662,032,677 

0.4026 

0.4026 

655,152,240 

0.4103 

0.4103 

2,688,090 

Museum 

978,430,363 

0.0490 

0.0490 

949,167,650 

0  0500 

0  0500 

474?584 

Health 

978,430,363 

0.2104 

0.2104 

949  1 67  650 

0.2195 

0.2195 

2,083,423 

Rolling  Hills  Consolidated  Library 

frpnpinl  Rpvpnnp 

725,407,551 

0.3090 

0.3090 

719,087,220 

0.3100 

0.3100 

2,229,170 

•^.UlUlly  nillft  1  11C  1  1  tJLCULUJll  L*lf»L 

VJCllClal  1XCVC11UC 

8,613,315 

1.1286 

1.1286 

8,699,539 

1.1286 

1.1286 

98  183 

Fire 

** 

8,699,539 

0.2559 

0.2559 

22,262 

A 

Lake  Contrary  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

4,757,316 

0.8400 

0.8400 

4,957,237 

0.8400 

0.8400 

41,641 

Fire 

4,757,316 

0.2521 

0.2521 

4,957,237 

0.5000 

0.3500 

17,350 

Maxwell  Heights  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

19,869,238 

1.1700 

1.1700 

16,639,660 

1.1700 

1.1700 

194,684 

S  Central  Buchanan  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

72,426,060 

0.2851 

0.2851 

76,414,126 

0.2829 

0.2829 

216,176 

San  Antonio  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

14,282,040 

0.2992 

0.2992 

14,901,129 

0.2992 

0.2992 

44,584 

22 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Assessed  Value 
iT.L>st;oai;Li  v  tunc 

Geilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Buchanan 

DeKalb  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

23,067,579 

0.3000 

0.3000 

24  860  604 

0.2900 

0.2900 

72,096 

Easton  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

10,248,601 

0.2603 

0.2603 

10,561,963 

0.2603 

0.2603 

27,493 

Southwest  Rnrhanan  Go  FPD 

JUUlllWLill  U  Lll^U  till  till        VJ  A  ±  IV 

General  Revenue 

16,177,572 

0.4392 

0.4392 

16  117  810 

0.4459 

0.4459 

71,869 

St  Joseph  Downtown  CID 

General  Revenue 

#* 

** 

*# 

7,336,150 

0.5000 

0.5000 

36,681 

East  Buchanan  Co.  C-l  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

50,818,030 

5.3000 

5.3000 

E  51,526,430 

5.3000 

5.3000 

2,730,901 

Mi  H-R  urban  an  Co  R-V  School  Dist 

1V11U   ±J  LIV^  11  till  till              IV     V     O  ^  llvj  J_^1^L 

Oneratino  Funds-Schools 

\_/IJ^l  LlLlll£C  1-  LI1JUl>  JLIIVJUIlI 

54,833,060 

3.9845 

3.9845 

E        55  945  685 

3.9845 

3.9845 

2,229,156 

Debt  Service 

54,833,060 

0.6969 

0.6969 

55,945,685 

0.6969 

0.6969 

389,885 

Buchanan  County  R-IV  School  Dist 

Oneratino"  Fnnrls-Sehools 

19,433,670 

4.1903 

4.1903 

e  18,733,140 

4.3561 

4.3561 

816,034 

T^^V\t  Q  f»r"\/i 

19,433,670 

0.8486 

1  o,  /  jj,ltU 

u.y  1  uo 

u.o^too 

St.  Joseph  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1,020,650,309 

3.5774 

3.1325 

994,605,900 

3.6690 

3.1915 

31,742,847 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

1,020,650,309 

0.6300 

0.6300 

994,605,900 

0.6300 

0.6300 

6,266,017 

Debt  Service 

1,020,650,309 

0.3145 

0.3145 

994,605,900 

0.3392 

0.3145 

3,128,036 

Buchanan  County 

General  Revenue 

1,177,742,691 

0.3443 

0.0985 

1,155,116,064 

0.3500 

0.0751 

867,492 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,177,742,691 

0.2807 

0.2795 

1,155,116,064 

0.2895 

0.2895 

3,344,061 

Senate  Bill  40 

1,177,742,691 

0.0984 

0.0980 

1,155,116,064 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,155,116 

Expiration 
Year 


A  2041 

E 
E 


2014 


Butler 


Naylor-Neelyville  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

38,521,833 

0.3000 

0.3000 

39,721,786 

0.3000 

0.3000 

119,165 

City  of  Fisk 

General  Revenue 

2,119,511 

0.7573 

0.7573 

2,073,185 

0.7778 

0.7778 

16,125 

City  of  Neely  ville 

General  Revenue 

1,938,645 

0.6566 

0.6566 

2,005,983 

0.6633 

0.6633 

13,306 

City  of  Poplar  Bluff 

General  Revenue 

225,141,810 

0.4753 

0.4753 

231,206,984 

0.5131 

0.5131 

1,186,323 

Library 

225,141,810 

0.1399 

0.1399 

231,206,984 

0.1510 

0.0000 

0 

Pension 

225,141,810 

0.0930 

0.0930 

231,206,984 

0.1000 

0.1000 

231,207 

Gitv  of  Onlin 

frpnprfil  Rpvpnnp 

?  840  478 

0.4557 

0.4557 

3  078  470 

0.4939 

0.4939 

15,205 

Butler  County  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

274,251,686 

0.2521 

0.2458 

278,293,948 

0.2521 

0.2521 

701,579 

Qulin  Community  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

16,443,212 

0.1600 

0.1600 

17,071,608 

0.1600 

0.1600 

27,315 

Butler  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

516,662,815 

0.0963 

0.0963 

527,669,289 

0.0998 

0.0998 

526,614 

Three  Rivers  Community  College 

General  Revenue 

774,352,301 

0.2355 

0.2355 

787,627,352 

0.2413 

0.2413 

1,900,545 

Neelyville  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

31,548,658 

2.9976 

2.7891 

E 

32,367,711 

3.0300 

3.0300 

980,742 

Poplar  Bluff  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

383,820,452 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

406,439,360 

2.7500 

2.7500 

11,177,082 

Debt  Service 

383,820,452 

0.3053 

0.1800 

406,439,360 

0.3868 

0.1800 

731,591 

Twin  Rivers  R-X  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

56,818,983 

2.3042 

2.3042 

E 

57,877,243 

2.3230 

2.3230 

1,344,488 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

56,818,983 

0.9100 

0.9100 

57,877,243 

0.9100 

0.9100 

526,683 

Debt  Service 

56,818,983 

0.0342 

0.0341 

57,877,243 

0.0150 

0.0150 

8,682 

Butler  County 

General  Revenue 

516,662,815 

0.2470 

0.0995 

527,669,289 

0.2559 

0.0995 

525,031 

Road  &  Bridge 

516,662,815 

0.1809 

0.0342 

527,669,289 

0.1874 

0.0342 

180,463 

Senate  Bill  40 

516,662,815 

0.0963 

0.0963 

527,669,289 

0.0998 

0.0998 

526,614 

Senior  Services 

516,662,815 

0.0479 

0.0479 

527,669,289 

0.0496 

0.0496 

261,724 

Caldwell 

Caldwell  County  Ambulance 

General  Revenue 

125,730,003 

0.1293 

0.1293 

134,218,127 

0.1275 

0.0285 

38,252 

Golden  Age  Nursing  Home  District 

General  Revenue 

41,576,650 

0.1169 

0.1169 

46,087,330 

0.1097 

0.1097 

50,558 

City  of  Braymer 

General  Revenue 

5,405,592 

0.7775 

0.7775 

5,353,426 

0.7874 

0.7874 

42,153 

City  of  Breckenridge 

General  Revenue 

2,111,279 

0.9907 

0.9907 

2,090,463 

1.0000 

1.0000 

20,905 

Lights 

2,111,279 

0.0991 

0.0991 

2,090,463 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,090 

Library 

2,111,279 

0.0496 

0.0496 

2,090,463 

0.0500 

0.0500 

1,045 

Police 

2,111,279 

0.0991 

0.0991 

2,090,463 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,090 

Fire 

2,111,279 

0.1487 

0.1487 

2,090,463 

0.1500 

0.1500 

3,136 

City  of  Cowgill 

General  Revenue 

1,014,528 

0.8599 

0.8599 

997,913 

0.8742 

0.8742 

8,724 

City  of  Hamilton 

General  Revenue 

13,052,503 

0.9370 

0.9370 

13,868,967 

0.9309 

0.9309 

129,106 

Parks  &  Recreation 

13,052,503 

0.2527 

0.2527 

13,868,967 

0.2511 

0.2511 

34,825 

2012 
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APPENDIX  VII 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

Avivip<;cpfl  Valnp 

Cpilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Caldwell 

Citv  nf  Hamilton 

v~-.ii  y  \ji  i  xcuiiii  vyji  i 

Library 

13,052,503 

0.3054 

0.3054 

13  868  967 

0.3034 

0.3034 

42,078 

Debt  Service 

13,052,503 

0.6719 

0.6719 

13,868,967 

0.7744 

0.7086 

98,276 

City  of  Kidder 

General  Revenue 

2,034,370 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1,996,487 

1.0000 

1.0000 

19,965 

Debt  Service 

2,034,370 

0.4178 

0.4178 

1,996,487 

0.3757 

0.3757 

7,501 

City  of  Kingston 

General  Revenue 

1,495,702 

0.8259 

0.8259 

1,528,748 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

15,287 

City  of  Polo 

General  Revenue 

4,371,788 

0.7188 

0.7188 

4,389,229 

0.7339 

0.7281 

31,958 

Debt  Service 

4,371,788 

0.2021 

0.2021 

4,389,229 

0.0124 

0.0124 

544 

CalHwpll  Conntv  T  ihrarv 

General  Revenue 

** 

** 

** 

1 1  8  258  697 

0.1200 

0.1200 

141,910 

A 

Breckenridge  Township,  Caldwell  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,209,010 

0.0924 

0.0924 

7,229,988 

0.0949 

0.0949 

6,861 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,209,010 

0.4625 

0.4625 

7,229,988 

0.4751 

0.4751 

34,350 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,209,010 

0.2964 

0.2964 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

#* 

7,229,988 

0.3236 

0.3236 

23,396 

A 

2015 

Davis  Township  of  Caldwell  Co 

General  Revenue 

15,254,981 

0.0794 

0.0794 

16,743,115 

0.0753 

0.0753 

12,608 

Road  &  Bridge 

15,254,981 

0.3791 

0.3791 

16,743,115 

0.3595 

0.3595 

60,191 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

15,254,981 

0.1499 

0.1499 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

16,743,115 

0.1700 

0.1700 

28,463 

A 

2015 

Fairview  Township  of  Caldwell  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,090,226 

0.0985 

0.0985 

3,202,782 

0.0985 

0.0985 

3,155 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,090,226 

0.4529 

0.4529 

3,202,782 

0.4923 

0.4923 

15,767 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,090,226 

0.3151 

0.3151 

3,202,782 

0.3151 

0.3151 

10,092 

2012 

Gomer  Township  of  Caldwell  County 

General  Revenue 

5,773,665 

0.0969 

0.0969 

6,019,354 

0.0969 

0.0969 

5,833 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,773,665 

0.4824 

0.4824 

6,019,354 

0.4824 

0.4824 

29,037 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,773,665 

0.3374 

0.3374 

6,019,354 

0.3374 

0.3374 

20,309 

2012 

Grant  Township  of  Caldwell  County 

General  Revenue 

22,191,847 

0.0909 

0.0909 

23,830,691 

0.0882 

0.0882 

21.019 

Road  &  Rriflpe 

22,191,847 

0.3710 

0.3710 

23  830  691 

0  3600 

0  3600 

85,790 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

22,191,847 

0.2265 

0.2265 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

#* 

23,830,691 

0.2400 

0.2400 

57,194 

A 

2015 

Hamilton  Township  of  Caldwell  Co 

General  Revenue 

20,516,552 

0.0710 

0.0710 

21,471,509 

0.0710 

0.0710 

15,245 

Road  &  Bridge 

20,516,552 

0.3144 

0.3144 

21,471,509 

0.3144 

0.3144 

67,506 

Kidder  Township  of  Caldwell  Co 

General  Revenue 

11,286,980 

0.0915 

0.0915 

11,622,294 

0.0927 

0.0927 

10,774 

Road  &  Bridge 

11,286,980 

0.3753 

0.3753 

11,622,294 

0.3803 

0.3803 

44,200 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

11,286,980 

0.3168 

0.3168 

** 

#* 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

*# 

11,622,294 

0.3316 

0.3316 

38,540 

A 

2015 

Kingston  Township  of  Caldwell  Co 

General  Revenue 

6,239,576 

0.1000 

0.1000 

6,140,192 

0.1000 

0.1000 

6,140 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,239,576 

0.4999 

0.4999 

6,140,192 

0.5000 

0.5000 

30,701 

Snerial  Roarl  and  Rrirltrp 

6,239,576 

0.3499 

0.3499 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

6,140,192 

0.3715 

0.3715 

22,811 

A 

2015 

Lincoln  Township  of  Caldwell  Co 

General  Revenue 

10,908,605 

0.0824 

0.0824 

12,564,007 

0.0748 

0.0748 

9,398 

Road  &  Bridge 

10,908,605 

0.3626 

0.3626 

12,564,007 

0.3290 

0.3290 

41,336 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

10,908,605 

0.2720 

0.2720 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

** 

12,564,007 

0.3300 

0.3300 

41,461 

A 

2015 

Mirabile  Township  of  Caldwell  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,158,605 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,284,275 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,284 

Road  Rrirlop 

5,158,605 

0.4820 

0.4820 

5,284,275 

0.4620 

0.4620 

24,413 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,158,605 

0.3286 

0.3286 

5,284,275 

0.3300 

0.3300 

17,438 

2012 

New  Ynrlc  Townshin  of  Caldwell  Co 

1  1      W     ±  \JL  IV    ±\_/W11l>1111_/  yJL  V^LlUJ.  W  L/ll  w 

General  Revenue 

5,176,501 

0.0828 

0.0828 

5,350,030 

0.0828 

0.0828 

4,430 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,176,501 

0.3957 

0.3957 

5,350,030 

0.3957 

0.3957 

21,170 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,176,501 

0.2811 

0.2811 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

*# 

5,350,030 

0.3067 

0.3067 

16,409 

A 

2015 

Rockford  Township  of  Caldwell  Co 

General  Revenue 

12,882,227 

0.0820 

0.0820 

14,406,765 

0.0770 

0.0770 

11,093 

Road  &  Bridge 

12,882,227 

0.3643 

0.3643 

14,406,765 

0.3420 

0.3420 

49,271 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

12,882,227 

0.2660 

0.2660 

14,406,765 

0.2497 

0.2497 

35,974 

2012 
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APPENDIX  VII 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Caldwell 

Hamilton  Rural  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

32,252,055 

0.1811 

0.1811 

33,880,515 

0.1811 

0.1811 

61,358 

Caldwell  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

125,730,003 

0.2380 

0.2380 

134,218,127 

0.2347 

0.2347 

315,010 

Breckenridge  R-I  School  District 

Oneratino  Fiinds-Srhnnls 

6,173,936 

4.8183 

4.5000 

E 

6,328,260 

4.4047 

4.4047 

278,741 

Hamilton  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

33,550,291 

2.9473 

2.9473 

E 

35,227,946 

2.9752 

2.9752 

1,048,102 

Onpintinc  Fnnfls-Tpmn 

L/L^l  CiLJ-lAg  I  Lillli-L?     X  L^lllL/ 

33,550,291 

1.7639 

1.7639 

35,227,946 

1.7639 

1.7639 

621  386 

New  York  R-TV  School  District 

Onpratintr  Fnnrls-Srhnnls 

\~J  lJ\sL  U.L11121  I  Li  1 1  LI  l?  OLllUUlil 

3,543,000 

5.1402 

4.5900 

3,543,000 

5.4905 

4.5900 

162,624 

Cowgill  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

3,622,960 

4.2016 

4.2016 

E 

3,793,010 

3.8929 

3.8929 

147,658 

Polo  R-VII  School  District 

Onpratino  FiinHs-Srrinol'\ 

V-ZIJL^l  Ullll£,  J.  LI  1 1  Li l>  JLIIVJUIlI 

21,812,749 

3.9482 

3.9482 

E 

22,520,790 

3.9519 

3.9519 

889999 

Debt  Service 

21,812,749 

0.6589 

0.6589 

22,520,790 

0.6639 

0.6552 

147,556 

Mirabile  C-l  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

4,27  /,290 

3.9849 

3.9849 

E 

4,434,360 

3.9933 

3.9933 

177,077 

Debt  Service 

4,z  /  /,zyu 

0.3950 

4,434,360 

0.4576 

0.3950 

17,516 

Braymer  C-4  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

I/;  i  cn  A  OA 

10,1  jU,4yo 

Z.  /  JUU 

2.7500 

E 

17,996,866 

2.7500 

2.7500 

494,914 

Debt  Service 

io,i  jU,4yo 

n  A  1  07 
U.41VZ 

0.4192 

17,996,866 

0.6883 

0.6883 

123,872 

Kingston  42  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

3,04  /,U  /U 

4.  /JUU 

4.7500 

E 

3,904,810 

4.7500 

4.7500 

185,478 

Caldwell  County 

General  Revenue 

lzj,  /  jU,UUj 

n  7171 

0.2323 

134,218,127 

0.3524 

0.2351 

315,547 

Callawav 

Callawav  Cnnntv  Amhnlanrp  District 

V^tLlltL  WaV    V^LJ  LillL  V    IV 1 1 1 L/  LI  1 CL1 JW  L^lCJ  lllL^-L 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

VJL^llL^ltll  1\L  y  L-llllL. 

718,441,625 

0.1150 

0  0000 

739,716,380 

0.1150 

0  0000 

0 

Citv  nf  Anxva^p 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

VJL^llL^l  til  IV  L.  V  lyll  UL 

8,305,888 

0.7160 

0.7160 

8,589,056 

0.7172 

0.7172 

61,601 

City  of  Fulton 

General  Revenue 

99,626,686 

0.4705 

0.4705 

101,086,504 

0.5167 

0.5167 

522,314 

Village  of  Kingdom  City 

General  Revenue 

8,942,035 

0.2132 

0.2132 

8,870,866 

0.2150 

0.2150 

19,072 

City  of  Mokane 

General  Revenue 

946,747 

0.8540 

0.8540 

1,007,759 

0.8557 

0.8557 

8,623 

City  of  New  Bloomfield 

General  Revenue 

5,553,387 

0.3126 

0.3126 

5,551,724 

0.3147 

0.3147 

17,471 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

5,553,387 

0.3108 

0.3108 

5,551,724 

1.2032 

0.6216 

34,510 

Town  of  Lake  Mykee 

General  Revenue 

4,083,337 

0.5013 

0.5013 

4,171,356 

0.5025 

0.5025 

20,961 

Callaway  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

718,441,625 

0.1958 

0.1958 

739,716,380 

0.1958 

0.1958 

1,448,365 

Millersburg  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

30,160,779 

0.4623 

0.4623 

30,498,843 

0.4623 

0.4623 

140,996 

Central  Callaway  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

60,324,691 

0.4362 

0.4362 

61,598,586 

0.4362 

0.4362 

268,693 

Holts  Summit  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

100,613,643 

0.2503 

0.2503 

103,333,837 

0.2503 

0.2503 

258,645 

Debt  Service 

100,613,643 

0.3000 

0.3000 

103,333,837 

0.3064 

0.3064 

316,615 

South  Callaway  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

293,944,408 

0.2003 

0.2003 

305,278,919 

0.2005 

0.2005 

612,084 

North  Callaway  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

75,321,071 

0.2844 

0.2844 

76,882,078 

0.2844 

0.2844 

218,653 

New  Bloomfield  Fire  Protection  Dist 

Gpnprnl  Rpvptiiip 

VJ  L.  11L.1  CI  I  l.VL^  y  LyLALiw 

34,726,333 

0.2718 

0.2718 

35,581,187 

0.2718 

0.2718 

96,710 

North  Callaway  Co  R-I  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

83,136,033 

3.1282 

3.1282 

E 

83,364,537 

3.1501 

3.1501 

2,626,066 

Debt  Service 

83,136,033 

0.8296 

0.6622 

80  796  776 

0.7394 

0.6622 

535,036 

New  Bloomfield  R-III  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

42,057,009 

3.0176 

2.9347 

E 

42,777,219 

2.9996 

2.9996 

1,283,145 

Debt  Service 

42,057,009 

1.8778 

42,777,219 

1  SIRS 

1  3452 

575  439 

Fulton  58  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

163,642,289 

3.4578 

3.4578 

E 

167,582,969 

3.4480 

3.4480 

5,778,261 

Debt  Service 

163,642,289 

1.0038 

0.7314 

167,582,969 

0.7586 

0.7412 

1,242,125 

South  Callaway  Co  R-II  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

294,367,258 

2.7500 

2.7500 

306,335,901 

2.7500 

2.7500 

8,424,237 

Callaway  County 

General  Revenue 

718,441,625 

0.3131 

0.3131 

739,716,380 

0.3185 

0.3135 

2,319,011 

Road  &  Bridge 

718,441,625 

0.2466 

0.2466 

739,716,380 

0.2466 

0.2466 

1,824,141 

Senate  Bill  40 

718,441,625 

0.0979 

0.0979 

739,716,380 

0.0979 

0.0979 

724,182 

Expiration 
Year 


2026 


Camden 


CAM-MO  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

595,750,389 

0.1020 

0.0577 

602,030,395 

0. 

.1026 

0.0598 

360,014 

Camden  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

540,493,504 

0.2798 

0.2796 

550,785,921 

0. 

2808 

0.2808 

1,546,607 

Horseshoe  Bend  Sp  Rd  1  Camden  Co 

General  Revenue 

304,163,205 

0.3493 

0.3493 

304,106,186 

0. 

.3493 

0.3493 

1,062,243 

Village  of  Climax  Springs 

General  Revenue 

389,986 

0.5950 

0.5950 

385,064 

0. 

6303 

0.6303 

2,427 

City  of  Linn  Creek 

General  Revenue 

4,743,676 

0.1865 

0.1865 

4,659,805 

0. 

1899 

0.0000 

0 

City  of  Macks  Creek 

General  Revenue 

1,300,828 

0.2479 

0.2300 

#* 

** 

** 

2012 
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APPENDIX  VII 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

A ssesserl  Value 
iT.L>st;oaL7Li  v  cii  Lie 

Ceil  i  n  tr 

V— -  dllllg 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Camden 

City  of  Stoutland 

General  Revenue 

918,941 

0.6971 

0.6971 

920,1 19 

0.6974 

0.6971 

6,414 

Village  of  Sunrise  Beach 

General  Revenue 

14,370,408 

0.0000 

0.0000 

14,357,618 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Camden  Conntv  T  ihrarv 

v_.  ii  1 1  jlic  1 1  v^  vj  nil i  y  iji  L/i  cll  y 

deneral  Revenue 

VJ  L.  11L-/1  Cll  1\L  V  L11LIL 

1,549,245,593 

0.0914 

0.0914 

1  567  077  816 

l)i/U  /  jV  /  '  ,u  1  U 

0.0922 

0.0922 

1,444,846 

Ocaop  Reach  T-*ire  Protection  T^iQt 

/AtlfclC  JJCclLll  A  11 1  X  1_/LL7LL1VJ11  X_^1l>L 

(ipnprdl  Revenue 

VJ  L711L71  £ll  XVL7  V  L711LIL7 

462,365,662 

0.5934 

0.5934 

464  229  281 

0.5934 

0.5934 

2  754  737 

Sunrise  Beach  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

313,755,300 

0.3486 

0.3486 

318,630,999 

0.3505 

0.3505 

1,116,802 

Debt  Service 

±y\^  U  L  i_t  L>1  V1LL 

313,755,300 

0.2295 

0.2295 

3 1 8  630  999 

0.2201 

0.2201 

701,307 

lVTifl  Conntv  Fire  Protection  District 

1V11U        W  LI  1 1 1  Y    1  11  L.  X  1  LJ  I L.  L.  1 1  w  1 1  X-^XJ>LX1LI 

General  Revenue 

278,923,391 

0.2656 

0.2656 

286,178,832 

0.2658 

0.2651 

758,660 

Deht  Service 

U L  lILI  V  ILL 

278,923,391 

0.3391 

0.2500 

286  178  832 

0.2802 

0.2500 

715,447 

Northwest  Fire  Protection  District 

1  "  vjX  Lll  W  Ll>  L  X  XX  L  X  1  LJ  ILL  UU11  X-^Xl}IXXLI 

General  Revenue 

\-JLllLXtlX  lYLVLyllLIL 

59,993,524 

0.2594 

0.2594 

60  806  768 

0.2605 

0.2605 

158,402 

Southwest  Camden  Co  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

23,608,765 

0.3000 

0.3000 

24,293,381 

0.3000 

0.3000 

72,880 

Tri-County  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

16,509,989 

0.3000 

0.3000 

17,345,858 

0.3000 

0.3000 

52,038 

Camelot  Sewer  District 

V_- Lll  1 1L-.  1 L  OLWLX  X.-'XlMXILI 

Deht  Service 

X-/LL7L  LlLl  V  ILL 

20,769,691 

0.2405 

0.2405 

2 1  097  932 

0.2360 

0.2360 

49,791 

Stoutland  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

22,503,254 

3.4146 

2.7500 

F  23,068,515 

3.4333 

2.7500 

634,384 

Camdenton  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1,063,946,309 

2.6600 

2.6600 

e  1,080,266,190 

2.6700 

2.6700 

28,843,107 

Debt  Service 

1,063,946,309 

0.2993 

0.2100 

1,080,266,190 

0.2974 

0.2000 

2,160,532 

Climax  Springs  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

86,056,748 

2.7500 

2.7500 

86,772,606 

2.7500 

2.7500 

2,386,247 

Macks  Creek  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

29,428,553 

3.3905 

3.3905 

e  30,186,739 

3.3870 

3.3870 

1,022,425 

Debt  Service 

zy,4Z6,j  J  5 

n  coca 

0.4695 

30,186,739 

0.5464 

0.4695 

141,727 

Camden  County 

General  Revenue 

1  c^ln  IK  coo 

U.2U1 3 

0.1100 

1,567,077,816 

0.2030 

0.1100 

1,723,786 

Road  &  Bridge 

1   C/ll)  TK  COl 

0.1373 

0.1100 

1,567,077,816 

0.1385 

0.1100 

1,723,786 

Senate  Bill  40 

1   C^O  IK  C(13 

n  AC/1 1> 

0.0548 

1,567,077,816 

0.0553 

0.0553 

866,594 

Senior  Services 

1  <A  Q  0/1  <  <ai 

i,j4y,z4j,jyj 

U.U43  / 

0.0437 

1,567,077,816 

0.0441 

0.0441 

691,081 

Cape  Girardeau 

Cape  Special  Road  District 

Road  &  Bridge 

669,372,632 

0.0000 

0.0000 

678,376,885 

0.0000 

0.0000 

() 

City  of  Cape  Girardeau 

General  Revenue 

546,649,379 

0.3018 

0.3018 

552,048,151 

0.3027 

0.3027 

1,671,050 

Health 

546,649,379 

0.0565 

0.0565 

552,048,151 

0.0567 

0.0567 

313,011 

City  of  Delta 

General  Revenue 

2,727,867 

0.6567 

0.6567 

2,785,549 

0.6662 

0.6662 

18,557 

Village  of  Gordonville 

General  Revenue 

5,082,277 

0.4443 

0.4443 

5,248,819 

0.4443 

0.4443 

23,321 

City  of  Jackson 

General  Revenue 

187,729,926 

0.5842 

0.5842 

189,331,469 

0.5842 

0.5842 

1,106,074 

Parks  &  Recreation 

187,729,926 

0.1226 

0.1226 

189  331  469 

0.1226 

0.1226 

232,120 

Library 

187,729,926 

0.1226 

0.1226 

189,331,469 

0.1226 

0.1226 

232,120 

Band 

187,729,926 

0.0754 

0.0754 

189  331  469 

x  vj  y  ^-J    x  j~t\j  y 

0.0754 

0.0754 

142,756 

C  e  metery 

187,729,926 

0.0754 

0.0754 

189,331,469 

0.0754 

0.0754 

142,756 

Village  of  Oak  Ridge 

General  Revenue 

1,394,276 

0.3341 

0.3341 

1,366,242 

0.3432 

0.3432 

4,689 

Village  of  Pocahontas 

General  Revenue 

630,884 

0.5290 

0.5290 

627,000 

0.5426 

0.5426 

3,402 

Village  of  Whitewater 

General  Revenue 

525,647 

0.7239 

0.7239 

524,053 

0.7526 

0.7526 

3,944 

Villaoe  of  Old  Anrtleton 

V  XXXtLz^L  VJ1    WlU  MX^LV_M1 

General  Revenue 

XJLllLlUl  1\LVL-I1UL' 

671,359 

0.3794 

0.3794 

696  928 

0.3793 

0.3793 

2,643 

Town  of  Allenville 

General  Revenue 

284,907 

0.4426 

0.4426 

280,191 

0.4754 

0.4754 

1,332 

Town  o~t  T'jntcl'itown 

1VJW11  1J1  1_J  LI  ILIILLJ  W 11 

(ipnpral  Revenue 

VJL711L71  £11           V  L711LIL7 

576,302 

0.3200 

0.3200 

552  555 

0.3200 

0.3200 

1,768 

Cane  frirarrlean  Public  T  ihrarv 

V^CllJL  VJ  XX  ClX  LXLtLLI  X   11 L7 1 1  L.  IjlUlUl  V 

General  Revenue 

477,277,370 

0.1615 

0.1615 

475  918  131 

I  /  ^l^^XLJ^X^X 

0.1632 

0.1632 

776,698 

freneral  Revemie-Temn 

LJLllLiai  1VL  V  L11UL     X  L11IU 

477,277,370 

0.1497 

0.1497 

475  918  131 

I  /  ^,^/xo,x^x 

0.1500 

0.1500 

713,877 

Cape  Girardeau  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

552,617,334 

0.0795 

0.0795 

563,311,276 

0.0798 

0.0798 

449,522 

Fast  Conntv  Area  Fire  Prot  District 

X_jCLl>L  ^  W  LI  11 L  y    IV 1  L.  CL  X  11  L  X  1  \J  L  X_*/XJ>LXXLI 

General  Revenue 

vJLllLl  Lll  ILL  V  L11UL 

87,577,194 

0.2955 

0.2955 

88  982  693 

0.2956 

0.2956 

263  033 

—  V.'-  '  ,  V  /  _  '  -  ' 

Delta  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

14,250,542 

0.2974 

0.2974 

14,595,778 

0.2987 

0.2987 

43,598 

Fruitland  Area  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

84,199,801 

0.2700 

0.2700 

86,184,712 

0.2723 

0.2700 

232,699 

North  Cape  Co  Rural  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

26,058,469 

0.2517 

0.2500 

26,164,845 

0.2536 

0.2500 

65,412 

Gordonville  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

73,770,931 

0.2717 

0.2717 

74,741,895 

0.2728 

0.2728 

203,896 

Mill  ersvi  lie  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

43,210,052 

0.2862 

0.2862 

43,712,157 

0.2879 

0.2879 

125,847 

Whitewater  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

12,305,704 

0.3890 

0.3890 

12,439,581 

0.3890 

0.3890 

48,390 

Cape  Girardeau  Spec  Business  Dist 

General  Revenue 

3,727,170 

0.6708 

0.6708 

3,712,590 

0.6734 

0.6734 

25,001 

Expiration 
Year 


2026 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

A  'i'iPS'iPfl  VfllllP 

iT.L>st;oai;ij.  v  tunc 

Cpilin  o 

V— -  dllllg 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Cape  Girardeau 

Cape  Girardeau  County  Public  Health 

General  Revenue 

1,104,498,097 

0.0957 

0.0957 

1,118,332,960 

0.0960 

0.0960 

1,073,600 

Jackson  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

394,430,521 

3.4604 

3.4604 

E 

402,112,964 

3.4634 

3.4634 

13,926,780 

Debt  Servirp 

394,430,521 

0.3753 

0.3396 

402,112,964 

0.4496 

0  3366 

1  353  512 

Delta  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

20,248,780 

3.4995 

3.4995 

E 

20,594,080 

3.5000 

3  5000 

720,793 

Debt  Service 

20,248,780 

1.7872 

0.6900 

20,594,080 

1 .0942 

0.6900 

142,099 

Oak  RirW  R-VT  School  District 

WCIR  1\  1  V-ltiV'  IV      ¥  ±  \_>\->H\_l\Jl  J_^i;>Lll^l 

Onptntinp  FnnHs-Srrinnls 

22,634,450 

2.9148 

2.9148 

E 

23,087,810 

3.4444 

2.9148 

672,963 

Debt  Service 

22,634,450 

0.7505 

0.7352 

23,087,810 

0.7810 

0.7352 

169,742 

Canp  Girardeau  fS^  Srhonl  Distrint 

V^tllJ^/  VJ 11  til  U-^CLLI             kJLHUUl  1_*/1l>L11^L 

Onpratino"  Fnrifl's-,Srrmnl'\ 

V_/ IJV^l  tl  1 1  1  1  L.  1  LI  1 1  Llt>  l)L11UU1l1 

564,637,969 

3.4757 

3.4757 

E 

571,076,499 

3.4896 

3.4762 

19,851,761 

Debt  Service 

564,637,969 

1.2920 

0.6810 

571,076,499 

0.9238 

0.6805 

3,886,176 

Nell  Holcomb  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

C  t     Til     f  ^  1 

51,741,621 

3.5916 

3.3292 

51,343,069 

3.6000 

3.2676 

1,677,686 

Cape  Girardeau  County 

General  Revenue 

1  1  (\A  AOQ  nO"7 

u.uuuu 

0.0000 

1,118,332,960 

0.3360 

0.0380 

424,967 

Road  &  Bridge 

aig  noi  can 
435,023,539 

n  nnnn 
U.UUUU 

0.0000 

439,956,130 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Mental  Health 

1  1  (\A  AQQ  (IQ7 

i,iu4,4yo,uy  / 

n  <\hh<\ 

u.u/  /u 

0.0770 

1,118,332,960 

0.0772 

0.0772 

863,353 

Senate  Bill  40 

1  1  A/1  A  no  fMV7 

i,iu4,4yo,uy  / 

n  AT70 

U.U/  /0 

0.0385 

1,118,332,960 

0.0772 

0.0772 

863,353 

Senior  Services 

i  i fi/l  /loo  no"7 

i,tu4,4yo,uy  / 

U.U4 16 

0.0478 

1,118,332,960 

0.0479 

0.0478 

534,563 

Carroll 

Carroll  Cnnntv  Amhnlanrp  Distrirt 

V-'LlllVJ'll  V^V_/L111LV    At  1 1 U  LI  1  til  1 W  l_^l^Lll^l 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

180,692,924 

0.2757 

0.2757 

188,589,617 

0.2740 

0.2740 

516  736 

Rip  Creek  Watershed  Sub  Dist 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ^llL_/lCll  IV V  V  ^  1 1  LI \s 

16,507,244 

0.2010 

0  2000 

17,276,766 

0.3239 

0.2500 

43,192 

Citv  nf  Rn<rard 

V^ILV   Ul  U          ill  VI 

Cpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

v.i  k_  1 n_ i  ii i  iv^  v  ^iiuv 

974,277 

0.9578 

0.9578 

940,236 

1.0000 

1.0000 

9,402 

Citv  nf  Rosworth 

V    1 L  V   \J  1   U  WlJH  Ul  Li  1 

fTPnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ^llL-zltll  IVV^  V  V^llLlC 

1,520,393 

0.9343 

0.9343 

1,535,119 

0.9344 

O.9344 

14,344 

Town  nf  Carrnlltnn 

General  Revenue 

30,639,033 

0.7242 

0.7242 

30,314,973 

0.7342 

0.7342 

222,573 

Parks  &  Rprrparinn 

1  tlllVCJ  IV  1 W  ^  1  V  LI  11  V_J  1 1 

30,639,033 

0.2742 

0.2742 

30,314,973 

0.2780 

0.2780 

84,276 

T  ihrarv 

30,639,033 

0.2853 

0.2853 

30,314,973 

0.2893 

0.2893 

87,701 

City  of  De  Witt 

General  Revenue 

499,806 

0.9412 

0.9412 

520,969 

0.9411 

0.9411 

4,903 

City  of  Hale 

General  Revenue 

2,435,220 

0.3610 

0.3610 

2,473,562 

0.3610 

0.3610 

8,930 

Lights 

2,435,220 

0.2843 

0.2843 

2,473,562 

0.2843 

0.2843 

7,032 

Streets 

2,435,220 

0.1640 

0.1640 

2,473,562 

0.1640 

0.1640 

4,057 

City  of  Norborne 

General  Revenue 

5,922,329 

0.7514 

0.7514 

5,886,338 

0.7569 

0.7569 

44,554 

Parks  &  Recreation 

5,922,329 

0.1826 

0.1826 

5,886,338 

0.1839 

0.1839 

10,825 

Library 

5,922,329 

0.1395 

0.1395 

5,886,338 

0.1405 

0.1405 

8,270 

Village  of  Tina 

General  Revenue 

878,598 

1.0000 

1.0000 

940,958 

1.0000 

1.0000 

9,410 

Carrollton  Township  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

44,797,686 

0.0942 

0.0942 

44,712,497 

0.0947 

0.0947 

42,343 

Road  &  Bridge 

44,797,686 

0.3977 

0.3977 

44,712,497 

0.3999 

0.3999 

178,805 

Cherry  Valley  Twsp  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

1,226,930 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,189,807 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,190 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,226,930 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,189,807 

0.5000 

0.5000 

5,949 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,226,930 

0.3489 

0.3489 

1,189,807 

0.3489 

0.3489 

4,151 

De  Witt  Townshin  of  Carroll  Co 

wall  i  u  wiijiiiu  yji  v^  (_n  tun  v^  vJ 

General  Revenue 

9,574,196 

0.0863 

0  0863 

U.UOV1J 

9,613,833 

0.0863 

0.0863 

8,297 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,574,196 

0.3922 

0.3922 

9,613,833 

0.3922 

0.3922 

37,705 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

9,574,196 

0.3019 

0.3019 

9,613,833 

0.3019 

0.3019 

29,024 

Egypt  Township  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

12,180,178 

0.0920 

0.0920 

12,440,304 

0.0946 

0.0946 

1 1,769 

Road  &  Bridge 

12,180,178 

0.3375 

0.3375 

12,440,304 

0.3468 

0.3468 

43,143 

Eugene  Township  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,865,716 

0.0999 

0.0999 

7,941,011 

0.0999 

0.0999 

7,933 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,865,716 

0.4994 

0.4994 

7,941,011 

0.4994 

0.4994 

39,657 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,865,716 

0.3496 

0.3496 

7,941,011 

0.3496 

0.3496 

27,762 

Fairfield  Township  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,090,128 

0.0827 

0.0827 

3,196,760 

0.0827 

0.0827 

2,644 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,090,128 

0.4037 

0.4037 

3,196,760 

0.4037 

0.4037 

12,905 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,090,128 

0.3514 

0.3514 

A 

3,196,760 

0.3514 

0.3514 

11,233 

Hill  Township  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

8,886,958 

0.0681 

0.0681 

9,914,168 

0.0639 

0.0639 

6,335 

Road  &  Bridge 

8,886,958 

0.3407 

0.3407 

9,914,168 

0.3197 

0.3197 

31,696 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

8,886,958 

0.3500 

0.3500 

9,914,168 

0.3284 

0.3284 

32,558 

Expiration 
Year 


2012 


2013 


2012 


2013 


2012 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

AssesseH  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Carroll 

Hnrriranp  Townshin  of  Carroll  Pn 

1  1L111  Il/CHIL*-    ±  \J  W  11l}11117  Ul  V_  til  1  LJ11        V  J 

General  Revenue 

8,345,458 

0.0900 

0.0900 

8,601,394 

0.0900 

0.0900 

7,741 

Road  &  Bridge 

8,345,458 

0.4001 

0.4001 

8,601,394 

0.4001 

0.4001 

34,414 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

8,345,458 

0.3462 

0.3462 

8,601,394 

0.3462 

0.3462 

29,778 

2012 

T  eslie  Townshin  of  Carroll  Cn 

LjLlMil  i.vjwiil>iiiij  lji  v_  - cu iuii  v_  vj 

Crenpral  Revpnnp 

V_l  ^11L-/1  Cll  IVL-*  V  ^HUv 

7,022,669 

0.0781 

0.0781 

7,515,271 

0.0753 

0.0753 

5,659 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,022,669 

0.3736 

0.3736 

7,515,271 

0.3601 

0.3601 

27,062 

Snprial  RoaH  and  RriHoe 

CJlJL^Vvltll  IVVJCILI  llllLl  UllLltiL^ 

7,022,669 

0.3324 

0.3324 

7,515,271 

0.3204 

0.3204 

24,079 

2012 

Moss  Creek  Township  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,261,037 

0.0942 

0.0942 

7,393,217 

0.0942 

0.0942 

6,964 

RoaH  &  Rri Hop 

IV  W  CI  LI  I V  UllUcV/ 

7,261,037 

0.4711 

0.47 1 1 

7,393,217 

0.4711 

0.47 1 1 

34,829 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,261,037 

0.2827 

0.2827 

7,393,217 

0.2827 

0.2827 

20,901 

2013 

Prairie  Townshin  nf  Carroll  Co 

1  lull  1  L.     1  \J  W  11l>111IJ  LJ1  \— -tlllLJll  V_  \_l 

General  Revenue 

4,670,326 

0.0793 

0.0793 

4,830,019 

0.0793 

0.0793 

3,830 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,670,326 

0.3766 

0.3766 

4,830,019 

0.3766 

0.3766 

18,190 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,670,326 

0.3276 

0.3276 

4,830,019 

0.3276 

0.3276 

15,823 

2012 

Ridge  Township  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

11,713,270 

0.0759 

0.0759 

13,156,095 

0.0702 

0.0702 

9,236 

Road  &  Bridge 

11,713,270 

0.3607 

0.3607 

13,156,095 

0.3336 

0.3336 

43,889 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

11,713,270 

0.3500 

0.3500 

13,156,095 

0.3237 

0.3237 

42,586 

2012 

Rockford  Township  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,570,053 

0.0726 

0.0726 

5,051,986 

0.0681 

0.068 1 

3,440 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,570,053 

0.3062 

0.3062 

5,051,986 

0.2874 

0.2874 

14,519 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,570,053 

0.3419 

0.3419 

5,051,986 

0.3209 

0.3209 

16,212 

2012 

Stnlces  MonnH  Townshin  of  Carroll  Co 

i-J  LUIVLlI  1VJ.L7L111L1    1  U  WIIlIIIIU  Ul         Cll  lull  \_-VJ 

General  Revenue 

5,080,251 

0.0975 

0.0975 

5,332,027 

0.0975 

0.0975 

5,199 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,080,251 

0.4872 

0.4872 

5,332,027 

0.4872 

0.4872 

25,978 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,080,251 

0.3413 

0.3413 

5,332,027 

0.3413 

0.3413 

18,198 

2012 

Sugartree  Township  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

1,873,558 

0.0864 

0.0864 

1,912,628 

0.0864 

0.0864 

1,653 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,873,558 

0.4317 

0.4317 

1,912,628 

0.4317 

0.4317 

8,257 

Snprial  RoaH  anH  RriHoe 

CJl7L^Vvltll  IV     CI  LI  Cll  1  LI  UllLl£iL^ 

1,873,558 

0.3022 

0.3022 

1,912,628 

0.3022 

0.3022 

5,780 

2012 

Trotter  Township  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,808,762 

0.0917 

0.0917 

4,906,45 1 

0.0917 

0.0917 

4,499 

RoaH      Rri Hop 

1\WC1U  IV  UllLliiL-' 

4,808,762 

0.4594 

0.4594 

4,906,45 1 

0.4594 

0.4594 

22,540 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,808,762 

0.3292 

0.3292 

4,906,45 1 

0.3292 

0.3292 

16,152 

2013 

Van  Horn  Township  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

13,326,970 

0.1000 

0.1000 

14,907,301 

0.0934 

0.0934 

13,923 

Road  &  Bridge 

13,326,970 

0.4861 

0.4861 

14,907,301 

0.4542 

0.4542 

67,709 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

13,326,970 

0.3500 

0.3500 

14,907,301 

0.3270 

0.3270 

48,747 

2012 

Wakenda  Township  of  Carroll  Co 

General  Revenue 

8,135,576 

0.0914 

0.0914 

8,261,426 

0.0914 

0.0914 

7,551 

Road  &  Bridge 

8,135,576 

0.4572 

0.4572 

8,261,426 

0.4572 

0.4572 

37,771 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

8,135,576 

0.3200 

0.3200 

8,261,426 

0.3200 

0.3200 

26,437 

2013 

Washington  Tnwnshin  of  Carroll  Co 

¥  V  dolllllg  LVJ11    ll/Wlli>lllU            V_  -  Cll  1  V_J  1 1  V_  \_l 

General  Revenue 

8,405,516 

0.0583 

0.0583 

9,669,215 

0.0522 

0.0522 

5,047 

RoaH  &  RriHoe 

1\WC1U  IX  UllLliiL-' 

8,405,516 

0.2721 

0.2721 

9,669,215 

0.2438 

0.2438 

23,574 

Snprial  RoaH  anH  RriHoe 

CJ  |..'L-L-llll   IV     CI  LI  Cll  1  LI  UllLl^L^ 

8,405,516 

0.3464 

0.3464 

9,669,215 

0.3104 

0.3104 

30,013 

2012 

Comhs  Townshin  of  Carroll  Co 

V>     1 1 1 U  lJ    1  \J  W  113111  LJ  VJl  V^clllUll  V^vj 

General  Revenue 

7,848,182 

0.0749 

0.0749 

8,044,199 

0.0749 

0.0749 

6,025 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,848,182 

0.3742 

0.3742 

8,044,199 

0.3742 

0.3742 

30,101 

Snprial  RoaH  anH  RriHoe 

cj  IJL.Vyl  Cll  IV     CI  LI  Cll  1  LI  UllLl^L^ 

7,848,182 

0.2620 

0.2620 

8,044,199 

0.2620 

0.2620 

21,076 

2012 

North  Central  Carroll  Fire  Prot  Dis 

General  Revenue 

30,340,071 

0.2448 

0.2448 

33,371,169 

0.2316 

0.2316 

77,288 

Carroll  Conntv  Fire  Protertion  Dist 

V_  Cll  1U11  V^W  Llll  L  V    1  11  L.  1  1  \_l           11LJ11  1_*/1l>L 

General  Revenue 

VJ  ^11L/1  Cll  IVL^  V  L^ll  LIL^ 

63,849,473 

0.2532 

0.2532 

66,546,723 

0.2527 

0.2527 

168,164 

Norbome  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

18,836,016 

0.2971 

0.2971 

19,219,716 

0.2971 

0.2971 

57,102 

Hale  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

14,831,833 

0.2939 

0.2939 

15,530,238 

0.2939 

0.2939 

45,643 

Carroll  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

180,692,924 

0.0965 

0.0965 

188,589,617 

0.0959 

0.0959 

180,857 

Hale  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

7,791,172 

4.6171 

4.6171 

E 

7,791,172 

4.2533 

4.2533 

331,382 

E 

Tina-Avalon  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,281,950 

3.7972 

3.7972 

E 

9,340,456 

3.8624 

3.7972 

354,676 

E 

Bosworth  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

7,396,616 

4.0522 

4.0522 

E 

7,518,715 

4.0522 

4.0522 

304,673 

E 

Carrollton  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

58,864,567 

3.5310 

3.5310 

E 

58,824,520 

3.5556 

3.5556 

2,091,565 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

58,864,567 

1.3407 

1.3407 

58,824,520 

1.3407 

1.3407 

788,660 

2026 

Norborne  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

13,657,372 

3.8000 

3.8000 

E 

15,789,259 

3.8000 

3.8000 

599,992 

E 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Carroll 

Norborne  R-VIII  School  District 

Debt  Service 

1 5,oj  1 ,3 11 

n  01  ?  a 
0.53  JO 

0.5300 

15,789,259 

0.8261 

0.5300 

83,683 

Carroll  County 

General  Revenue 

1  oo  £m  no/i 

0.3539 

0.2616 

188,589,617 

0.3517 

0.2599 

490,144 

Johnson  Grass 

i  on  tni  no  A 

n  n  i  m 
O.OiUO 

0.0100 

188,589,617 

0.0480 

0.0100 

18,859 

Senate  Bill  40 

1  OO  £(11  01/1 

o.oyoj 

0.0965 

188,589,617 

0.0959 

0.0959 

180,857 

Carter 

East  Carter  County  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

23,105,198 

0.4000 

0.4000 

22,846,476 

0.4000 

0.4000 

91,386 

West  Carter  County  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

27,874,407 

0.3967 

0.3967 

28,452,282 

0.4006 

0.4006 

113,980 

City  of  Grandin 

General  Revenue 

809,388 

0.9109 

0.9109 

792,451 

0.9313 

0.9313 

7,380 

Debt  Service 

809,388 

0.0000 

0.0000 

## 

*# 

*# 

Carter  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

VJ  V  11 VI  Cll  IV  V  V  VI 1  LI  V 

50,980,295 

0.2000 

0  2000 

51  302  687 

0  2000 

V'.— WWW 

0  2000 

V  / .  —  V  / \r\l 

1 02  605 

Ellsinore  Rural  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

13,065,848 

0.1500 

0.1500 

12,924,151 

0.1500 

0.1500 

19,386 

Eastwood  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

2,048,373 

0.2451 

0.2451 

2,215,302 

0.2380 

0.2380 

5,272 

Fremont  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

2,375,626 

0.3177 

0.3177 

2,249,006 

0.3403 

0.3403 

7,653 

Ellsinore  Hwy  60  CID 

General  Revenue 

9,890 

1.0000 

1.0000 

A  124,450 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1,244 

Carter  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

50,980,295 

0.2500 

0.2500 

51,302,687 

0.2500 

0.2500 

128,257 

East  Carter  Co  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

29,147,192 

2.7500 

2.7500 

e  29,000,692 

2.7500 

2.7500 

797,519 

Van  Buren  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

28,702,247 

1.8838 

1.8838 

e  29,407,484 

1.9024 

1.9024 

559,448 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

OO  "7nO  cn 

28,  /02,J  J  / 

1  ?T01 

l.j/o3 

1.5462 

a  29,407,484 

1.5783 

1.5276 

449,229 

Carter  County 

General  Revenue 

?n  non  on? 
jO,y8U,2yj 

n  iiao 
0.3262 

0.0854 

51,302,687 

0.3308 

0.0848 

43,505 

Road  &  Bridge 

?n  non  on? 
jO,y8U,2yj 

0.23  / 1 

0.2371 

51,302,687 

0.2404 

0.2404 

123,332 

Senate  Bill  40 

?n  non  on? 
jO,y8U,2yj 

n  no  A  o 
U.0542 

0.0842 

51,302,687 

0.0854 

0.0854 

43,812 

Senior  Services 

?n  non  on? 
jO,y8U,2yj 

n  mnn 
0.0300 

0.0300 

51,302,687 

0.0300 

0.0300 

15,391 

Cass 

Cass  Medical  Center 

General  Revenue 

1,319,788,821 

0.1357 

0.1357 

1,340,576,635 

0.1357 

0.1357 

1,819,162 

Mt  Pleasant  Spec  Rd  Dist  Cass  Co 

Rnarl  AV  R rid  (re 

246,011,209 

0.2000 

0.2000 

248,705,046 

0.2000 

0.2000 

497,410 

City  of  Archie 

General  Revenue 

10,141,731 

0.6481 

0.6481 

10,451,390 

0.6495 

0.6495 

67,882 

City  of  Belton 

General  Revenue 

222,720,145 

0.5451 

0.5451 

223,872,417 

0.5455 

0.5455 

1,221,224 

Parks  &  Recreation 

222,720,145 

0.2425 

0.2425 

223,872,417 

0.2427 

0.2427 

543  338 

Debt  Servire 

V  U  L  kj  VI  Vl^L- 

222,720,145 

1.6543 

1.0143 

223,872,417 

1.7850 

1.1053 

2,474,462 

Citv  nf  Cleveland 

General  Revenue 

V.IVllVlill   1\L  V  Vll  UV 

8,400,027 

0.4871 

0.4871 

8  41 5  260 

0.4881 

0.4881 

41,075 

City  of  Creighton 

General  Revenue 

1,998,688 

0.9245 

0.9006 

1,989,318 

0.9289 

0.9289 

18,479 

City  of  Drexel 

General  Revenue 

VJ  Vll  VI  cll  1\^jVv11Uv 

8,964,891 

0.6606 

0  6606 

9  145  595 

y  ,  1  r  iJ  .  iJ  _/  ^} 

0  6606 

V/  .  VJVJ  W  VI 

0  6606 

w  .  VI VI VI VI 

60,416 

Citv  nf  Fast  T  vnne 

General  Revenue 

VJ  V 1 1 V 1  CI  1  1\L  V  V11L1V 

2,992,776 

0.8320 

0.8320 

2  504  349 

0.9700 

0.9700 

24,292 

Debt  Service 

2,992,776 

0.3972 

0.3972 

2,504,349 

1.8820 

1.8820 

47,132 

Citv  nf  Freeman 

General  Revenue 

V.iVJIVlill  Ixt'VvllUv 

4,063,451 

0.5760 

0.5760 

4  039  601 

0.5812 

0.5812 

23,478 

Citv  nf  Garden  Citv 

v^iiy  ui  vj  cu  vi  v  11  v>iiy 

General  Revenue 

VJ  V 1 1 VI  cll  l\L/VvllUv 

13,345,615 

0.4251 

0.4144 

1  3  352  204 

0.4274 

0.4144 

55,332 

City  of  Harrisonville 

General  Revenue 

117,971,118 

0.5501 

0.5501 

117,937,341 

0.5585 

0.5585 

658,680 

Parks  AV  Rerreatinn 

±  Cll  IVlO  I  V  IvV/k^l  V  CI  LI  VI 11 

117,971,118 

0.1245 

0.1245 

1 17  937  341 

0.1264 

0.1264 

149,073 

City  of  Lake  Winnebago 

General  Revenue 

32,335,387 

0.9412 

0.9412 

32,508,028 

0.9473 

0.9473 

307,949 

Debt  Servire 

32,335,387 

0.5644 

0.5644 

32  508  028 

0.5867 

0.5644 

183,475 

Citv  nf  Peculiar 

General  Revenue 

VJV11V1  cll  IWVvllUv 

53,961,945 

0.4447 

O.4447 

54  424  387 

0.4467 

0.4467 

243,114 

Debt  Service 

53,961,945 

0.2426 

0.2426 

54,424,387 

0.2627 

0.2627 

142,973 

Pifw  nf  Pli^acnnt  Hill 

iiy  01  x^ieasdiiL  run 

ueiieiai  ixevciiuc 

93,350,094 

0.3563 

0  3563 

OS  ^84  19.9. 

0  3603 

U.OUUJ 

0  3603 

U.OUUO 

343  fni\ 
o£to,u  /u 

Parks  &  Recreation 

93,350,094 

0.0713 

0.0707 

95,384,288 

0.0721 

0.0721 

68,772 

Health 

93,350,094 

0.0713 

0.0707 

95,384,288 

0.0721 

0.0721 

68,772 

Road 

93,350,094 

0.1336 

0.1327 

95,384,288 

0.1351 

0.1351 

128,864 

Debt  Service 

93,350,094 

1.4910 

0.1234 

95,384,288 

1.4789 

0.2234 

213,088 

City  of  Raymore 

General  Revenue 

261,447,248 

0.4685 

0.4647 

268,321,175 

0.4685 

0.4647 

1,246,889 

Parks  &  Recreation 

261,447,248 

0.1261 

0.1251 

268,321,175 

0.1261 

0.1251 

335,670 

Expiration 
Year 


2040 


2015 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

AsspsspH  Valnp 
iT.L>st;oai;ix  v  ciilic 

Cpilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Cass 

City  of  Raymore 

Debt  Service 

261,447,248 

1.4777 

0.7170 

268,321,175 

1.5498 

0.7170 

1,923,863 

City  of  Strasburg 

General  Revenue 

998,691 

0.9866 

0.9866 

984,141 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

9,841 

Village  of  West  Line 

General  Revenue 

1,020,023 

0.6081 

0.6081 

1,102,719 

0.5875 

0.5875 

6,478 

Villaap  rvf  RalHwin  Park" 

V  LlldgC  UX  UulUWlll  1.  til  IV 

frpnprnl  Rpvpnnp 

V_l  L  1 1U1  cll  XVCVClllXC; 

402,061 

0.4954 

O.4954 

533,916 

0.4953 

0.4953 

2,644 

CitvnfT  akp  Annettp 

General  Revenue 

579,376 

0.2000 

0  2000 

568,642 

0  2000 

0  2000 

1,137 

Dpbt  Sprvirp 

579,376 

1.9749 

1.9749 

568,642 

2.1186 

2.1186 

12,047 

Village  of  Riverview  Estates 

General  Revenue 

1,110,401 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,109,959 

0.5000 

0.5000 

5,550 

Cass  Cnnntv  Pnhiir  T  ihrarv 

General  Revenue 

1,319,788,821 

0.1500 

0.1500 

1,340,576,635 

0.1500 

0.1500 

2  010  865 

Centra!  Cass  Conntv  Fire  Prnt  Dist 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ^llL-lUl  XV^V^/llLIV^ 

105,892,875 

0.2560 

0.2560 

108,764,211 

0.2560 

0.2560 

278,436 

Ambulance 

105,892,875 

0.2503 

0.2503 

108,764,21 1 

0.2503 

0.2503 

272,237 

Debt  Service 

105,892,875 

0.2345 

0.1500 

108,764,211 

0.1981 

0.1500 

163,146 

ClarHpn  Citv  Fire  District 

Cpnpral  Rpvpiiiip 

VJLllLlill  XV^V^llU.^ 

37,215,915 

0.2200 

0.2200 

37,595,184 

0.2200 

0.2200 

82,709 

Ambulance 

37,215,915 

0.3000 

0.3000 

37,595,184 

0.3000 

0.3000 

112,786 

South  Metropolitan  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

343,446,236 

0.5579 

0.4808 

351,700,823 

0.5579 

0.4815 

1,693,439 

Ambulance 

343,446,236 

0.4370 

0.3766 

351,700,823 

0.4370 

0.3771 

1,326,264 

Dispatch 

343,446,236 

0.0465 

0.0401 

351,700,823 

0.0465 

0.0401 

141,032 

Debt  Sprvirp 

343,446,236 

0.1788 

0.1788 

351,700,823 

0.2620 

0.1788 

628,841 

West  Peculiar  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

103,401,632 

0.7312 

0.7312 

103,889,945 

0.7361 

0.7361 

764,734 

Ambulance 

103,401,632 

0.2986 

0.2966 

103,889,945 

0.3000 

0.3000 

311,670 

Dispatch 

103,401,632 

0.0500 

0.0500 

103,889,945 

0.0500 

0.0500 

51,945 

Debt  Sprvirp 

103,401,632 

0.4073 

0.2400 

103,889,945 

0.4018 

0.2400 

249,336 

Creighton  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

8,917,595 

0.2606 

0.2606 

9,169,332 

0.2606 

0.2606 

23,895 

Wpstprn  Cass  Firp  Prntprtion  Dist 

VV  t^L>Ll~-lll        CI  l>  J  X             X  1ULCL11U11  X-^IlM 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ^ll^/lCll  XV^V^/llLIV^ 

37,527,656 

0.3880 

0  3880 

37,734,113 

0  3888 

0  3888 

146,710 

Disnatrh 

1_V1  l>  IJClL^ll 

37,527,656 

0.0457 

0.0457 

37,734,113 

0.0458 

0.0458 

17,282 

Dolan  &  West  Dolan  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

33,553,074 

0.2739 

0.2739 

32,321,517 

0.2876 

0.2876 

92,957 

East  Lynne-Gunn  City  Fire  Prot  Dist 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

19,020,413 

0.3000 

0  3000 

19,279,328 

0  3000 

0  3000 

57,838 

Mount  Pleasant  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

73,444,477 

0.2448 

0.2448 

75,325,087 

0.2450 

0.2450 

184,546 

Pleasant  Hill  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

156,395,043 

0.4500 

0.4500 

160,212,757 

0.4500 

0.4500 

720,957 

Ambulance 

156,395,043 

0.3000 

0.3000 

160,212,757 

0.3000 

0.3000 

480,638 

Dikeland  Sewer  District 

General  Revenue 

1,021,613 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,004,408 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Hubach  Hill  Rd/North  Cass  Pkwy  CID 

General  Revenue 

9,280 

0.6000 

0.6000 

9,250 

0.6000 

0.6000 

56 

Cass  Co  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

30,503,157 

3.8747 

3.8747 

E 

30,936,580 

3.8752 

3.8752 

1,198,854 

Debt  Service 

30,503,157 

1.7191 

0.3753 

30,936,580 

1.5364 

0.6000 

185,619 

Strasburg  C-3  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

11,160,293 

4.3500 

4.3500 

E 

11,394,709 

4.3500 

4.3500 

495,670 

Debt  Service 

11,160,293 

1.6031 

1.1200 

11,394,709 

1.8016 

1.1200 

127,621 

R avmorp-Pprnliar  R -TT  Srhnnl  Dist 

A VCl  V  111W1  ^    1.  ^  ^  LI  1 1  CLL   XV   XX  JV-11UU1  X-/1JL 

Onpratinti  FnnHs-Srhnnls 

wu^i ciiint;  x  lixiu^  i-> ^ 1 1 wvji l> 

454,165,363 

3.7500 

3.7500 

E 

463,171,516 

3.7500 

3.7500 

17  368  932 

Debt  Service 

454,165,363 

2.3025 

1.2897 

463,171,516 

2.2906 

1.2897 

5  973  523 

Sherwood  Cass  R-VTTT  School  Dist 

LlllLl  WUUU        CI  l}  lJ  XV     V  XXX  l)L11UU1  X_^1l>1 

Onpratino  FnnHs-Srhnnis 

W  l/<_/l  CI  11 1 1  ^  X  LlllU  l>    kj  ^  1 1  w  V_l  1  l> 

48,290,828 

3.2796 

3.2796 

E 

49,308,685 

3.2851 

3.2851 

1619  840 

Debt  Sprvirp 

48,290,828 

1.8433 

1.0000 

49,308,685 

1.8849 

1.0000 

493,087 

East  Lynne  40  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

15,113,679 

4.6216 

3.9918 

15,441,739 

4.5720 

3.9738 

613,624 

Pleasant  Hill  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

136,329,948 

3.9179 

3.6608 

E 

138,373,564 

3.8767 

3.8767 

5,364,328 

Debt  Service 

136,329,948 

1.0737 

1.0737 

138  373  564 

1.2720 

0.8578 

1,186,968 

Harrisonville  R-IX  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

181,375,652 

4.2072 

4.2072 

E 

182,043,255 

4.2072 

4.2072 

7,658,924 

Debt  Service 

181,375,652 

0.9502 

0  8700 

182,043,255 

1  2879 

0  8700 

1  SX^  77 f\ 

Drexel  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

17,451,691 

4.5881 

4.5881 

E 

20,828,688 

4.5209 

4.5209 

941,644 

Debt  Service 

17,451,691 

1.4673 

0.9000 

20,828,688 

1.1326 

0.9672 

201,455 

Midway  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

40,683,429 

5.1468 

5.1468 

E 

41,150,187 

5.1289 

5.1289 

2,110,552 

Debt  Service 

40,683,429 

0.9272 

0.4022 

41,150,187 

1.0396 

0.6700 

275,706 

Belton  124  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

294,927,895 

4.2040 

4.2040 

E 

297,333,544 

4.1559 

4.1559 

12,356,885 

Debt  Service 

294,927,895 

1.7694 

1.1800 

297,333,544 

1.9306 

1.3000 

3,865,336 

Expiration 
Year 


2040 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Cass 

Cass  County 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,0/ J,  /  /  /,61z 

O.ZJZJ 

0.2520 

1,091,871,589 

0.2525 

0.2300 

2,511,305 

Senate  Bill  40 

i,jiy,/5o,ozi 

0.0500 

0.0500 

1,340,576,635 

0.0500 

0.0500 

670,288 

Debt  Service 

1  HO  7CS  OT1 

i,jiy,  /55,5Z1 

u.  to /J 

0.0000 

1,340,576,635 

0.1725 

0.0000 

0 

Cedar 

Cedar  County  Memorial  Hospital 

General  Revenue 

154,362,136 

0.1492 

0.1492 

157,525,420 

0.1497 

0.1497 

235  816 

Bear  Creek  Spec  Rd  Dist  Cedar  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,280,947 

0.3565 

0.3500 

A 

5,418,055 

0.3565 

0.3565 

19,315 

2014 

Bethel  Special  Road  Dist  Cedar  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

997,872 

0.3567 

0.3500 

A 

1,044,023 

0.3567 

0.3567 

3,724 

2014 

Caplinger  Mills  Sp  Rd  Dist  Cedar  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,825,212 

0.3508 

0.3500 

A 

2,972,426 

0.3508 

0.3508 

10,427 

2014 

Cedar  Hall  Spec  Rd  Dist  Cedar  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

974,462 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

1,398,047 

0.2915 

0.2915 

4,075 

2014 

Eldorado  Spgs  Spec  Rd  Dist  Cedar  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

46,646,707 

0.3567 

0.3500 

B 

47,049,408 

0.3567 

0.3567 

167,825 

2014 

Independence  Sp  Rd  Dist  Cedar  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

994,135 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

1,036,407 

0.3500 

0.3500 

3,627 

2014 

Jerico  Springs  Sp  Rd  Dist  Cedar  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

871,339 

0.3500 

0.3500 

875,012 

0.3500 

0.3500 

3,063 

2013 

Koncord  Spec  Rd  Dist  Cedar  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,515,016 

0.4332 

0.3500 

A 

4,234,100 

0.4332 

0.4332 

18,342 

2014 

Madison  Spec  Rd  Dist  Cedar  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,831,253 

0.3557 

0.3500 

A 

1,894,331 

0.3557 

0.3557 

6,738 

2014 

Masters  Spec  Rd  Dist  Cedar  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,920,933 

0.3537 

0.3500 

A 

1,968,339 

0.3537 

0.3537 

6,962 

2014 

Omer  Snprial  RnaH  Dist  Cedar  Pn 

Snprial  Road  and  Rrirlpp 

919,546 

0.3500 

0  3500 

VJ. -J^J \JVt 

938,172 

0.3499 

0.3499 

3,283 

2012 

Rnwlanrl  Snprial  RnaH  Dist  CpHar  Cn 

Snprial  Roarl  and  RriHop 

5,707,335 

0.3563 

0  3500 

VJ.  ->  ^J vfvJ 

A 

5,877,533 

0  3563 

VJ .  -J  ~J  VJ  ^J 

0  3563 

20,942 

2014 

Dnownnrl  Snprial  RnaH  District 

Common  Road  District 

848,994 

0.3500 

0  3500 

VS  .  ^JVJVJ 

** 

#* 

** 

2011 

Common  Road  District 

#* 

*# 

845,277 

0.3625 

0.3625 

3,064 

A 

2015 

City  of  El  Dorado  Springs 

General  Revenue 

30,644,980 

0.5634 

0.5634 

31,077,215 

0.5642 

0.5642 

175,338 

Band 

30,644,980 

0.1356 

0.1356 

31,077,215 

0.1358 

0.1358 

42,203 

Park 

30,644,980 

0.2086 

0.2086 

31,077,215 

0.2089 

0.2089 

64,920 

Recreation 

30,644,980 

0.1000 

0.1000 

31,077,215 

0.1000 

0.1000 

31,077 

Village  of  Jerico  Springs 

General  Revenue 

825,240 

0.5000 

0.5000 

818,367 

0.5000 

0.5000 

4,092 

Citv  of  StoflciriTi 

General  Revenue 

23,498,120 

0.4294 

0.4294 

23,838,647 

0.4320 

0.4235 

100,957 

Village  of  Umber  View  Heights 

General  Revenue 

729,053 

0.2255 

0.2255 

778,714 

0.2255 

0.2255 

1,756 

Cedar  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

154,362,136 

0.0795 

0.0795 

157,525,420 

0.0798 

0.0798 

125,705 

Cedar  County  Chapel  Hills  FPD 

General  Revenue 

20,947,668 

0.2000 

0.2000 

21,333,253 

0.2000 

0.2000 

42,667 

Korth  Special  Road  Subdistrict 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,601,644 

0.3577 

0.3500 

A 

2,769,377 

0.3577 

0.3577 

9,906 

2014 

Stockton  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

83,663,667 

3.6085 

2.8622 

E 

85,873,720 

3.6400 

2.8622 

2,457,878 

E 

Debt  Service 

83,663,667 

1.1594 

0.7463 

85,873,720 

1.0172 

0.7463 

640,876 

El  Dorado  Springs  R-II  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

50,24  /,14j 

T  in  CO 

3.i5jy 

3.1859 

E 

81,652,998 

3.1910 

3.1855 

2,601,056 

E 

Debt  Service 

50,24  /,14j 

U.  jOj  J 

0.4900 

81,652,998 

0.5278 

0.0490 

40,010 

Cedar  County 

General  Revenue 

l34,36z,13o 

0.3151 

0.1488 

157,525,420 

0.3193 

0.1488 

234,398 

Road  &  Bridge 

1  j4,J0Z,13o 

U.Z35J 

0.2385 

157,525,420 

0.2394 

0.2394 

377,116 

Senior  Services 

1d4,3oZ,13o 

0.04y4 

0.0490 

157,525,420 

0.0496 

0.0496 

78,133 

Chariton 

Charitnn  Cnnntv  Amhnlanrp  District 

Genpral  Rpvpnnp 

171,591,978 

0.2600 

0  2600 

VJ.  ^VJVJVf 

179,893,880 

0  2600 

0  2600 

VJ.^VJV/VJ 

467,724 

City  of  Brunswick 

General  Revenue 

6,058,867 

0.9043 

0.9043 

6,465,999 

0.9043 

0.9043 

58,472 

Village  of  Dalton 

Genpral  Rpvpnnp 

477,758 

0.4689 

0.4689 

491,113 

0.4688 

0.4688 

2,302 

City  of  Keytesville 

General  Revenue 

2,698,553 

0.8933 

0.8933 

2,755,765 

0.8972 

0.8972 

24,725 

Parks  &  Rprrpatinn 

2,698,553 

0.2000 

0  2000 

VJ.  ^vjvjvJ 

2,755,765 

0  2000 

0  2000 

vj.^vj vjvj 

5,512 

Citv  nf  Menrlnn 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

1,204,267 

0.9241 

0.9241 

1,324,215 

0.9341 

0.9341 

12,369 

Village  of  Rothville 

General  Revenue 

281,415 

0.9911 

0.9800 

272,962 

1.0000 

1.0000 

2,730 

City  of  Salisbury 

General  Revenue 

14,230,484 

0.7335 

0.7335 

14,482,161 

0.7360 

0.7360 

106,589 

Parks  &  Recreation 

14,230,484 

0.1757 

0.1757 

14,482,161 

0.1763 

0.1763 

25,532 

Library 

14,230,484 

0.1000 

0.1000 

14,482,161 

0.1000 

0.1000 

14,482 

Museum 

14,230,484 

0.1344 

0.1344 

14,482,161 

0.1349 

0.1349 

19,536 

City  of  Sumner 

General  Revenue 

840,923 

0.9820 

0.9820 

843,652 

0.9820 

0.9820 

8,285 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Chariton 

City  of  Sumner 

Streets 

840,923 

0.2454 

0.2454 

843,652 

0.2455 

0.2455 

2,07 1 

2012 

City  of  Triplett 

General  Revenue 

286,057 

1.0000 

1.0000 

308,101 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

3,081 

Bee  Branch  Township  of  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,910,281 

0.5000 

0.5000 

4,119,232 

0.5000 

0.5000 

20,596 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,910,281 

0.3571 

0.3571 

A 

4,119,232 

0.3571 

0.3571 

14,710 

2014 

Bowling  Green  Township,  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,986,090 

0.3029 

0.3029 

6,232,975 

0.3029 

0.3029 

18,880 

Snprial  Road  and  Rridop 

5,986,090 

0.3265 

0.3265 

A 

6,232,975 

0.3265 

0.3265 

20,351 

2014 

Brunswick  Township  of  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

24,625,655 

0.5000 

0.5000 

27,476,422 

0.4832 

0.4832 

132,766 

Snpcijil  Road  and  Rridpp 

24,625,655 

0.2500 

0.2500 

27,476,422 

0.2416 

0.2416 

66  383 

2012 

Chariton  Township  of  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,988,202 

0.2786 

0.2786 

8,228,090 

0.2786 

0.2786 

22,923 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,988,202 

0.1701 

0.1701 

8,228,090 

0.1701 

0.1701 

13,996 

2012 

Clark  Township  of  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,000,691 

0.5000 

0.5000 

6,271,535 

0.5000 

0.5000 

31,358 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,000,691 

0.3500 

0.3500 

6,271,535 

0.3500 

0.3500 

21,950 

2013 

Cockrell  Township  of  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,506,815 

0.4654 

0.4654 

3,663,460 

0.4654 

0.4654 

17,050 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,506,815 

0.3462 

0.3462 

A 

3,663,460 

0.3462 

0.3462 

12,683 

2014 

Cunningham  Township  of  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,818,115 

0.4516 

0.4516 

7,203,576 

0.4516 

0.4516 

32,531 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,818,115 

0.2670 

0.2670 

7,203,576 

0.2670 

0.2670 

19,234 

2012 

Keytesville  Township  of  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

20,341,407 

0.4000 

0.4000 

22,649,456 

0.3774 

0.3774 

85,479 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

20,341,407 

0.3387 

0.3387 

A 

22,649,456 

0.3196 

0.3196 

72,388 

2014 

Mendon  Township  of  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,218,507 

0.4406 

0.4406 

7,801,287 

0.4406 

0.4406 

34,372 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,218,507 

0.3084 

0.3084 

7,801,287 

0.3084 

0.3084 

24,059 

2012 

Musselfork  Township  of  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,167,804 

0.3406 

0.3406 

6,387,135 

0.3406 

0.3406 

21,755 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,167,804 

0.2250 

0.2250 

6,387,135 

0.2250 

0.2250 

14,371 

2012 

Salisbury  Township  of  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

50,834,175 

0.5000 

0.5000 

48,629,005 

0.5000 

0.5000 

243,145 

Snerial  Road  and  RririVe 

50,834,175 

0.1495 

0.1495 

A 

48,629,005 

0.1495 

0  0800 

38,903 

2014 

Salt  Creek  Townshin  of  Chariton  Cn 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,631,198 

0.3947 

0.3947 

4,737,569 

0.3947 

0.3947 

18,699 

Snerial  RoaH  and  Rridoe 

4,631,198 

0.2528 

0.2528 

4,737,569 

0.2528 

0.2528 

1 1,977 

2012 

Triplett  Township  of  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

12,731,558 

0.5000 

0.5000 

15,073,344 

0.4516 

0.4516 

68,071 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

12,731,558 

0.3423 

0.3423 

15,073,344 

0.3091 

0.3091 

46,592 

2012 

Wayland  Township  of  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,955,459 

0.4811 

0.4811 

4,059,869 

0.4817 

0.4817 

19,556 

Snerial  RoaH  and  Rridoe 

3,955,459 

0.1924 

0.1924 

4,059,869 

0.1926 

0.1926 

7,819 

2012 

Yellow  Creek  Township,  Chariton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,760,400 

0.4638 

0.4638 

7,276,881 

0.4617 

0.4617 

33,597 

Snerial  RoaH  and  Rridtre 

6,760,400 

0.3500 

0  3500 

A 

7,276,881 

0.3484 

0.3484 

25,353 

2014 

Keytesville  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

25,811,718 

0.2000 

0.2000 

28,365,182 

0.1917 

0.1917 

54,376 

Mendon  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

14,414,912 

0.1914 

0.1914 

15,238,387 

0.1914 

0.1914 

29,166 

Sumner  Community  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

5,863,602 

0.2753 

0.2753 

6,355,680 

0.2708 

0.2708 

17,211 

Yellow  Creek  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

5,520,231 

0.2788 

0.2788 

5,930,030 

0.2778 

0.2778 

16,474 

Chariton  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

171,591,978 

0.1000 

0.1000 

179,893,880 

0.1000 

0.1000 

179,894 

Northwestern  R-T  Srhnnl  District 

i.  "1  Wl  111  W         Ll_/1 11  1.V   ±  *J  *~  1 1  V_J  VJ 1  _L/1l3L11^-L 

Oneratino  Fnnds-Srhools 

17^1  ClLlllg  1   LlllU-C)        ^  1 1  w  V_l  1  J> 

14,313,241 

4.7700 

4.7700 

E 

15,553,992 

4.7610 

4.7610 

740,526 

E 

Brunswick  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

17,251,993 

3.7500 

3.6500 

E 

18,800,960 

3.7500 

3.6500 

686,235 

E 

Debt  Service 

17,251,993 

0.5394 

0.3900 

18,800,960 

0.4225 

0.3900 

73,324 

Keytesville  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1  J,o44,jZy 

A  0/1  ^ 

4.0500 

E 

14,666,488 

4.2455 

4.0500 

593,993 

E 

Salisbury  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

A  Q  A  QOT 
4o,4JO,oyz 

A  AA.ai 
4.40V  / 

4.4697 

E 

44,528,576 

5.0826 

4.4697 

1,990,294 

E 

Chariton  County 

General  Revenue 

1  1  1  <Q1  Q*7Q 

n  AC\C\ A 
U.4UUU 

0.3150 

179,893,880 

0.4000 

0.3150 

566,666 

Senate  Bill  40 

i  "7  i  cm  n*7Q 

U.1UUU 

0.1000 

179,893,880 

0.1000 

0.1000 

179,894 

Township 

171,591,978 

0.1000 

0.1000 

179,893,880 

0.1000 

0.1000 

179,894 

Christian 

Christian  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

887,914,537 

0.1315 

0.1305 

912,702,602 

0.1324 

0.1324 

1,208,418 

Billings  Spec  Rd  Dist  Christian  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

50,400,289 

0.2032 

0.2032 

45,231,749 

0.2285 

0.2285 

103,355 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

50,400,289 

0.1625 

0.1625 

45,231,749 

0.1827 

0.1625 

73,502 

2013 

Garrison  Spec  Rd  Dist  Christian  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,552,941 

0.2362 

0.2362 

1,597,298 

0.2409 

0.2409 

3,848 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 

A  messed  Value 

Ceil  i  n  tr 

V— -ClllU  li 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Christian 

Ozark  Special  Rd  Dist  Christian  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

330,957,972 

0.1413 

0.1404 

340,763,232 

0.1488 

0.1488 

507  056 

Selmore  Spec  Rd  Dist  Christian  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

16,097,144 

0.1784 

0.1784 

16,595,054 

0.1785 

0.1785 

29,622 

South  Snarta  Road  Dist  Christian  Co 

JUL!  111  O  L'Cll  La  tVV/UU  J_^1l}1  \— -111  ±l>  LlUll  \— *u 

Road  &  Rrid^e 

9,240,878 

0.1739 

0.1739 

9,652,138 

0.1743 

0.1743 

16,824 

Stoneshire  Sp  Rd  Dist  Christian  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,919,763 

0.1498 

0.1498 

2,938,791 

0.1498 

0.1498 

4,402 

City  of  Billings 

General  Revenue 

8,284,773 

0.5779 

0.5779 

8,386,620 

0.5779 

0.5779 

48,466 

Parks  ^  Rerreatinn 

J.  ell rvJ>  Iv  iv^^l  ^uLluil 

8,284,773 

0.1679 

0.1679 

8,386,620 

0.1679 

0.1679 

14,081 

City  of  Clever 

General  Revenue 

19,343,487 

0.6229 

0.6229 

20,504,707 

0.6229 

0.6229 

127,724 

Citv  nt  Nixa 

V^IL  y    VJ  1  1  1  1ACI 

General  Revenue 

198,708,186 

0.3284 

0.3284 

200,996,529 

0.3316 

0.3316 

666  504 

City  of  Ozark 

General  Revenue 

192,134,855 

0.2344 

0.2344 

195,679,551 

0.2355 

0.2355 

460,825 

Parks  &  Recreation 

192,134,855 

0.0586 

0.0586 

195,679,551 

0.0589 

0.0589 

115,255 

City  of  Sparta 

General  Revenue 

13,756,018 

0.3748 

0.3748 

14,552,247 

0.3748 

0.3748 

54,542 

City  of  Fremont  Hills 

General  Revenue 

VJ  V/11<_/1  Cll  IVL-VLllUL 

20,294,135 

0.6191 

0.6191 

20,843,654 

0.6251 

0.6251 

130,294 

Debt  Service 

20,294,135 

0.1688 

0.1688 

20,843,654 

0.1622 

0.1622 

33  808 

Village  of  Saddlebrooke 

General  Revenue 

11,103,595 

0.7429 

0.7429 

82,489 

A 

Christian  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

981,818,095 

0.0882 

0.0882 

1,009,082,706 

0.0887 

0.0887 

895,056 

Ozark  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

397,017,410 

0.3888 

0.3888 

409,977,520 

0.3888 

0.3888 

1  593  993 

-L  i-J  y  -j ;  y  y  j 

Nixa  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

372,522,764 

0.6483 

0.6483 

382,117,455 

0.6549 

0.6549 

2,502,487 

Billings  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

50,811,432 

0.4003 

0.4003 

51,358,959 

0.4020 

0.4020 

206,463 

Clever  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

57,602,510 

0.3914 

0.3914 

59,471,439 

0.3914 

0.3914 

232,771 

Highlandville  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

71,702,136 

0.3811 

0.3811 

72,229,356 

0.3869 

0.3869 

279,455 

Snarta  Fire  Prntertinn  Distrirt 

JUUl  la  1  11  V  ±  1UILL  L1U11  I^IlIUILI 

General  Revenue 

VJ  V 11V1  Cll  IV  V  V  V 1 1  LI  V 

35,844,240 

0.2835 

0.2835 

37,242,148 

0.2835 

0.2835 

105  581 

Chadwick  Rural  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

9,061,872 

0.3000 

0.3000 

9,183,918 

0.3000 

0.3000 

27,552 

Christian  Cnnntv  Health  Denartment 

V^lll  lOllUll        V/  LI  1 1  I  Y    ±  1  C  U  1  Lll  iy V  IJ til  Llllk-'llL 

General  Revenue 

VJ  Vll  VI  Cll  IV  V  V  V 1 1  LI  V 

981,818,095 

0.0441 

0.0441 

1,009,082,706 

0.0444 

0.0444 

448  033 

Chadwick  R-I  School  District 

Oneratino^  Fnnrls-Srhonl's 

\y  lJ\sL  LI LI  11 ^  I  Ull  Vlo  OLllVJUlo 

10,579,488 

3.6500 

3  6500 

E 

10,768,264 

3  6500 

-J . \J^J VV 

3  6500 

393,042 

E 

Debt  Service 

10,579,488 

1.4935 

1.0497 

10,768,264 

1.0533 

1.0497 

113,034 

Nixa  R-II  School  District 

Oneratino  Funds-Schools 

V_/IJ^1  Llllllli  J.  LI  1 1 VI  l>    i_>  V 1 1 VV1  l> 

377,305,529 

3.2434 

3.2434 

E 

387,462,390 

3.2434 

3.2434 

12  566  955 

Deht  Servire 

iy\^  U I    l_>  V  I  V  1 V  V 

377,305,529 

2.0347 

1.0666 

387,462,390 

1.6912 

1.0666 

4,132,674 

Snarta  R-TTT  School  District 

kJUUl  LU  J.V    111   O  VllvJ  VI  L-/  loLllLL 

Oneratino  Funds-Schools 

V_/IJ^1  Llllllt;  J.  LI  1 1 VI  l>  ULllUUlo 

34,977,433 

3.4149 

3.3500 

E 

36,606,067 

3.4149 

3.4093 

1,248,01 1 

E 

Debt  Service 

34,977,433 

1.0723 

0.7500 

36,606,067 

1.0310 

0.6907 

252,838 

Billings  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

29,886,709 

3.2147 

3.2147 

E 

30,215,328 

3.2237 

3.2237 

974,052 

E 

Debt  Service 

29,886,709 

0.8319 

0.8319 

30,215,328 

0.9857 

0.8229 

248,642 

Clever  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

56,660,179 

3.6373 

3.6373 

E 

58,612,769 

3.6211 

3.6211 

2,122,427 

E 

Debt  Service 

56,660,179 

1.2721 

0.8636 

58,612,769 

1.2695 

0.8797 

515,617 

Ozark  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

374,675,246 

3.2846 

3.2846 

E 

386,506,544 

3.2851 

3.2851 

12,697,126 

E 

Debt  Service 

374,675,246 

1.2832 

0.8554 

386,506,544 

1.3442 

0.8549 

3,304,244 

Spokane  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

57,045,805 

3.3280 

3.3280 

E 

58,544,126 

3.3204 

3.3169 

1,941,850 

E 

Debt  Service 

57,045,805 

1.5563 

0.8815 

58,544,126 

1.3341 

0.8926 

522,565 

Christian  County 

General  Revenue 

no  1  ci  o  no? 

0.0000 

1,009,082,706 

0.2266 

0.0000 

0 

Senate  Bill  40 

no  1  cio  nn< 
981,818,0y5 

n  <\HC\A 

U.U/y4 

0.0794 

1,009,082,706 

0.0799 

0.0799 

806,257 

Senior  Services 

no  1  cic  no? 

n  n?nn 

0.0500 

1,009,082,706 

0.0500 

0.0500 

504,541 

Common  1  Road  &  Bridge 

no  noo  o*;-7 

n  on?o 

0.0000 

101,684,999 

0.2074 

0.0000 

0 

Common  2  Road  &  Bridge 

k\i  (\1 1  oon 
203,931,280 

0.0836 

0.0000 

208,203,555 

0.0846 

0.0000 

0 

Clark 

Clark  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

93,776,941 

0.2891 

0.2891 

95,810,348 

0.2891 

0.2891 

276,988 

Clark  County  Nursing  Home  District 

General  Revenue 

93,776,941 

0.1156 

0.1156 

95,810,348 

0.1156 

0.1156 

110,757 

Wayland  Special  Rd  Dist  Clark  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

12,422,936 

0.3500 

0.3500 

12,656,256 

0.3500 

0.3500 

44,297 

City  of  Alexandria 

General  Revenue 

1,360,564 

0.8992 

0.8992 

1,404,498 

0.8992 

0.8992 

12,629 

City  of  Kahoka 

General  Revenue 

16,755,118 

0.7065 

0.7065 

16,702,100 

0.7116 

0.7116 

118,852 

Parks  &  Recreation 

16,755,118 

0.1365 

0.1365 

16,702,100 

0.1375 

0.1375 

22,965 

Library 

16,755,118 

0.2184 

0.2184 

16,702,100 

0.2200 

0.2200 

36,745 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 

A ^e^erl  Value 
iT.L>st;oai;Li  v  tunc 

Ceilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Clark 

Village  of  Luray 

General  Revenue 

320,044 

0.5994 

0.5994 

293,440 

0.6000 

0.6000 

1,761 

City  of  Wayland 

General  Revenue 

3,722,000 

0.7500 

0.7500 

3,749,250 

0.7500 

0.7500 

28,119 

Streets 

3,722,000 

0.2500 

0.2500 

3,749,250 

0.2500 

0.2500 

9,373 

City  of  ^Vyaconda 

General  Revenue 

1,537,327 

0.9362 

0.9362 

1  515  937 

0.9519 

0.9519 

14,430 

City  of  Revere 

General  Revenue 

553,402 

0.9789 

0.9789 

594,530 

0.9788 

0.9788 

5,819 

Clark  Cnnntv  T  ihrarv 

General  Revenue 

77,021,824 

0.0976 

0.0976 

79  1 08  248 

0.0976 

0.0976 

77,210 

Alexandria  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

8,155,167 

0.2660 

0.2660 

8,488,800 

0.2660 

0.2660 

22,580 

Clark  Cnnntv  Wealth  Denartment 

General  Revenue 

93,776,941 

0.0964 

0.0964 

95  810  348 

0.0964 

0.0964 

92,361 

Revere  C-3  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

7,250,738 

4.9200 

4.9200 

E  ** 

#* 

** 

Luray  33  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

4,476,205 

4.1514 

4.1514 

e  4,455,025 

4.1743 

4.1743 

185,966 

E 

Clark  Co.  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

67,191,002 

2.8635 

2.7500 

f  75,862,366 

2.8695 

2.7500 

2,086,215 

F 

Debt  Service 

67,191,002 

1.0686 

0.7500 

75,862,366 

1.3406 

0.7500 

568,968 

Clark  County 

General  Revenue 

93,776,941 

0.4492 

0.3473 

95,810,348 

0.4492 

0.3292 

315,408 

Road  &  Bridge 

81,354,005 

0.3307 

0.3307 

83,143,841 

0.3307 

0.3307 

274,957 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

81,354,005 

0.0000 

0.0000 

#* 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  &  Bridge 

81,354,005 

0.3490 

0.3490 

83,143,841 

0.3490 

0.3490 

290,172 

2012 

Clax 


Eastern  Clay  County  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

33,572,649 

0.2806 

0.2806 

33,443,922 

0.2825 

0.2825 

94,479 

New  Liberty  Hospital  District 

General  Revenue 

861,351,350 

0.1500 

0.1500 

872,216,323 

0.1500 

0.1500 

1,308,324 

City  of  Avondale 

General  Revenue 

3,995,665 

0.4556 

0.4480 

3,959,319 

0.4598 

0.4598 

18,205 

Debt  Service 

3,995,665 

0.9774 

0.9774 

3,959,319 

1.0118 

1.0118 

40,060 

Village  of  Birmingham 

General  Revenue 

2,754,758 

0.3191 

0.3191 

2,700,502 

0.3255 

0.3255 

8,790 

Village  of  Claycomo 

General  Revenue 

54,634,751 

0.3300 

0.3300 

51,912,314 

0.3300 

0.3300 

171,311 

Debt  Service 

54,634,751 

0.2258 

0.2200 

51,912,314 

0.0154 

0.0154 

7,994 

City  of  Excelsior  Springs 

General  Revenue 

133,824,095 

0.6289 

0.6289 

140,853,032 

0.6178 

0.6178 

870,190 

Hospital 

130,315,035 

0.1770 

0.1770 

137,343,972 

0.1737 

0.1737 

238,566 

Parks 

130,315,035 

0.1770 

0.1770 

137,343,972 

0.1737 

0.1737 

238,566 

Recreation 

130,315,035 

0.1770 

0.1770 

137,343,972 

0.1737 

0.1737 

238,566 

City  of  Glenaire 

General  Revenue 

6,203,292 

0.6257 

0.6257 

6,231,868 

0.6257 

0.6257 

38,993 

City  of  Holt 

General  Revenue 

4,947,046 

0.4549 

0.4549 

4,998,705 

0.4590 

0.4590 

22,944 

City  of  Kearney 

General  Revenue 

133,540,208 

0.6014 

0.5800 

135,753,659 

0.6025 

0.5800 

787,371 

Debt  Service 

133,540,208 

0.0500 

0.0500 

135,753,659 

0.0576 

0.0500 

67,877 

City  of  Liberty 

General  Revenue 

448,002,509 

0.8743 

0.8465 

450,592,300 

0.8743 

0.8417 

3,792,635 

Parks  &  Recreation 

448,002,509 

0.1541 

0.1492 

450,592,300 

0.1541 

0.1483 

668,228 

City  of  Missouri  City 

General  Revenue 

2,037,055 

0.8900 

0.8900 

2,027,666 

0.8900 

0.8900 

18,046 

City  of  Mosby 

General  Revenue 

2,352,564 

0.9886 

0.9886 

2,402,402 

0.9886 

0.9886 

23,750 

City  of  North  Kansas  City 

General  Revenue 

252,791,293 

0.4298 

0.4298 

247,001,394 

0.4416 

0.4416 

1,090,758 

Parks  &  Recreation 

252,791,293 

0.1200 

0.1200 

247,001,394 

0.1200 

0.1200 

296,402 

Library 

252,791,293 

0.2000 

0.2000 

247,001,394 

0.3175 

0.3000 

741,004 

Pension 

252,791,293 

0.2200 

0.2200 

247,001,394 

0.2200 

0.2200 

543,403 

Village  of  Oaks 

General  Revenue 

2,571,830 

0.5000 

0.5000 

2,443,219 

0.5000 

0.5000 

12,216 

Fire 

2,571,830 

0.3000 

0.3000 

** 

** 

Fire 

** 

** 

** 

2,443,219 

0.3252 

0.3000 

7,330 

Village  of  Oakview 

General  Revenue 

5,655,658 

0.3910 

0.3910 

5,985,830 

0.3900 

0.3900 

23,345 

Fire 

5,655,658 

0.1191 

0.1191 

5,985,830 

0.1188 

0.1188 

7,111 

Fire  &  Ambulance-Temp 

5,655,658 

0.2749 

0.2749 

#* 

** 

#* 

Fire  &  Ambulance-Temp 

** 

** 

5,985,830 

0.3000 

0.3000 

17,957 

Village  of  Oakwood 

General  Revenue 

4,134,485 

0.2954 

0.2800 

4,231,642 

0.2962 

0.2629 

11,125 

Fire 

4,134,485 

0.3000 

0.3000 

#* 

** 

#* 

General  Revenue-Temp 

4,134,485 

0.2200 

0.2200 

** 

** 

** 

2011 
A  2013 


2011 
A  2015 

2011 
2011 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Clav 

Village  of  Oakwood 

Fire 

#* 

** 

** 

4,231,642 

0.3099 

0.3099 

13,114 

A 

2013 

General  Revenue-Temp 

** 

*# 

## 

4,231,642 

0.2272 

0.2272 

9,614 

A 

2013 

Village  of  Oakwood  Park 

General  Revenue 

2,405,517 

0.4717 

0.4717 

3,135,176 

0.4717 

0.4717 

14,789 

2,405,517 

0.3000 

0  3000 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

City  of  Pleasant  Valley 

General  Revenue 

40,093,528 

0.6928 

0.6928 

40,683,856 

0.6942 

0.6942 

282,427 

Villaoe  nf  Prathersville 

freneral  Revenue 

2,618,118 

0.2801 

0.2801 

2,656,599 

0.2813 

0.2813 

7,473 

City  of  Randolph 

General  Revenue 

4,291,147 

0.5000 

0.5000 

5,523,971 

0.5000 

0.5000 

27,620 

City  of  Smithville 

General  Revenue 

128,629,652 

0.4595 

0.4487 

131,352,189 

0.4595 

0.4500 

591  085 

Kearney  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

264,052,673 

0.5169 

0.5169 

268,757,636 

0.5169 

0.5169 

1,389,208 

Ambulance 

264,052,673 

0.2808 

0.2808 

268,757,636 

0.2810 

0.2810 

755,209 

Dispatch 

264,052,673 

0.0300 

0.0300 

268,757,636 

0.0300 

0.0300 

80,627 

Debt  Service 

264,052,673 

0.0887 

0.0887 

268,757,636 

0.0887 

0.0887 

238,388 

Holt  Community  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

66,757,153 

0.5689 

0.5689 

67,713,507 

0.5689 

0.5689 

385,222 

Ambulance 

66,757,153 

0.2738 

0.2738 

67,713,507 

0.2738 

0.2738 

185,400 

Fishing  River  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

49,915,832 

0.2769 

0.2769 

51,149,051 

0.2769 

0.2769 

141,632 

Developmental  Disabilities  Resource 

General  Revenue 

3,411,376,215 

0.1200 

0.1191 

3,450,504,996 

0.1200 

0.1191 

4,109,551 

Clav  Platte  Rav  Mental  Health  Rnarrl 

Creneral  Revenue 

3,411,376,215 

0.0991 

0.0963 

3,450,504,996 

0.0992 

0.0963 

3  322  836 

Clay  County  Public  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

3,411,376,215 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,450,504,996 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,450,505 

The  210  Hwy  Trans  Development  Dist 

General  Revenue 

* 

46,338,277 

0.1000 

0.0647 

29,981 

2016 

Kearney  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds- Schools 

300,074,898 

4.1961 

4.0623 

BH 

304,489,608 

4.1961 

4.1961 

12,776,688 

E 

Debt  Servire 

300,074,898 

2.2149 

1.1500 

304,489,608 

1.2297 

1.1500 

3  501  630 

Smithville  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

198,818,707 

3.4408 

3.4407 

E 

202,504,169 

3.4448 

3.4448 

6,975,864 

E 

Debt  Service 

198,818,707 

1.9785 

0.9600 

202,504,169 

1.7603 

0.9600 

1,944,040 

Fxrelsinr  Snrinos  40  Srhnnl  Dist 

Onerarino  Fnnds-Srhnnls 

200,962,292 

4.2500 

4.2500 

E 

205,443,220 

4.2500 

4.2500 

8  731  337 

E 

Debt  Service 

200,962,292 

1.2149 

0.9500 

205,443,220 

1.1435 

0.9500 

1,951,711 

T  ihertv       Srhnnl  Distrirt 

Oneratin^  Fnnrls-Srhnnls 

758,722,958 

4.9000 

4.9000 

E 

770,062,710 

4.9000 

4.9000 

37  733  073 

E 

Debt  Service 

758,722,958 

2.4744 

1.1950 

770,062,710 

2.3997 

1.1950 

9,202,249 

Missouri  City  56  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

6,297,429 

4.5656 

4.2756 

6,447,428 

4.5823 

4.3433 

280,031 

North  Kansas  City  74  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1,860,080,168 

4.8698 

4.8698 

E 

1,871,506,546 

4.8698 

4.8698 

91,138,626 

E 

Debt  Service 

1,860,080,168 

1.0200 

1.0200 

1,871,506,546 

1.0200 

1.0200 

19,089,367 

Clay  County 

General  Revenue 

1/111  ii 1 1  < 

3,41 1,3  /0,Z1  J 

fl  1  A/IT 
U.  104  / 

0.1300 

3,450,504,996 

0.1647 

0.1300 

4,485,656 

Parks  &  Recreation 

1  A  1  1  lit*  Tl  c 
3,41 1,3  /0,Z1  J 

u.uuuu 

0.0000 

3,450,504,996 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Road  &  Bridge 

1/111  in  a  n 1  < 

3,41 1,3  /0,Z1  J 

U.U5Z3 

0.0800 

3,450,504,996 

0.0824 

0.0800 

2,760,404 

Senior  Services 

l/lii  inf.  tk 
3,41 1,3  /6,215 

0.0MJ0 

0.0499 

3,450,504,996 

0.0500 

0.0499 

1,721,802 

Clinton 

Cameron  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

102,566,126 

0.1990 

0.1990 

102,859,758 

0.1998 

0.1998 

205,514 

Tri-County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

196,223,645 

0.2700 

0.2700 

201,305,720 

0.2700 

0.2700 

543,525 

Cameron  Spec  Rd  Dist  Clinton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

58,196,319 

0.2519 

0.2519 

59,333,088 

0.2519 

0.2519 

149,460 

Snepial  Rnarl  and  RriHtre 

58,196,319 

0.3500 

0  3500 

59,333,088 

0.3500 

0  3500 

207  666 

2013 

Plattshurp  Sner  Rd  Dist  Clinton  Co 

RnaH  &  RriHp~e 

36,700,173 

0.2674 

0.2674 

36,508,097 

0.2694 

0.2694 

98,353 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

36,700,173 

0.3557 

0.3557 

A 

36,508,097 

0.3557 

0.3557 

129,859 

2014 

City  of  Cameron 

General  Revenue 

71,595,663 

0.5917 

0.5917 

69,524,183 

0.6023 

0.6117 

425,279 

c 

Parks  Si  Rerreatinn 

X  U1JVl5  CX_  1VC>1,1  ^cllUJU 

71,595,663 

0.1453 

0.1453 

69,524,183 

0.1479 

0.1502 

104,425 

c 

Library 

71,595,663 

0.1662 

0.1662 

69,524,183 

0.1691 

0.1717 

119,373 

c 

Band  Revenue 

71,595,663 

0.0830 

0.0830 

69,524,183 

0.0845 

0.0858 

59,652 

c 

City  of  Gower 

General  Revenue 

13,550,750 

0.5402 

0.5402 

13,928,816 

0.5402 

0.5402 

75,243 

City  of  Lathrop 

General  Revenue 

20,356,646 

0.5577 

0.5577 

20,551,107 

0.5662 

0.5662 

116,360 

Parks  &  Recreation 

20,356,646 

0.1468 

0.1468 

20,551,107 

0.1490 

0.1490 

30,621 

Debt  Service 

20,356,646 

0.7287 

0.5165 

20,551,107 

1.0723 

0.5361 

110,174 

City  of  Plattsburg 

General  Revenue 

25,605,746 

0.5843 

0.5806 

25,640,010 

0.5866 

0.5815 

149,097 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

A sspsspH  Valnp 

Cpilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Clinton 

Citv  of  Plattshnrp 

Lights 

25,605,746 

0.0804 

0.0799 

25,640,010 

0.0807 

0.0800 

20,512 

Police 

25,605,746 

0.2216 

0.2202 

25,640,010 

0.2225 

0.2205 

56,536 

Cemetary 

25,605,746 

0.0188 

0.0187 

** 

** 

#* 

C  e  metery 

** 

** 

25,640,010 

0.0189 

0.0187 

4,795 

Park 

25,605,746 

0.1415 

0.1406 

25,640,010 

0.1421 

0.1408 

36,101 

Rprrpatinn 

X  V  ^  V-X     LI  LI  VX 1 1 

25,605,746 

0.0491 

0.0488 

25,640,010 

0.0493 

0.0489 

12,538 

City  of  Trimble 

General  Revenue 

6,475,792 

0.3305 

0.3305 

6,609,078 

0.3305 

0.3305 

21,843 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

6,475,792 

0.6804 

0.6804 

6,609,078 

0.5158 

0.5158 

34,090 

Village  of  Turney 

General  Revenue 

1,342,271 

0.3254 

0.3254 

1,394,761 

0.3382 

0.3382 

4,717 

Gower  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

42,257,817 

0.2631 

0.2631 

45,003,738 

0.2605 

0.2605 

117,235 

Lathrop  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

57,572,135 

0.2687 

0.2687 

58,312,786 

0.2704 

0.2704 

157,678 

Plattvhnro  Fire  Prntprtinn  District 

Gpnpral  Rpvpniip 

vx  ^ii^i  at  xv  ^  v  ^  1 1  li 

60,652,718 

0.3500 

0  3500 

61,062,737 

0  3500 

0  3500 

213,720 

Cameron  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

40,218,884 

0.2851 

0.2851 

41,532,800 

0.2851 

0.2851 

118,410 

Clinton  Cnnntv  Hpnlth  Dpnartmpnt 

V^XXIIUJIX  \— -\_7LIX1LY    1  Ik-UJllJ  J-^  ^  IX  C1X  Llll^llL 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  ^L1L_.X  CXI  XV  ^  V  ^  1 1  Lt  ^ 

270,665,734 

0.0905 

0.0905 

274,943,636 

0.0905 

0.0905 

248,824 

Cameron  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

109,569,248 

3.5811 

3.5811 

E 

109,894,424 

3.6240 

3.5071 

3,854,107 

Debt  Service 

109,569,248 

0.4977 

0.4800 

109,894,424 

0.8538 

0.5800 

637,388 

Lathrop  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

59,074,472 

4.3900 

4.3900 

E 

58,979,059 

4.3900 

4.3900 

2,589,181 

Debt  Service 

59,074,472 

1.1177 

0.4727 

58,979,059 

1.2439 

0.6725 

396,634 

Clinton  County  R-III  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

"i c\  ron  CCA 

72,589,551 

3.9134 

3.9134 

E 

71,455,260 

3.9134 

3.9134 

2,796,330 

Debt  Service 

/z,joy,j  j  t 

1.0000 

71,455,260 

1.0284 

1.0000 

714,553 

Clinton  County 

General  Revenue 

T7H  H1A 

a  i  Co  A 

0.2750 

274,943,636 

0.3520 

0.2400 

659,865 

Common  Road  District 

T7H  H1A 

1  /0,OOJ,  /  34 

A  1  QCiA 

U.  1594 

0.1894 

179,102,451 

0.2746 

0.2746 

491,815 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

T7A  TQ/I 

Z/0,ooJ,/34 

A  QAO^ 

U.oooj 

0.3500 

A 

179,102,451 

0.3716 

0.3500 

626,859 

Senate  Bill  40 

2/0,665,/34 

0.0905 

0.0905 

274,943,636 

0.0905 

0.0905 

248,824 

Cole 

Village  of  Centertown 

General  Revenue 

4,054,741 

0.7470 

0.7470 

4,136,828 

0.7470 

0.7470 

30,902 

City  of  Jefferson  City 

General  Revenue 

846,042,720 

0.4712 

0.4600 

848,397,385 

0.4749 

0.4600 

3,902,628 

Firemen  Retirement 

846,042,720 

0.0984 

0.0961 

848,397,385 

0.0992 

0.0961 

815,310 

City  of  Lohman 

General  Revenue 

2,067,264 

0.2782 

0.2782 

2,048,468 

0.2807 

0.2807 

5,750 

Debt  Service 

2,067,264 

0.3410 

0.3410 

2,048,468 

0.3344 

0.3344 

6,850 

City  of  Russellville 

General  Revenue 

7,460,133 

0.7466 

0.7466 

7,476,581 

0.7512 

0.7512 

56,164 

City  of  Taos 

General  Revenue 

14,490,907 

0.2709 

0.2709 

15,193,236 

0.2756 

0.2756 

41,873 

Jeff  City/Cole  County  Library  Dist 

General  Revenue 

1,312,503,941 

0.1977 

0.1977 

1,324,400,350 

0.1984 

0.1984 

2,627,610 

Cole  County  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

175,474,533 

0.3000 

0.3000 

178,872,128 

0.3000 

0.3000 

536,616 

Regional  West  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

169,180,170 

0.2911 

0.2911 

173,379,914 

0.2913 

0.2913 

505,056 

Osage  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

109,291,558 

0.2984 

0.2984 

112,933,775 

0.2989 

0.2989 

337,559 

Russellville-Lohman  Fire  Prot  Dist 

frpnpinl  Rpvpnnp 

46,129,489 

0.2967 

0.2967 

47  107  759 

0.2971 

0.2971 

139,957 

Cole  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

49,619,176 

3.2353 

3.2353 

E 

50,733,660 

3.2210 

3.2210 

1,634,131 

T"jpht  vprvicp 

49,619,176 

1.2259 

0  8800 

50,733,660 

1.0898 

0  8800 

446,456 

Cole  Co  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

88,938,650 

2.7500 

2.7500 

92  284  053 

2.7500 

2.7500 

2,537,81 1 

Debt  Service 

88,938,650 

1.3822 

0.9100 

92,284,053 

1.0859 

0.9100 

839,785 

Pnlp  fn  R-V  Srhnnl  District 

f~ir\f>r:i1~i n rt  T-<iinr1c_^!r'l"ir\r»lc 

VJUCl  ClLlllg  1  LllUJ.?*  cJUIUJUIS 

59,529,009 

3.3756 

2.9500 

F 

60,689,713 

3.3745 

2.9500 

1  790  347 

Debt  Service 

59,529,009 

0.9285 

0.7000 

60,689,713 

0.9375 

0.7000 

424,828 

Jefferson  City  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1,194,621,119 

3.7642 

3.5000 

1,188,058,347 

3.7642 

3.4714 

41,242,257 

Debt  Service 

1,194,621,119 

0.3565 

0.1770 

1,188,058,347 

0.3723 

0.2056 

2,442,648 

Cole  County 

General  Revenue 

1,312,503,941 

0.1188 

0.1151 

1,324,400,350 

0.1192 

0.1096 

1,451,543 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,312,503,941 

0.2728 

0.2700 

1,324,400,350 

0.2737 

0.2700 

3,575,881 

Senate  Bill  40 

1,312,503,941 

0.0890 

0.0890 

1,324,400,350 

0.0893 

0.0893 

1,182,690 

Expiration 
Year 


2012 

2012 
2012 


2014 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 


Purpose 


Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied       Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied  Revenue 


Expiration 
Year 


Cooper 

Cooper  County  Memorial  Hospital 
Cooper  Co  Nursing  Home  District 
City  of  Blackwater 

City  of  Boonville 

City  of  Bunceton 

City  of  Otterville 

City  of  Pilot  Grove 

City  of  Prairie  Home 

Village  of  Wooldridge 

Cooper  Co  Fire  Protection  Dist 

Otterville  Fire  Protection  District 
Prairie  Home  Rural  Fire  Prot  Dist 
Cooper  County  Public  Health  Center 
Blackwater  R-II  School  District 
Cooper  Co.  R-IV  School  District 

Prairie  Home  R-V  School  District 

Otterville  R-VI  School  District 

Pilot  Grove  C-4  School  District 


Boonville  R-I  School  District 


Cooper  County 


Crawford 

North  Crawford  Co  Ambulance  Dist 
Steelville  Ambulance  District 
City  of  Bourbon 

Village  of  Leasburg 

City  of  Steelville 

Crawford  County  Library  District 

Bourbon  Fire  District 

Steelville  Fire  Protection  Dist 

Crawford  Co  R-I  School  District 

Crawford  Co  R-II  School  District 

Steelville  R-III  School  District 

Crawford  County 


General  Revenue 

221,055,579 

0 

.1500 

0. 

1500 

223,927,068 

0.1500 

0. 

1500 

335,891 

General  Revenue 

35,725,697 

0 

.1419 

0. 

.1419 

35,931,337 

0.1432 

0. 

1432 

51,454 

General  Revenue 

1,202,290 

0 

.9483 

0. 

9483 

1,253,656 

0.9483 

0. 

.9483 

11,888 

Debt  Service 

1,202,290 

0 

.4691 

0. 

4691 

1,253,656 

0.4111 

0. 

.4111 

5,154 

General  Revenue 

92,869,770 

o 

.6727 

0. 

6500 

96,404,169 

0.6681 

0. 

6500 

626,627 

General  Revenue 

1,910,844 

1 

.0000 

1. 

0000 

1,994,110 

0.9880 

0. 

.9880 

19,702 

General  Revenue 

2,880,075 

0 

.8277 

0. 

8277 

2,876,501 

0.8287 

0. 

.8287 

23,838 

General  Revenue 

4,931,518 

o 

.7252 

0. 

7252 

4,975,721 

0.7252 

0. 

.7252 

36,084 

General  Revenue 

1,981,537 

0 

.9649 

0. 

9649 

2,010,962 

0.9725 

0. 

.9725 

19,557 

General  Revenue 

237,010 

o 

.7000 

0. 

7000 

242,741 

0.6998 

0. 

.6998 

1,699 

General  Revenue 

58,198,228 

0 

.4771 

0. 

.4771 

58,899,834 

0.4783 

0. 

4783 

281,718 

Debt  Service 

58,198,228 

o 

.3638 

0. 

3638 

58,899,834 

0.3641 

0. 

3641 

214,454 

General  Revenue 

12,676,632 

0 

.2938 

0. 

.2938 

12,588,009 

0.2978 

0. 

2978 

37,487 

General  Revenue 

11,401,076 

0 

.2600 

0. 

2600 

11,476,379 

0.2600 

0. 

2600 

29,839 

General  Revenue 

221,055,579 

0 

.1900 

0. 

1900 

223,927,068 

0.1900 

0. 

.1900 

425,461 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

7,852,666 

3 

.3971 

3. 

3971 

E 

7,920,262 

3.3698 

3. 

3698 

266,897 

E 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

8,408,189 

4 

.4902 

4, 

.4881 

E 

8,611,009 

4.4672 

4. 

4672 

384,671 

E 

Debt  Service 

8,408,189 

0 

.6873 

0. 

6001 

8,611,009 

0.9775 

0. 

.6210 

53,474 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

12,031,031 

4, 

.4695 

4, 

4695 

E 

12,229,007 

4.4379 

4, 

4379 

542,711 

E 

Debt  Service 

12,031,031 

0 

.3803 

0. 

3803 

12,229,007 

0.2381 

0. 

2381 

29,117 

Operating  Funds -Schools 

1  1  S9Q  1  on 

iz,&zy,iyu 

■J 
J 

.yuy  / 

J. 

QOQ7 

yuy  / 

1 1  Oil  AM 

j.  /ojU 

-5 
J. 

/ojU 

Debt  Service 

12,829,190 

0 

.6819 

0. 

6203 

12,927,412 

0.6703 

0. 

6703 

86,652 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

16,356,155 

3. 

.2919 

3, 

2919 

E 

16,871,018 

3.1542 

3. 

1542 

532,146 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

16,356,155 

0 

.6983 

0. 

6983 

16,871,018 

0.6983 

0. 

6983 

117,810 

Debt  Service 

16,356,155 

0 

.9524 

0. 

9000 

16,871,018 

0.9415 

0. 

9000 

151,839 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

132,327,082 

3. 

.4711 

3. 

.4711 

E 

134,977,894 

3.4092 

3. 

4092 

4,601,666 

E 

Debt  Service 

132,327,082 

1 

.1503 

0. 

7827 

134,977,894 

1.0154 

0. 

8446 

1,140,023 

General  Revenue 

221,055,579 

0 

.4331 

0. 

2390 

223,927,068 

0.4331 

0. 

2390 

535,186 

Road  &  Bridge 

221,055,579 

0 

.3197 

0. 

3197 

223,927,068 

0.3197 

0. 

3197 

715,895 

Senate  Bill  40 

221,055,579 

0 

.2000 

0. 

2000 

223,927,068 

0.2000 

0. 

2000 

447,854 

General  Revenue 

180,490,720 

0 

.2710 

0. 

1098 

184,343,245 

0.2721 

0. 

0982 

181,025 

General  Revenue 

64,585,575 

0 

.3180 

0 

1310 

64,534,025 

0.3228 

0. 

1758 

113,451 

General  Revenue 

9,886,243 

o 

.6740 

0. 

6740 

9,902,680 

0.6755 

0. 

.6755 

66,893 

Parks  &  Recreation 

9,886,243 

0 

.1000 

0. 

1000 

9,902,680 

0.1000 

0. 

.1000 

9,903 

Police 

9,886,243 

0 

.3198 

0. 

3198 

9,902,680 

0.3205 

0. 

.3205 

31,738 

General  Revenue 

1,544,833 

o 

.4893 

0. 

4893 

1,645,033 

0.4893 

0. 

4893 

8,049 

General  Revenue 

18,862,048 

o 

.3563 

0. 

3563 

13,765,402 

0.4953 

0. 

4953 

68,180 

General  Revenue 

257,001,636 

0 

.0929 

0. 

0929 

263,665,154 

0.0929 

0. 

0929 

244,945 

General  Revenue 

44,562,441 

o 

.2700 

() 

1604 

46  340  098 

0.2700 

0. 

0963 

44,626 

General  Revenue 

73,580,432 

0 

.1960 

0. 

1960 

73,556,344 

0.1987 

0. 

1987 

146,156 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

59,201,121 

3 

.0593 

3. 

0593 

E 

60,216,321 

3.0852 

3. 

0852 

1,857,794 

E 

Debt  Service 

59,201,121 

1 

.0847 

0. 

9350 

60,216,321 

1.1718 

0. 

9350 

563,023 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

109,657,985 

2. 

.9559 

2. 

7500 

F 

111,204,661 

2.9543 

2. 

7500 

3,058,128 

F 

Debt  Service 

109,657,985 

1 

.0450 

0. 

5600 

111,204,661 

1.0505 

0. 

5600 

622,746 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

53,987,751 

3 

0999 

3. 

0999 

E 

54,278,834 

3.1352 

3. 

1352 

1,701,750 

E 

Debt  Service 

53,987,751 

1 

.3082 

0. 

6700 

54,278,834 

1.2411 

0. 

6700 

363,668 

General  Revenue 

300,049,998 

0 

.2635 

0. 

1035 

280,164,728 

0.2871 

0. 

1271 

356,089 

Road  &  Bridge 

300,049,998 

0 

.1869 

0. 

1869 

280,164,728 

0.2036 

0. 

2036 

570,415 

Senate  Bill  40 

300,049,998 

0 

.0849 

0. 

0849 

280,164,728 

0.0925 

0. 

0925 

259,152 

2026 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Crawford 

Crawford  County 

Senior  Services 

300,049,995 

U.04Z4 

0.0424 

280,164,728 

0.0462 

0.0462 

129,436 

Dade 

Dade  County  Nursing  Home 

General  Revenue 

72,438,418 

0.1208 

0.1208 

74,499,955 

0.2568 

0.2568 

191,316 

Good  Shepherd  Nursing  Home  Dist 

General  Revenue 

25,762,538 

0.1543 

0.1543 

26,933,355 

0.1543 

0.1543 

41,558 

Debt  Service 

25,762,538 

0.5418 

0.4300 

26  933  355 

0.5313 

0.4300 

115,813 

Bona  Special  Road  Dist  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

708,175 

0.4150 

0.4150 

733,532 

0.4155 

0.4155 

3,048 

Dry  Bone  Special  Road  Dist  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

428,135 

0.3315 

0.3315 

463,095 

0.3315 

0.3315 

1,535 

Maize  Creek  Spec  Road  Dist  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

446,825 

0.5000 

0.5000 

446,240 

0.5000 

0.5000 

2,231 

Sac  Snecial  Road  Dist  #1  Dade  Co 

Road  &  RHHctp 

1,055,017 

0.3015 

0.3015 

1  063  877 

0.3024 

0.3024 

3,217 

Sac  Snecial  Road  Dist  #2  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Rrid^p 

1,167,391 

0.2360 

0.2360 

1  1 80  364 

0.2369 

0.2369 

2,796 

Southeast  Special  Road  Dist  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

397,505 

0.3685 

0.3685 

384,130 

0.3814 

0.3814 

1,465 

Rirrhwood  Snprial  Road  District 

UllLllWUUU  cJlJV>^lLll  IvUtlU  1_*/A;>L1  IV/ L 

Road  &  Bridge 

xwcivi  tx.  unucL 

1,012,855 

0.2689 

0.2689 

1  013  473 

0.2715 

0.2715 

2,752 

Village  of  Dadeville 

General  Revenue 

1,424,878 

0.4500 

0.4500 

1,452,557 

0.4500 

0.4500 

6,537 

Citv  of  Fvprton 

General  Revenue 

1,684,130 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1,756,186 

1 .0000 

1 .0000 

17,562 

Parks  &  Recreation 

1,684,130 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,756,186 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,756 

City  of  Greenfield 

General  Revenue 

11,987,761 

0.4226 

0.4226 

12,397,428 

0.4226 

0.4226 

52,392 

Parks  &  Rprrpatinn 

±  UIJVlI  I  V  1 VV  V 1  V  CI  L  A  VJ  1 1 

11,987,761 

0.1348 

0  0000 

12  397  428 

0.1348 

0  0000 

0 

StTPPtS 
CJ  LI  W  L  lJ 

11,987,761 

0.1708 

0.1708 

12  397  428 

0.1708 

0.1708 

21,175 

Villaop  nf  Smith  frrppnfipld 

V  Jllili^V   VIA.    kj  VJ  LI  1  11  VJ 1  W 1 1 1 1 V  1 VI 

("Ipnpral  Rpvpmip 

VJ  V 11 V 1  CA.1             V  L-U  LLV- 

718,992 

0.4869 

0.4869 

733  646 

0.4870 

0.4870 

3,573 

City  of  Lockwood 

General  Revenue 

7,306,370 

0.5679 

0.5679 

7,512,044 

0.5679 

0.5679 

42,661 

Parks  &  Recreation 

7,306,370 

0.1514 

0.1514 

7,512,044 

0.1514 

0.1514 

11,373 

Library 

7,306,370 

0.1799 

0.1799 

7,512,044 

0.1799 

0.1799 

13,514 

Dade  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

90,958,741 

0.0932 

0.0932 

93,999,194 

0.0932 

0.0932 

87,607 

Cedar  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,422,158 

0.3929 

0.3929 

4,522,118 

0.3930 

0.3930 

17,772 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,422,158 

0.1319 

0.1319 

A  4,522,118 

0.1319 

0.1319 

5,965 

Center  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

20,501,776 

0.3398 

0.3398 

21,028,130 

0.3410 

0.3410 

71,706 

Ernest  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,585,309 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,552,420 

0.5000 

0.5000 

7,762 

Grant  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,283,447 

0.3596 

0.3596 

4,447,700 

0.3621 

0.3621 

16,105 

Lockwood  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

14,605,780 

0.3024 

0.3024 

15,312,391 

0.3024 

0.3024 

46,305 

Marion  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,710,007 

0.3581 

0.3581 

4,896,802 

0.3581 

0.3581 

17,535 

North  Morgan  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,018,743 

0.2099 

0.2099 

1,983,773 

0.2179 

0.2179 

4,323 

North  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,047,722 

0.4067 

0.4067 

4,149,672 

0.4074 

0.4074 

16,906 

Pilgrim  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,490,581 

0.3305 

0.3305 

2,610,669 

0.3249 

0.3249 

8,482 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,490,581 

0.2300 

0.2300 

A  2,610,669 

0.2261 

0.2261 

5,903 

Polk  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,529,191 

0.3281 

0.3281 

6,617,419 

0.3319 

0.3319 

21,963 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,529,191 

0.3300 

0.3300 

** 

#* 

#* 

Snprial  Road  and  Rridop 

O  V*  W 1C11  IVUCIU  llllVl  iJllVlgV/ 

** 

*# 

** 

6,617,419 

0.3438 

0.3438 

22,751 

Rock  Prairie  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

11,344,008 

0.3433 

0.3433 

11,689,112 

0.3433 

0.3433 

40,129 

Sac  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,049,905 

0.2737 

0.2737 

4,094,977 

0.2788 

0.2788 

1 1 .4 1 7 

Smith  Townshin  of  DaHp  Co 

Roan"  &  Rridop 

J.VVC1.V1  VV  UllUgL' 

2,217,231 

0.4424 

0.4424 

2,344,399 

0.4439 

0.4439 

10,407 

Snprial  Road  and  Rridop 

O  V*  W 1  CA.1  iVVClVL  llJlLl  UllUgL- 

2,217,231 

0.2469 

0.2469 

2,344,399 

0.2469 

0.2469 

5,788 

South  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,074,940 

0.3960 

0.3960 

3,370,068 

0.3975 

0.3975 

13,396 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,074,940 

0.3357 

0.3357 

3,370,068 

0.3370 

0.3370 

11,357 

^rvnth  A /I  i-i  renin  Tmunc  liin  nf  rinHf>  C^r\ 
i3UUl.ll  lVlUIgd.ll  lUWllMlip  Ul  1/dUC  \^.SJ 

IMJclll  OL  JJllLlgC 

3,136,011 

0.3924 

0.3924 

3  146  X5? 

0.4001 

0.4001 

12  591 

Washington  Township  of  Dade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,056,761 

0.2929 

0.2929 

4,319,084 

0.2899 

0.2899 

12,521 

Dadeville  Rural  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

10,186,169 

0.1796 

0.1796 

10,426,975 

0.1802 

0.1802 

18,789 

Dade  Co  R-4  Rural  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

39,061,825 

0.1869 

0.1869 

40,312,995 

0.1869 

0.1869 

75,345 

Dade  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

98,200,941 

0.0925 

0.0925 

101,444,710 

0.0925 

0.0925 

93,836 

Lockwood  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

27,308,098 

3.0006 

3.0006 

E  28,428,844 

2.9330 

2.9330 

833,818 

Debt  Service 

27,308,098 

1.1102 

0.6000 

28,428,844 

1.0382 

0.6500 

184,787 

Expiration 
Year 


2014 


2014 


2011 


2012 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiratio 
Year 

AsspsspH  Valnp 
iT.L>st;c>ai;Li  v  tunc 

("Villi!  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Dade 

Dadeville  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,774,323 

3.4321 

3.4300 

E 

10,058,980 

4.0787 

3.4300 

345,023 

E 

Everton  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,845,803 

4.3406 

4.3406 

E 

10,011,491 

4.4629 

4.4559 

446,102 

E 

Debt  Service 

9,545,503 

n  cin 

0.4266 

10,011,491 

0.0120 

0.0120 

1,201 

Greenfield  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1A  A  no  n< 

34,495,2/5 

i  n  i  iq 

2.9113 

E 

35,590,301 

2.9031 

2.9031 

1,033,222 

E 

Debt  Service 

ia  a  no  n< 
34,495,2/5 

n  A  OA  A 
U.4Uo4 

0.4064 

35,590,301 

0.4262 

0.4064 

144,639 

Dade  County 

General  Revenue 

98,200,941 

n  1  At\<\ 
U.14UU 

0.1400 

101,444,710 

0.1400 

0.1400 

142,023 

Township  Tax 

no  inn  O/l  1 

0.0925 

101,444,710 

0.0925 

0.0925 

93,836 

Dallas 

Citv  of  Buffalo 

frpnpral  Rpvpmip 

29,657,444 

0.5270 

0.5200 

29,717,223 

0.5313 

0  5300 

157,501 

City  of  Urbana 

General  Revenue 

2,915,465 

0.5737 

0.5737 

2,882,272 

0.5807 

0.5807 

16,737 

Dallas  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

148,883,218 

0.0996 

0.0996 

151,214,270 

0.0996 

0.0996 

150,609 

Southern  Dallas  Co  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

20,456,726 

0.2900 

0.2900 

20,954,643 

0.2905 

0.2900 

60,768 

Elkland  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

12,948,500 

0.3000 

0.3000 

13,237,038 

0.3000 

0.3000 

39,711 

Dallas  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

1/10  001  •")  1  O 
145,553,215 

0.1003 

0.1003 

151,214,270 

0.1003 

0.1003 

151,668 

Dallas  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1  Ci~l  A  "70  "70/1 

lU/,0/0,  /o4 

3.  3  jUU 

3.3500 

E 

109,385,303 

3.3500 

3.3500 

3,664,408 

E 

Dallas  County 

General  Revenue 

1/10  001  T1C 
145,853,215 

0.3301 

0.1651 

151,214,270 

0.3562 

0.1709 

258,425 

Road  &  Bridge 

1/10  OOQ  T1C 
148,883,218 

n  oA/l^ 
0.2o4o 

0.2646 

151,214,270 

0.2647 

0.2647 

400,264 

Daviess 

Community  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

94,255,653 

0.3500 

0.3500 

98,004,547 

0.3500 

0.3500 

343,016 

West  Fork  of  Big  Creek  Watershed 

Main  &  Op 

1,016,310 

0.1506 

0.1506 

1,034,496 

0.1512 

0.1512 

1,564 

Jamesport  Spec  Rd  Dist  Daviess  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

8,559,229 

0.3698 

0.3698 

9,152,353 

0.3698 

0.3698 

33,845 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

8,559,229 

0.2678 

0.2678 

9,152,353 

0.2678 

0.2678 

24,510 

2012 

Lock  Springs  Special  Road  District 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,217,137 

0.3220 

0.3220 

3,391,196 

0.3220 

0.3220 

10,920 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,217,137 

0.3178 

0.3178 

3,391,196 

0.3178 

0.3178 

10,777 

2012 

Davipss  ("'niintv  Snprial  RH  Dist  #1 

Road  &  Bridge 

20,282,504 

0.2118 

0.2118 

20,499,573 

0.2123 

0.2123 

43,521 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

20,282,504 

0.3500 

0.3500 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Snprial  RnaH  anH  RriHop 

** 

#* 

20,499,573 

0.3613 

0.3613 

74,065 

A 

2015 

Debt  Service 

20,282,504 

0.2667 

0.2667 

20,499,573 

0.2628 

0.2000 

40,999 

Villaop  nf  Altamont 

frpnpinl  Rpvpmip 

VJL'llLl  ai  1VL-  V  k^ll 

791,626 

0.6500 

0  6500 

785,080 

0  6500 

0  6500 

5,103 

City  of  Coffey 

General  Revenue 

457,481 

1.0000 

1.0000 

520,569 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

5,206 

Citv  of  Gallatin 

General  Revenue 

12,501,786 

0.6275 

0.6275 

12,990,138 

0.6275 

0.6275 

81.513 

Parks  &  Rprrpatinn 

±  Cl± IVl?  IV  J.V<_/^1  L^ULlUll 

12,501,786 

0.2232 

0.2232 

12,990,138 

0.2232 

0.2232 

28,994 

Band 

12,501,786 

0.0200 

0.0200 

12,990,138 

0.0200 

0.0200 

2,598 

Citv  nf  Tampsnnrt 

General  Revenue 

2,996,989 

0.7221 

0.7221 

3,125,251 

0.7221 

0.7221 

22,567 

Parks  (V  Rprrpatinn 

±  u1I\l>  CX.  IV^Ll  L^ULlUll 

2,996,989 

0.1710 

0.1710 

3,125,251 

0.1710 

0.1710 

5,344 

Village  of  Jameson 

General  Revenue 

397,529 

0.4999 

0.4999 

438,039 

0.4998 

0.4998 

2,189 

General  Revenue-Temp 

397,529 

0.1999 

0.1999 

438,039 

0.1999 

0.1999 

876 

2013 

Villaop  nf  T  nrk  Snrinos 

frpnpral  Rpvpmip 

V_J  ^11*^1  til   1V^/  V  k-U  Ll<_/ 

220,585 

0.4701 

0.3983 

243,399 

0.4550 

0.4000 

974 

City  of  Pattonsburg 

General  Revenue 

1,806,908 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1,851,001 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

18,510 

Village  of  Winston 

General  Revenue 

1,118,484 

0.4646 

0.4646 

1,139,878 

0.4649 

0.4649 

5,299 

Streets 

1,118,484 

0.3010 

0.3000 

A 

1,139,878 

0.3010 

0.3010 

3,431 

2013 

Daviess  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

107,960,704 

0.1846 

0.1846 

112,410,229 

0.1846 

0.1846 

207,509 

Rpntnn  Tnwnshin  nf  Davipss  Co 

fTPnpral  Rpvpnnp 

5,403,928 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,780,891 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,781 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,403,928 

0.5000 

0.5000 

5,780,891 

0.4998 

0.4998 

28,893 

Colfax  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,909,877 

0.0970 

0.0970 

6,058,399 

0.0973 

0.0973 

5,895 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,909,877 

0.4855 

0.4855 

6,058,399 

0.4868 

0.4868 

29,492 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,909,877 

0.2480 

0.2480 

6,058,399 

0.2480 

0.2480 

15,025 

2012 

Grand  River  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,580,947 

0.0992 

0.0992 

4,794,895 

0.0992 

0.0992 

4,757 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,580,947 

0.4959 

0.4959 

4,794,895 

0.4960 

0.4960 

23,783 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Year 

Daviess 

Grand  River  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,580,947 

0.3490 

0.3490 

4,794,895 

0.3490 

0.3490 

16,734 

2012 

Harrison  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,695,525 

0.0862 

0.0862 

2,842,328 

0.0862 

0.0862 

2,450 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,695,525 

0.4255 

0.4255 

2,842,328 

0.4255 

0.4255 

12,094 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,695,525 

0.3181 

0.3181 

2,842,328 

0.3181 

0.3181 

9,041 

2012 

Jackson  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

8,320,294 

0.0933 

0.0933 

9,540,291 

0.0933 

0.0933 

8,901 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,103,157 

0.4608 

0.4608 

6,149,095 

0.4608 

0.4608 

28,335 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,103,157 

0.3290 

0.3290 

6,149,095 

0.3290 

0.3290 

20,231 

2012 

Jamesport  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

8,559,229 

0.0894 

0.0894 

9,152,353 

0.0894 

0.0894 

8,182 

Jefferson  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,136,955 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,198,123 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,198 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,136,955 

0.4584 

0.4584 

5,198,123 

0.4589 

0.4589 

23,854 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,136,955 

0.3500 

0.3500 

5,198,123 

0.3500 

0.3500 

18,193 

2012 

Liberty  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

25,157,409 

0.0644 

0.0644 

25,405,858 

0.0644 

0.0644 

16,361 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,874,905 

0.4952 

0.4952 

4,906,285 

0.4952 

0.4952 

24,296 

Lincoln  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,183,807 

0.0999 

0.0999 

4,244,391 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,244 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,183,807 

0.4994 

0.4994 

4,244,391 

0.5000 

0.5000 

21,222 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,183,807 

0.3496 

0.3496 

4,244,391 

0.3500 

0.3500 

14,855 

2012 

Marion  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,408,310 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,436,851 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,437 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,408,310 

0.5000 

0.5000 

4,436,851 

0.5000 

0.5000 

22,184 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,408,310 

0.3500 

0.3500 

4,436,851 

0.3500 

0.3500 

15,529 

2012 

Monroe  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,003,446 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,185,397 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,185 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,003,446 

0.4855 

0.4855 

3,185,397 

0.4855 

0.4855 

15,465 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,003,446 

0.3500 

0.3500 

3,185,397 

0.3500 

0.3500 

11,149 

2012 

Salem  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,178,028 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,486,096 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,486 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,178,028 

0.4944 

0.4944 

5,486,096 

0.4949 

0.4949 

27,151 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,178,028 

0.3482 

0.3482 

5,486,096 

0.3482 

0.3482 

19,103 

2012 

Sheridan  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,418,919 

0.0965 

0.0965 

4,535,608 

0.0965 

0.0965 

4,377 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,418,919 

0.4485 

0.4485 

4,535,608 

0.4485 

0.4485 

20,342 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,418,919 

0.3468 

0.3468 

4,535,608 

0.3468 

0.3468 

15,729 

2012 

Union  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

17,880,935 

0.0500 

0.0500 

18,610,053 

0.0500 

0.0500 

9,305 

Road  &  Bridge 

17,880,935 

0.3800 

0.3800 

18,610,053 

0.3800 

0.3800 

70,718 

Washington  Township  of  Daviess  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,123,095 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,138,695 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,139 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,123,095 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,138,695 

0.5000 

0.5000 

15,693 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,123,095 

0.3500 

0.3500 

3,138,695 

0.3500 

0.3500 

10,985 

2012 

KAW  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

25,487,931 

0.4979 

0.4979 

26,037,395 

0.5010 

0.5010 

130,447 

Jameson  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

5,368,709 

0.3000 

0.3000 

5,560,067 

0.3000 

0.3000 

16,680 

Coffey  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

4,092,289 

0.3000 

0.3000 

4,276,653 

0.3000 

0.3000 

12,830 

Pattonsburg  Rescue  &  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

12,149,135 

0.3000 

0.3000 

12,632,161 

0.3000 

0.3000 

37,896 

Gallatin  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

25,216,974 

0.2994 

0.2994 

26,881,463 

0.2994 

0.2994 

80,483 

Daviess  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

107,960,704 

0.2419 

0.2419 

112,410,229 

0.2419 

0.2419 

271,920 

Pattonsburg  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

12,499,412 

4.4515 

4.4376 

E 

13,020,223 

4.4195 

4.2876 

558,255 

E 

Debt  Service 

12,499,412 

1.1770 

0.5623 

1  3  07(1  773 

0.6578 

0.5623 

73,213 

Winston  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

20,648,963 

3.0726 

3.0726 

E 

20,890,674 

3.0693 

3.0693 

641,197 

E 

Debt  Service 

20,648,963 

0.1057 

0.0900 

20,890,674 

0.0992 

0.0900 

18,802 

North  Daviess  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,011,733 

5.4331 

5.4331 

E 

9,464,855 

5.3430 

5.3430 

505,707 

E 

Gallatin  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

37,423,484 

3.7192 

3.7192 

E 

39,310,915 

3.6649 

3.6649 

1,440,706 

E 

Tri-County  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

14,928,362 

4.1258 

4.1258 

E 

15,835,504 

4.1351 

4.1351 

654,814 

E 

Daviess  County 

General  Revenue 

107,960,704 

0.1200 

0.1200 

112,410,229 

0.1200 

0.1200 

134,892 

Senate  Bill  40 

107,960,704 

0.0800 

0.0700 

112,410,229 

0.0800 

0.0800 

89,928 

Senior  Services 

107,960,704 

0.0500 

0.0500 

112,410,229 

0.0500 

0.0500 

56,205 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

A  'i'iP^'iPfl  VfllllP 

^vaacoacu  v  tunc 

("Villi!  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

De  Kalb 

DeKalb-Clinton  Ambulance  Dist  No  1 

General  Revenue 

70,498,805 

0.2462 

0.2462 

72  1  86  553 

0.2462 

0.2462 

177,723 

Grindstone-Lost-Muddy-Creek  Sub  Dis  General  Revenue 

38,938,606 

0.1305 

0.1305 

39,448,078 

0.1305 

0.1305 

51,480 

Village  of  Amity 

General  Revenue 

403,136 

0.4660 

0.4660 

387  890 

0.4844 

0.4844 

1,879 

City  of  Clarksdale 

General  Revenue 

1,439,419 

0.7111 

0.71 1 1 

1,444,541 

0.7111 

0.7111 

10,272 

Lights 

1,439,419 

0.2222 

0.2222 

1,444,541 

0.2221 

0.2221 

3,208 

Streets 

1,439,419 

0.2444 

0.2444 

1,444,541 

0.2444 

0.2444 

3,530 

Debt  Service 

1,439,419 

1.9380 

1.9380 

1,444,541 

0.2132 

0.2132 

3,080 

City  of  Maysville 

General  Revenue 

8,678,995 

0.7968 

0.7968 

8  748  529 

0.8091 

0.8091 

70,784 

Streets 

8,678,995 

0.3997 

0.3997 

8  748  529 

0.3997 

0.3997 

34,968 

City  of  Stewartsville 

General  Revenue 

5,933,457 

0.5247 

0.5247 

5,987,453 

0.5247 

0.5247 

31.416 

Lights 

5,933,457 

0.1262 

0.1262 

5,987,453 

0.1262 

0.1262 

7,556 

City  of  Union  Star 

General  Revenue 

2,098,485 

0.4565 

0.4565 

2,109,214 

0.4565 

0.4565 

9,629 

Lights 

2,098,485 

0.2037 

0.2037 

2,109,214 

0.2037 

0.2037 

4,296 

Streets 

2,098,485 

0.3511 

0.3511 

2,109,214 

0.3511 

0.3511 

7,405 

Debt  Service 

2,098,485 

0.3122 

0.3122 

2,109,214 

0.3187 

0.3187 

6,722 

Village  of  Weatherby 

General  Revenue 

480,322 

0.4796 

0.4796 

473,888 

0.4862 

0.4862 

2,304 

General  Revenue-Temp 

480,322 

0.3000 

0.3000 

A  473,888 

0.3000 

0.3000 

1,422 

City  of  Osborn 

General  Revenue 

3,504,642 

0.7456 

0.7456 

3,599,086 

0.7484 

0.7484 

26,936 

Adams  Township  of  DeKalb  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,404,955 

0.1000 

0.1000 

7,598,812 

0.1000 

0.1000 

7,599 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,404,955 

0.3934 

0.3934 

7,598,812 

0.3934 

0.3934 

29,894 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,404,955 

0.1421 

0.1421 

A  7,598,812 

0.1421 

0.1421 

10,798 

Camden  Township  of  DeKalb  Co 

General  Revenue 

17,164,708 

0.0995 

0.0995 

17,404,799 

0.0996 

0.0996 

17,335 

Road  &  Bridge 

17,164,708 

0.3531 

0.3514 

17,404,799 

0.3536 

0.3536 

61,543 

Colfax  Township  of  DeKalb  Co 

General  Revenue 

9,009,143 

0.1000 

0.1000 

9  1 36  760 

S y  ±  *J\Jj  1  \J\J 

0.1000 

0.1000 

9,137 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,009,143 

0.4213 

0.4213 

9,136,760 

0.4213 

0.4213 

38,493 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

9,009,143 

0.3500 

0  3500 

** 

#* 

#* 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

## 

9,136,760 

0.3603 

0.3603 

32,920 

Dallas  Township  of  DeKalb  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,268,035 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,267,188 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,267 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,268,035 

0.4239 

0.4239 

4,267,188 

0.4288 

0.4288 

18,298 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,268,035 

0.3500 

0.3500 

4,267,188 

0.3500 

0.3500 

14,935 

Grand  River  Township  of  DeKalb  Co 

General  Revenue 

39,351,544 

0.1000 

0.1000 

38,912,299 

0.1000 

0.1000 

38,912 

Road  &  Bridge 

39,351,544 

0.3738 

0.3738 

38,912,299 

0.3780 

0.3780 

147,088 

Grant  Township  of  DeKalb  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,025,488 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,529,267 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,529 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,025,488 

0.5000 

0.5000 

5,529,267 

0.5000 

0.5000 

27,646 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,025,488 

0.3500 

0.3500 

** 

** 

#* 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

** 

5,529,267 

0.3584 

0.3584 

19,817 

Polk  Township  of  DeKalb  Co 

General  Revenue 

37,089,328 

0.1000 

0.1000 

37,958,835 

0.1000 

0.1000 

37,959 

Road  &  Bridge 

37,089,328 

0.4165 

0.4165 

37,958,835 

0.4165 

0.4165 

158,099 

Sherman  Township  of  DeKalb  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,179,093 

0.1000 

0.1000 

7,148,021 

0.1000 

0.1000 

7,148 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,179,093 

0.3976 

0.3976 

7,148,021 

0.4021 

0.4021 

28,742 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,179,093 

0.3500 

0  3500 

** 

#* 

** 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

*# 

7,148,021 

0.3646 

0.3646 

26,062 

Washington  Township  of  DeKalb  Co 

General  Revenue 

18,397,446 

0.0926 

0.0926 

19  031  357 

0.0926 

0.0926 

17,623 

Road  &  Bridge 

18,397,446 

0.3499 

0.3499 

19,031,357 

0.3499 

0.3499 

66,591 

Osborn  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

11,046,574 

0.2473 

0.2473 

11,266,033 

0.2473 

0.2473 

27,861 

Stewartsville  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

17,692,187 

0.2806 

0.2806 

18,859,195 

0.2797 

0.2797 

52,749 

Central  DeKalb  Co  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

31,916,608 

0.2548 

0.2548 

32,489,184 

0.2555 

0.2555 

83,010 

Clarksdale  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

9,646,991 

0.4301 

0.4301 

9,979,201 

0.4301 

0.4301 

42,921 

Union  Star  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

26,174,257 

0.2848 

0.2848 

26,881,401 

0.2848 

0.2848 

76,558 

Osborn  R-0  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,220,400 

4.7435 

4.7345 

E  9,346,648 

4.7395 

4.7395 

442,984 

Expiration 
Year 


2012 


2014 


2014 


2011 
2015 


2013 


2011 
2015 


2011 
2015 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

A  'i'iP^'iPfl  VfllllP 

iT.L>st;c>ai;Li  v  tunc 

Cpilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

De  Kalb 

Osborn  R-O  School  District 

Debt  Service 

9,220,400 

0.7577 

0.4600 

9,346,648 

0.7729 

0.4600 

42,995 

Maysville  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds -Schools 

41,837,496 

3.5560 

3.5560 

E 

42,667,462 

3.5383 

3.5383 

1,509,703 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

41,837,496 

0.3752 

0.3752 

42,667,462 

0.3752 

0.3752 

160,088 

2014 

Union  Star  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

25,540,000 

5.0797 

5.0175 

E 

26,399,645 

5.0741 

5.0175 

1,324,602 

E 

Stewartsville  C-2  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1  1  6.6.Ci  QAA 

13,ooy,844 

4.0726 

4.0726 

E 

14,068,761 

4.0601 

4.0601 

571,206 

E 

Debt  Service 

1  1  QAA 

13,  ooy,  844 

U.  /os3 

0.4890 

14,068,761 

0.6968 

0.5015 

70,555 

DeKalb  County 

General  Revenue 

1  A  A  QO^  1QA 

144,yUo,ZoO 

U.jUjU 

0.0000 

147,366,877 

0.3736 

0.0000 

0 

Senate  Bill  40 

144,yUo,Zoo 

o.oyoo 

0.0900 

147,366,877 

0.0900 

0.0900 

132,630 

Senior  Services 

1  A  A  Ofl£  1QA 

144,yUo,Zoo 

U.UoUU 

0.0300 

147,366,877 

0.0300 

0.0300 

44,210 

Dent 

Salem  Memorial  Hospital  District 

General  Revenue 

237,133,222 

0.1902 

0.1902 

240,074,938 

0.1908 

0.1908 

458,063 

Citv  of  Salem 

("TPiiprnl  Rpvptiup 

46,193,862 

0.6240 

0.6240 

46,594,563 

0.6243 

0.6243 

290  890 

Library 

46,193,862 

0.2818 

0.2818 

46,594,563 

0.2819 

0.2819 

131,350 

Dent  County  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

92,505,972 

0.2274 

0.2274 

94,439,205 

0.2274 

0.2274 

214,755 

Dent  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

151,995,389 

0.0932 

0.0932 

154,600,642 

0.0935 

0.0932 

144,088 

Salem  R-80  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

64,932,890 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

65,778,151 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,808,899 

E 

Oak  Hill  R-I  School  District 

Onpintinp  Pnnrls-Srhonl'N 

LJ\sL  LI LI  11 ^  1  UllKlO    \_>\->  I  IYJ\_I 

13,194,280 

3.0445 

3.0304 

E 

13,373,020 

3.0548 

3.0548 

408,519 

E 

Green  Forest  R-II  School  District 

OnpraHno  Fiinrls-Srhnnls 

17,860,190 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

18,641,540 

2.7500 

2.7500 

512,642 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

17,860,190 

0.0000 

0.0000 

** 

#* 

2011 

Dent-Phelps  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

oo  zhq  na 

I.  000 

2.7500 

E 

29,407,680 

2.7500 

2.7500 

808,711 

E 

North  Wood  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1  "7  0^1  OA? 

L.  1  jUO 

2.7500 

E 

18,204,983 

2.7500 

2.7500 

500,637 

E 

Dent  County 

General  Revenue 

1  ^  1  QQ<  1QO 

0.0350 

154,600,642 

0.0351 

0.0350 

54,110 

Road  &  Bridge 

1  ^  1  qq*;  ISO 
iji,yyj,joy 

u.zj  jyj 

0.2550 

154,600,642 

0.2557 

0.2550 

394,232 

Senate  Bill  40 

1  ^  1  one  QQQ 

iji,yyj,3oy 

0.1500 

154,600,642 

0.1504 

0.1500 

231,901 

Senior  Services 

1  z.  1  one  loo 

iM,yy:>,38y 

0.04OO 

0.0466 

154,600,642 

0.0467 

0.0467 

72,198 

Douglas 

Ava  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

98,689,813 

0.1137 

0.0000 

99,104,500 

0.1146 

0.0000 

0 

Douglas  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

130,725,913 

0.0827 

0.0827 

131,319,844 

0.0834 

0.0834 

109,521 

Douglas  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

130,725,913 

0.2056 

0.2056 

131,319,844 

0.2072 

0.2072 

272,095 

Skyline  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

8,776,474 

2.8723 

2.8723 

E 

8,897,621 

2.8971 

2.8971 

257,773 

E 

Plainview  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

^  "7io  /ion 
J,  / zy,4zu 

z.oVUo 

2.8906 

E 

5,936,388 

2.8481 

2.8481 

169,074 

E 

Ava  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

on  nci  enn 

8y,uj3,oyu 

2.  /DUO 

2.7500 

E 

90,546,816 

2.7500 

2.7500 

2,490,037 

E 

Douglas  County 

General  Revenue 

130,  /ZD, y  13 

0.3000 

0.1275 

131,319,844 

0.3024 

0.1300 

170,716 

Road  &  Bridge 

131),  /ZD,y  1 3 

0.2171 

0.2171 

131,319,844 

0.2188 

0.2188 

287,328 

Senate  Bill  40 

131),  /Z3,y  13 

n  don 
0.082/ 

0.0827 

131,319,844 

0.0834 

0.0834 

109,521 

Dunklin 

City  of  Arbyrd 

General  Revenue 

3,845,070 

1.0000 

1.0000 

3,895,432 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

38,954 

Citv  of  Camnbell 

frPiiPinl  Rpvptiup 

9,131,346 

0.0000 

0  0000 

9,455,073 

0  0000 

0  0000 

0 

Citv  of  Cardwell 

General  Revenue 

2,713,739 

0.5821 

0.5821 

2,882,264 

0.5821 

0.5821 

16,778 

Streets 

2,713,739 

0.1772 

0.1772 

2,882,264 

0.1772 

0.1772 

5,107 

City  of  Clarkton 

General  Revenue 

5,038,489 

0.6569 

0.6569 

5,150,866 

0.6569 

0.6569 

33,836 

City  of  Holcomb 

General  Revenue 

3,272,939 

0.7114 

0.71 14 

3,316,336 

0.7114 

0.7114 

23,592 

City  of  Hornersville 

General  Revenue 

3,252,400 

0.8233 

0.8233 

3,594,820 

0.8233 

0.8233 

29,596 

City  of  Kennett 

General  Revenue 

87,332,082 

0.5659 

0.5659 

92,005,505 

0.5679 

0.5679 

522,499 

Parks  &  Recreation 

87,332,082 

0.1500 

0.1500 

92,005,505 

0.1500 

0.1500 

138,008 

Special  Park 

87,332,082 

0.1000 

0.1000 

92,005,505 

0.1000 

0.1000 

92,006 

City  of  Maiden 

General  Revenue 

26,701,422 

0.7539 

0.7539 

28,886,278 

0.7539 

0.7539 

217,774 

City  of  Senath 

General  Revenue 

8,845,216 

0.6546 

0.6546 

9,323,285 

0.6546 

0.6546 

61,030 
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Political  Subdivision 


Purpose 


2011 


2012 


Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied       Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied  Revenue 


Expiration 
Year 


Dunklin 


City  of  Senath 

Health 

8,845,216 

0.1149 

0.1149 

9,323,285 

0.1149 

0.1149 

10,712 

Buffalo  Township  of  Dunklin  Co 

General  Revenue 

9,372,275 

0.1000 

0.1000 

9,891,794 

0.1000 

0.1000 

9,892 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,372,275 

0.3086 

0.3086 

9,891,794 

0.3086 

0.3086 

30,526 

Clay  Township  of  Dunklin  Co 

General  Revenue 

16,958,351 

0.1000 

0.1000 

17,862,980 

0.1000 

0.1000 

17,863 

Road  &  Bridge 

16,958,351 

0.3272 

0.3272 

17,862,980 

0.3272 

0.3272 

58,448 

Cotton  Hill  Township  of  Dunklin  Co 

General  Revenue 

43,719,635 

0.1000 

0.1000 

46,091,899 

0.1000 

0.1000 

46,092 

Road  &  Bridge 

43,719,635 

0.3020 

0.3020 

46,091,899 

0.3020 

0.3020 

139,198 

Freeborn  Township  of  Dunklin  Co 

General  Revenue 

11,679,380 

0.1000 

0.1000 

11,917,658 

0.1000 

0.1000 

11,918 

Road  &  Bridge 

11,679,380 

0.2610 

0.2610 

11,917,658 

0.2610 

0.2610 

31,105 

Holcomb  Township  of  Dunklin  Co 

General  Revenue 

11,512,588 

0.1000 

0.1000 

11,743,030 

0.1000 

0.1000 

11,743 

Road  &  Bridge 

11,512,588 

0.2611 

0.2469 

11,743,030 

0.2611 

0.2611 

30,661 

Independence  Township  of  Dunklin  Co  General  Revenue 

111,473,458 

0.1000 

0.1000 

117,171,654 

0.1000 

0.1000 

117,172 

Road  &  Bridge 

111,473,458 

0.2580 

0.2580 

117,171,654 

0.2585 

0.2585 

302,889 

Salem  Township  of  Dunklin  Co 

General  Revenue 

27,398,064 

0.1000 

0.1000 

27,966,043 

0.1000 

0.1000 

27,966 

Koau  oc  oncigc 

27,398,064 

0.3022 

0.3022 

27,966,043 

0.3022 

0.3022 

84,513 

Union  Township  of  Dunklin  Co 

General  Revenue 

58,570,441 

0.1000 

0.1000 

58,663,417 

0.1000 

0.1000 

58,663 

Road  &  Bridge 

58,570,441 

0.3488 

0.3488 

58,663,417 

0.3564 

0.3564 

209,076 

Dunklin  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

290,684,192 

0.1000 

0.1000 

301,308,475 

0.1000 

0.1000 

301,308 

iviaiuen  k-i  ocnooi  uisincL 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

42,907,382 

3.5265 

3.5216 

E 

45,681,630 

3.7500 

2.7500 

1,256,245 

E 

ucui  .service 

42,907,382 

0.3557 

0.0000 

45,681,630 

0.7309 

0.7200 

328,908 

^ampDen  K-ii  ocnooi  uislticl 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

50,648,732 

3.2833 

3.2722 

E 

50,288,995 

3.4294 

3.2722 

1,645,556 

E 

Debt  Service 

50,648,732 

0.7824 

0.7635 

50,288,995 

0.8804 

0.7635 

383,956 

rlOlCOHlD  K-lll  ^cnooi  UlSiriCl 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

20,435,605 

3.1906 

3.1906 

E 

21,365,300 

3.2243 

3.2243 

688,881 

E 

Debt  Service 

20,435,605 

0.7405 

0.7405 

21,365,300 

0.7786 

0.7405 

158,210 

^IdlKLOIl  V^-it  oCIlOUl  L/1SLI1CI 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

11,766,106 

3.5110 

3.4300 

E 

12,142,735 

3.5221 

3.4300 

416,496 

E 

oenain-riomersviiie  l^-o  ocnooi  uisi 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

44,792,235 

3.4568 

3.4568 

E 

46,563,945 

3.4836 

3.4836 

1,622,102 

E 

OUUUlldllU  \^-y  OU1UU1  U1SU1LI 

^  lm>i"'  iti  nir  ThiiiiHc  c 
Vjpeidllllg  FUUUS-kiLIlUUlS 

15,511,100 

3.2413 

3.2413 

E 

15,797,005 

3.2740 

3.2740 

517,194 

E 

IVeilllClL  3y  OCIlUOl  L/1SLI1CL 

L/peidLlIlg  V  LlllUS-oCilUOlS 

88,485,394 

3.5425 

3.5000 

E 

93,228,026 

3.5685 

3.5000 

3,262,981 

E 

ucui  kjeivice 

88,485,394 

0.7164 

0.7000 

93,228,026 

0.7821 

0.7000 

652,596 

Dunklin  County 

General  Revenue 

290,684,192 

0.0000 

0.0000 

301,308,475 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Library 

290,684,192 

0.2500 

0.2500 

301,308,475 

0.2500 

0.2500 

753,271 

Johnson  Grass 

290,684,192 

0.0000 

0.0000 

301,308,475 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Ambulance 

290,684,192 

0.1372 

0.1372 

301,308,475 

0.1376 

0.1376 

414,600 

Senate  Bill  40 

290,684,192 

0.1000 

0.1000 

301,308,475 

0.1000 

0.1000 

301,308 

Franklin 

Gerald  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

109,838,911 

0.2926 

0.2926 

111,022,944 

0.2936 

0.2368 

262,902 

Meramec  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

518,640,193 

0.2678 

0.2113 

532,502,467 

0.2678 

0.2078 

1,106,540 

Dispatch 

518,640,193 

0.0279 

0.0279 

532,502,467 

0.0279 

0.0279 

148,568 

St.  Clair  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

212,447,221 

0.3273 

0.2466 

214,144,563 

0.3282 

0.2440 

522,513 

Union  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

326,947,198 

0.1675 

0.1675 

328,356,142 

0.1682 

0.1682 

552,295 

Washington  Area  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

465,476,730 

0.1504 

0.0000 

472,446,155 

0.1510 

0.0000 

0 

New  Haven  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

89,423,345 

0.3000 

0.2218 

89,560,147 

0.3000 

0.2252 

201,689 

City  of  Berger 

General  Revenue 

1,921,303 

0.8227 

0.8227 

1,803,390 

0.8765 

0.8765 

15,807 

City  of  Gerald 

General  Revenue 

16,560,085 

0.8181 

0.7845 

16,601,540 

0.8213 

0.7845 

130,239 

Parks  &  Recreation 

16,560,085 

0.2249 

0.2157 

16,601,540 

0.2258 

0.2157 

35,810 

Village  of  Leslie 

General  Revenue 

1,130,662 

0.4829 

0.4800 

1,141,320 

0.4878 

0.4800 

5,478 

City  of  New  Haven 

General  Revenue 

34,470,431 

0.6358 

0.6358 

34,428,224 

0.6450 

0.6450 

222,062 

Parks  &  Recreation 

34,470,431 

0.2300 

0.2300 

34,428,224 

0.1881 

0.1800 

61,971 

B 

Village  of  Oak  Grove 

General  Revenue 

11,307,912 

0.1702 

0.1600 

11,994,859 

0.1703 

0.1600 

19,192 

City  of  Pacific 

General  Revenue 

117,261,763 

0.3947 

0.3947 

117,347,969 

0.3954 

0.3954 

463,994 

43 


APPENDIX  VII 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 

Assessed  Value 

oL^  J  Jl^LJ     V  til  Ll^ 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Franklin 

Village  of  Parkway 

General  Revenue 

5,566,713 

0.3052 

0.3052 

5,676,540 

0.3063 

0.2800 

15,894 

City  of  St.  Clair 

General  Revenue 

57,691,759 

0.4961 

0.4961 

59,152,924 

0.4978 

0.4978 

294,463 

Parks  &  Recreation 

57,691,759 

0.1549 

0.1549 

59,152,924 

0.1554 

0.1554 

91,924 

Citv  of  Sullivan 

General  Revenue 

80,066,136 

0.3993 

0.3993 

80,364,391 

0.4031 

0.4031 

323,949 

T  ihrarv 

78,243,801 

0.1036 

0.1036 

78,531,833 

0.1046 

0.1046 

82,144 

Citv  nf  T  Tninn 

General  Revenue 

VJCllCllll   ivb  V  »^11LI^ 

167,291,604 

0.5386 

0  5386 

168,842,955 

0.5405 

0.5405 

912,596 

Parks  &  Recreation 

167,291,604 

0.1297 

0.1297 

168,842,955 

0.1302 

0.1302 

219,834 

Citv  nf  W/ashinoton 

General  Revenue 

VJ  L^  11*^.1  til  Ivb  V  »^.11LI^. 

330,522,718 

0.6020 

0  6020 

336,326,783 

0.6048 

0.6048 

2,034,104 

Franklin  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

VJ  L^  11*^.1  til  Ivb  V  ^11  LI \s 

1,582,960,601 

0.0777 

0.0777 

1,617,505,710 

0.0777 

0.0777 

1  256  802 

Washington  Public  Library 

General  Revenue 

156,893,638 

0.0927 

0.0927 

154,792,873 

0.0945 

0.0945 

146,279 

Beaufort  Leslie  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

55,319,927 

0.4654 

0.4654 

55,924,439 

0.4654 

0.4654 

260,272 

Boles  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

VJ  ^11^.1  til  XV V      1  1  IK- 

273,966,817 

0.5755 

0.5755 

285,850,280 

0  5805 

W.JO \J  J 

0  5805 

W.JO  KJ  J 

1  659  361 

Debt  Service 

273,966,817 

0.2629 

0.2629 

285,850,280 

0.1620 

0.1620 

463,077 

Pacific  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

VJ  ^11^.1  til             V  L^HUL^ 

235,979,090 

0.6497 

0.6497 

237,419,580 

0.6514 

0.6514 

1  546  551 

1,J^VJ,.J.J  1 

Pension 

235,979,090 

0.0462 

0.0462 

237,419,580 

0.0462 

0.0462 

109,688 

Joint  Dispatch 

235,979,090 

0.0462 

0.0462 

237,419,580 

0.0462 

0.0462 

109,688 

Deht  Service 

235,979,090 

0.0697 

0.0697 

237,419,580 

0  0665 

\t .  VJ  W  W  J 

0  0665 

V/.V/VJU.J 

157,884 

St.  Clair  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

222,046,118 

0.5669 

0.4797 

223,924,505 

0.5684 

0.4712 

1,055,132 

Sullivan  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

188,226,013 

0.3701 

0.1307 

187,538,71 1 

0.3768 

0.1351 

253,365 

Union  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

316,317,504 

0.2728 

0.2728 

317,578,436 

0.2741 

0.1300 

412,852 

Gerald-Rosehnrl  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

VJL^11L_/1  til  Ivb  V  ^llLl^ 

65,005,631 

0.2440 

0.2440 

65,468,529 

0.2452 

0.2452 

160,529 

New  Haven-Berger  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

94,704,078 

0.2500 

0.2500 

95,000,878 

0.2500 

0.2500 

237,502 

Grav  Summit  Sewer  District 

VJ  1  CI  y    i_>  Lllllll  11 L  *J  ^  W  \^  1   l_*/lt3  11  1L--L 

General  Revenue 

VJL^11L-1  til   1 V  ^_  V  L^  1 1  LI ^ 

2,511,350 

0.3888 

0  3888 

2,430,453 

0.4022 

0.4022 

9,775 

Reantv  View  Sewer  District 

±J  w  tlLI  LV     V  1L-/W    kJV^WL^l         1  l?  LI  1  L 

General  Revenue 

VJL^11L_/1  til  Ivb  V  ^.llLl*^. 

825,097 

0.5822 

0.5822 

823,072 

0.5837 

0.5837 

4,804 

Crestview  Sewer  District 

General  Revenue 

VJL^11L_/1  til  Ivb  V  »^.11LI»^ 

1,117,180 

0.4627 

0.4627 

1,116,284 

0.4631 

0.4631 

5,170 

St  Clair  Sewer  District 

kll.   V^ltlll    *J  ^  W  \sl    1_J  1  J>  LI  1  L_.  L 

General  Revenue 

VJL^11L_/1  til  1.VL^  V  L--11  U.L./ 

9,575,156 

0.3116 

0.31 16 

9,615,135 

0.3116 

0.3116 

29,961 

Sylvan  Manor  Sunset  Acres  Sew  Dist 

General  Revenue 

1,661,400 

0.5356 

0.5356 

1,660,167 

0.5362 

0.5362 

8,902 

Calvey  Creek  Sewer  District 

General  Revenue 

17,281,833 

0.3655 

0  3655 

\J .  JUJ  .J 

17,839,661 

0.3655 

0.3655 

65,204 

East  Central  College 

General  Revenue 

1,646,915,740 

0.3544 

0.3544 

1,671,875,570 

0.3559 

0.3559 

5,950,205 

Deht  Service 

1,646,915,740 

0.0999 

0.0841 

1,671,875,570 

0.0917 

0.0841 

1  406  ()47 

Franklin  Co  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

25,022,876 

3.4447 

3 .4447 

E 

24,781,989 

3.4699 

3.4447 

853,665 

E 

Meramec  Valley  R-III  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

313,764,603 

3.6200 

3.6200 

F 

317,946,945 

3.6200 

3.6192 

11,507,136 

F 

Debt  Service 

313,764,603 

1.3349 

0.6900 

317,946,945 

0.9181 

0.6900 

2,193,834 

Union  R-XI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

297,593,753 

2.8542 

2.7900 

F 

300,510,596 

2.8360 

2.7900 

8,384,246 

F 

Debt  Service 

297,593,753 

1.1081 

0.9600 

300,510,596 

0.9739 

0.9600 

2  884  902 

Lonedell  R-XIV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

38,040,989 

3.6090 

3.4800 

E 

38,327,975 

3.5955 

3.4800 

1,333,814 

E 

Deht  Service 

38,040,989 

0.2676 

0.2100 

38,327,975 

0.2467 

0.2100 

80,489 

Spring  Bluff  R-XV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

24,128,610 

3.1659 

3.1400 

E 

24,282,954 

3.1166 

3.1166 

756,803 

E 

Deht  Service 

24,128,610 

0.9278 

0.7000 

24,282,954 

0.7919 

0.7000 

169,981 

Franklin  County  R-XVI  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

10,987,353 

3.1733 

3.1733 

E 

11,206,793 

3.1842 

3.1842 

356,847 

E 

Debt  Service 

10,987,353 

0.2487 

0.1300 

11,206,793 

0.1986 

0.1300 

14,569 

St.  Clair  R-XIII  School  District 

Oneratinc  Funds-Schools 

VJIJL-l  ClLlllg  X  INlU  l    kj  ^  1 1  VJ  V 1  l> 

145,650,394 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

146,923,161 

2.7500 

2.7500 

4  040  387 

E 

Deht  Service 

145,650,394 

0.9087 

0  6200 

146,923,161 

0  6820 

0  6200 

910,924 

Sullivan  C-2  School  District 

t-f  LL111  V  dll  V      ^   kJV^HLJLJl  Lyi^lll^L 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

157,997,538 

2.9157 

2.9157 

E 

156,947,528 

2.9367 

2.9367 

4,609,078 

E 

Debt  Service 

157,997,538 

1.8564 

1.0955 

156,947,528 

1.7795 

1.0745 

1,686,401 

New  Haven  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

34,738,217 

4.0840 

3.9448 

E 

35,235,080 

4.0614 

3.9448 

1,389,953 

E 

Debt  Service 

34,738,217 

1.0799 

0.5300 

35,235,080 

1.1280 

0.5300 

186,746 

Washington  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

737,144,980 

3.5075 

3.5075 

E 

758,486,084 

3.4943 

3.4943 

26,503,779 

E 

Debt  Service 

737,144,980 

0.3650 

0.2985 

758,486,084 

0.4139 

0.3317 

2,515,898 

Franklin  County 

General  Revenue 

1,827,956,631 

0.2750 

0.1382 

1,850,904,474 

0.2761 

0.1308 

2,420,983 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Franklin 

Franklin  County 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,62  /,yjo,OJ  1 

<\  1  mo 

o.  iy  /o 

0.1978 

1,850,904,474 

0.1986 

0.1986 

3,675,896 

Senate  Bill  40 

1    t>T7  ^11 

0.0935 

0.0935 

1,850,904,474 

0.0939 

0.0939 

1,737,999 

Gasconade 

Owensville  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

86,103,589 

0.3239 

0.1179 

86,278,958 

0.3239 

0.1027 

88,608 

Hermann  Area  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

124,420,170 

0.2860 

0.1460 

128,366,398 

0.2869 

0.1469 

188,570 

Hermann  Area  Hospital  District 

General  Revenue 

117,225,662 

0.7009 

0.7009 

121,202,783 

0.7024 

0.7024 

851,328 

Morrison  Levee  Dist  Gasconade  Co 

General  Revenue 

78,110 

0.7169 

0.7169 

78,110 

0.7169 

0.7169 

560 

Morrison  Sp  Rd  Dist  #4  Gasconade  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,368,532 

0.2559 

0.2559 

5,511,671 

0.2559 

0.2559 

14,104 

Citv  of  Bland 

Crpnprjil  Rpvpnnp 

3,424,724 

0.9211 

0.9211 

3  419  302 

0.9250 

0.9250 

31,629 

Parks  &  Recreation 

3,424,724 

0.2465 

0.2465 

3  419  302 

0.2476 

0.2476 

8,466 

Debt  Service 

3,424,724 

0.8477 

0.8477 

3,419,302 

1.7088 

1.3000 

44,451 

Citv  nf  Gasrnnade 

Crpnprjil  Rpvpnnp 

1,480,791 

0.6244 

0.6244 

1  483  550 

0.6290 

0.6290 

9,332 

Debt  Service 

1,480,791 

2.3001 

2.3001 

1,483,550 

2.5479 

2.3001 

34,123 

City  of  Hermann 

General  Revenue 

35,823,080 

0.3550 

0.3535 

37,963,083 

0.3560 

0.3560 

135,149 

Parks  &  Recreation 

35,823,080 

0.0092 

0.0092 

37,963,083 

0.0092 

0.0092 

3,493 

Band 

35,823,080 

0.0100 

0.0100 

37  963  083 

0.0100 

0.0100 

3,796 

F)pht  Sprvirp 

** 

** 

** 

37  963  083 

1.2459 

0  0000 

0 

City  of  Morrison 

frpnprjil  Rpvpnnp 

Vlk.llVlill  V 

1,210,281 

0.5393 

0.5393 

1,254,216 

0.5393 

0.5393 

6,764 

Citv  nf  Owensville 

frpnprjil  Rpvpnnp 

35,378,270 

0.3232 

0.3232 

34  929  649 

0.3276 

0.3276 

1 14,430 

Parks  &  Recreation 

35,378,270 

0.3232 

0.3232 

34,929,649 

0.3276 

0.3276 

1 14,430 

T~i"pht  Nprvipp 

35,378,270 

0.8960 

0.8960 

34  929  649 

0.3674 

0.3674 

128,332 

City  of  Rosebud 

General  Revenue 

4,150,697 

0.4233 

0.4233 

4,179,359 

0.4249 

0.4249 

17,758 

Gfl^rnnadp  Conntv  T  ihinrv  District 

frpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

209,666,105 

0.0964 

0.0964 

213  496  968 

0.0965 

0.0965 

206  025 

Bland  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

20,153,784 

0.2170 

0.2170 

20,325,884 

0.2171 

0.2171 

44,127 

Gasconade  County  Health  Depart 

General  Revenue 

209,666,105 

0.0964 

0.0964 

213  496  968 

0.0965 

0.0965 

206  025 

Gasconade  Co  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

147,305,442 

3.4117 

3.1800 

F  148,504,743 

3.3935 

3.1800 

4,722,451 

Debt  Service 

147,305,442 

0.6977 

0  6700 

148  SfU  741 

1  2919 

0  6700 

994  982 

Gasconade  County  R-I  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

107,608,908 

2.9974 

2.9974 

e  112,136,191 

3.0009 

3.0009 

3,365,095 

Debt  Service 

107,608,908 

1.6628 

0.7500 

112,136,191 

1.5949 

0.7500 

841,021 

Gasconade  County 

General  Revenue 

209,666,105 

0.3633 

0.1769 

213,496,968 

0.3636 

0.1516 

323,661 

Common  Road  District 

204,297,575 

0.2661 

0.2661 

207,985,296 

0.2664 

0.2664 

554,073 

Mental  Health 

209,666,105 

0.0800 

0.0800 

213,496,968 

0.0800 

0.0800 

170,798 

Senate  Bill  40 

209,666,105 

0.0964 

0.0964 

213,496,968 

0.0965 

0.0965 

206,025 

Expiration 
Year 


Gentry 


Grand  River  Regional  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

140,301,700 

0.1800 

0.1800 

146,868,345 

0.1800 

0.1800 

264,363 

City  of  Albany 

General  Revenue 

15,423,062 

0.6257 

0.6257 

17,196,286 

0.6257 

0.6257 

107,597 

Parks  &  Recreation 

15,423,062 

0.2772 

0.2772 

17,196,286 

0.2772 

0.2772 

47,668 

Library 

15,423,062 

0.4600 

0.4600 

17,196,286 

0.4600 

0.4600 

79,103 

Health 

15,423,062 

0.1746 

0.1746 

17,196,286 

0.1746 

0.1746 

30,025 

Village  of  Darlington 

General  Revenue 

300,164 

0.4998 

0.4998 

237,120 

0.5000 

0.4998 

1,185 

Village  of  Gentry 

General  Revenue 

261,261 

0.5000 

0.5000 

302,609 

0.4999 

0.4999 

1,513 

City  of  King  City 

General  Revenue 

6,779,301 

0.7043 

0.7043 

7,141,391 

0.7043 

0.7043 

50,297 

Parks  &  Recreation 

6,779,301 

0.1735 

0.1735 

7,141,391 

0.1735 

0.1735 

12,390 

Health 

6,779,301 

0.1735 

0.1735 

7,141,391 

0.1735 

0.1735 

12,390 

Police 

6,779,301 

0.1456 

0.1456 

7,141,391 

0.1456 

0.1456 

10,398 

City  ofMcFall 

General  Revenue 

591,766 

0.6967 

0.6967 

605,483 

0.6991 

0.6991 

4,233 

City  of  Stanberry 

General  Revenue 

10,023,793 

0.6371 

0.6371 

10,630,254 

0.6371 

0.6371 

67,725 

Parks  &  Recreation 

10,023,793 

0.1687 

0.1687 

10,630,254 

0.1687 

0.1687 

17,933 

Streets 

10,023,793 

0.3760 

0.3760 

10,630,254 

0.3760 

0.3760 

39,970 

2013 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Year 

Gentry 

Gentry  County  Library  Dist 

General  Revenue 

69,243,634 

0.2000 

0.2000 

72,186,601 

0.2000 

0.2000 

144,373 

Debt  Service 

69,243,634 

0.1001 

0.1001 

72,186,601 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Athens  Township  of  Gentry  Co 

General  Revenue 

22,837,250 

0.1000 

0.1000 

25,079,726 

0.1000 

0.1000 

25,080 

Road  &  Bridge 

22,837,250 

0.3825 

0.3825 

25,079,726 

0.3825 

0.3825 

95,930 

Special  Road  District 

22,837,250 

0.1971 

0.1971 

25,079,726 

0.1971 

0.1971 

49,432 

2012 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

22,837,250 

0.2500 

0.2500 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

25,079,726 

0.2571 

0.2571 

64,480 

A 

2015 

Bogle  Township  of  Gentry  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,801,836 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,979,867 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,980 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,801,836 

0.5000 

0.5000 

4,979,867 

0.5000 

0.5000 

24,899 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,801,836 

0.3200 

0.3200 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

Gravel 

4,801,836 

0.3500 

0.3500 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Gravel  &  Maintenance 

4,801,836 

0.4500 

0.4500 

4,979,867 

0.4500 

0.4500 

22,409 

2013 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

#* 

4,979,867 

0.3249 

0.3249 

16,180 

A 

2015 

Gravel 

** 

** 

#* 

4,979,867 

0.3553 

0.3553 

17,693 

A 

2015 

Cooper  Township  of  Gentry  Co 

General  Revenue 

17,531,357 

0.1000 

0.1000 

18,345,873 

0.1000 

0.1000 

18,346 

Road  &  Bridge 

17,531,357 

0.4834 

0.4834 

18,345,873 

0.4834 

0.4834 

88,684 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

17,531,357 

0.1500 

0.1500 

#* 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

18,345,873 

0.1539 

0.1539 

28,234 

A 

2015 

Howard  Township  of  Gentry  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,138,411 

0.0992 

0.0992 

2,149,293 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,149 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,138,411 

0.4959 

0.4959 

2,149,293 

0.5000 

0.5000 

10,746 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,138,411 

0.3472 

0.3472 

#* 

** 

** 

2011 

Gravel 

2,138,411 

0.2976 

0.2976 

** 

#* 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

#* 

2,149,293 

0.3640 

0.3640 

7,823 

A 

2015 

Gravel 

** 

** 

** 

2,149,293 

0.3120 

0.3120 

6,706 

A 

2015 

Huggins  Township  of  Gentry  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,965,294 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,352,812 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,353 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,965,294 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,352,812 

0.5000 

0.5000 

16,764 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,965,294 

0.3300 

0.3300 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

3,352,812 

0.3404 

0.3404 

11,413 

A 

2015 

Jackson  Township  of  Gentry  Co 

General  Revenue 

22,112,248 

0.1000 

0.1000 

22,204,965 

0.1000 

0.1000 

22,205 

Road  &  Bridge 

22,112,248 

0.4782 

0.4782 

22,204,965 

0.4820 

0.4820 

107,028 

Special  Road  District 

22,112,248 

0.2539 

0.2539 

A  22,204,965 

0.2539 

0.2539 

56,378 

2014 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

22,112,248 

0.1200 

0.1200 

#* 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

*# 

*# 

22,204,965 

0.1246 

0.1246 

27,667 

A 

2015 

Miller  Township  of  Gentry  Co 

General  Revenue 

8,236,942 

0.1000 

0.1000 

8,859,452 

0.1000 

0.1000 

8,859 

Road  &  Bridge 

8,236,942 

0.5000 

0.5000 

8,859,452 

0.5000 

0.5000 

44,297 

Special  Road  District 

8,236,942 

0.2900 

0.2900 

8,859,452 

0.2900 

0.2900 

25,692 

2012 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

8,236,942 

0.3537 

0.3537 

a  8,859,452 

0.3537 

0.3537 

31,336 

2014 

Wilson  Township  of  Gentry  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,943,358 

0.0996 

0.0996 

4,352,025 

0.0996 

0.0996 

4,335 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,943,358 

0.4982 

0.4982 

4,352,025 

0.4982 

0.4982 

21,682 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,943,358 

0.2889 

0.2889 

4,352,025 

0.2889 

0.2889 

12,573 

2012 

Gravel 

3,943,358 

0.2989 

0.2989 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Gravel  &  Maintenance 

3,943,358 

0.2989 

0.2989 

4,352,025 

0.2989 

0.2989 

13,008 

2013 

Gravel 

** 

** 

** 

4,352,025 

0.3063 

0.3063 

13,330 

A 

2015 

Gravel  and  Maintenance 

#* 

#* 

*# 

4,352,025 

0.3573 

0.3573 

15,550 

A 

2015 

Albany  Community  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

34,893,208 

0.1669 

0.1669 

37,753,611 

0.1669 

0.1669 

63,011 

Fire 

34,893,208 

0.1500 

0.1500 

37,753,611 

0.1500 

0.1500 

56,630 

Stanberry  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

23,432,679 

0.4000 

0.4000 

24,245,277 

0.4000 

0.4000 

96,981 

McFall  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

3,714,743 

0.2974 

0.2974 

3,844,105 

0.2976 

0.2976 

11,440 

King  City  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

43,968,304 

0.3000 

0.3000 

45,310,546 

0.3000 

0.3000 

135,932 

King  City  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

43,974,749 

4.3600 

4.1925 

44,972,363 

4.3600 

4.1858 

1,882,453 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Gentry 

King  City  R-I  School  District 

Debt  Service 

43,974,749 

0.6407 

0.5100 

44,972,363 

0.7051 

0.5100 

229,359 

Stanberry  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

23,048,909 

4.1000 

4.1000 

E 

23,864,428 

4.1000 

4.1000 

978,442 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

11  A/io  nnn 

1.33UU 

1.3300 

23,864,428 

1.3300 

1.3300 

317,397 

2026 

Albany  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

n  qza  in/; 
Jj,oj4,2yo 

A  AQCtl 

4.4oyj 

4.4893 

E 

36,661,162 

4.4893 

4.4893 

1,645,830 

E 

Gentry  County 

General  Revenue 

54,joy,oyo 

n  1  A  Q  A 
U.3484 

0.3484 

89,324,013 

0.3484 

0.3484 

311,205 

Senior  Services 

qa  nn<; 

54,joy,oyo 

n  ftcno 

u.usuu 

0.0500 

89,324,013 

0.0500 

0.0500 

44,662 

General  Revenue-Temp 

o4,joy,uyo 

n  1  ot  1 

u.  iyzi 

0.1921 

A 

89,324,013 

0.1921 

0.1921 

171,591 

2014 

Greene 

Citv  nf  Ash  Ornve 

CiPnpral  Rpvpmip 

12,865,433 

0.5522 

0.5522 

13,275,196 

0.5527 

0.5527 

73,372 

Citv  of  Battlefield 

General  Revenue 

49,766,851 

0.3366 

0  3366 

49,528,848 

0.3424 

0.3424 

169,587 

Debt  Service 

49,766,851 

0.0248 

0.0248 

** 

#* 

Citv  nf  Pair  Grnvp 

Cpripral  Rpvptiup 

14,172,414 

0.5302 

0.5302 

14,539,996 

0.5321 

0.5321 

77,367 

Debt  Service 

14,172,414 

0.2108 

0.2108 

14,539,996 

0.2112 

0.2112 

30,708 

City  of  Republic 

General  Revenue 

159,164,303 

0.4090 

0.4090 

160,891,997 

0.4202 

0.4309 

693,284 

c 

Parks  &  Recreation 

159,164,303 

0.1101 

0.1101 

160,891,997 

0.1131 

0.1160 

186,635 

c 

Lights 

159,164,303 

0.0629 

0.0629 

160,891,997 

0.0646 

0  0662 

106,51 1 

c 

Citv  nf  SnrinofiplH 

Parks  &  Rprrpatinn 

2,663,770,699 

0.1807 

0.1807 

2,657,426,556 

0.1829 

0.1829 

4  860  433 

Health 

1  IV/Ul  Lll 

2,663,770,699 

0.1232 

0.1232 

2,657,426,556 

0.1247 

0.1247 

3  313  811 

Art  lVTnspnm 

ill  L  IVILIljL/ Lllll 

2,663,770,699 

0.0378 

0.0378 

2  657  426  556 

0  0383 

0  0383 

1,017,794 

CiPripral  Rpvpmip-Tpmn 

2,663,770,699 

0.2592 

0.2592 

2,657,426,556 

0.2624 

0.2624 

6  973  087 

2025 

Citv  nf  Straffnrrl 

frpnpral  Rpvpiiiip 

25,208,667 

0.3503 

0.3503 

26,594,242 

0  3503 

0.3503 

93  160 

Citv  nf  W/almit  Crrnvp 

CiPnpral  Rpvptiup 

4,924,023 

0.5952 

0.5952 

5,247,518 

0.5952 

0.5952 

31,233 

Citv  of  Willard 

Cpripral  Rpvpiiiip 

43,887,523 

0.4014 

0.4014 

44,442,452 

0.4014 

0.4014 

178,392 

Parks  &  Recreation 

43,887,523 

0.1228 

0.1228 

44,442,452 

0.1228 

0.1228 

54,575 

Springfield  Greene  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

4,268,034,318 

0.2418 

0.2418 

4,313,780,016 

0.2433 

0.2433 

10,495,427 

Battlefield  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

502,063,839 

0.3418 

0.3418 

512,054,722 

0.61 13 

0.61 13 

3,130,191 

B 

Strafford  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

135,077,234 

0.7432 

0.7432 

140,942,906 

0.7432 

0.7432 

1,047,488 

Fair  Grove  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

60,786,052 

0.3237 

0.3000 

62,884,711 

0.3249 

0.3000 

188,654 

Brookline  Fire  Protection  District 

Gpnpral  Rpvpiiiip 

102,993,876 

0.2486 

0.2486 

105,368,690 

0.2486 

0.2486 

261,947 

Logan-Rogersville  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

352,244,149 

0.3657 

0.3657 

361,878,533 

0.3657 

0.3657 

1,323,390 

Willard  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

134,594,792 

0.2562 

0.2562 

138,336,426 

0.7796 

0.7796 

1,078,471 

B 

Walnut  Grove  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

32,718,267 

0.3000 

0.3000 

33,722,656 

0.3000 

0.3000 

101,168 

West  Republic  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

23,847,941 

0.2684 

0.2684 

24,191,339 

0.2708 

0.2708 

65,510 

Ebenezer  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

98,648,652 

0.8579 

0.8579 

B 

101,475,539 

0.8579 

0.8579 

870,559 

Bois  D'Arc  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

22,201,154 

0.3193 

0.3193 

22,945,544 

0.3193 

0.3193 

73,265 

Ash  Grove  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

23,500,022 

0.3544 

0.3544 

24,253,314 

0.3544 

0.3544 

85,954 

Pleasant  View  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

28,257,260 

0.3000 

0  3000 

29,364,660 

0.8207 

0.8207 

240,996 

B 

C  and  E  Community  Improvement  Dist 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiup 

19,149,140 

2.3251 

2.3251 

18,962,010 

2.3480 

2.3480 

445,228 

Ozarks  Technical  Community  College 

General  Revenue 

5,540,565,118 

0.0937 

0.0937 

5,647,368,600 

0.0939 

0.0939 

5,302,879 

General  Re  venue -Temp 

5,540,565,118 

0.0468 

0.0468 

5,647,368,600 

0.0469 

0.0469 

2  648  616 

2019 

Willard  R-TT  Schnol  District 

Onpratin<r  Fnnds-Srhonls 

320,351,810 

3.2655 

3.1995 

E 

325,223,420 

3.2660 

3.1630 

1 0  286  8 1 7 

E 

Debt  Service 

320,351,810 

1.6517 

0.7905 

325,223,420 

1.6219 

0.8770 

2,852,209 

Republic  R-III  School  District 

Onpratino  Fiiniis-Scrmnls 

284,988,972 

3.4400 

3.4400 

E 

287,651,236 

3.4400 

3.4400 

9  895  203 

E 

Debt  Service 

284,988,972 

1.6927 

0.8400 

287,651,236 

2.1352 

0.8400 

2,416,270 

Ash  Grove  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

51,811,039 

3.1180 

3.1180 

E 

53,884,560 

3.1155 

3.1155 

1,678,773 

E 

Debt  Service 

51,811,039 

0.7677 

0.5000 

53,884,560 

0.7983 

0.5000 

269,423 

Walnut  Grove  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

17,054,825 

4.0530 

3.8559 

BE 

17,069,140 

4.0530 

3.8559 

658,169 

E 

Strafford  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

165,963,377 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

162,144,582 

2.7500 

2.7500 

4,458,976 

F 

Debt  Service 

165,963,377 

0.7893 

0.7000 

162,144,582 

0.7226 

0.7000 

1,135,012 

Logan-Rogersville  R-VIII  School  Dis 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

207,311,259 

3.0589 

3.0100 

E 

212,072,152 

3.0554 

3.0554 

6,479,653 

E 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 

Assessed  Value 
iT.L>st;oai;Li  v  tunc 

Ceil  i  n  tr 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Greene 

Logan-Rogersville  R-VIII  School  Dis 

Debt  Service 

207,311,259 

1.0250 

0.9300 

212,072,152 

1 .0750 

0.8846 

1,875,990 

Springfield  R-XII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

3,184,997,630 

3.1269 

3.1269 

E 

3,205,529,000 

3.1899 

3.1899 

102,253,170 

Debt  Service 

3,184,997,630 

0.6849 

0.5100 

3,205,529,000 

0.6409 

0.5100 

16,348,198 

Fair  Grove  R-X  School  District 

Operating  Funds- Schools 

62,519,818 

2.8575 

2.7500 

F 

63,252,725 

2.8910 

2.7500 

1,739,450 

F 

Debt  Service 

£0  CIO  Q  1  C 
OZ,jlV,515 

1.1555 

0.9000 

63,252,725 

1.2025 

0.9000 

569,275 

Greene  County 

General  Revenue 

A  OAO  m  A  Q  1  Q 

4,205,034,31 5 

0.24y  / 

0.1307 

4,313,780,016 

0.2513 

0.1206 

5,202,419 

Road  &  Bridge 

A  lAO  (\1A  110 

4,Zo5,UJ4,315 

U.z4y  / 

0.1307 

4,313,780,016 

0.2513 

0.1206 

5,202,419 

Senate  Bill  40 

A  OAO  AQ  J  Tig 

4,205,034,31 5 

n  A/1  (.^i 
0.04O3 

0.0463 

4,313,780,016 

0.0466 

0.0466 

2,010,221 

Senior  Services 

A  OAO  AQ  A  1  1  O 

4,205,034,31 5 

A  A/1AQ 

U.04y3 

0.0493 

4,313,780,016 

0.0496 

0.0496 

2,139,635 

Grundv 

Grundy  County  Nursing  Home  District 

General  Revenue 

110,821,513 

0.1498 

0.1498 

114,603,492 

0.1498 

0.1498 

171,676 

Snirkarrl  Snerial  Rnad  District 

Snerial  RnaH  and  RriHoe 

l/LA-ltll  IVUCIU  lljl\_l  IJilUct 

1,503,714 

0.3279 

0.3279 

1,016,391 

0.3389 

0.3389 

3,445 

2013 

Village  of  Brimson 

General  Revenue 

270,069 

0.2037 

0.2000 

306,997 

0.2037 

0.2000 

614 

City  of  Gait 

General  Revenue 

855,844 

0.9999 

0  9999 

867,677 

1 .0000 

1 .0000 

8,677 

City  of  Laredo 

General  Revenue 

859,485 

0.7000 

0.7000 

897,455 

0.7000 

0.7000 

6,282 

Streets 

859,485 

0.3000 

0.3000 

897,455 

0.2999 

0.2999 

2,691 

Citv  nf  Snirlcarrl 

General  Revenue 

VJ^/lK./l  til  IVL-  V  LllLt^ 

1,139,093 

0.9648 

0.9648 

1,214,094 

0.9648 

0.9648 

11,714 

City  of  Tindall 

General  Revenue 

510,059 

0.4500 

0.4500 

526,320 

0.4500 

0.4500 

2,368 

Citv  of  Trenton 

V^lLV   \J±    ±  1<_/11L\_711 

Ceneral  Revenue 

VJk_  11^1  ill   IVL-  V  LllLt^ 

54,313,132 

0.8683 

0  8683 

54,653,201 

0.8794 

0.8794 

480  620 

Parks  &  Recreation 

54,313,132 

0.1604 

0.1604 

54,653,201 

0.1624 

0.1624 

88,757 

Grundy  Co  Jewett  Norns  Library 

General  Revenue 

110,821,513 

0.1997 

0.1997 

114,603,492 

0.1997 

0.1997 

228,863 

Franklin  Township  of  Grundy  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,652,590 

0.0955 

0.0955 

4,885,245 

0.0955 

0.0955 

4,665 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,652,590 

0.4211 

0.4211 

4,885,245 

0.4211 

0.4211 

20,572 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,652,590 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

4,885,245 

0.3500 

0.3500 

17,098 

2014 

Harrison  Township  of  Grundy  Co 

General  Revenue 

1,927,050 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,046,552 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,047 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,927,050 

0.5000 

0.5000 

2,046,552 

0.5000 

0.5000 

10,233 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,927,050 

0.3500 

0.3500 

2,046,552 

0  3500 

0  3500 

7,163 

2012 

Jackson  Township  of  Grundy  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,736,369 

0.0978 

0.0978 

3,997,454 

0.0972 

0.0972 

3,886 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,736,369 

0.4016 

0.4016 

3,997,454 

0.3992 

0.3992 

15,958 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,736,369 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

3,997,454 

0.3479 

0.3479 

13,907 

2014 

Debt  Service 

3,736,369 

0.3658 

0.3658 

3,997,454 

0.6331 

0.6331 

25,308 

Jefferson  Township  of  Grundy  Co 

General  Revenue 

6,412,768 

0.0938 

0.0938 

6,768,604 

0.0938 

0.0938 

6,349 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,412,768 

0.4762 

0.4762 

6,768,604 

0.4762 

0.4762 

32,232 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,412,768 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

6,768,604 

0.3500 

0.3500 

23,690 

2014 

Liberty  Township  of  Grundy  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,563,384 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,660,325 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,660 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,563,384 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,660,325 

0.5000 

0.5000 

18,302 

Snerial  Roarl  and  Rrirlce 

3,563,384 

0.3482 

0.3482 

3  660  325 

0.3482 

0.3482 

12,745 

2012 

Lincoln  Township  of  Grundy  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,626,911 

0.0961 

0.0961 

8,061,801 

0.0961 

0.0961 

7,747 

Rr\nri  Jir  Rnrlcre 

IV  W  LlU  OC  1_J  1 1L1 

7,626,911 

0.2914 

0.2914 

8,061,801 

0.2914 

0.2914 

23  492 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,626,911 

0.3307 

0.3307 

8,061,801 

0.3307 

0.3307 

26,660 

2012 

Madison  Tnwnshin  of  GmnHv  Cn 

iv±chiil>\jii  luwiiLiiiiu  ui  vji  uiiu y 

Ceneral  Revenue 

VJL-llL-lill   XV.^  V 

5,987,510 

0.1000 

0.1000 

6,435,332 

0.1000 

0.1000 

6,435 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,987,510 

0.5000 

0.5000 

6,435,332 

0.5000 

0.5000 

32,177 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,987,510 

0.3627 

0.3627 

A 

6,435,332 

0.3627 

0.3627 

23,341 

2014 

Marion  Township  of  Grundy  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,702,478 

0.0978 

0.0978 

4,993,678 

0.0976 

0.0976 

4,874 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,702,478 

0.4892 

0.4892 

4,993,678 

0.4880 

0.4880 

24,369 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,702,478 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

4,993,678 

0.3492 

0.3492 

17,438 

2014 

Debt  Service 

4,702,478 

0.2747 

0.2747 

4,993,678 

0.1015 

0.1015 

5,069 

Myers  Township  of  Grundy  County 

General  Revenue 

1,887,259 

0.0995 

0.0995 

1,928,334 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,928 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,887,259 

0.4975 

0.4975 

1,928,334 

0.4999 

0.4999 

9,640 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,887,259 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

1,928,334 

0.3500 

0.3500 

6,749 

2014 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Grundy 

Tavlnr  Townshin  nf  Grnnrlv  Pn 

General  Revenue 

1,751,045 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,891,694 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,892 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,751,045 

0.4718 

0.4718 

1,891,694 

0.4718 

0.4718 

8,925 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,751,045 

0.3494 

0.3494 

1,891,694 

0.3494 

0.3494 

6,610 

Trenton  Tnwnshin  nf  frrnndv  Pn 

XlV^llLV^ll    iUWll^lllp  VJI   VJ  1  LI  1 1  vX  y  v^w 

CrPnpral  Rpvpnnp 

62,826,354 

0.0628 

0.0628 

63,964,889 

0  0633 

0.0628 

40,170 

Road  &  Bridge 

62,826,354 

0.2811 

0.2811 

63,964,889 

0.2833 

0.2811 

179,805 

Wilson  Tnwnshin  of  GmnHv  Pn 

¥V2lJLJll    ±  \J  W  113111  IJ  \J1   VJI  LI11U  V  \— -W 

CrPnpral  Rpvpnnp 

4,312,013 

0.0980 

0.0980 

4,507,765 

0.0980 

0.0980 

4,418 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,312,013 

0.4900 

0.4900 

4,507,765 

0.4900 

0.4900 

22,088 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,312,013 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

4,507,765 

0.3500 

0.3500 

15,777 

Washington  Township  of  Grundy  Co 

General  Revenue 

1,435,787 

0.0963 

0.0963 

1,461,765 

0.0963 

0.0963 

1,408 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,435,787 

0.4818 

0.4818 

1,461,765 

0.4818 

0.4818 

7,043 

Grundy  County  Rural  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

31,008,383 

0.2828 

0.2828 

28,493,645 

0.3000 

0.3000 

85,481 

Laredo  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

9,933,095 

0.2758 

0.2758 

10,434,886 

0.2758 

0.2758 

28,779 

Spickard  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

12,719,920 

0.2910 

0.2910 

12,127,079 

0.3000 

0.3000 

36,381 

Grundy  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

110,821,513 

0.2996 

0.2996 

114,603,492 

0.2996 

0.2996 

343,352 

North  Central  Missouri  College 

General  Revenue 

79,601,528 

0.4000 

0.4000 

84,099,432 

0.4000 

0.4000 

336,398 

Grundy  Co  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

11,574,074 

5.9207 

5.9207 

E 

11,926,905 

5.8693 

5.8693 

700,026 

Spickard  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

3,834,873 

4.3923 

4.3923 

E 

3,873,868 

4.3874 

4.3874 

169,962 

Pleasant  View  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

8,697,469 

4.3927 

4.3927 

E 

8,095,591 

4.3763 

4.3763 

354,287 

Laredo  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

5,238,697 

4.9000 

4.8979 

E 

5,397,278 

4.8060 

4.8060 

259,393 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

5,238,697 

1 .4000 

1.3000 

5,397,278 

1.4000 

1.4000 

75,562 

Trenton  R-IX  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

"7  1   (\A(\  (\£*t\ 

1 1,049,969 

3.5285 

3.5285 

E 

73,707,908 

3.4577 

3.4577 

2,548,598 

Debt  Service 

n i  t\A(i  nun 

u.yzio 

0.9000 

73,707,908 

0.9000 

0.9000 

663,371 

Grundy  County 

General  Revenue 

1  in  OTi  cii 

u.Joyy 

0.1894 

114,603,492 

0.3899 

0.1700 

194,826 

Developmentally  Disabled 

1  1  A  OH  CIO 

110,821,513 

ii  ilium 
0.0999 

0.0999 

114,603,492 

0.0999 

0.0999 

1 14,489 

Senior  Services 

i  m  oil  cio 

1  lU,ozl,M  j 

u.u4yy 

0.0499 

114,603,492 

0.0499 

0.0499 

57,187 

Harrison 

North  Harrison  Co  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

29,176,357 

0.4960 

0.4960 

30,015,844 

0.4960 

0.4960 

148,879 

Noel  Adams  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

74,750,167 

0.2809 

0.0000 

75,413,781 

0.2815 

0.0000 

0 

Harrison  Conntv  Hnsnital  District 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

98,590,376 

0.4500 

0.4500 

99,789,068 

0.4500 

0.4500 

449,05 1 

Panther  Creek  Watershed  Sub  Dist 

General  Revenue 

1,562,470 

0.2400 

0.2400 

1,566,010 

0.2400 

0.2400 

3,758 

West  Fork  of  Big  Creek  Sub  Dist 

General  Revenue 

11,601,746 

0.4000 

0.4000 

11,799,300 

0.4000 

0.4000 

47,197 

Fast  Fork  nf  Rio  PYppk  SnhHistrirt 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

4,609,948 

0.4000 

0.4000 

4,804,240 

0.4000 

0.4000 

19,217 

Citv  nf  Rpthanv 

V^ll  V   \J1   U  1/LllClll  y 

General  Revenue 

28,753,173 

0.5493 

0.5493 

28,695,766 

0.5515 

0.5515 

158,257 

Parks  &  Recreation 

28,753,173 

0.0000 

0.0000 

28,695,766 

0.0000 

0.0000 

() 

Road 

28,753,173 

0.3105 

0.3105 

28,695,766 

0.3118 

0.3118 

89,473 

Village  of  Blythedale 

General  Revenue 

716,332 

0.9392 

0.9392 

749,926 

0.9393 

0.9393 

7,044 

Citv  nf  Cainsvillp 

Cpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

1,564,112 

0.5169 

0.5169 

1  572  762 

0.5169 

0.5169 

8,130 

Fire 

1,564,112 

0.0000 

0  0000 

\J . \J\j\j\j 

1,572,762 

0  0000 

0  0000 

0 

1,564,112 

0.5169 

0.5169 

1,572,762 

0.5169 

0.5169 

8,130 

General  Revenue-Temp 

** 

#* 

1,572,762 

0.0031 

0.003 1 
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Debt  Service 

1,564,112 

0.2692 

0.2692 

1,572,762 

0.2439 

0.2439 

3,836 

Citv  nf  Oilman  Citv 

General  Revenue 

1,650,671 

0.5149 

0.5149 

1^47,443 

0.5159 

0.5159 

8,499 

Parks  &  Recreation 

1,650,671 

0.0500 

0.0500 

1,647,443 

0.0500 

0.0500 

824 

1,650,671 

0.1864 

0.1864 

1,647,443 

0.1868 

0.1868 

3  077 

Village  of  Mount  Moriah 

General  Revenue 

437,271 

0.4967 

0.4967 

460,826 

0.4878 

0.4878 

2,248 

City  of  New  Hampton 

General  Revenue 

972,326 

0.6800 

0.6800 

1,068,458 

0.6800 

0.6800 

7,266 

Lights 

972,326 

0.1500 

0.1500 

1,068,458 

0.1500 

0.1500 

1,603 

Streets 

972,326 

0.3000 

0.3000 

1,068,458 

0.3000 

0.3000 

3,205 

City  of  Ridgeway 

General  Revenue 

1,857,119 

1.0000 

1.0000 

2,047,579 

0.9706 

0.9706 

19,874 

Parks  &  Recreation 

1,857,119 

0.0500 

0.0500 

2,047,579 

0.0486 

0.0486 

995 

Expiration 
Year 


2012 


2014 


2013 


A  2015 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Year 

Harrison 

Adams  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,533,586 

0 

.0999 

0.0999 

2,764,694 

0. 

.0999 

0.0999 

2,762 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,533,586 

0 

4997 

0.4997 

2,764,694 

0. 

.4997 

0.4997 

13,815 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,533,586 

0 

.3498 

0.3498 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

#* 

2,764,694 

0. 

.3519 

0.3519 

9,729 

A 

2015 

Bethany  Township  of  Harrison  County 

General  Revenue 

35,948,793 

() 

.1000 

0.1000 

34,681,607 

0. 

1000 

0.1000 

34,682 

Road  &  Bridge 

35,948,793 

o 

.3327 

0.3327 

34,681,607 

0. 

3458 

0.3458 

119,929 

Butler  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,025,479 

o 

.1000 

0.1000 

2,107,634 

0. 

1000 

0.1000 

2,108 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,025,479 

o 

.4384 

0.4384 

2,107,634 

0 

4384 

0.4384 

9,240 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,025,479 

0 

.3500 

0.3500 

** 

#* 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

*# 

2,107,634 

0. 

3502 

0.3502 

7,381 

A 

2015 

Clay  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,595,108 

o 

.0994 

0.0994 

2,692,457 

0. 

0994 

0.0994 

2,676 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,595,108 

o 

.4972 

0.4972 

2,692,457 

0. 

4972 

0.4972 

13,387 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,595,108 

0 

.3480 

0.3480 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

*# 

2,692,457 

0. 

3599 

0.3599 

9,690 

A 

2015 

Colfax  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

6,067,686 

0 

.0999 

0.0999 

6,192,770 

0. 

0999 

0.0999 

6,187 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,067,686 

0 

.4714 

0.4714 

6,192,770 

0 

4714 

0.4714 

29,193 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,067,686 

o 

.3496 

0.3496 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

*# 

6,192,770 

0. 

3549 

0.3549 

21,978 

A 

2015 

Cypress  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,552,716 

o 

.1000 

0.1000 

2,558,769 

0 

1000 

0.1000 

2,559 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,552,716 

o 

.4086 

0.4086 

2,558,769 

0 

4142 

0.4142 

10,598 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,552,716 

0 

.3500 

0.3500 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

2,558,769 

0. 

3655 

0.3655 

9,352 

A 

2015 

Dallas  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,191,120 

o 

.1000 

0.1000 

2,226,800 

0 

1000 

0.1000 

2,227 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,191,120 

o 

.4356 

0.4356 

2,226,800 

0. 

4356 

0.4356 

9,700 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,191,120 

0 

.3500 

0.3500 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

#* 

2,226,800 

0 

3599 

0.3599 

8,014 

A 

2015 

Fox  Creek  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,011,186 

o 

.1000 

0.1000 

2,018,934 

0 

1000 

0.1000 

2,019 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,011,186 

o 

.4625 

0.4625 

2,018,934 

0. 

4630 

0.4630 

9,348 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,011,186 

0 

.3500 

0.3500 

#* 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

2,018,934 

0. 

3609 

0.3609 

7,286 

A 

2015 

Grant  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,426,050 

o 

.1000 

0.1000 

3,666,748 

0. 

0991 

0.0991 

3,634 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,426,050 

o 

.5000 

0.5000 

3,666,748 

0. 

4954 

0.4954 

18,165 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,426,050 

0 

.3500 

0.3500 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

3,666,748 

0 

3500 

0.3500 

12,834 

A 

2015 

Hamilton  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,682,172 

o 

.0988 

0.0988 

2,773,727 

0. 

0988 

0.0988 

2,740 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,682,172 

o 

.4942 

0.4942 

2,773,727 

0. 

4942 

0.4942 

13,708 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,682,172 

0 

.3459 

0.3459 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

2,773,727 

0. 

3598 

0.3598 

9,980 

A 

2015 

Jefferson  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,726,225 

o 

.1000 

0.1000 

3,935,002 

0. 

0999 

0.0999 

3,931 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,726,225 

o 

.4738 

0.4738 

3,935,002 

0. 

4732 

0.4732 

18,620 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,726,225 

0 

.3500 

0.3500 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

*# 

3,935,002 

0. 

3500 

0.3500 

13,773 

A 

2015 

Lincoln  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,119,370 

0 

0998 

0.0998 

2,147,119 

0. 

0998 

0.0998 

2,143 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,119,370 

0 

.4992 

0.4992 

2,147,119 

0 

4992 

0.4992 

10,718 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,119,370 

0 

.3494 

0.3494 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

*# 

*# 

2,147,119 

0. 

3601 

0.3601 

7,732 

A 

2015 

Madison  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,604,611 

0 

.0971 

0.0971 

4,697,149 

0. 

0971 

0.0971 

4,561 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,604,611 

0 

.4854 

0.4854 

4,697,149 

0 

4854 

0.4854 

22,800 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,604,611 

0 

.3398 

0.3398 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

*# 

4,697,149 

0 

3544 

0.3544 

16,647 

A 

2015 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied       Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Year 

Harrison 

Marion  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,164,474 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,513,824 

0.0982 

0.0982 

5,415 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,164,474 

0.4599 

0.4599 

5,513,824 

0.4515 

0.4515 

24,895 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,164,474 

0.3500 

0.3500 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

#* 

5,513,824 

0.3500 

0.3500 

19,298 

A 

2015 

Sherman  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,843,358 

0.0996 

0.0996 

4,459,460 

0.0996 

0.0996 

4,442 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,843,358 

0.4980 

0.4980 

4,459,460 

0.4980 

0.4980 

22,208 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,843,358 

0.3497 

0.3497 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

## 

4,459,460 

0.3565 

0.3565 

15,898 

A 

2015 

Sugar  Creek  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,705,006 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,758,147 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,758 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,705,006 

0.3949 

0.3949 

3,758,147 

0.3949 

0.3949 

14,841 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,705,006 

0.3500 

0.3500 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

#* 

3,758,147 

0.3597 

0.3597 

13,518 

A 

2015 

Trail  Creek  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,297,634 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,166,215 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,166 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,297,634 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,166,215 

0.5000 

0.5000 

15,831 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,297,634 

0.3500 

0.3500 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

3,166,215 

0.3774 

0.3774 

11,949 

A 

2015 

Union  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,051,328 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,093,435 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,093 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,051,328 

0.4990 

0.4990 

4,093,435 

0.4990 

0.4990 

20,426 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,051,328 

0.3500 

0.3500 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

** 

4,093,435 

0.3570 

0.3570 

14,614 

A 

2015 

Washington  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

1,892,560 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,928,467 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,928 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,892,560 

0.4985 

0.4985 

1,928,467 

0.4985 

0.4985 

9,613 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,892,560 

0.3500 

0.3500 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

*# 

*# 

1,928,467 

0.3601 

0.3601 

6,944 

A 

2015 

White  Oak  Township  of  Harrison  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,151,914 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,406,1 10 

0.0999 

0.0999 

4,402 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,151,914 

0.4689 

0.4689 

4,406,110 

0.4684 

0.4684 

20,638 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,151,914 

0.3500 

0.3500 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

** 

4,406,110 

0.3500 

0.3500 

15,421 

A 

2015 

Ridgeway  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

7,174,257 

0.3000 

0.3000 

7,499,956 

0.2966 

0.2966 

22,245 

Gilman  City  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

10,306,482 

0.2983 

0.2983 

10,746,329 

0.2983 

0.2983 

32,056 

New  Hampton  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

9,475,152 

0.3000 

0.3000 

9,738,327 

0.3000 

0.3000 

29,215 

North  Harrison  Fire  Protection  Dist 

Fire 

16,734,029 

0.2973 

0.2973 

16,950,464 

0.2973 

0.2973 

50,394 

Cainsville  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

7,236,982 

0.3000 

0.3000 

7,275,473 

0.3000 

0.3000 

21,826 

Harrison  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

98,590,376 

0.3040 

0.3040  b 

99,789,068 

0.3040 

0.3000 

299,367 

Cainsville  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

5,246,433 

6.0740 

6.0000  E 

5,329,969 

6.0778 

6.0000 

319,798 

E 

ioutn  riarnson  i_o  k-ii  :>cnooi  tJist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

J.O 

3.6700  E 

58,818,443 

J.O  /uu 

.5.0 /UU 

Z,  1  J6,o3  / 

E 

iNonn  riarnson  i^o  k-iii  ocnooi  uist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1  ^  SLAA  ^SA 

a  win 

40UUU 

4.5000  E 

16,104,564 

A  A'XI'X 
4.4JZJ 

A  A'XO'X 

71 1  SfY* 

oilman  i_jiy  k-iv  ocnooi  uisinci 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

7,0^5,1^0 

J.It/Z 

5.0649  E 

10,157,993 

J.UVDl 

J.UVD  1 

Jl  /,DD1 

Ridgeway  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

O,  /  J4,Z0o 

0.  IZJO 

5.9480  be 

6,981,955 

fx  1  1  ^7 

<  QAQft 

A  \  S  987 

Harrison  County 

General  Revenue 

V.J  1  1 J 

0.3773 

99,789,068 

n  ^77^ 

V.J  1  1 J 

n  ^77^ 

U.J  113 

3  1  D,JU*+ 

Senior  Services 

no  son  'Xlfy. 

n  nsnn 

0.0500 

99,789,068 

n  n<.nn 

n  n<.nn 

V.V3VV 

AQ  KQS 

Henry 

Windsor  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

45,862,476 

0.2791 

0.2791 

45,384,750 

0.2891 

0.2891 

131,207 

Bethlehem  Spec  Rd  Dist  #2  Henry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,380,523 

0.6068 

0.6068 

2,873,699 

0.6100 

0.6100 

17,530 

Deerfield  Creek  SRD,  Henry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,461,613 

0.1822 

0.1822 

5,969,028 

0.1822 

0.1822 

10,876 

Fields  Creek  Sp  Rd  Dist  #1  Henry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

20,965,046 

0.3529 

0.3529 

21,017,946 

0.3580 

0.3580 

75,244 

Honey  Creek  Sp  Rd  Dist  #1  Henry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,052,100 

0.3968 

0.3968 

2,094,467 

0.3973 

0.3973 

8,321 

Montrose  Spec  Rd  Dist  Henry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,471,774 

0.3144 

0.3144 

3,646,154 

0.3144 

0.3144 

11,464 

Mt  Hope  Spec  Rd  Dist  Henry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,270,155 

0.4685 

0.4685 

1,308,188 

0.4685 

0.4685 

6,129 

Osage  Spec  Rd  Dist  #1  Henry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,076,108 

0.3418 

0.3418 

5,273,025 

0.3419 

0.3419 

18,028 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Henry 

Shawnee  Spec  Rd  Dist  #1  Henry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,746,404 

0.2450 

0.2450 

5,207,026 

0.4129 

0.2906 

15,132 

Wagner  Spec  Rd  Dist  Henry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

798,408 

0.4318 

0.4318 

864,070 

0.4249 

0.4249 

3,671 

Windsor  Spec  Rd  Dist  Henry  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

30,021,691 

0.2749 

0.2749 

30,992,690 

0.2749 

0.2749 

85,199 

Clinton  Country  Club  Spec  Rd  Dist 

Road  and  Bridge 

2,063,926 

0.2609 

0.2609 

2,279,670 

0.2609 

0.2609 

5,948 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,063,926 

0.2836 

0.2836 

2,279,670 

0.2836 

0.2836 

6,465 

City  of  Blairstown 

General  Revenue 

493,781 

1.0000 

1.0000 

486,030 

1.0000 

1.0000 

4,860 

Streets 

493,781 

0.5000 

0.5000 

486,030 

0.5000 

0.5000 

2,430 

Village  of  Brownington 

General  Revenue 

440,525 

0.8318 

0.8318 

395,979 

0.9279 

0.9279 

3,674 

City  of  Calhoun 

General  Revenue 

1,904,376 

0.6426 

0.6426 

1,940,012 

0.6426 

0.6426 

12,467 

Police 

1,904,376 

0.2386 

0.2386 

1,940,012 

0.2386 

0.2386 

4,629 

Fire 

1,904,376 

0.1909 

0.1909 

1,940,012 

0.1909 

0.1909 

3,703 

City  of  Clinton 

General  Revenue 

116,997,433 

0.5237 

0.5237 

119,006,319 

0.5239 

0.5239 

623,474 

Parks  &  Recreation 

116,997,433 

0.1466 

0.1466 

119,006,319 

0.1466 

0.1466 

174,463 

City  of  Deepwater 

General  Revenue 

2,431,659 

0.8383 

0.8383 

2,507,914 

0.8434 

0.8434 

21,152 

Lights 

2,431,659 

0.1441 

0.1441 

2,507,914 

0.1450 

0.1450 

3,636 

Cemetery 

2,431,659 

0.0975 

0.0975 

2,507,914 

0.0981 

0.0981 

2,460 

City  of  Montrose 

General  Revenue 

2,957,261 

0.9395 

0.9395 

3,106,975 

0.9395 

0.9395 

29,190 

Debt  Service 

2,957,261 

0.4406 

0.4406 

3,106,975 

0.4148 

0.4148 

12,888 

CityofUrich 

General  Revenue 

3,165,575 

0.9357 

0.9357 

3,208,558 

0.9357 

0.9357 

30,022 

Parks  &  Recreation 

3,165,575 

0.2888 

0.2888 

3,208,558 

0.2888 

0.2888 

9,266 

City  of  Windsor 

General  Revenue 

22,068,653 

0.6100 

0.6100 

22,636,798 

0.6105 

0.6105 

138,198 

Library 

22,068,653 

0.0000 

0.0000 

22,636,798 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Park 

22,068,653 

0.2361 

0.2361 

22,636,798 

0.2363 

0.2363 

53,491 

Pool 

22,068,653 

0.1180 

0.1180 

22,636,798 

0.1181 

0.1181 

26,734 

Recreation 

22,068,653 

0.0590 

0.0590 

22,636,798 

0.0590 

0.0590 

13,356 

Henry  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

295,248,156 

0.1956 

0.1956 

306,746,055 

0.1956 

0.1956 

599,995 

Bear  Creek  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,406,799 

0.1915 

0.1915 

3,548,260 

0.1915 

0.1915 

6,795 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,406,799 

0.3352 

0.3352 

3,548,260 

0.3352 

0.3352 

11,894 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,406,799 

0.2495 

0.2495 

3,548,260 

0.2495 

0.2495 

8,853 

Bethlehem  Township  of  Henry  County 

General  Revenue 

10,976,615 

0.1193 

0.1193 

11,650,972 

0.1206 

0.1206 

14,051 

Road  &  Bridge 

8,193,542 

0.2671 

0.2671 

8,340,707 

0.2686 

0.2686 

22,403 

Bogard  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

8,509,291 

0.1722 

0.1722 

9,102,403 

0.1722 

0.1722 

15,674 

Road  &  Bridge 

8,509,291 

0.3646 

0.3646 

9,102,403 

0.3646 

0.3646 

33,187 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

8,509,291 

0.2402 

0.2402 

9,102,403 

0.2402 

0.2402 

21,864 

Clinton  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

103,760,819 

0.0508 

0.0508 

105,587,072 

0.0508 

0.0508 

53,638 

Road  &  Bridge 

103,760,819 

0.1017 

0.1017 

105,587,072 

0.1017 

0.1017 

107,382 

Davis  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

12,246,486 

0.1981 

0.1981 

12,973,341 

0.1981 

0.1981 

25,700 

Road  &  Bridge 

12,246,486 

0.4952 

0.4952 

12,973,341 

0.4952 

0.4952 

64,244 

Deepwater  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,455,036 

0.1668 

0.1668 

8,177,035 

0.1668 

0.1668 

13,639 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,914,699 

0.3469 

0.3469 

2,358,623 

0.3469 

0.3469 

8,182 

Deer  Creek  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,694,692 

0.1481 

0.1481 

8,100,631 

0.1481 

0.1481 

11,997 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,630,661 

0.4476 

0.4476 

4,686,559 

0.4591 

0.4591 

21,516 

Fairview  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

6,975,199 

0.1560 

0.1560 

7,290,085 

0.1560 

0.1560 

11,373 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,975,199 

0.3328 

0.3328 

7,290,085 

0.3328 

0.3328 

24,261 

Fields  Creek  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

37,976,625 

0.1634 

0.1634 

39,135,054 

0.1640 

0.1640 

64,181 

Road  &  Bridge 

13,012,621 

0.3071 

0.3071 

14,136,292 

0.3019 

0.3019 

42,677 

Honey  Creek  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,392,195 

0.1521 

0.1521 

3,557,834 

0.1521 

0.1521 

5,411 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,340,095 

0.1466 

0.1466 

1,463,367 

0.1443 

0.1443 

2,112 

Leesville  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

14,989,692 

0.1316 

0.1316 

15,808,453 

0.1316 

0.1316 

20,804 

Road  &  Bridge 

14,989,692 

0.2636 

0.2636 

15,808,453 

0.2636 

0.2636 

41,671 

Expiration 
Year 


2013 
2012 


2012 
2012 


2013 


2012 
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Political  Subdivision 


Purpose 


2011 


2012 


Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied       Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied  Revenue 


Expiration 
Year 


Henry 


Osage  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

9,806,144 

0.1308 

0.1308 

10,222,552 

0.1308 

0.1308 

13,371 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,730,036 

0.2680 

0.2680 

4,949,527 

0.2680 

0.2680 

13,265 

Shawnee  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,802,718 

0.1596 

0.1596 

8,529,417 

0.1587 

0.1587 

13,536 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,056,314 

0.4251 

0.4251 

3,322,391 

0.4251 

0.4251 

14,123 

Springfield  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,979,763 

0.1890 

0.1890 

4,097,745 

0.1890 

0.1890 

7,745 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,979,763 

0.4724 

0.4724 

4,097,745 

0.4724 

0.4724 

19,358 

Tebo  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

8,236,957 

0.1779 

0.1779 

8,752,143 

0.1751 

0.1751 

15,325 

Road  &  Bridge 

8,236,957 

0.3875 

0.3875 

8,752,143 

0.3813 

0.3813 

33,372 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

#* 

8,752,143 

0.1800 

0.1800 

15,754 

A 

Walker  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

6,124,127 

0.1724 

0.1724 

6,206,424 

0.1724 

0.1724 

10,700 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,124,127 

0.4309 

0.4309 

6,206,424 

0.4309 

0.4309 

26,743 

White  Oak  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,227,200 

0.1896 

0.1896 

7,494,880 

0.1896 

0.1896 

14,210 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,227,200 

0.3999 

0.3999 

7,494,880 

0.3999 

0.3999 

29,972 

Windsor  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

30,021,691 

0.1450 

0.1450 

30,992,690 

0.1450 

0.1450 

44,939 

Big  Creek  Township  of  Henry  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,298,908 

0.1579 

0.1579 

5,519,064 

0.1579 

0.1579 

8,715 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,298,908 

0.2567 

0.2567 

5,519,064 

0.2567 

0.2567 

14,167 

Tightwad  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

14,936,394 

0.3000 

0.3000 

15,750,980 

0.3000 

0.3000 

47,253 

Henry  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

295,880,957 

0.0976 

0.0976 

306,746,055 

0.0976 

0.0976 

299,384 

Henry  County  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

41,102,117 

3.3220 

2.7500 

F 

42,096,473 

3.2675 

2.7500 

1,157,653 

F 

Debt  Service 

41,102,117 

0.9975 

0.5000 

42,096,473 

0.7797 

0.5000 

210,482 

Shawnee  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

8,939,896 

4.1192 

4.1192 

E 

9,310,086 

4.1513 

4.1513 

386,490 

E 

Debt  Service 

8,939,896 

0.5760 

0.3067 

9,310,086 

0.5645 

0.3067 

28,554 

Calhoun  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,392,394 

4.1625 

4.1625 

E 

9,625,792 

4.1039 

4.1039 

395,033 

E 

Leesville  R-IX  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

14,465,386 

3.4691 

3.4691 

E 

15,254,730 

3.4307 

3.4307 

523,344 

E 

Davis  R-XII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

16,465,315 

3.5329 

3.5329 

E 

17,231,791 

3.5220 

3.5220 

606,904 

E 

Debt  Service 

16,465,315 

0.2247 

0.2000 

17,231,791 

0.0572 

0.0000 

0 

Montrose  R-XIV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,954,293 

4.5920 

4.5920 

E 

10,661,557 

4.5523 

4.5523 

485,346 

E 

Clinton  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

156,512,249 

3.5269 

3.5269 

E 

159,800,120 

3.5217 

3.5217 

5,627,681 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

156,512,249 

0.8459 

0.8459 

159,800,120 

0.8500 

0.8500 

1    ICO  OA1 

1,358,301 

Henry  County 

General  Revenue 

295,880,957 

0.2487 

0.0546 

306,746,055 

0.2487 

0.0608 

186,502 

Senior  Services 

295,880,957 

0.0488 

0.0488 

306,746,055 

0.0488 

0.0488 

149,692 

Hickory 

City  of  Cross  Timbers 

General  Revenue 

825,762 

0.4961 

0.4961 

799,856 

0.5217 

0.4961 

3,968 

City  of  Hermitage 

General  Revenue 

5,066,250 

0.4797 

0.4797 

5,013,489 

0.4864 

0.4864 

24,386 

City  of  Weaubleau 

General  Revenue 

2,453,184 

0.3739 

0.3739 

2,440,863 

0.3763 

0.3763 

9,185 

City  of  Wheatland 

General  Revenue 

3,568,348 

0.3404 

0.3404 

3,539,548 

0.3438 

0.3438 

12,169 

Hickory  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

108,304,067 

0.1295 

0.1295 

108,900,827 

0.1295 

0.1295 

141,027 

Hickory  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

108,304,077 

0.1508 

0.1508 

108,900,827 

0.1509 

0.1509 

164,331 

Hickory  Co.  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

38,664,573 

2.9141 

2.9141 

E 

39,376,915 

2.8987 

2.8987 

1,141,419 

E 

Debt  Service 

38,664,573 

1.6045 

0.7500 

39,376,915 

1.3936 

0.7685 

302,612 

Wheatland  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

32,889,052 

2.9618 

2.9618 

E 

33,113,400 

2.9405 

2.9405 

973,700 

E 

Debt  Service 

32,889,052 

0.7457 

0.4138 

33,113,400 

0.6254 

0.4138 

137,023 

Weaubleau  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

21,156,218 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

21,879,883 

2.7500 

2.7500 

601,697 

E 

Debt  Service 

21,156,218 

1.0794 

0.8900 

21,879,883 

1.3609 

0.8900 

194,731 

Hermitage  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

38,567,381 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

38,599,702 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,061,492 

E 

Debt  Service 

38,567,381 

0.7313 

0.5500 

38,599,702 

0.7086 

0.5500 

212,298 

Hickory  County 

General  Revenue 

108,304,077 

0.3144 

0.1960 

108,900,827 

0.3145 

0.1733 

188,725 

Road  &  Bridge 

108,304,077 

0.2404 

0.2404 

108,900,827 

0.2405 

0.2405 

261,906 

A  2015 


2027 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiratio 
Year 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Holt 

Corning  Special  Road  Dist  Holt  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,729,758 

0.3394 

0.3394 

2,719,563 

0.3414 

0.3414 

9,285 

2013 

South  Union  Twsp  Indpt  Sp  Rd  Holt 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,120,106 

0.3488 

0.3488 

1,932,459 

0.3488 

0.3488 

6,740 

2012 

Village  of  Bigelow 

General  Revenue 

389,896 

0.7758 

0.7758 

381,925 

0.7936 

0.7936 

3,031 

Villaop  nt  Cornino 

¥  1  llCli^  V            V^V_/A  11111  ti 

General  Revenue 

158,815 

0.4881 

0.4881 

133,331 

0.5000 

0.4000 

533 

158,815 

0.2444 

0.2444 

1 33  331 

0.2500 

0  2000 

267 

Citv  nf  Crai  & 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

1,314,855 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1  382  602 

1.0000 

1.0000 

13,826 

!M!otor  Fuel 

1,314,855 

0.4000 

0.4000 

1,382,602 

0.3999 

0.3999 

5,529 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

1,314,855 

1.4094 

1 .4094 

1  382  602 

1.3125 

1.3125 

18,147 

City  of  Forest  City 

General  Revenue 

2,540,321 

0.9855 

0.9855 

2,503,881 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

25,039 

Village  of  Fortescue 

General  Revenue 

396,502 

0.7000 

0.7000 

* 

* 

* 

City  of  Maitland 

General  Revenue 

2,012,441 

0.9629 

0.9629 

2,114,049 

0.9629 

0.9629 

20,356 

Lights 

2,012,441 

0.3500 

0  3500 

2,114,049 

0  3500 

0  3500 

7,399 

Health 

2,012,441 

0.1500 

0.1500 

2,114,049 

0.1500 

0.1500 

3,171 

Gpnpral  Rpvpmip-Tpmn 

vj  ^11*^1  at  l\^/VvllUv    ±  <_/lllL/ 

2,012,441 

0.2383 

0.2383 

2,114,049 

0.2383 

0.2383 

5,038 

2012 

City  of  Mound  City 

General  Revenue 

11,144,667 

0.7574 

0.7574 

11,830,732 

0.7574 

0.7574 

89,606 

Parks  $z  Rprrpatinn 

11,144,667 

0.2705 

0.2705 

11,830,732 

0.2705 

0.2705 

32,002 

T  ibrarv 

iji  l/1  til  y 

11,144,667 

0.4080 

0.4080 

1  1  830  732 

0.4080 

0.4080 

48,269 

Health 

11,144,667 

0.1623 

0.1623 

11,830,732 

0.1623 

0.1623 

19,201 

LJllL'L'L  AjlglllCJ 

11,144,667 

0.2069 

0.2069 

11,830,732 

0.2069 

0.2069 

24,478 

2012 

City  of  Oregon 

General  Revenue 

6,763,954 

1.0000 

1.0000 

B  7,026,756 

1.0000 

1.0000 

70,268 

T  ihrarv 

6,763,954 

0.3895 

0.3895 

7  026  756 

0.3895 

0.3895 

27,369 

Health 

6,763,954 

0.1723 

0.1723 

7,026,756 

0.1723 

0.1723 

12,107 

Dprit  Sprvirp 

6,763,954 

0.5907 

0.5907 

7  026  756 

0.6681 

0.6681 

46,946 

Villa  op  nf  Ri  o  T  akp 

V  llltLz^l^  VJ1   Ul£i  J^tllV^ 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ^llV_/ltll  Ivb  V  ^llLi^/ 

5,322,604 

0.2521 

0.2521 

4  587  258 

0.3067 

0.3067 

14,069 

Health 

5,322,604 

0.1119 

0.1119 

4,587,258 

0.1361 

0.1361 

6,243 

lVTnnnH  Citv  Rural  Firp  Prnt  Dist 

frpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

34,020,966 

0.2172 

0.2172 

35  620  736 

0.2172 

0.2172 

77,368 

Southern  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

34,607,526 

0.2258 

0.2258 

36,244,567 

0.2258 

0.2258 

81,840 

Northwest  Holt  Co  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

14,400,069 

0.4528 

0.4528 

18,069,360 

0.4553 

0.4553 

82,270 

Maitland  Volunteer  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

5,291,162 

0.2947 

0.2947 

6,253,260 

0.2839 

0.2839 

17,753 

Craig  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

19,418,070 

4.8217 

4.8181 

e  22,928,765 

4.9030 

4.9030 

1,124,197 

E 

Mound  City  R-2  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

27,012,935 

3.5247 

3.5247 

E  28,053,377 

3.7356 

3.7356 

1,047,962 

E 

South  Holt  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

OO  QOQ  TOO 

zo,  jys,  /yy 

q  Tim 

3.7307 

e  28,844,395 

3.9368 

3.9368 

1,135,546 

E 

Holt  County 

General  Revenue 

1  m  i  it.  mn 

iui,i  /6,jyy 

n  Anc^^ 

0.3305 

109,907,279 

0.4291 

0.3351 

368,299 

Johnson  Grass 

1  fi1    1  If,  lOQ 

iut,t  /o,jyy 

U.U3y4 

0.0394 

109,907,279 

0.0394 

0.0394 

43,303 

Road  &  Bridge 

iui,i  /6,jyy 

U.4zy  t 

0.4291 

109,907,279 

0.4291 

0.4291 

471,612 

Senior  Services 

iui,r  /o,jyy 

n  n/loo 

u.u4yz 

0.0492 

109,907,279 

0.0492 

0.0492 

54,074 

Howard 

Howard  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

109,696,243 

0.2962 

0.2962 

111,284,312 

0.2984 

0.2984 

332,072 

A'loniteau  Creek  Watershed  Sub  Dist 

General  Revenue 

13,194,786 

0.3200 

0.3200 

13,433,315 

0.3200 

0.3200 

42,987 

Armstrong  Snpp  RH  Dist  FTnwarH  Cn 

General  Revenue 

8,106,046 

0.3422 

0.3422 

8  196  610 

0.3422 

0.3422 

28,049 

2012 

Glasgow  Spec  Rd  Dist  #60  Howard  Co 

General  Revenue 

19,882,183 

0.2271 

0.2271 

20,594,292 

0.2271 

0.2271 

46,770 

2012 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

*# 

## 

20,594,292 

0.1234 

0.1234 

25,413 

A 

2012 

City  of  Armstrong 

General  Revenue 

1,517,272 

0.8800 

0.8800 

1,533,088 

0.8800 

0.8800 

13,491 

City  of  Fayette 

General  Revenue 

16,176,389 

0.5546 

0.5546 

16,651,800 

0.5555 

0.5555 

92,501 

City  of  Franklin 

General  Revenue 

505,236 

0.9538 

0.9538 

482,021 

1.0000 

1.0000 

4,820 

City  of  New  Franklin 

General  Revenue 

7,159,720 

0.6127 

0.6127 

7,105,759 

0.6211 

0.6211 

44,134 

City  of  Glasgow 

General  Revenue 

10,195,194 

0.5564 

0.5564 

10,483,969 

0.5600 

0.5600 

58,710 

Parks  &  Recreation 

10,195,194 

0.2617 

0.2617 

10,483,969 

0.2634 

0.2634 

27,615 

Library 

10,195,194 

0.2500 

0.2500 

10,483,969 

0.2500 

0.2500 

26,210 

Howard  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

100,015,480 

0.1000 

0.1000 

101,331,590 

0.1000 

0.1000 

101,332 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Howard 

Howard  Co  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

63,343,106 

0.2934 

0.2934 

63,657,488 

0.2973 

0.2973 

189,254 

Debt  Service 

63,343,106 

0.2291 

0.1407 

63,657,488 

0.2407 

0.1439 

91,603 

Armstrong  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

13,952,712 

0.2918 

0.2918 

14,094,229 

0.2918 

0.2918 

4 1 . 1 27 

Glasgow  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

29,003,670 

0.2731 

0.2731 

29,842,627 

0.2731 

0.2731 

81,500 

New  Franklin  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

24,965,849 

3.4363 

3.4363 

E 

25,190,536 

3.3691 

3.3691 

848,694 

Debt  Service 

24,965,849 

0.7032 

0.5257 

25,190,536 

0.6672 

0.5929 

149,355 

Fayette  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

46,088,326 

3.4567 

3.4567 

E 

46,864,673 

3.4771 

3.4771 

1,629,532 

Debt  Service 

At.  doc 
46,088,326 

1.1560 

0.7528 

46,864,673 

0.8166 

0.7528 

352,797 

Howard  Co  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

2z,34o,y  / 1 

A  A/1T7 
4.U4Z  / 

4.0427 

E 

23,202,362 

4.0427 

4.0427 

938,002 

Howard  County 

General  Revenue 

ioy,oyo,z4j 

a  ^(no 

0.2760 

111,284,312 

0.4068 

0.2719 

302,582 

Road  &  Bridge 

C  1  "7AQ  A1  A 
51 ,  /US,U14 

u.zyo  / 

0.2967 

82,493,410 

0.2998 

0.2998 

247,315 

Senate  Bill  40 

1  no  £Q£  1/13 

a  i  nnn 
U.1UUU 

0.1000 

111,284,312 

0.1000 

0.1000 

111,284 

Howell 

South  Howell  Co  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

301,857,397 

0.1976 

0.1976 

311,162,081 

0.1993 

0.1993 

620,146 

Willow  Springs  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

74,325,405 

0.1797 

0.1797 

75,615,405 

0.2730 

0.2076 

156,978 

Mountain-View  Summersville  Amb  Dis  General  Revenue 

72,618,476 

0.1887 

0.1887 

73,208,319 

0.1892 

0.1892 

138,510 

City  of  Mountain  View 

General  Revenue 

24,383,717 

0.0000 

0  0000 

23,786,726 

0  0000 

0  0000 

0 

Library 

24,383,717 

0.0000 

0  0000 

23,786,726 

0  0000 

0  0000 

0 

City  of  West  Plains 

General  Revenue 

137,240,730 

0.2971 

0.2971 

143,603,434 

0.2971 

0.2971 

426,646 

Library 

137,240,730 

0.2000 

0.2000 

143,603,434 

0.2000 

0.2000 

287,207 

City  of  Willow  Springs 

General  Revenue 

18,686,400 

0.4783 

0.4783 

18,821,855 

0.4783 

0.4783 

90,025 

Library 

18,686,400 

0.1527 

0.1527 

18,821,855 

0.1527 

0.1527 

28,741 

Howell  County  Rural  Fire  Dist  #1 

General  Revenue 

96,737,430 

0.2610 

0.2610 

97,413,948 

0.2661 

0.2661 

259,219 

Pomona  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

23,594,562 

0.2825 

0.2825 

23,484,605 

0.2974 

0.2974 

69,843 

Brandsville  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

8,654,898 

0.2931 

0.2931 

9,129,101 

0.2931 

0.2931 

26,757 

Howell  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

415,737,782 

0.1000 

0.0975 

426,359,346 

0.1000 

0.1000 

426,359 

Howell  Valley  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

24,033,720 

3.9594 

3.9594 

E 

23,701,890 

3.9167 

3.9167 

928,332 

Mountain  View-Birch  Tree  R-III  SD 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

64,096,867 

2.6806 

2.6806 

E 

63,569,411 

2.7014 

2.7014 

1,717,264 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

64,096,867 

0.8607 

0.8607 

63,569,411 

0.8607 

0.8607 

547,142 

Willow  Springs  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

66,222,015 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

67,987,030 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1  869  643 

Richards  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

36,739,270 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

38,859,510 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,068,637 

West  Plains  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

140,765,400 

3.6763 

3.6536 

E 

146,964,050 

3.6408 

3.6408 

5,350,667 

Glenwood  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

24,701,820 

3.0044 

3.0044 

E 

25,585,280 

3.0278 

3.0278 

774,671 

Junction  Hill  C-12  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

lo,21j,JJ0 

Z.80/  1 

2.8671 

E 

17,021,250 

2.8532 

2.8532 

485,650 

Fairview  R-XI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

A  1  A A<  <A1 
41  ,4Uj,j4  / 

J.  jjZU 

3.4500 

E 

42,362,310 

3.8277 

3.4500 

1,461,500 

Howell  County 

General  Revenue 

a  i  o  ?m  o/io 

4iy,jui,y4z 

A  T7T2 
U.Z/  ID 

0.0000 

430,264,726 

0.2798 

0.0000 

0 

Road  &  Bridge 

A  1  o  c A 1  n/lo 

4iy,jut,y4z 

A  (W170 

u.oy  lis 

0.0978 

430,264,726 

0.0987 

0.0987 

424,67 1 

Senate  Bill  40 

A 1  n  < A 1  n/lo 

4iy,jut,y4z 

A  t\Z.(.A 

0.0564 

426,359,346 

0.0575 

0.0575 

245,157 

Iron 

Iron  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

187,400,967 

0.1344 

0.0918 

190,131,812 

0.1347 

0  0000 

0 

Road  District  #1 

Road  &  Bridge 

187,400,967 

0.2705 

0.2705 

1 90  131  812 

0.2711 

0.2711 

515,447 

City  of  Annapolis 

General  Revenue 

9,218,363 

0.5500 

0  5500 

10,174,884 

0  5500 

0  5500 

55,962 

City  of  Arcadia 

General  Revenue 

4,898,825 

0.4784 

H  4784 
U.t  /  oh- 

4,952,813 

0  4784 

U.t  /  OH- 

H  4784 

Village  of  Des  Arc 

General  Revenue 

567,173 

0.4673 

0.4627 

561,404 

0.4822 

0.4822 

2,707 

City  of  Ironton 

General  Revenue 

13,464,614 

0.5328 

0.5328 

13,680,894 

0.5386 

0.5386 

73,685 

Parks  &  Recreation 

13,464,614 

0.1523 

0.1523 

13,680,894 

0.1540 

0.1540 

21,069 

City  of  Pilot  Knob 

General  Revenue 

6,207,369 

0.4022 

0.4022 

6,226,925 

0.4022 

0.4022 

25,045 

City  of  Viburnum 

General  Revenue 

8,075,195 

1.0000 

1.0000 

8,262,687 

1.0000 

1.0000 

82,627 

Parks  &  Recreation 

8,075,195 

0.2300 

0.2300 

8,262,687 

0.2300 

0.2300 

19,004 

Expiration 
Year 


2028 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

A  cesser!  Value 

J^.L>               J  jV^Ll         V     til  LlV_ 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Iron 

City  of  Viburnum 

Solid  Waste  Landfill 

8,075,195 

0.1000 

0.1000 

8,262,687 

0.1000 

0.1000 

8,263 

Health 

8,075,195 

0.2000 

0.2000 

8,262,687 

0.2000 

0.2000 

16,525 

Iron  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

187,400,967 

0.0897 

0.0897 

190,131,812 

0.0899 

0.0899 

170,928 

Quad  County  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

95,652,206 

0.2951 

0.2951 

96,868,597 

0.2954 

0.2954 

286  1 50 

^  L)  VJ  ,  1  *JVJ 

Southern  Iron  County  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

29,776,037 

0.2499 

0.2499 

31,106,149 

0.2499 

0.2499 

77,734 

Pilot  Knob  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

47,992,903 

0.2967 

0.2967 

48,657,992 

0.2977 

0.2977 

144,855 

Iron  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

187,400,967 

0.0897 

0.0897 

190,131,812 

0.0899 

0.0899 

170,928 

South  Iron  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

28,039,328 

3.1875 

3.1875 

E 

29,259,080 

3.1519 

3.1519 

922,217 

E 

Arcadia  Valley  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

ai  a  in  on  a 

43,429,8  /4 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

44,029,963 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,210,824 

F 

Debt  Service 

A1  A  On  QH  A 

43,4zy,o  /4 

u.y  /oo 

0.6200 

44,029,963 

0.9523 

0.6200 

272,986 

Belleview  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

o,y41,2zU 

L.  /  JUU 

2.7500 

E 

9,155,940 

2.7500 

2.7500 

251,788 

E 

Iron  Co  C-4  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1  (\i  (\a  i  1  in 
103,042,13  / 

1.  /jUU 

2.7500 

E 

92,064,029 

2.7500 

2.7500 

2,531,761 

E 

Iron  County 

General  Revenue 

to  /,4UU,yo  / 

U.3oUo 

0.2876 

190,131,812 

0.3815 

0.2950 

560,889 

Senate  Bill  40 

to  /,4UU,yo  / 

n  ncQ7 
u.usy  / 

0.0897 

190,131,812 

0.0899 

0.0899 

170,928 

Jackson 

Puhlir  Water  Sun  Dist  1  7  Tarksnn  Cn 

1  LlUll^     VI  LllCl    kj  VI I J                   1  /    J  tl*~  IYl>  VJ1 1  V_  VJ 

General  Revenue 

VJ  ^  ll\w.l  ill  1VL  V  \w.llLI\w 

78,828,747 

0.0570 

0.0570 

81,890,043 

0.0570 

0.0570 

46,677 

Citv  nf  Rlne  Snrinos 

General  Revenue 

VJ^llVw/1  til  IVL-  V  V_.ll  LI  \w. 

718,099,095 

0.5988 

0.5988 

726,531,839 

0  6035 

VJ  .VJVJ^J^J 

0.5989 

4,351,199 

Dertt  Servire 

718,099,095 

0.3278 

0.1501 

726,531,839 

0.3698 

0.1500 

1  089  798 

l,Uuy,  /  Svj 

Citv  nf  Rnrkner 

V^ILV   \J±   I J  Ll^JVll^l 

Ceneral  Revenue 

23,551,734 

0.6293 

0.6293 

23,518,113 

0.6310 

0.6310 

148,399 

Citv  nf  Grain  Vallev 

Ceneral  Revenue 

VJ  V_  11V-.1  tit  1VL  V  \_J1LII_. 

158,423,999 

0.5718 

0  5685 

VJ  .  .J  VJ  VJ  .J 

160,931,114 

0.5718 

0  5685 

vj .    vj  o  .j 

914,893 

Parks  &  Recreation 

158,423,999 

0.1260 

0.1255 

160,931,114 

0.1260 

0.1255 

201,969 

Health 

158,423,999 

0.0522 

0.0500 

160,931,114 

0.0522 

0.0500 

80,466 

Debt  Service 

158,423,999 

1.5975 

0.9925 

160,931,114 

1.2694 

0.9925 

1,597,241 

City  of  Grandview 

General  Revenue 

258,787,123 

1.0000 

1.0000 

260,383,084 

1.0000 

1.0000 

2,603,831 

Parks  &  Recreation 

258,787,123 

0.1200 

0.1200 

260,383,084 

0.1200 

0.1200 

312,460 

Debt  Service 

258,787,123 

0.4325 

0.3800 

260,383,084 

0.4250 

0.3800 

989,456 

City  of  Greenwood 

General  Revenue 

64,564,526 

0.4497 

0.4472 

64,619,791 

0.4550 

0.4537 

293,180 

GR-Fire  Temp 

64,564,526 

0.6103 

0.6069 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

GR-Hvdrant  Temn 

vjiv  1 1 y  tii  tin  i  i  l_  iiiij 

64,564,526 

0.0195 

0.0194 

** 

#* 

** 

2011 

GR-Fire  Temp 

** 

** 

** 

64,619,791 

0.7503 

0.6158 

397,929 

A 

2015 

GR- Hydrant  Temp 

** 

** 

#* 

64,619,791 

0.0208 

0.0197 

12,730 

A 

2015 

Dertt  Servire 

64,564,526 

0.6841 

0.5482 

64,619,791 

0.5061 

0  5055 

VJ.^JVJ^J^J 

326  653 

City  of  Independence 

General  Revenue 

1,030,991,942 

0.4907 

0.4924 

c 

1,024,179,276 

0.4950 

0.4950 

5,069,687 

Tnrlen  Sn  Sner  Renefit 

XllLlL./IJ  .    i-> \_l  .   O  1 J \_ \_  .  IJ^llL-lll 

4,444,121 

0.5596 

0.5596 

4,453,964 

0.5641 

0.5596 

24,924 

Public  Health-Recreation 

1,030,991,942 

0.2311 

0.2312 

c 

1,024,179,276 

0.2331 

0.2331 

2,387,362 

City  of  Kansas  City 

General  Revenue 

7,046,981,273 

0.6786 

0.6786 

6,791,875,883 

0.7079 

0.7079 

48,079,689 

Museum 

7,046,981,273 

0.0188 

0.0188 

6,791,875,883 

0.0196 

0.0196 

1  331  208 

1  ,  .J  ~J  1  ,  —  VJ  (J 

Health 

7,046,981,273 

0.4935 

0.4935 

6,791,875,883 

0.5000 

0.5000 

33,959,379 

He  al  th  -  T  emp 

7,046,981,273 

0.2200 

0.2200 

6,791,875,883 

0.2200 

0.2200 

14,942,127 

2013 

Deht  Servire 

7,046,981,273 

0.7610 

0.1400 

6,791,875,883 

0.9264 

0.1400 

9  508  626 

.  J  ^ J  V  7  O  .  VJ  i_  VJ 

Citv  nf  T  ake  T  ntawana 

V^lLV   \J1  ij  tllv  ^  IjUUI  W  till  CI 

General  Revenue 

V—IV-llV-l  til  1VL  V  \_11LII_. 

66,699,973 

0.4600 

0.4600 

67,209,044 

0.4600 

0.4600 

309,162 

City  of  Lake  Tapawingo 

General  Revenue 

15,490,666 

0.3494 

0.3494 

1  5  808  455 

0.3494 

0.3494 

55,235 

Debt  Service 

15,490,666 

1.1630 

1.1630 

15,808,455 

1.0121 

1.0121 

159,997 

v_JC  11C1  d.1  RCVCllUC 

798,678 

0.8286 

0  8786 

816,651 

0.8287 

0  8786 

6  767 

City  of  Lone  Jack 

General  Revenue 

16,442,106 

0.7624 

0.7558 

16,700,335 

0.7645 

0.7641 

127,607 

Debt  Service 

16,442,106 

1.0745 

0.9194 

16,655,211 

1.0447 

0.9194 

153,128 

City  of  Oak  Grove 

General  Revenue 

85,533,924 

0.6607 

0.6607 

85,152,420 

0.6647 

0.6646 

565,923 

Debt  Service 

85,533,924 

1.4772 

0.1985 

85,152,420 

1.1455 

0.1985 

169,028 

City  of  Raytown 

General  Revenue 

302,434,638 

0.3662 

0.3662 

293,943,325 

0.3762 

0.3694 

1,085,827 

Parks  &  Recreation 

302,434,638 

0.1829 

0.1829 

293,943,325 

0.1878 

0.1845 

542,325 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 

A vvp^pH  Valnp 
iT^ficoacu  v  tunc 

("'pilin  o 

V— -  dllllg 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Jackson 

Village  of  Sibley 

General  Revenue 

3,497,459 

0.4007 

0.4007 

3,472,858 

0.4035 

0.4035 

14,013 

City  of  Sugar  Creek 

General  Revenue 

46,352,034 

1.0000 

1.0000 

43,015,950 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

430,160 

Health 

46,352,034 

0.1300 

0.1300 

43,015,950 

0.1300 

0.1300 

55,921 

Citv  nf  T  pp's  Summit 

V^lLV   \J1  ijl/^  i->  kJLIllllllll 

General  Revenue 

1,620,849,484 

0.9167 

0.8966 

1,638,685,805 

0.9213 

0.9213 

15,097,212 

Parks  &  Recreation 

1,620,849,484 

0.1631 

0.1595 

1,638,685,805 

0.1631 

0.1630 

2,671,058 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

1,620,849,484 

0.5592 

0.4697 

1,638,685,805 

0.5125 

0.4697 

7  696  907 

Village  of  River  Bend 

General  Revenue 

1,659,386 

0.4208 

0.4208 

2,140,937 

0.3480 

0.3480 

7,450 

Mid  Continent  Public  Library 

General  Revenue 

11,479,390,171 

0.3200 

0.3200 

11,548,804,561 

0.3200 

0.3200 

36  956  175 

-JLJ,         LJ,  X  /  *J 

Kansas  City  Public  Library 

General  Revenue 

3,061,347,649 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,004,194,305 

0.5000 

0.5000 

15,020,972 

Central  Tarlcson  Cn  Fire  Prnt  Dist 

L>1X  LI  til  J  clV^lVLjLJll  \— -LJ  X  11  L^  J.  1UL  1_^1^>L 

General  Revenue 

932,115,954 

1.0929 

0.9293 

940,693,845 

1.0981 

0.9346 

8,791,725 

Dispatch 

932,115,954 

0.0199 

0.0199 

940,693,845 

0.0200 

0.0200 

188,139 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

932,115,954 

0.2054 

0.1200 

940,693,845 

0.2001 

0.1200 

1  128  833 

Lone  Jack  Community  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

72,478,010 

0.8482 

0.8482 

74,248,392 

0.8482 

0.8482 

629,775 

Ambulance 

72,478,010 

0.3000 

0  3000 

74,248,392 

0  3000 

0  3000 

222,745 

Prairie  Township  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

107,528,789 

0.7400 

0.7400 

110,353,865 

0.7400 

0.7400 

816,619 

Ambulance 

107,528,789 

0.3000 

0.3000 

110,353,865 

0.3000 

0.3000 

331,062 

Raytown  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

302,434,638 

0.7800 

0.7800 

300,737,746 

0.7800 

0.7800 

2,345,754 

Pension 

302,434,638 

0.0500 

0.0500 

300,737,746 

0.0500 

0.0500 

150,369 

Debt  Service 

302,434,638 

0.1800 

0.1800 

300,737,746 

0.1800 

0.1800 

541,328 

Lotawana  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

80,743,345 

0.5004 

0.5004 

81,898,459 

0.5004 

0.5004 

409,820 

Ambulance 

80,743,345 

0.2376 

0.2376 

81,898,459 

0.2376 

0.2376 

194,591 

Debt  Service 

80,743,345 

0.1500 

0.1500 

81,898,459 

0.1500 

0.1500 

122,848 

Fort  Osacp  Firp  Protprtion  Distrirt 

1  Ul  l  V_/Jltl£i^  X  11       1  1  VJ LL_,  C  LlWi  1  X-^1l>111L^I 

frpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

VJL-XlL^lLll             V  L^llLll' 

163,135,280 

0.8630 

0  8630 

\J  .  <J  LJ  *J  L J 

163,612,457 

0  8630 

L7  .  LJ  LJ -J  \J 

0  8630 

\J .  LJ  LJ  _J  \S 

1,411,976 

Ambulance 

163,135,280 

0.4994 

0.4994 

163,612,457 

O.4994 

0.4994 

817,081 

Dispatch 

163,135,280 

0.0300 

0.0300 

163,612,457 

0.0300 

0.0300 

49,084 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

163,135,280 

0.4469 

0.2500 

163,612,457 

0.4761 

0  2600 

425,392 

Tntpr  Citv  Firp  Protprtinn  District 

llllk-1    V>11V    X  11       1  1  L_*  L^A~  LI  LJ  1 1  X_^l»3  lllL^-L 

General  Revenue 

9,522,728 

0.6092 

0.5352 

9,348,058 

0.6092 

0.3584 

33  503 

Ambulance 

** 

*# 

*# 

9,348,058 

0.3215 

0.3215 

30,054 

A 

Ambulance/EMS 

** 

*# 

** 

9,348,058 

0.4287 

0.4287 

40,075 

A 

Debt  Service 

9,522,728 

0.4365 

0.4355 

9,348,058 

0.2053 

0.2053 

19,192 

Jackson  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

9,201,363,298 

0.2280 

0.1526 

9,147,789,739 

0.2302 

0.1529 

13,986,971 

lVTptronoHtan  Cnmmnnitv  f^ollptrp  Dist 

IVXL.'ll  LJIJVJllLtlll  \— -LJ11X111L1111  I  V    V^-  VJllL'gU  X-^1l}L 

General  Revenue 

12,528,508,243 

0.2335 

0.2335 

12,502,957,462 

0.2349 

0.2349 

29  369  447 

Fort  Osage  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds -Schools 

259,002,207 

4.5500 

4.5500 

E 

256,546,753 

4.5500 

4.5500 

11,672,877 

E 

Debt  Service 

259,002,207 

1.2047 

0.9500 

256,546,753 

1.2742 

0.9500 

2,437,194 

Rliie  Snrin^s  R-TV  School  District 

XJ1LIL~-  OlJllllg^  IV    X  V     O  L_/ 1 1  LJ  LJ  1  X*/lJlLllLvl 

Onpratino  FnnHs-Srhonls 

\_/IJL-X  LlLlllC,  X  LI  1 1  LI  l>  kJL^llWLJl 

1,216,723,859 

5.1340 

4.7273 

1,217,172,701 

5.1340 

4.6997 

57  203  465 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

1,216,723,859 

1.8665 

1.0013 

1,217,172,701 

1.8521 

1.0289 

12  523  490 

Grain  Valley  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

243,331,311 

3.9723 

3.9723 

E 

250,342,810 

3.9400 

3.9400 

9,863,507 

E 

Debt  Service 

243,331,311 

2.6640 

1.5933 

251,764,082 

2.5001 

1.5933 

4,011,357 

Oak  Grove  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

120,194,663 

3.8239 

3.8200 

E 

122,166,136 

3.7902 

3.7902 

4,630,341 

E 

Debt  Service 

120,194,663 

1.6652 

1.3000 

122,166,136 

1.2661 

1.2661 

1,546,745 

T  ee's  Summit  R-VTT  School  District 

XjL^\^  l3  LjLlllXllllL  IX.     ¥  XX  OL^llLJLJl  X-^l  J>L1 1L--L 

Onpratino  Fnnrls-Srhonl*; 

V-' IJL^l  tlLlllg  X   Lt  1 1  Llt>    OL^llLJLJl  J> 

1,620,817,669 

5.2124 

5  0350 

F 

1,632,904,530 

5.1897 

4.9879 

8 1  447  645 

F 

Debt  Service 

1,620,817,669 

1.9362 

1.0700 

1  632  904  530 

1.9815 

1.0700 

17,472,078 

Hickman  Mills  C-l  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

365,277,816 

5.4717 

5.4717 

E 

365,846,712 

5.4717 

5.4717 

20,018,035 

E 

Debt  Service 

365,277,816 

1.4186 

n  x son 

365,846,712 

1  3857 

o  ssnn 

U.  O  JUU 

^  1  no  fs\i 

Raytown  C-2  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

617,339,470 

5.1500 

5.1500 

E 

607,304,457 

5.1500 

5.1500 

31,276,180 

E 

Debt  Service 

617,339,470 

1.4433 

1.1700 

607,304,457 

1.5475 

1.1700 

7,105,462 

Grandview  C-4  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

424,351,578 

5.0936 

5.0936 

E 

418,761,659 

5.0936 

5.0936 

21,330,044 

E 

Debt  Service 

424,351,578 

0.8692 

0.8000 

418,761,659 

1.2445 

0.8000 

3,350,093 

Lone  Jack  C-6  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

48,545,393 

4.1482 

4.1439 

E 

48,669,612 

4.1231 

4.1231 

2,006,697 

E 

Debt  Service 

48,545,393 

2.2269 

1.3875 

48,669,612 

1.4450 

1.3875 

675,291 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

AsspsspH  Valnp 
iT.L>st;c>at;ij.  v  cii  Lie 

Cpilin  o 

V— -ClllU  li 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Jackson 

Tnrlpnenrlpnrp  ^0  Srhnnl  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

934,233,285 

4.4300 

4.4300 

e  926,241,650 

4.4300 

4.4300 

41,032,505 

Debt  Service 

934,233,285 

1.9793 

1.1500 

926,241,650 

2.6190 

1.2400 

11,485,396 

Kansas  Citv       Srhnnl  District 

1VC11  1l>  Llo  V^llV    ^1       i_l ^         Wl  l_*/i;>LlieL 

Onpratin<r  Fnnrls-Srhnnls 

\y  lJ\sL  LI LI  11 ^  I  LI  1 1  LI  l>  L)L11L/L'lil 

2,747,076,379 

3.3000 

2.9883 

G     2  690  140  533 

3.3731 

3  0653 

82  460  878 

Artirlp       ^pctinn  1  1  o 

ill  IIL^IC  /\ ,  OCL--L1U11  lit 

2,747,076,379 

1.9617 

1.9617 

** 

#* 

** 

Article  X,  Section  1 1  g 

** 

*# 

2,690,140,533 

1.8847 

1.8847 

50,701,079 

Center  58  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

386,553,164 

5.9330 

5.7151 

be  380,833,950 

5.9330 

5.8051 

22,107,792 

Debt  Service 

3oo,jj3,1o4 

1.1231 

0.8600 

380,833,950 

1.2505 

0.8600 

3,275,172 

Jackson  County 

General  Revenue 

O  1A1  TOO 

9,201, 363, 2yo 

U.266/ 

0.1487 

9,147,789,739 

0.2693 

0.1481 

13,547,877 

Parks  &  Recreation 

o  oni  i/^i  toc 

n  i  An^ 

0.0898 

9,147,789,739 

0.1439 

0.0897 

8,205,567 

Road  &  Bridge 

O  OA1  3^1  IOC 

U.ZU1U 

0.1387 

9,147,789,739 

0.2030 

0.1391 

12,724,576 

Developmentally  Disabled 

a  oni  tai  toq 
y,zui,joj,zyo 

U.U/Do 

0.0748 

9,147,789,739 

0.0765 

0.0748 

6,842,547 

Mental  Health 

O  1A1  1^1  TOO 

y,2Ul,363,2y5 

n  nil 
U.12J4 

0.1218 

9,147,789,739 

0.1246 

0.1218 

11,142,008 

Jasper 

Carl  Junction  Sp  Rd  Dist  Jasper  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

59,460,792 

0.3038 

0.3038 

61,469,294 

0.3050 

0.3050 

187,481 

Carthatrp  Srt  RH  Dist  Tasnpr  Co 

Road  Rridpe 

301,132,521 

0.2397 

0.2375 

30 1  666  764 

0.2400 

0.2397 

723,095 

T  a  RiisspII  Snpr  Rd  Dist  Tasnpr  Co 

Road  Rridpe 

8,679,696 

0.3493 

0.3493 

9  009  1  57 

0  3500 

0  3500 

31,532 

Tnnlin  Rnad  Dist  Npwtnn  /v  Tasnpr  Cn 

JLJL/llll  1VV_J LI  LI  1_^1l>1  lll/W  IU11  OL  JU^U^l  V-*LJ 

Roarl  &  Rridfrp 

1,077,892,570 

0.2087 

0.2087 

1  067  190  052 

0.2161 

0.2161 

2  306  1 98 

^,__jl/vj,  i  y\j 

Citv  of  Alba 

Gpnpral  Rpvpmip 

VJL^11<_/1  til  1VL  V  ^11  Uv. 

3,452,424 

0.6347 

0.6346 

3  580  876 

0.6347 

0.6347 

22,728 

Parks  AV  Rprrpatinn 

1  LlllYC)  L\_  lA^^l  l~-U  L1LI11 

3,452,424 

0.1674 

0.1674 

3  580  876 

0.1674 

0.1674 

5,994 

Citv  nf  Ashnrv 

V^lLV    Ul  ^1 J  L/ 11 1  V 

Gpnpral  Rpvpmip 

vJL^ll^ldl  1VL  V  ^11  LlV. 

4,915,142 

0.6370 

0.6270 

6  357  521 

0.6370 

0.6370 

40,497 

Village  of  Avilla 

General  Revenue 

848,484 

0.1899 

0.1899 

912,31 1 

0.1821 

0.1821 

1,661 

Citv  nf  Carl  Tnnrtinn 

v_-iiy  \ji  \~-liii  j  liiil^livjii 

General  Revenue 

75,332,043 

0.4811 

0.4807 

78  131  809 

0.4811 

0.48 1 1 

375,892 

Debt  Service 

75,332,043 

0.4049 

0.4049 

78,131,809 

0.4047 

0.4047 

316,199 

City  of  Carterville 

General  Revenue 

9,277,018 

0.6375 

0.6375 

9,316,737 

0.6386 

0.6386 

59,497 

Citv  nf  Carthaop 

V-^llV   \Jl         Lll  LlltLfciV-' 

General  Revenue 

114,680,960 

0.3491 

0.3483 

115,253,144 

0.3491 

0.3491 

402,349 

Parks  &  Recreation 

114,680,960 

0.1506 

0.1503 

115,253,144 

0.1506 

0.1506 

173,571 

T  ihrarv 

i^ji  L/i  tu  y 

114,680,960 

0.1743 

0.1739 

1 15,253,144 

0.1743 

0.1743 

200,886 

Health 

114,680,960 

0.0794 

0.0792 

115,253,144 

0.0794 

0.0794 

91,511 

Citv  nf  Dnpnwpp 

v^ii  y  \ji  i  y  ueii  w 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

Vlk,            ill   1\L  V  ^11  LlV. 

8,088,740 

0.7500 

0.7500 

8  067  09 1 

0.7500 

0.7500 

60  503 

City  of  Jasper 

General  Revenue 

6,715,105 

0.7595 

0.7595 

6,730,487 

0.7634 

0.7634 

51,381 

City  of  La  Russell 

General  Revenue 

851,643 

0.0000 

0.0000 

770,144 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Citv  of  Neck  Citv 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

VJ  L.  J  11-  1  il  1   1VL  V  ^11  LlV. 

1,026,829 

0.2436 

0.2436 

1  091  453 

0.2436 

0.2436 

2,659 

Citv  nf  Ornnnon 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

vJL^ll^-1  til  1.VL^  V  <_/HLlL^ 

19,044,548 

0.2725 

0.2725 

19  729  639 

0.2728 

0.2728 

53,822 

Strppts 

LJ  LI  L^L^Ll} 

19,044,548 

0.1301 

0.1301 

19  729  639 

0.1302 

0.1302 

25,688 

City  of  Purcell 

General  Revenue 

2,176,345 

0.3298 

0.3298 

2,287,341 

0.3298 

0.3298 

7,544 

Village  of  Reeds 

General  Revenue 

729,716 

0.1713 

0.1700 

726,042 

0.1726 

0.1700 

1,234 

Citv  nf  Sarrnxip 

Gpnpral  Rpvpmip 

VJL^ll^-ltll  IV^-  V  CllllC 

9,482,687 

0.5708 

0.5708 

9  570  176 

0.5708 

0.5708 

54,627 

Parks  &  Recreation 

9,482,687 

0.1091 

0.1091 

9,570,176 

0.1091 

0.1091 

10,441 

Health 

9,482,687 

0.0000 

0.0000 

9,570,176 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Citv  nf  W^arn 

General  Revenue 

568,838 

0.2417 

0.2417 

564,991 

0.2500 

0.2500 

1,412 

City  of  Webb  City 

General  Revenue 

89,955,060 

0.3753 

0.3750 

90,652,557 

0.3796 

0.3796 

344.1 17 

Parks  &  Recreation 

89,955,060 

0.0851 

0.0851 

90,652,557 

0.0861 

0.0861 

78,052 

Library 

89,955,060 

0.2527 

0.2512 

90,652,557 

0.2556 

0.2556 

231,708 

(~,^t\f  nf  Trvnlin 
v^-iiy  Ul  JUU11I1 

536,653,699 

0.0507 

0.0507 

^  1 6  403  003 

0.0540 

0.0540 

27R  X58 

z  /  o,o  JO 

Library 

480,838,897 

0.2545 

0.2545 

461,116,701 

0.2545 

0.2545 

1,173,542 

Health 

536,653,699 

0.0507 

0.0507 

516,403,003 

0.0540 

0.0540 

278,858 

Garbage 

536,653,699 

0.0507 

0.0507 

516,403,003 

0.0540 

0.0540 

278,858 

Carthage  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

138,094,951 

0.2712 

0.2700 

140,834,431 

0.2714 

0.2700 

380,253 

Duenweg  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

85,438,162 

0.3000 

0.3000 

83,037,158 

0.3000 

0.3000 

249,111 

Carl  Junction  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

196,926,937 

0.2508 

0.2508 

202,085,873 

0.2509 

0.2509 

507,033 

Expiration 
Year 


2011 
2012 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

AsspsspH  Valnp 
^vaacoacu  v  tunc 

Cpilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Jasper 

Oronogo  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

42,225,420 

0.2656 

0.2656 

43,985,432 

0.2656 

0.2656 

116,825 

Central  Jasper  Co  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

25,919,673 

0.2859 

0.2859 

26,452,052 

0.2859 

0.2859 

75,626 

Tri-Cities  Fire  Protection  District 

Fire 

26,769,649 

0.3154 

0.3154 

27,212,764 

0.3154 

0.3154 

85,829 

Asbury  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

13,250,901 

0.2769 

0.2769 

14,843,269 

0.2769 

0.2769 

41.101 

Carl  Junction  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

211,351,501 

3.0056 

3.0000 

E 

218,517,041 

3.0001 

3.0000 

6,555,511 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

211,351,501 

1.0590 

0  8200 

218,517,041 

1.0204 

0  8200 

1,791,840 

Avilla  R-XIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

18,977,605 

3.5269 

3.5269 

E 

19,515,730 

3.5260 

3.5260 

688,125 

Tasnpr  Conntv  R-V  Srhool  District 

Onpratino  FnnHs-Sphnnls 

34,467,278 

3.4795 

3.2100 

F 

35,656,685 

3.4837 

3.2100 

1,144,580 

Sarcoxie  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

34,080,372 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

33,802,481 

2.7500 

2.7500 

929,568 

Debt  Service 

34,080,372 

1.1191 

0  5500 

33,802,481 

1.1937 

0.5500 

185,914 

Carthage  R-IX  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

280,728,574 

2.8823 

2.7500 

F 

282,575,519 

2.8686 

2.7500 

7,770,827 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

280,728,574 

1.3596 

0  8300 

282,575,519 

1 .4439 

0  8300 

2  345  377 

Webb  Citv  R-Vll  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

210,336,916 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

213,992,277 

2.7500 

2.7500 

5  884  788 

Debt  Service 

210,336,916 

1.0229 

0.6800 

213,992,277 

1.2032 

0.6800 

1,455,147 

Joplin  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

on  i  no  a  f~i 

832,108,467 

2.7806 

2.7500 

E 

810,210,615 

2.9072 

2.7500 

22,280,792 

Debt  Service 

Din  i  no  A  A"7 

o3z,tUo,4t>/ 

n  QQQ1 

0.5600 

810,210,615 

1.3309 

0.9100 

7,372,917 

Jasper  County 

General  Revenue 

1  /I  QA  1  A/1   1  AO 

l,450,to4,loz 

u.zyjj 

0.0993 

1,478,251,254 

0.3020 

0.0753 

1,113,123 

Common  Road  District 

iaz  i  AA  mn 

n  omi 
U.Z0J3 

0.2033 

354,476,914 

0.2036 

0.2036 

721,715 

Mental  Health 

1  A  QA  1 CA   1  AO 
l,450,to4,10Z 

0.0805 

0.0805 

1,478,251,254 

0.0823 

0.0823 

1,216,601 

Senate  Bill  40 

1   /I  QA  1  CA  1  AO 
l,450,to4,10Z 

U.UoUj 

0.0805 

1,478,251,254 

0.0823 

0.0823 

1,216,601 

Jefferson 

Big  River  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

278,890,550 

0.4034 

0.3074 

276,639,175 

0.4077 

0.3089 

854  538 

Joachim-  Plattin  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

801,205,376 

0.3200 

0.1651 

795,094,358 

0.3249 

0.1595 

1,268,176 

North  Jefferson  Co.  Ambulance  Dist. 

General  Revenue 

332,919,678 

0.4947 

0.4947 

334,286,681 

0.4947 

0.4947 

1,653,716 

Pension 

332,919,678 

0.0493 

0.0493 

334,286,681 

0.0494 

0.0494 

165  138 

Valle  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

364,159,931 

0.4509 

0.4509 

365,804,794 

0.4519 

0.4519 

1,653,072 

Rock  Township  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

1,115,047,468 

0.2100 

0.1323 

1,114,680,719 

0.2100 

0.2100 

2,340,830 

Festus  Spec  Rd  Dist  Jefferson  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

492,359,136 

0.1756 

0.1756 

494,022,223 

0.1768 

0.1768 

873,431 

Hillshnrn  Snpr  RH  Dist  Tpffprsnn  Cn 

Road  &  RriHpe 

24,581,687 

0.1962 

0.1962 

24,524,300 

0.1971 

0.1971 

48,337 

City  of  Arnold 

General  Revenue 

268,725,723 

0.3988 

0.3973 

344,389,482 

0.4013 

0.3973 

1,368,259 

Village  of  Cedar  Hill  Lakes 

General  Revenue 

2,030,261 

0.4663 

0.4663 

2,014,768 

0.4699 

0.4699 

9,467 

Citv  of  Crvstal  Citv 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

74,585,119 

0.5012 

0.4985 

74,677,379 

0.5057 

0.5057 

377,644 

Parks  &  Recreation 

74,585,119 

0.1323 

0.1316 

74,677,379 

0.1335 

0.1335 

99,694 

Library 

74,585,119 

0.1323 

0.1316 

74,677,379 

0.1335 

0.1335 

99,694 

City  of  De  Soto 

General  Revenue 

65,907,968 

0.4339 

0.4339 

65,830,194 

0.4375 

0.4375 

288,007 

Parks  &  Recreation 

65,907,968 

0.1107 

0.1107 

65,830,194 

0. 1116 

0. 1 1 1 6 

73,466 

T  ihrfirv 

Xji  l/1  til  y 

65,907,968 

0.1847 

0.1847 

65,830,194 

0.1862 

0.1862 

122,576 

Citv  nf  Fpstn  s 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

155,986,819 

0.1503 

0.1500 

159,360,798 

0.1503 

0.1500 

239,041 

Parks  &  Recreation 

155,986,819 

0.1102 

0.1100 

159,360,798 

0.1102 

0.1100 

175,297 

Library 

155,986,819 

0.1102 

0.1100 

159,360,798 

0.1102 

0.1100 

175,297 

Health 

±  1     Ill  111 

155,986,819 

0.0802 

0  0800 

159,360,798 

0  0802 

0  0800 

127,489 

City  of  Herculaneum 

General  Revenue 

68,632,050 

0.6818 

0.6818 

69,672,741 

0.6838 

0.6838 

476,422 

City  of  Hillsboro 

General  Revenue 

32,389,002 

0.4588 

0.4588 

32,822,188 

0.4588 

0.4588 

150,588 

Parks  &  Recreation 

32,389,002 

0.0823 

0.0823 

32,822,188 

0.0823 

0.0823 

27,013 

City  of  Kimmswick 

General  Revenue 

2,306,252 

0.4544 

0.0000 

2,172,487 

0.4858 

0.0000 

0 

City  of  Olympian  Village 

General  Revenue 

4,355,328 

0.2433 

0.2433 

4,287,887 

0.2471 

0.2471 

10,595 

Road 

4,355,328 

0.1264 

0.1264 

4,287,887 

0.1284 

0.1284 

5,506 

Village  of  Parkdale 

General  Revenue 

1,455,886 

0.0966 

0.0966 

1,471,701 

0.0967 

0.0967 

1,423 

City  of  Pevely 

General  Revenue 

98,702,749 

0.7950 

0.7950 

96,085,144 

0.8246 

0.8246 

792,318 

Village  of  Scotsdale 

General  Revenue 

2,744,503 

0.3310 

0.3310 

2,762,511 

0.3343 

0.3343 

9,235 

Expiration 
Year 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Jefferson 

City  of  Byrnes  Mill 

General  Revenue 

35,204,549 

0.4125 

0.4096 

35,299,342 

0.4140 

0.4096 

144,586 

Village  of  Lake  Tekakwitha 

General  Revenue 

1,738,970 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,724,390 

0.5000 

0.5000 

8,622 

Villaop  nf  Pearpfnl  Villpitrp 

¥  Jlltl^L,   VJ1   I  LClwL  1  LI  1     V  lllllC^L. 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

390,761 

0.0000 

0  0000 

542,481 

0  0000 

0  0000 

0 

Northwest  Library  Subdistrict 

General  Revenue 

576,106,555 

0.1887 

0.1887 

574,476,706 

0.1900 

0.1900 

1,091,506 

Windsor-Fox  Library  Subdistrict 

General  Revenue 

1,090,496,052 

0.1740 

0.1740 

1  090  863  592 

0.1748 

0.1748 

1  906  830 

Antonia  Fire  Protection  District 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJLXlLXtlX  1VL  V  L 1 1  LIL 

189,779,116 

0.8642 

0.8121 

1 90  0 1  8  027 

1.0796 

1.0133 

1  925  453 

Pension 

189,779,116 

0.0453 

0.0453 

190,018,027 

0.0455 

0.0455 

86,458 

Dispatch 

189,779,116 

0.0271 

0.0271 

1 90  0 1 8  027 

0.0272 

0.0272 

51,685 

Debt  Service 

189,779,116 

0.1871 

0.1871 

190,018,027 

0.1621 

0.0000 

o 

Cedar  Hill  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

161,074,360 

0.8172 

0.8172 

159,707,145 

0.8264 

0.8264 

1  319  820 

Pension 

161,074,360 

0.0466 

0.0466 

159,707,145 

0.0471 

0.0471 

75,222 

Dunklin  Fire  Protection  District 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

\J               CLl  XVL  V  ^/HUv 

159,169,436 

0.6675 

0.6675 

158  416  616 

0.6675 

0.6675 

1  057  431 

Pension 

159,169,436 

0.0481 

0.0481 

158,416,616 

0.0489 

0.0489 

77,466 

Goldman  Fire  Protection  District 

Gpnprpil  Rpvpnnp 

VJLXlLXtlX  Ivb  V  LX1LIL 

58,100,576 

0.8903 

0.8903 

57  982  915 

0.8903 

0.8903 

516,222 

Dispatch 

58,100,576 

0.0474 

0.0474 

57,982,915 

0.0476 

0.0476 

27,600 

Hematite  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

68,037,679 

0.4722 

0.4722 

66,281,559 

0.4853 

0.4853 

321,664 

High  Ridge  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

399,233,212 

0.7791 

0.6311 

399,746,129 

0.7819 

0.6196 

2,476,827 

Pension 

399,233,212 

0.0752 

0.0752 

399,746,129 

0.0755 

0.0755 

301,808 

Dispatch 

399,233,212 

0.0469 

0.0469 

399,746,129 

0.0471 

0.0471 

188,280 

Debt  Service 

399,233,212 

0.0921 

0.0921 

399,746,129 

0.0939 

0.0939 

375,362 

Hillsboro  Fire  Protection  District 

Gpnprpil  Rpvpnnp 

121,390,122 

0.6412 

0.6412 

121  971  780 

i.  ±*  A.  ^y  1  X  ;  /  uu 

0.6424 

0.6424 

783,547 

Jefferson  R7  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

183,726,069 

0.2500 

0.2500 

177,632,203 

0.3203 

0.3203 

568,956 

Fi  rp-Temnorarv 

i  ii  l    x  liiiijv.'i cix  y 

183,726,069 

0.0500 

0  0500 

177  632  203 

0  0500 

0  0500 

88,816 

Rock  Community  Fire  Prot  Dist 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

714,432,576 

0.7781 

0.5730 

713  478  281 

0.7826 

0.5676 

4  049  703 

Pension 

714,432,576 

0.0928 

0.0928 

713,478,281 

0.0933 

0.0933 

665,675 

C  ommunic  ations 

714,432,576 

0.0457 

0.0457 

713  478  281 

0.0460 

0.0460 

328  200 

Dp  Sntn  Rural  Firp  Prntprtinn  Dist 

Gpnprpil  Rpvpnnp 

L ell  XvL  v  ^IIUV 

189,238,619 

0.6591 

0.6591 

190  471  681 

x  y\s^t  i  i  ,uo  i 

0  6603 

0  6603 

U.L7UW  J 

1  257  685 

Mapaville  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

50,356,155 

0.5136 

0.5136 

51,285,634 

0.5136 

0.5136 

263,403 

Saline  Valley  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

224,823,631 

1.2100 

1.2100 

225,150,412 

1.2100 

1.2100 

2,724,320 

Pension 

224,823,631 

0.0900 

0.0900 

225,150,412 

0.0900 

0.0900 

202,635 

Dispatch 

224,823,631 

0.0400 

0.0400 

225,150,412 

0.0400 

0.0400 

90,060 

Jefferson  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

2,974,868,822 

0.0742 

0.0742 

2,971,071,571 

0.0747 

0.0747 

2,219,390 

Jefferson  College 

General  Revenue 

2,916,247,541 

0.3362 

0.3362 

2,910,507,578 

0.3386 

0.3386 

9,854,979 

Northwest  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

543,218,111 

3.9756 

3.9515 

E  542,273,249 

3.9639 

3.9639 

21,495,169 

Debt  Service 

543,218,111 

0.4895 

0.4895 

542  273  249 

0.5395 

0.5395 

2  925  564 

Grandview  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

49,624,658 

3.2727 

3.2727 

e  49,849,323 

3.2758 

3.2758 

1,632,964 

Dphtt  Sprvirp 

X-/L  U L  JU  VlLt 

49,624,658 

1.8420 

1.5120 

49  849  323 

1.5401 

1.5120 

753,722 

Hillsboro  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

239,924,165 

3.6528 

3.6397 

E  242,282,008 

3.7610 

3.7610 

9,112,226 

Dphtt  Sprvirp 

239,924,165 

1.1125 

0.9493 

242,282,008 

0.9994 

0.9493 

2  299  983 

^i^yy^y\j^j 

Dunklin  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

159,778,763 

3.6777 

3.6777 

E  158,188,741 

3.7522 

3.7522 

5,935,558 

Debt  Service 

159,778,763 

0.8129 

0.6700 

159,528,41 1 

0.8409 

0.6700 

1,068,840 

ppcfiic  R - VT  Srhnol  District 

OnprntiniT  Fnnrls-Srrinnls 

240,503,134 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E       239  451  715 

2.7500 

2.7500 

6  584  922 

Dphit  Sprvirp 

X^/L  U L  iJLl  V  ILL 

240,503,134 

1.0509 

0.9900 

239  451  715 

1.0249 

0.9900 

1  370  572 

Jefferson  Co  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

181,678,695 

3.7109 

3.6943 

E  175,712,567 

3.8203 

3.8203 

6 ,7 12,747 

Debt  Service 

181,678,695 

0.8664 

0.6841 

175,712,567 

0.7764 

0.7764 

1,364,232 

Sunrise  R-IX  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

33,224,531 

3.0448 

3.0448 

E  33,792,453 

3.0280 

3.0280 

1,023,235 

Debt  Service 

33,224,531 

1.3062 

0.9300 

33,792,453 

1.0325 

0.9300 

314,270 

Windsor  C-l  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

206,000,125 

3.5553 

3.5553 

e  206,958,198 

3.5386 

3.5386 

7,323,423 

Debt  Service 

205,650,075 

1.8054 

1.2523 

206,958,198 

1.4884 

1.2523 

2,591,738 

Fox  C-6  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

844,191,909 

4.2744 

4.2744 

E  842,613,225 

4.2873 

4.2873 

36,125,357 

Expiration 
Year 


2014 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 


Purpose 


Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied       Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied  Revenue 


Expiration 
Year 


Jefferson 

Fox  C-6  School  District 

Debt  Service 

844,191,909 

0.3731 

0.3300 

842,613,225 

0.3411 

0.3300 

2,780,624 

Crystal  City  47  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

58,282,950 

3.9537 

3.9416 

E 

56,836,417 

4.0558 

3.9416 

2,240,264 

E 

Debt  Service 

58,282,950 

0.9680 

0.8000 

56,836,417 

0.9519 

0.8000 

454,691 

DeSoto  73  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

181,51 1,328 

3.4655 

3.4655 

E 

181,670,194 

3.4552 

3.4552 

6,277,069 

E 

Debt  Service 

181,51 1,328 

0.9229 

0.6804 

181,670,194 

0.7802 

0.6907 

1,254,796 

Jefferson  County 

General  Revenue 

2,974,868,822 

0.1857 

0.0330 

2,971,071,571 

0.1870 

0.0315 

935,888 

Parks  &  Recreation 

2,974,868,822 

0.0279 

0.0279 

2,971,071,571 

0.0281 

0.0279 

828,929 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,456,880,363 

0.2115 

0.21 15 

2,452,520,923 

0.2129 

0.21 15 

5,187,082 

Developmentally  Disabled 

2,974,868,822 

0.0929 

0.0929 

2,971,071,571 

0.0935 

0.0935 

2,777,952 

Mental  Health 

2,974,868,822 

0.0929 

0.0929 

2,971,071,571 

0.0935 

0.0935 

2,777,952 

Johnson 

Johnson  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

534,106,981 

0.2987 

0.2987 

534,429,372 

0.3000 

0.3000 

1,603,288 

Western  Missouri  Medical  Center 

General  Revenue 

540,063,444 

0.1496 

0.1496 

540,364,599 

0.1508 

0.1497 

808,926 

South  Fork  of  Blackwater  Watershed 

General  Revenue 

38,347,698 

0.1000 

0.1000 

38,802,599 

0.1000 

0.1000 

38,803 

City  of  Centerview 

General  Revenue 

1,275,802 

0.9000 

0.9000 

1,254,512 

0.9000 

0.9000 

11,291 

City  of  Chilhowee 

General  Revenue 

1,372,336 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1,398,728 

0.9999 

0.9999 

13,986 

City  of  Holden 

General  Revenue 

17,239,237 

0.7403 

0.7376 

17,291,854 

0.7412 

0.7376 

127,545 

Debt  Service 

17,239,237 

0.1852 

0.1186 

17,291,854 

0.1921 

0.1186 

20,508 

City  of  Kingsville 

General  Revenue 

5,052,184 

0.7500 

0.7500 

5,263,065 

0.7500 

0.7500 

39,473 

City  of  Knob  Noster 

General  Revenue 

21,074,231 

0.6716 

0.6716 

21,018,361 

0.6796 

0.6796 

142,841 

Fire 

21,074,231 

0.3000 

0.3000 

21,018,361 

0.3000 

0.3000 

63,055 

City  of  Leeton 

General  Revenue 

3,182,063 

0.8880 

0.8880 

3,165,436 

0.8957 

0.8957 

28,353 

City  of  Warrensburg 

General  Revenue 

192,375,712 

0.3515 

0.3515 

192,151,970 

0.3594 

0.3594 

690,594 

Parks  &  Recreation 

192,375,712 

0.1909 

0.1909 

192,151,970 

0.1952 

0.1952 

375,081 

Trails  Consolidated  Library 

General  Revenue 

894,175,385 

0.2618 

0.2618 

893,618,216 

0.2636 

0.2636 

2,355,578 

Fire  District  #2  of  Johnson  County 

General  Revenue 

108,252,812 

0.3662 

0.3662 

108,915,138 

0.3671 

0.3669 

399,610 

Johnson  County  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

193,991,755 

0.3590 

0.3590 

193,911,562 

0.3590 

0.3590 

696,143 

Debt  Service 

193,991,755 

0.2563 

0.1800 

193,911,562 

0.2425 

0.1800 

349,041 

Johnson  County  Community  Health 

General  Revenue 

540,063,444 

0.1000 

0.1000 

540,364,599 

0.1000 

0.1000 

540,365 

Kingsville  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

22,391,224 

3.7500 

3.7500 

E 

22,404,044 

3.7500 

3.7500 

840,152 

E 

Debt  Service 

22,391,224 

1.5034 

1.0662 

22,404,044 

1.3276 

1.0662 

238,872 

Holden  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

87,711,593 

3.7500 

3.7500 

E 

87,343,884 

3.7500 

3.7500 

3,275,396 

E 

Debt  Service 

87,711,593 

0.8432 

0.8400 

87,343,884 

0.9404 

0.8400 

733,689 

Chilhowee  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

8,829,438 

5.5552 

5.5552 

E 

8,725,672 

5.6106 

5.5552 

484,729 

E 

Johnson  Co  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

35,137,098 

3.4123 

3.4123 

E 

34,905,557 

3.5499 

3.5499 

1,239,112 

E 

Debt  Service 

35,137,098 

0.9335 

0.8000 

34,905,557 

1.7820 

0.8000 

279,244 

Knob  Noster  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

55,346,151 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

54,914,259 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,510,142 

E 

Leeton  R-X  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

15,162,259 

4.1100 

4.0969 

E 

15,066,023 

4.1100 

4.1100 

619,214 

E 

Debt  Service 

15,162,259 

1.3164 

0.8600 

15,066,023 

1.0754 

0.8600 

129,568 

Warrensburg  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

256,745,346 

3.6970 

3.6970 

E 

256,330,120 

3.7208 

3.7208 

9,537,531 

E 

Debt  Service 

256,745,346 

0.8330 

0.7200 

256,330,120 

0.7676 

0.7200 

1,845,577 

Johnson  County 

General  Revenue 

f  (1  A  A/O  AAA 

540,063,444 

0.3275 

0.1300 

540,364,599 

0.3301 

0.1300 

702,474 

Road  &  Bridge 

540,063,444 

0.2415 

0.2415 

540,364,599 

0.2434 

0.2434 

1,315,247 

Senate  Bill  40 

540,063,444 

0.1195 

0.1194 

540,364,599 

0.1200 

0.1200 

648,438 

Knox 

Knox  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

60,505,303 

0.3500 

0.3500 

70,817,071 

0.3442 

0.3442 

243,752 

Dispatch 

60,505,303 

0.0300 

0.0300 

70,817,071 

0.0295 

0.0295 

20,891 

Knox  County  Nursing  Home  District 

General  Revenue 

59,572,129 

0.3000 

0.3000 

69,627,825 

0.2971 

0.2971 

206,864 

City  of  Baring 

General  Revenue 

611,566 

1.0000 

0.8912 

912,881 

0.8913 

0.8913 

8,137 

2012 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

A  'i'iP^'iPfl  VfllllP 

("Villi!  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Knox 

Citv  nf  PHina 

wlLV   \Jl  ij LI  1 1 1  cl 

General  Revenue 

9,253,437 

0.7500 

0.7500 

10,260,090 

0.7500 

0.7500 

76,951 

Lights 

9,253,437 

0.1500 

0.1500 

10,260,090 

0.1427 

0.1427 

14,641 

City  of  Hurdland 

General  Revenue 

700,246 

0.9497 

0.7988 

892,404 

0.8018 

0.8018 

7,155 

700,246 

0.3500 

0.2955 

892,404 

0.2966 

0.2966 

2,647 

Debt  Service 

700,246 

0.8608 

0  8608 

892,404 

0.5889 

0.5889 

5,255 

Citv  of  Knox  Cirv 

frpnprjil  Revenue 

1,144,337 

1.0000 

0.9867 

1,319,737 

0.9928 

0.9900 

13,065 

*J  Li  LlI 

1,144,337 

0.2500 

0.2500 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Streets 

** 

** 

## 

1,319,737 

0.2500 

0.2500 

3,299 

A 

2015 

Village  of  Newark 

General  Revenue 

434,913 

0.6698 

0.6698 

560,135 

0.5315 

0.5315 

2,977 

Villaop  nf  Novel tv 

v  i licit; v-i  iiuvv/iiy 

frpnprjil  Revenue 

647,511 

1.0000 

1.0000 

673,263 

1.0000 

1.0000 

6,733 

Streets 

647,511 

0.3000 

0.3000 

** 

#* 

2011 

Streets 

** 

*# 

#* 

673,263 

0.2577 

0.2500 

1,683 

A 

2015 

Knox  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

60,505,303 

0.1000 

0.1000 

70,817,071 

0.0983 

0.0983 

69,613 

Knox  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

60,505,303 

0.1000 

0.1000 

70,817,071 

0.0983 

0.0983 

69,613 

Knox  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

OU,J  /  1,50 J 

a  An/i  ^ 

3.6045 

E 

60,247,887 

3.6524 

3.6045 

2,171,635 

E 

Debt  Service 

AO  QAQ  QQ1 

n  o  1  OA 

0.2000 

60,247,887 

0.2539 

0.2000 

120,496 

Knox  County 

General  Revenue 

OU,jUj,3Uj 

n  ai/l  i 

0.2899 

70,817,071 

0.4281 

0.2635 

186,603 

Road  &  Bridge 

n  a  A  no 

0.3409 

70,817,071 

0.3105 

0.3105 

219,887 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

An  ^n^  ana 
OU,jUj,3U3 

n  a  cnn 
U.35UU 

0.3500 

70,817,071 

0.3500 

0.3500 

247,860 

2013 

Laclede 

Lebanon  Spec  Rd  Dist  #1  Laclede  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

245,601,066 

0.1949 

0.1949 

248,890,304 

0.1953 

0.1953 

486  083 

O \J  ^  \J  O -J 

2013 

Rd  &  Bridge  (County) 

245,601,066 

0.3270 

0.3270 

248,890,304 

0.3277 

0.3277 

815,614 

Phillipsburg  Spec  Rd  #3  Laclede  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

13,925,213 

0.2765 

0.2765 

14,255,474 

0.2765 

0.2765 

39,416 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

13,925,213 

0.2300 

0.2300 

14,255,474 

0.2300 

0.2300 

32,788 

2013 

Laclede  County  Road  District 

Road  &  Bridge 

110,955,208 

0.2457 

0  0000 

113,397,694 

0.2450 

0  0000 

0 

Conway  Spec  Road  Dist  #2  Laclede  Co  Road  &  Bridge 

10,269,858 

0.2491 

0.2491 

10,983,009 

0.2420 

0.2420 

26,579 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

10,269,858 

0.3500 

0.3500 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

*# 

** 

10,983,009 

0.3591 

0.3591 

39,440 

A 

2015 

City  of  Conway 

General  Revenue 

4,307,139 

0.0000 

0  0000 

4,549,903 

0  0000 

0  0000 

0 

City  of  Lebanon 

General  Revenue 

188,124,640 

0.2595 

0.2551 

190,755,642 

0.2595 

0.2551 

486,618 

Parks  &  Recreation 

188,124,640 

0.2595 

0.2551 

190,755,642 

0.2595 

0.2551 

486,618 

Village  of  Phillipsburg 

General  Revenue 

1,197,362 

0.4620 

0.4620 

1,263,107 

0.4663 

0.4663 

5,890 

Village  of  Evergreen 

Building  Maint. 

1,159,336 

0.2511 

0.2511 

1,173,267 

0.2511 

0.2511 

2,946 

2013 

Fire  Equipment  Maint. 

1,159,336 

0.2511 

0.2511 

1,173,267 

0.2511 

0.251 1 

2,946 

2013 

Fire  Truck  #1  Maint. 

1,159,336 

0.2511 

0.2511 

1,173,267 

0.2511 

0.2511 

2,946 

2013 

Fire  Truck  #2  Maint. 

1,159,336 

0.2511 

0.2511 

1,173,267 

0.2511 

0.2511 

2,946 

2013 

Police  Vehicle  #2  Maint. 

1,159,336 

0.2511 

0.2511 

1,173,267 

0.2511 

0.2511 

2,946 

2013 

Police  Vehilce  #1  Maint. 

1,159,336 

0.2511 

0.2511 

1,173,267 

0.2511 

0.2511 

2,946 

2013 

Lebanon-Laclede  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

383,898,661 

0.1342 

0.1342 

387,976,367 

0.1350 

0.1350 

523,768 

Lebanon  Rural  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

101,795,629 

0.1869 

0.1869 

103,683,463 

0.1870 

0.1870 

193,888 

Bennett  Spring  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

9,665,212 

0.2996 

0.2996 

9,740,363 

0.3000 

0.3000 

29,221 

Competition  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

9,340,233 

0.3000 

0.3000 

9,465,072 

0.3000 

0.3000 

28,395 

Nebo-Falcon  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

10,754,644 

0.3000 

0  3000 

10,907,069 

0  3000 

0  3000 

32,721 

Lebanon  Special  Business  District 

General  Revenue 

3,825,660 

0.6746 

0.6746 

3,818,940 

0.6758 

0.6758 

25,808 

Laclede  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

383,898,661 

0.1000 

0.1000 

387,976,367 

0.1000 

0.1000 

387,976 

Laclede  Co.  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

31,977,584 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

32,832,285 

2.7500 

2.7500 

902,888 

F 

Gasconade  C-4  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

8,097,842 

3.4475 

3.4475 

E 

8,386,675 

3.4688 

3.4688 

290,917 

E 

Lebanon  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

282,924,912 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

287,085,368 

2.7500 

2.7500 

7,894,848 

F 

Debt  Service 

282,924,912 

0.4953 

0.4700 

287,085,368 

0.5233 

0.4700 

1,349,301 

Laclede  Co  C-5  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

26,706,423 

3.3000 

3.3000 

E 

27,378,813 

3.2719 

3.2719 

895,807 

E 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Fxniratinn 

1—/A.L/11  CHlV-Sll 

Year 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Laclede 

Laclede  County 

General  Revenue 

ioa  ono  i 

t\  inn? 

0.1311 

387,976,367 

0.3012 

0.1001 

388,364 

Senate  Bill  40 

1Q1  QQQ  £A1 

U.U005 

0.0664 

387,976,367 

0.0672 

0.0672 

260,720 

Senate  Bill  40-LEEP 

QOl   Q(iO  ££1 

u.uojy 

0.0655 

387,976,367 

0.0663 

0.0655 

254,125 

Lafayette 

Little  Sni  A  Bar  Watershed  Sub  Dist 

General  Revenue 

6,722,549 

0.0861 

0.0861 

6,779,950 

0.0861 

0.0861 

5,838 

Tabo  Creek  Watershed  Sub  District 

General  Revenue 

15,610,215 

0.0775 

0.0775 

15,688,229 

0.0775 

0.0775 

12,158 

Wellington  Napoleon  Sub  District 

General  Revenue 

4,431,212 

0.0826 

0.0826 

4,452,702 

0.0838 

0.0838 

3,731 

Alma  Spec  Road  Dist  Lafayette  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

12,371,429 

0.2701 

0.2701 

12,359,422 

0.2717 

0.2717 

33,581 

2012 

Corder  Spec  Rd  Dist  Lafayette  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

9,914,222 

0.2725 

0.2725 

9,800,214 

0.2757 

0.2757 

27,019 

2012 

Concordia  Spec  Rd  Dist  Lafayette  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

41,703,930 

0.3300 

0.3300 

41,902,578 

0.3300 

0.3300 

138,279 

2012 

Dover  Spec  Rd  Dist  Lafayette  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

8,949,878 

0.3254 

0.3254 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

*# 

*# 

9,238,170 

0.3507 

0.3507 

32,398 

A  2015 

Higginsville  Road  Dist  Lafayette  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

54,951,879 

0.2400 

0.2400 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

## 

55,029,930 

0.3630 

0.3630 

199,759 

A  2015 

Mayview  Spec  Rd  Dist  Lafayette  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

12,226,311 

0.3498 

0.3498 

12,255,908 

0.3498 

0.3498 

42,871 

2013 

Odessa  Spec  Rd  Dist  Lafayette  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

99,050,058 

0.2553 

0.2553 

A 

99,574,360 

0.2553 

0.2400 

238,978 

2014 

Wavprlv  Sner  RH  Dist  T  afavpttp  Gn 

vv  civilly      ij ^ *~  i v v_i  i_^iL>i  i-jcii li y w 

Snprial  RnaH  and  Rridtrp 

16,863,742 

0.2800 

0  2800 

A 

17,092,567 

0  2800 

0  2800 

47,859 

2014 

Wpllinptnn  Nannlpnn  RH  I  afavpttp  Gn 

¥  V  tilling  LVJ11  1  1  LllJUl\sUll  1\U  1_~/Lll  Ll  V  \s  Ilk-'  w 

Snprial  RnaH  anH  RriHop 

oij^v^icii  ivuau  cin\_i  ijiiugv 

24,993,888 

0.3500 

0  3500 

A 

25,134,057 

0  3500 

0  3500 

87,969 

2013 

Gitv  nf  Alma 

V^JLV    VJL  ^fclllltl 

Gpnpral  Rpvpmip 

VJ^llV_/lCll  J.V^>  V  k-11  Ll<_/ 

3,897,904 

0.5234 

0.5234 

3,982,588 

0.5234 

0.5234 

20,845 

General  Revenue-Temp 

3,897,904 

0.3000 

0.3000 

3,982,588 

0.3000 

0.3000 

11,948 

2013 

Village  of  Aullville 

General  Revenue 

599,626 

0.4336 

0.4335 

573,944 

0.4530 

0.4530 

2,600 

Citv  nf  Rates  Citv 

General  Revenue 

4,286,096 

0.2903 

0.2903 

4,342,818 

0.2926 

0.2926 

12,707 

City  of  Concordia 

General  Revenue 

26,124,781 

0.5521 

0.5521 

26,124,212 

0.5525 

0.5525 

144,336 

City  of  Corder 

General  Revenue 

2,726,342 

0.5910 

0.5910 

2,695,205 

0.5982 

0.5982 

16,123 

Parks  &  Recreation 

2,726,342 

0.1455 

0.1455 

2,695,205 

0.1473 

0.1473 

3,970 

Village  of  Dover 

General  Revenue 

627,362 

0.2856 

0.2856 

706,056 

0.2970 

0.2970 

2,097 

City  of  Higginsville 

General  Revenue 

39,375,803 

0.4477 

0.4477 

39,436,786 

0.4534 

0.4534 

178,806 

Parks  &  Recreation 

39,375,803 

0.3564 

0.3564 

39,436,786 

0.3610 

0.3610 

142,367 

T  ihrarv 

30,261,201 

0.1900 

0.1900 

31,842,821 

0.1877 

0.1877 

59,769 

City  of  Lexington 

General  Revenue 

40,895,900 

0.5486 

0.5486 

39,987,761 

0.5620 

0.5620 

224,731 

Parks  &  Recreation 

40,895,900 

0.2787 

0.2787 

39,987,761 

0.2855 

0.2855 

114,165 

Health 

1  1     cl  1  111 

40,895,900 

0.1487 

0.1487 

39,987,761 

0.1523 

0.1523 

60,901 

City  of  Mayview 

General  Revenue 

1,372,936 

0.6475 

0.6475 

1,287,778 

0.6903 

0.6903 

8,890 

City  of  Napoleon 

General  Revenue 

2,071,961 

0.8118 

0.8118 

2,137,851 

0.81 18 

0.8118 

17,355 

City  of  Odessa 

General  Revenue 

48,186,293 

0.5703 

0.5703 

48,571,813 

0.5760 

0.5760 

279,774 

Parks  &  Recreation 

48,186,293 

0.1506 

0.1506 

48,571,813 

0.1521 

0.1521 

73,878 

Gitv  nf  W/avprlv 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiup 

7,118,619 

0.5167 

0.5142 

7  358  124 

0.5371 

0.5371 

39,520 

Streets 

7,118,619 

0.2086 

0.2076 

7,358,124 

0.2168 

0.2168 

15,952 

dtv  nf  WpI  1  in otnn 
v^ilv  \J±  vy  tannic;  iuu 

(iPiipral  Rpvptiup 

5,916,596 

0.4999 

0.4999 

6,087,586 

0.5092 

0.5092 

30  998 

Gitv  nf  T  alcp  T  afavpttp 

General  Revenue 

1,767,116 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1,763,649 

1.0000 

1.0000 

17,636 

Strppts 

1,767,116 

0.7388 

0  0000 

A 

1,763,649 

0.7388 

0  0000 

0 

Corder  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

16,347,330 

0.3049 

0.3049 

16  436  285 

0.3060 

0.3060 

50,295 

Sni  Valley  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

165,498,994 

0.5023 

0.5023 

168,267,344 

0.5023 

0.5023 

845,207 

T^i  crotch 

165,498,994 

0.0300 

0  0300 

168,267,344 

0  0300 

0  0300 

50  480 

Fire  and  Ambulance 

165,498,994 

0.1500 

0.1500 

168,267,344 

0.1500 

0.1500 

252,401 

Debt  Service 

165,498,994 

0.1424 

0.1424 

168,267,344 

0.1454 

0.1454 

244,661 

Concordia  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

51,231,738 

0.2745 

0.2745 

51,284,054 

0.2748 

0.2748 

140,929 

Alma  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

15,807,212 

0.4235 

0.4235 

15,625,757 

0.4297 

0.4297 

67,144 

Wellington-Napoleon  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

26,887,985 

0.2642 

0.2642 

27,162,237 

0.2642 

0.2642 

71,763 

Ambulance 

26,887,985 

0.3492 

0.3492 

27,162,237 

0.3492 

0.3492 

94,851 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiratio 
Year 

A  'i'iP^'iPfl  VfllllP 

("Villi!  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Lafayette 

Odessa  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

94,927,037 

0.4700 

0.4700 

95,181,890 

0.4700 

0.4700 

447,355 

Wellington-Napoleon  R-IX  Reg  Rec  Ds  Parks  &  Recreation 

24,961,534 

0.1991 

0.1991 

24,725,203 

0.2000 

0.2000 

49,450 

Lafayette  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

384,388,110 

0.0731 

0.073 1 

385,096,438 

0.0732 

0.0732 

281,891 

Concordia  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

45,124,804 

3.9488 

3.9488 

E 

45,076,590 

3.9660 

3.9605 

1,785,258 

E 

Debt  Service 

45,124,804 

0.4093 

0.4093 

45,076,590 

0.5470 

0.4100 

184,814 

Lafayette  Co  C-l  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

64,458,681 

3.8862 

3.8862 

BH 

64,091,914 

3.8862 

3.8862 

2  490  740 

E 

Debt  Service 

64,458,681 

1.6114 

1.0000 

64,091,914 

1.5826 

1.0000 

640,919 

Odessa  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

121,508,025 

3.8817 

3.7113 

E 

121,313,472 

3.8011 

3.7889 

4,596,446 

E 

Debt  Service 

121,508,025 

2.4320 

1.1512 

121,313,472 

2.0509 

1.1512 

1  396  561 

Santa  Fe  R-X  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

28,797,924 

4.5420 

4.5420 

E 

29,378,139 

4.4010 

4.3510 

1,278,243 

E 

Debt  Service 

28,797,924 

0.9076 

0.5498 

29,378,139 

0.8006 

0.6000 

176,269 

Wellington-Napoleon  R-IX  Sch  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

24,960,714 

3.7890 

3.7890 

E 

24,726,370 

3.7039 

3.7039 

915,840 

E 

Debt  Service 

24,960,714 

0.7934 

0.7500 

24,726,370 

1.1990 

0.8351 

206,490 

Lexington  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

53,598,214 

3.5706 

3.5706 

E 

52,740,089 

4.4125 

4.2701 

2  252  055 

BE 

ucui  kjeivice 

53,598,214 

1.8309 

0.9300 

52,740,089 

1.8492 

0.9300 

490,483 

Lafayette  County 

General  Revenue 

384,388,110 

0.2924 

0.1900 

385,096,438 

0.2928 

0.1900 

731,683 

Johnson  Grass 

384,388,110 

0.0101 

0.0101 

385,096,438 

0.0101 

0.0101 

38,895 

T?r»nH  kr  RriHap 
RUdU  OC  IMlUgC 

384,388,1 10 

0.2193 

0.2193 

385,096,438 

0.2196 

0.2196 

845,672 

Common  Road  District 

4oy,ooU 

u.zyyy 

0.2999 

438,550 

0.3000 

0.3000 

1,316 

2012 

QPnfltp  Rill  40 
ijcnaic  Dill  HO 

1 Q A  ICQ  1  1  A 

n  OA  A  1 

0.0641 

385,096,438 

0.0642 

0.0642 

247,232 

z-w  common  ku  uisi 

J2,Uo3,21  J 

U.JiOU 

0.3300 

32,279,429 

0.3300 

0.3300 

106,522 

2012 

I-E  Common  Road  Dist 

1  a  mi  A/i  i 
14,  U  /  3,043 

U.jDUU 

0.3500 

2011 

I-E  Common  Road  Dist 

** 

13,595,300 

0.3740 

0.3740 

50,846 

A 

2015 

Lawrence 

Mt  Vernon  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

148,452,341 

0.1407 

0.1407 

151,406,494 

0.1424 

0.1424 

215,603 

Lawrence  County  Nursing  Home  Dist 

General  Revenue 

414,971,492 

0.1088 

0.1088 

418,253,009 

0.1093 

0.1093 

457,151 

Aurora  Spec  Road  Dist  Lawrence  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

100,423,778 

0.1694 

0.1694 

101,446,803 

0.1700 

0.1700 

172,460 

2012 

Buck  Prairie  Sp  Rd  Dist  Lawrence  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

35,639,663 

0.3100 

0.3100 

36,080,952 

0.3100 

0.3100 

111,851 

2013 

Freistatt  Spec  Rd  Dist  Lawrence  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,977,177 

0.3538 

0.3500 

A 

8,151,304 

0.3538 

0.3500 

28,530 

2014 

Green  Benefit  Spec  Rd  Lawrence  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,083,048 

0.2200 

0.2200 

7,014,262 

0.2200 

0.2200 

15,431 

2012 

Midway  Benefit  Spec  Rd  Lawrence  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,145,561 

0.2400 

0.2400 

2,209,017 

0.2400 

0.2400 

5,302 

2013 

Miller  Benefit  Spec  Rd  Lawrence  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

19,808,803 

0.1900 

0.1900 

20,057,951 

0.1900 

0.1900 

38,110 

2013 

Mt  Pleasant  Benefit  SRD  Lawrence  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,205,949 

0.2000 

0.2000 

4,189,959 

0.2000 

0.2000 

8,380 

2013 

Mt  Vernon  Benefit  Sp  Rd  Lawrence  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

95,080,600 

0.1600 

0.1600 

97,095,386 

0.1600 

0.1600 

1 55  353 

2013 

Pierce  Benefit  SRD  Lawrence  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

23,876,326 

0.1885 

0.1885 

24,601,825 

0.1885 

0.1885 

46,374 

2012 

Red  Oak  Benefit  Sp  Rd  Lawrence  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,750,218 

0.2000 

0.2000 

4,700,582 

0.2000 

0.2000 

9,401 

2013 

Verona  Benefit  SRD  Lawrence  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

30,592,337 

0.1891 

0.1891 

27  795  222 

0.1900 

0.1900 

52,811 

2013 

Vineyard  Benefit  Sp  Rd  Lawrence  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,924,412 

0.2200 

0.2200 

3,995,184 

0.2200 

0.2200 

8,789 

2012 

City  of  Aurora 

General  Revenue 

72,807,112 

0.3687 

0.3687 

73,501,739 

0.3721 

0.3721 

273,500 

Parks  &  Recreation 

72,807,112 

0.1435 

0.1435 

73,501,739 

0.1448 

0.1448 

106,431 

Village  of  Freistatt 

General  Revenue 

1,114,349 

0.2589 

0.2589 

1,148,590 

0.2589 

0.2589 

2,974 

City  of  Marionville 

General  Revenue 

15,607,785 

0.6008 

0.5978 

15,801,121 

0.6008 

0.5978 

94,459 

City  of  Miller 

General  Revenue 

4,338,951 

1.0000 

1.0000 

4,417,225 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

44,172 

City  of  Pierce  City 

General  Revenue 

9,150,632 

0.4700 

0.4700 

9,381,842 

0.4700 

0.4700 

44,095 

Parks  &  Recreation 

9,150,632 

0.1200 

0.1200 

9,381,842 

0.1200 

0.1200 

11,258 

Fire 

9,150,632 

0.1200 

0.1200 

9,381,842 

0.1200 

0.1200 

11,258 

City  of  Stotts  City 

General  Revenue 

913,325 

0.5060 

0.5060 

936,784 

0.5084 

0.5084 

4,763 

City  of  Verona 

General  Revenue 

12,336,940 

0.7581 

0.7581 

7,940,500 

0.8337 

0.7581 

60,197 

Miller  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

42,858,718 

3.4770 

3.4770 

E 

43,227,188 

3.5157 

3.3300 

1,439,465 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

42,858,718 

0.4591 

0.4591 

43,227,188 

0.4629 

0.0000 

0 

2026 
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Political  Subdivision 


Lawrence 

Miller  R-II  School  District 
Pierce  City  R-VI  School  District 

Marionville  R-IX  School  District 

Mt.  Vernon  R-V  School  District 

Aurora  R-VIII  School  District 


Verona  R-VII  School  District 


Lawrence  County 


Lewis 

Lewis  County  Ambulance  District 
Lewis  County  Nursing  Home 
Buck  &  Doe  Run  Creeks  Sub  District 
Durgens  Creek  Watershed  Sub  Dist 
Troublesome  Watershed  Sub  District 
Grassey  Creek  Watershed  Sub  Dist 
Canton  Spec  Rd  Dist  Lewis  Co 
Dickerson  Spec  Road  Dist  Lewis  Co 
La  Grange  Spec  Rd  Dist  Lewis  Co 
City  of  Canton 


City  of  Ewing 
City  of  La  Belle 


City  of  La  Grange 


City  of  Lewistown 

Village  of  Monticello 
Lewis  County  Library 
Canton  R-V  Fire  Protection  District 

Ewing-Maywood  R-4  Fire  Prot  Dist 
Western  Lewis  County  FPD 

Lewis  County  Health  Department 


2011 

2012 

Purpose 

A<;<;psspH  Valnp 

^YdfitLSatU    V  ill  LIU 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Debt  Service 

** 

** 

*# 

43,227,188 

0  6655 

0 

.6600 

285,299 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

35,464,915 

2 

.7500 

2. 

7500 

F 

36,647,027 

2.7500 

2, 

7500 

1,007,793 

Debt  Service 

35,464,915 

1 

.3811 

0. 

7900 

36,647,027 

1.2766 

0. 

7900 

289,512 

\_/IJCl  tllllLc..  1  UllLl.o  k3UUVJUlc> 

35,917,626 

2 

.9925 

2, 

7500 

F 

36,466,536 

2.9971 

2, 

7500 

i  ()02  830 

Debt  Service 

35,917,626 

1 

.1606 

0. 

9800 

36,466,536 

1.0397 

0 

9800 

357,372 

Onprarino  Fnnds-Srhonls 

103,891,532 

2 

.7500 

2. 

7500 

E 

104,908,219 

2.7500 

2. 

7500 

2  884  976 

Debt  Service 

103,891,532 

1 

.4111 

0. 

5700 

104,908,219 

1.0718 

0. 

5700 

597,977 

Onpratinc  FnnHs-Srhonl'; 

V^MJ^l  till  11 X  LlllLJ  J>    kj L11UUI J 

104,752,513 

2, 

.1688 

2, 

1688 

F 

108,785,818 

2.1419 

2, 

1419 

2,330,083 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

104,752,513 

() 

.4011 

0. 

4011 

108,785,818 

0.4011 

0. 

4011 

436,340 

Debt  Service 

104,752,513 

1 

.3575 

1. 

1750 

108,785,818 

1.2135 

1. 

0500 

1,142,251 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

27,586,149 

■J 

J, 

.uoyu 

J- 

uuuu 

1A  £>C\K  1  OS 
Z4,OUj,iyo 

3.4524 

-5 
J. 

uuuu 

738,156 

Debt  Service 

27  586  149 

1 

.3721 

0. 

9500 

24,605,198 

1.4197 

0. 

9500 

233,749 

General  Revenue 

414,971,492 

0 

.2873 

0. 

1439 

418,253,009 

U.zoiSO 

0 

1318 

jj  l,Zj  1 

Road  &  Bridge 

a  1  a  m  1  a  no 
414,9  /  t,49z 

0 

.0700 

0. 

0700 

418,253,009 

0.0703 

0. 

0703 

294,032 

Developmentally  Disabled 

A 1  A  an  1  /too 
414,  y  1  t,4yz 

0 

.0893 

0. 

0893 

418,253,009 

0.0897 

0. 

0893 

373,500 

Senior  Services 

A 1  A  no  1  a  no 
414,9  /  t,49z 

0 

.0491 

0. 

0491 

418,253,009 

0.0493 

0 

0491 

205,362 

Common  I  Road  District 

oi  ono  ?i)c 

0 

.1982 

0. 

1982 

31,689,794 

0.2000 

0. 

2000 

63,380 

Common  II  Road  District 

i  <\  mo  onA 
It), 9  /6,2Uo 

0 

.2100 

0. 

2100 

11,419,459 

0.2100 

0. 

2100 

23,981 

General  Revenue 

108,767,886 

() 

.2430 

0. 

2430 

113,638,515 

0.2430 

0. 

1280 

145,457 

iTfnprnl  Rpvpnup 

108,767,886 

o 

.1458 

0. 

1458 

113,638,515 

0.1458 

0. 

.1458 

165  685 

General  Revenue 

3,935,950 

() 

.2391 

0. 

2391 

4,036,620 

0.2391 

0. 

.2391 

9,652 

fTPiiPTnl  Rpvpnup 

VJ  ^11^1  tit  IV  ^  V  ^  1 1  LI  ^ 

2,711,480 

() 

.3808 

0. 

3808 

2,748,420 

0.3820 

0. 

.3820 

10,499 

General  Revenue 

9,958,889 

() 

.3752 

0. 

.3752 

9,961,873 

0.3770 

0. 

.3770 

37,556 

General  Revenue 

6,380,080 

o 

.4000 

0. 

.4000 

6,544,020 

0.4000 

0. 

.4000 

26,176 

Road  &  Bridge 

28,153,620 

o 

.2415 

0. 

2415 

28,943,741 

0.2415 

0. 

.2415 

69,899 

Road  &  Bridge 

859,031 

() 

.3249 

0. 

.3249 

880,431 

0.3263 

0. 

.3263 

2,873 

Road  &  Bridge 

17,963,702 

() 

.3488 

0. 

3200 

17,684,280 

0.3500 

0. 

.3200 

56,590 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnup 

\J  ^11*^1  til  IVt'VvllUv 

17,551,109 

() 

.6838 

0. 

6838 

17,844,434 

0  6855 

0. 

.6855 

122,324 

Parks  &  Recreation 

17,551,109 

() 

.1904 

0. 

1904 

17,844,434 

0.1909 

0. 

1909 

34,065 

Library 

17,551,109 

() 

.2380 

0. 

2380 

17,844,434 

0.2386 

0. 

2386 

42,577 

Levee 

17,551,109 

0 

.1904 

0. 

1904 

17,844,434 

0.1909 

0 

1909 

34,065 

General  Revenue 

2,825,697 

0 

.6403 

0 

6400 

3,343,866 

0.5958 

0. 

5958 

19,923 

General  Revenue 

3,913,823 

() 

.7621 

0. 

7621 

3,915,751 

0.7674 

0. 

.7674 

30,049 

Streets 

3,913,823 

() 

.0969 

0. 

0969 

3,915,751 

0.0976 

0. 

.0976 

3,822 

Streets-Te  mp 

3,913,823 

() 

.3394 

0. 

3394 

** 

#* 

** 

S  trppts  -  Tp  inn 

** 

** 

#* 

3  915  751 

0  3630 

0. 

3630 

14,214 

GpiipitiI  Rpvpnnp 

11,373,055 

() 

.5417 

0. 

4900 

10,541,979 

0  5500 

0. 

4900 

51,656 

tJ  Li  CCLft 

11,373,055 

() 

.2985 

0. 

2700 

10,541,979 

0  3000 

0. 

2700 

28,463 

(""pmpfprv 

v  wi iiw  Lwi  y 

11,373,055 

0 

.1437 

0. 

1300 

10,541,979 

0.1500 

0. 

1300 

13,705 

frpnpral  Rpvpnup 

3,868,466 

() 

.6700 

0. 

6700 

3,970,450 

0.6728 

0. 

6728 

26,713 

Debt  Service 

3,868,466 

o 

.2740 

0. 

2740 

3  970  450 

0.2594 

0. 

2594 

10,299 

("TPiipral  Rpvpnup 

VI L11C1  tit  Ivb  V  »^.ll  LI  ^ 

938,582 

0 

.6145 

0. 

6145 

969,466 

0.6168 

0. 

6168 

5,980 

^JCllCL  til  RCVCllUC 

91,050,857 

0 

.0974 

0. 

0974 

95,687,233 

0.0974 

0. 

0974 

93  199 

General  Revenue 

43,112,366 

0 

.2412 

0 

2412 

45,648,980 

0.2412 

0. 

2412 

110,105 

Debt  Service 

43,112,366 

0 

.1066 

0. 

1066 

45,648,980 

0.1006 

0. 

1006 

45,923 

General  Revenue 

23,018,810 

0 

.4352 

0. 

4352 

25,415,408 

0.4352 

0. 

4352 

110,608 

General  Revenue 

27,200,432 

0 

.3967 

0. 

3967 

26,062,942 

0.4266 

0. 

4266 

111,185 

Debt  Service 

27,200,432 

0 

.1311 

0. 

1311 

26,062,942 

0.1348 

0. 

1348 

35,133 

General  Revenue 

108,767,886 

0 

.0973 

0. 

0973 

113,638,515 

0.2573 

0. 

2573 

292,392 

Expiration 
Year 


2024 


2013 
2013 


2012 
2011 
A  2015 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

oL^  l3  J^Ll     V  Cll  Ll^ 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Lewis 

Canton  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

32,526,181 

3.3139 

3.3139 

E 

34,348,500 

3.2907 

3.2907 

1,130,306 

Debt  Service 

32,526,181 

0.6378 

0.5500 

34,348,500 

0.6928 

0.5500 

188,917 

Lewis  Co  C-l  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

6/,U4/,/31 

3.4683 

3.4683 

E 

70,046,876 

3.4605 

3.4605 

2,423,972 

Lewis  County 

General  Revenue 

lUtS,  /66,886 

U.4U55 

0.2744 

113,638,515 

0.4055 

0.2940 

334,097 

Road  &  Bridge 

£1  "701 

oi,  /yi,j3o 

n  T7 1  o 

u.z  /  ly 

0.2719 

66,130,063 

0.2719 

0.2719 

179,808 

Common  Road  District 

/■l  T01 

oi,  /yi,j3o 

U.2013 

0.2013 

66,130,063 

0.2013 

0.2013 

133,120 

Lincoln 

Lincoln  County  Ambulance 

General  Revenue 

646,386,851 

0.2858 

0.1386 

659,775,963 

0.2858 

0.1437 

948,098 

Clarenrp  Pannnri  Mpmnrial  Snh  Dist 

V-^lcLl  V^H^L./  V^Cll  111CJ11  1V1L--111LJ1  lLll  OUU  1_*/1lM 

fipnpral  Rpvpnnp 

9,188,706 

0.2008 

0  2008 

9,233,001 

0.2018 

0.2018 

18,632 

Citv  nf  Plsherrv 

frpnpinl  Rpvpnnp 

VJ^llL-zltll  IV^.  V  ^11  LIL_. 

14,457,078 

0.5180 

0.5180 

15,108,009 

0.5180 

0.5180 

78,259 

Cemetery 

14,457,078 

0.1554 

0.1554 

15,108,009 

0.1554 

0.1554 

23,478 

Citv  nf  Fnlpv 

fipnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  L^ll^  1  Cll  IV ^  V     1 1  LI 

816,680 

0.7284 

0.7284 

934,027 

0.7012 

0.7012 

6,549 

City  of  Hawk  Point 

General  Revenue 

4,286,248 

0.3807 

0.3807 

4,557,892 

0.3711 

0.3711 

16,914 

(~Mtv  nf  Mnsrnw  Mills 

V--11V   \J1  ±V±\J            W  1V1.111l} 

General  Revenue 

24,316,287 

0.2329 

0.2329 

23,159,128 

0.2569 

0.2569 

59,496 

CtR  -  Wa  tprwnrk"*; 

24,316,287 

0.4561 

0.4561 

23,159,128 

0.5029 

0.5029 

116,467 

City  of  Old  Monroe 

General  Revenue 

2,805,079 

0.4730 

0.4730 

3,558,054 

0.3985 

0.3985 

14,179 

Villaop  nf  Silpx 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

\— I^UL^l  til  1VL  V  L_.ll  LI  L_. 

1,118,795 

0.3472 

0.3472 

1,918,628 

0.2898 

0.2898 

5,560 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

U L  JLl  V1LL 

1,118,795 

1.3158 

0.2400 

1,918,628 

0.7673 

0.7673 

14,722 

Citv  nf  Trov 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

L^11L_.1  Cll  1\L  V  L_.ll  LI  ^ 

161,812,277 

0.3372 

0.1872 

165  806  205 

0.3372 

0.1872 

310  389 

City  of  Winfield 

General  Revenue 

11,640,503 

0.3823 

0.3823 

12,365,299 

0.3801 

0.3801 

47,001 

Villnop  nf  Tniytnn 

iTPnprnl  Rpvpnnp 

UCllClul  IvCVtllUC 

299,066 

0.5000 

0.5000 

301,495 

0.4998 

0.4998 

1,507 

Villaop  nf  Chain  nf  Rorlcs 

General  Revenue 

811,974 

0.4923 

0.4923 

838,604 

0  5000 

0  5000 

4,193 

Village  of  Fountain  N  Lakes 

General  Revenue 

421,333 

0.5000 

0.5000 

427,816 

0.5000 

0.5000 

2,139 

Winfield-Foley  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

88,084,420 

0.2553 

0.2553 

90,030,380 

0.2555 

0.2555 

230,028 

Lincoln  County  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

387,721,823 

0.5500 

0  5500 

389,611,592 

0  5500 

0  5500 

2,142,864 

Elsberry  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

47,047,282 

0.3000 

0.3000 

48,068,478 

0.3000 

0.3000 

144,205 

Hawk  Point  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

36,817,919 

0.2778 

0.2778 

39,751,827 

0.2704 

0.2704 

107,489 

Old  Monroe  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

28,238,540 

0.2909 

0.2909 

31,837,418 

0.2831 

0.2831 

90,132 

T  inrnln  Cmintv  Health  Dpnartmpnt 

L-lllV^^llJ  V^-C_J  LI  1 1 IV    l±L_/tLlLll  1_V  C  l^ill  I  1  1  IV- 1  1 1 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  ^11^.1  Cll  IV  ^  V  ^  1 1 LIL^ 

646,386,851 

0.2000 

0  2000 

659,775,963 

0  2000 

0  2000 

1  319  552 

Silex  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

28,062,312 

3.5359 

3.4959 

E 

29,128,559 

3.4660 

3.4660 

1,009,596 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

28,062,312 

1.1556 

0.7100 

29,128,559 

0.8106 

0.7399 

215,522 

Elsberry  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

42,399,611 

2.8697 

2.8697 

E 

43,040,949 

2.8685 

2.8685 

1,234,630 

Debt  Service 

42,399,611 

1.4716 

1.2500 

43,040,949 

1.2781 

1.2500 

538,012 

Troy  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

413,540,208 

3.6284 

3.5000 

B 

414,233,112 

3.6284 

3.5000 

14,498,159 

Debt  Service 

413,540,208 

1.6794 

1.1100 

414,233,112 

1.5138 

1.1100 

4,597,988 

Winfield  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

89,259,873 

3.3860 

3.3860 

E 

93,129,210 

3.3141 

3.3141 

3,086,395 

Debt  Service 

89,259,873 

1.3835 

0.9000 

93,129,210 

0.9605 

0.9500 

884,727 

Lincoln  County 

General  Revenue 

£.A  £.  OC1 

o4o,3&o,<_>M 

U.3409 

0.1950 

659,775,963 

0.3469 

0.2150 

1,418,518 

Road  &  Bridge 

£.A  £.           oc  1 

U.20J3 

0.2653 

659,775,963 

0.2653 

0.2653 

1,750,386 

Hospital 

£.A  £.  1Q£  oci 

n  nil 
U.l  /34 

0.1734 

659,775,963 

0.1734 

0.1734 

1,144,052 

Senate  Bill  40 

eLAt~  lOK  oci 

0.1000 

0.1000 

659,775,963 

0.1000 

0.1000 

659,776 

Debt  Service 

f^A  a  10/;  GO 

n  no i 

0.1281 

659,775,963 

0.1271 

0.1271 

838,575 

Linn 

Linn  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

139,904,490 

0.2865 

0.0955 

140,401,844 

0.2875 

0.0894 

125,519 

East  Yellow  Creek  Watershed 

General  Revenue 

9,675,517 

0.3672 

0.3672 

9,865,580 

0.3672 

0.3672 

36,226 

Marceline  Spec  Rd  Dist  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

22,451,762 

0.1000 

0.1000 

22,196,925 

0.1000 

0.1000 

22,197 

Road  &  Bridge 

22,451,762 

0.3566 

0.3566 

22,196,925 

0.3610 

0.3610 

80,131 

Purdin  Special  Road  Dist  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

1,767,793 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,688,873 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,767,793 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,688,873 

0.5000 

0.5000 

8,444 

Expiration 
Year 


2012 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Linn 

Purdin  Special  Road  Dist  Linn  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,767,793 

0.3538 

0.3538 

A 

1,688,873 

0  3538 

0.3538 

5,975 

2014 

City  of  Brookfield 

General  Revenue 

36,703,908 

0.8782 

0.8782 

B 

36,586,465 

0.8782 

0.8782 

321,302 

Parks  &  Recreation 

36,703,908 

0.2000 

0.2000 

36,586,465 

0.2000 

0.2000 

73,173 

Library 

36,703,908 

0.3683 

0  3683 

36,586,465 

0.3712 

0.3712 

135  809 

Cemetery 

36,703,908 

0.1000 

0.1000 

36,586,465 

0.1000 

0.1000 

36,586 

City  of  Browning 

General  Revenue 

V.I  k_  1       L  ll  1   IVL-  V  »^11L1^ 

855,153 

0.9826 

0.9826 

825,104 

1.0000 

1.0000 

8,251 

City  of  Bucklin 

General  Revenue 

2,969,911 

0.9923 

0.9923 

3,024,768 

0.9923 

0.9923 

30,015 

Streets 

2,969,911 

0.4961 

0.4961 

3,024,768 

0.4961 

0.4961 

15,006 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,969,911 

0.6005 

0.6005 

A 

3,024,768 

0.6005 

0.6005 

18,164 

2014 

Citv  nf  T  arlerle 

General  Revenue 

2,029,508 

0.8898 

0.8898 

2,118,359 

0.8908 

0.8908 

18,870 

Cemetery 

2,029,508 

0.0995 

0.0995 

2,118,359 

0.0996 

0.0996 

2,110 

City  of  Linneus 

General  Revenue 

1,356,079 

0.6000 

0.6000 

1,395,983 

0.5999 

0.5999 

8,375 

Streets 

1,356,079 

0.4000 

0.4000 

1,395,983 

0.4000 

0.4000 

5,584 

City  of  Marceline 

General  Revenue 

21,545,891 

0.4819 

0.4819 

21,278,810 

0.4883 

0.4883 

103,904 

Library 

21,545,891 

0.2100 

0.2100 

21,278,810 

0.2100 

0.2100 

44,686 

City  of  Meadville 

General  Revenue 

2,722,886 

0.3959 

0.3959 

2,823,709 

0.3959 

0.3959 

1 1 . 1 79 

City  of  Purdin 

General  Revenue 

820,257 

1.0000 

1.0000 

580,599 

1.0000 

1.0000 

5,806 

Baker  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,621,497 

0.0940 

0.0940 

3,631,710 

0.0943 

0.0943 

3,425 

Road  &  RriHpe 

3,621,497 

0.4698 

0.4698 

3,631,710 

0.4711 

0.47 1 1 

17,109 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,621,497 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

3,631,710 

0.3500 

0.3500 

12,711 

2014 

North  Benton  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

1,867,124 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,836,259 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,836 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,867,124 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,836,259 

0.5000 

0.5000 

9,181 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,867,124 

0.3501 

0.3501 

A 

1,836,259 

0.3501 

0.3501 

6,429 

2014 

Brookfield  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

V_J  C  J  1V~  1  ll  1   Ivb  V  »^11L1^ 

51,377,175 

0.1000 

0.1000 

49,066,414 

0.1000 

0.1000 

49,066 

Road  &  Bridge 

51,377,175 

0.3789 

0.3789 

49,066,414 

0.3988 

0.3988 

195,677 

Bucklin  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

8,611,006 

0.0972 

0.0972 

9,211,139 

0.0972 

0.0972 

8,953 

Road  &  Bridge 

8,611,006 

0.4670 

0.4670 

9,211,139 

0.4670 

0.4670 

43,016 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

8,611,006 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

9,211,139 

0.3500 

0.3500 

32,239 

2014 

Clay  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,178,714 

0.0990 

0.0990 

4,510,694 

0.0990 

0.0990 

4,466 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,178,714 

0.4945 

0.4945 

4,510,694 

0.4945 

0.4945 

22,305 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,178,714 

0.3516 

0.3516 

A 

4,510,694 

0.3516 

0.3516 

15,860 

2014 

Enterprise  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

1,754,602 

0.0972 

0.0972 

1,909,989 

0.0972 

0.0972 

1,857 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,754,602 

0.4862 

0.4862 

1,909,989 

0.4862 

0.4862 

9,286 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,754,602 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

1,909,989 

0.3500 

0.3500 

6,685 

2014 

Grantsville  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,164,182 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,332,053 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,332 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,164,182 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,332,053 

0.5000 

0.5000 

16,660 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,164,182 

0.3578 

0.3578 

A 

3,332,053 

0.3578 

0.3578 

11,922 

2014 

Jackson  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,990,244 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,059,942 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,060 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,990,244 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,059,942 

0.5000 

0.5000 

15,300 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,990,244 

0.3518 

0.3518 

A 

3,059,942 

0.3518 

0.3518 

10,765 

2014 

Jefferson  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

10,097,616 

0.0968 

0.0968 

10,673,211 

0.0968 

0.0968 

10,332 

Road  Hi  Rridop 

10,097,616 

0.3775 

0.3775 

10,673,211 

0.3775 

0.3775 

40,291 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

10,097,616 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

10,673,211 

0.3500 

0.3500 

37,356 

2014 

Locust  Creek  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,877,367 

0.1000 

0.1000 

6,162,797 

0.1000 

0.1000 

6,163 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,877,367 

0.5000 

0.5000 

6,162,797 

0.5000 

0.5000 

30,814 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,877,367 

0.3516 

0.3516 

A 

6,162,797 

0.3516 

0.3516 

21,668 

2014 

Marceline  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,872,479 

0.0997 

0.0997 

5,102,540 

0.0997 

0.0997 

5,087 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,872,479 

0.4984 

0.4984 

5,102,540 

0.4984 

0.4984 

25,431 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,872,479 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

5,102,540 

0.3500 

0.3500 

17,859 

2014 

North  Salem  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,220,729 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,285,284 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,285 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

As^psspfl  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Linn 

North  Salem  Township  of  Linn  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,220,729 

0.5000 

0  5000 

2,285,284 

0  5000 

0  5000 

1 1 ,426 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,220,729 

0.3545 

0.3545 

A 

2,285,284 

0.3545 

0.3545 

8,101 

Parson  Creek  Township  of  Linn  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,998,241 

0.1000 

0.1000 

8,503,787 

0.1000 

0.1000 

8,504 

Rr\nri  Jir  Rrincf 

IvWtlU  OC  l_J  1 1L1 

7,998,241 

0.4792 

0.4792 

8,503,787 

0.4792 

0.4792 

40,750 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,998,241 

0.3565 

0.3565 

A 

8,503,787 

0.3565 

0.3565 

30,316 

Yellow  Creek  Township  of  Linn  Co 

fTPnpral  Rpveniip 

VJ  ^11*^/1  til  1\  ^  V  ^/ 1 1  LI  V_/ 

7,083,959 

0.0802 

0  0802 

7,230,227 

0  0802 

0  0802 

5,799 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,083,959 

0.3661 

0.3661 

7,230,227 

0.3661 

0.3661 

26,470 

Snppial  RoaH  PinH  Rrirlcp 

7,083,959 

0.3500 

0  3500 

A 

7,230,227 

0.3500 

0.3500 

25,306 

Laclede  Community  Fire  Prot  Dist 

frpnpinl  Rpvpnnp 

VJL^ll^-l  Cll  Ivb  V  »^/llLI^/ 

10,097,616 

0.2473 

0.2473 

10,673,211 

0.2473 

0.2473 

26,395 

Linneus  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

8,782,306 

0.3000 

0.3000 

8,984,459 

0.3000 

0.3000 

26,953 

Linn  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

139,934,490 

0.2100 

0.2100 

140,401,844 

0.2380 

0.2380 

334,156 

Linn  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

17,598,875 

3.9084 

3.9084 

E 

18,080,266 

3.9054 

3.9054 

706,107 

Bucklin  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,940,707 

4.3460 

4.3460 

E 

10,336,784 

4.3496 

4.3496 

449,609 

Meadville  R-IV  School  District 

Onpintino  FnnHs-Srhonl'N 

14,485,440 

4.5484 

3.9205 

15,428,354 

4.5385 

3  8638 

596,121 

Debt  Service 

14,485,440 

1.5165 

1.0500 

15,428,354 

1.6094 

1.0500 

161,998 

Marceline  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds -Schools 

36,541,680 

3.9968 

3.9968 

E 

37,049,790 

4.0013 

4.0000 

1,481,992 

Debt  Service 

36,541,680 

0.9037 

0.8000 

37,049,790 

0.9110 

0.8000 

296,398 

Brookfield  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

58,6  /2,034 

3.3  /80 

3.3780 

E 

56,853,743 

4.1251 

4.0905 

2,325,602 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

56,853,743 

0.4287 

0.0000 

0 

Debt  Service 

JO,o  /Z,U34 

U.63U4 

0.6600 

56,853,743 

0.7017 

0.6600 

375,235 

Linn  County 

General  Revenue 

1  an  on /i  /ion 
139,894,490 

U.2988 

0.0725 

140,401,844 

0.2998 

0.0725 

101,791 

Senate  Bill  40 

i  in  t>n/i  /too 
139, 594,490 

0. 1976 

0.1976 

140,401,844 

0.1983 

0.1983 

278,417 

Senior  Services 

1      QO/t  /ton 

u.U4y  / 

0.0497 

140,401,844 

0.0499 

0.0499 

70,061 

Livingston 

Livingston  County  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

163,716,387 

0.1315 

0.1100 

166,328,057 

0.1316 

0.1200 

199,594 

Livingston  County  Nursing  Home  Dist 

General  Revenue 

163,716,387 

0.1500 

0.1500 

166,328,057 

0.1500 

0.1500 

249,492 

City  of  Chillicothe 

General  Revenue 

92,246,251 

0.6583 

0.6583 

91,167,014 

0.6760 

0.6760 

616,289 

Parks  &  Recreation 

92,246,251 

0.1850 

0.1850 

91,167,014 

0.1900 

0.1900 

173,217 

Tpmn  dpii  TnHn*;  Tmn 

92,246,251 

0.0000 

0  0000 

91,167,014 

0  0000 

0  0000 

0 

City  of  Chula 

General  Revenue 

1,045,169 

0.9753 

0.9753 

1,131,185 

0.9753 

0.9753 

11,032 

Village  of  Ludlow 

General  Revenue 

618,055 

0.9344 

0.9344 

620,641 

0.9705 

0.9705 

6,023 

Village  of  Mooresville 

General  Revenue 

638,960 

0.4827 

0.4827 

610,117 

0.5055 

0.5055 

3,084 

City  of  Wfieeling 

General  Revenue 

1,063,087 

0.6685 

0.6685 

1,118,337 

0.6773 

0.6773 

7,574 

Livingston  County  Memorial  Library 

General  Revenue 

163,716,387 

0.2700 

0.2700 

166,328,057 

0.2700 

0.2700 

449,086 

Debt  Service 

163,716,387 

0.1751 

0.1751 

166,328,057 

0.1502 

0.1502 

249,825 

RIiip  Mniinii  Tnwn^hin  T  ivinp'strin  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,648,885 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,651,401 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,651 

Road  Rrirlop 

5,648,885 

0.5000 

0  5000 

5  65 1  40 1 

0  5000 

0  5000 

28,257 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,648,885 

0.3482 

0.3482 

A 

5,651,401 

0.3482 

0.3482 

19,678 

diillipothp  TViwtTitiin  T  i virion tnn  Pn 

lipripral  Rpvpiiiip 

106,907,555 

0.1000 

0.1000 

107,724,556 

0.1000 

0.1000 

107  725 

Road  &  Bridge 

106,907,555 

0.2796 

0.2796 

107,724,556 

0.2802 

0.2802 

301,844 

Cream  Ridge  Township,  Livingston  Co 

General  Revenue 

6,076,168 

0.0980 

0.0980 

6,332,574 

0.0980 

0.0980 

6,206 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,076,168 

0.4167 

0.4167 

6,332,574 

0.4167 

0.4167 

26,388 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,076,168 

0.2422 

0.2422 

6,332,574 

0.2422 

0.2422 

15,337 

Grand  River  Township,  Livingston  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,813,252 

0.0954 

0.0954 

4,061,871 

0.0954 

0.0954 

3,875 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,813,252 

0.5000 

0.5000 

4,061,871 

0.5000 

0.5000 

20,309 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,813,252 

0.3470 

0.3470 

4,061,871 

0.3470 

0.3470 

14,095 

Green  Township  of  Livingston  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,996,141 

0.0957 

0.0957 

4,076,397 

0.0962 

0.0962 

3,921 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,996,141 

0.4784 

0.4784 

4,076,397 

0.4808 

0.4808 

19,599 

Jackson  Township  of  Livingston  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,327,516 

0.0983 

0.0983 

7,756,773 

0.0983 

0.0983 

7,625 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,327,516 

0.2964 

0.2964 

7,756,773 

0.2964 

0.2964 

22,991 

Expiration 
Year 


2014 


2014 


2014 


BE 

A  2018 


2014 


2013 


2012 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Livingston 

Jackson  Township  of  Livingston  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,327,516 

0.3400 

0.3400 

A 

7,756,773 

0.3400 

0.3400 

26,373 

2014 

Medicine  Township  of  Livingston  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,033,632 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,148,935 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,149 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,033,632 

0.4252 

0.4252 

2,148,935 

0.4252 

0.4252 

9,137 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,033,632 

0.3045 

0.3045 

A 

2,148,935 

0.3045 

0.3045 

6,544 

2014 

Monroe  Township  of  Livingston  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,148,020 

0.0976 

0.0976 

4,190,757 

0.0976 

0.0976 

4,090 

Road  &  Bridpe 

4,148,020 

0.4557 

0.4557 

4,190,757 

0.4557 

0.4557 

19,097 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,148,020 

0.3436 

0.3436 

4,190,757 

0.3436 

0.3436 

14,399 

2012 

Mooresville  Township  Livingston  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,644,028 

0.0929 

0.0929 

3,570,576 

0.0989 

0.0989 

3,531 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,644,028 

0.4646 

0.4646 

3,570,576 

0.4948 

0.4948 

17,667 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,644,028 

0.3252 

0.3252 

3,570,576 

0.3464 

0.3464 

12,368 

2012 

Rich  Hill  Township  of  Livingston  Co 

General  Revenue 

7,550,973 

0.1000 

0.1000 

7,910,830 

0.1000 

0.1000 

7,911 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,550,973 

0.4564 

0.4564 

7,910,830 

0.4564 

0.4564 

36,105 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,550,973 

0.3367 

0.3367 

A 

7,910,830 

0.3367 

0.3367 

26,636 

2014 

Sampsel  Township  of  Livingston  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,944,793 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,047,795 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,048 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,944,793 

0.4708 

0.4708 

4,047,795 

0.4708 

0.4708 

19,057 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,944,793 

0.2500 

0.2500 

4,047,795 

0.2500 

0.2500 

10.1 19 

2013 

Wheeling  Township  of  Livingston  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,721,214 

0.0967 

0.0967 

3,919,113 

0.0967 

0.0967 

3,790 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,721,214 

0.4838 

0.4838 

3,919,113 

0.4838 

0.4838 

18,961 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,721,214 

0.3386 

0.3386 

3,919,113 

0.3386 

0.3386 

13,270 

2012 

Fairview  Township  of  Livingston  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,815,639 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,936,480 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,936 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,815,639 

0.4591 

0.4591 

4,936,480 

0.4603 

0.4603 

22,723 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,815,639 

0.3500 

0.3500 

4,936,480 

0.3500 

0.3500 

17,278 

2012 

Green  Township  Fire  District 

General  Revenue 

3,996,141 

0.5263 

0.5263 

4,076,397 

0.5289 

0.5289 

21,560 

Mooresville  Township  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

3,644,028 

0.2788 

0.2788 

3,570,573 

0.2970 

0.2970 

10,605 

Livingston  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

163,716,387 

0.2500 

0.2500 

166,328,057 

0.2500 

0.2500 

415,820 

Southwest  Livingston  Co  R-I  Sch  Dis 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

10,866,129 

4.4700 

4.4700 

E 

10,994,143 

4.4700 

4.4700 

491,438 

E 

Livingston  Co  R-III  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

6,208,301 

5.2050 

4.6571 

6,485,192 

5.1951 

4.5929 

297,858 

Chillicothe  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1  n  on  1  <£n 
13z,U91,JOU 

q  ^ann 
3.03UU 

3.6300 

E 

134,074,808 

3.6300 

3.6300 

4,866,916 

E 

Capital  Projects 

1  n  no  1  <An 

U.  IzUU 

0.1200 

134,074,808 

0.1200 

0.1200 

160,890 

2023 

Debt  Service 

1  n  on  1  <*;n 
132,091,360 

1  nmo 
1.0928 

0.5400 

134,074,808 

0.5764 

0.5400 

724,004 

Livingston  County 

General  Revenue 

103,  /  10, 3o  1 

u.uuuu 

0.0000 

166,328,057 

0.3342 

0.0300 

49,898 

Developmentally  Disabled 

lt>3,  /  10,35  / 

n  i  nnn 
U.  1UUU 

0.1000 

166,328,057 

0.1000 

0.1000 

166,328 

McDonald 

City  of  Anderson 

General  Revenue 

14,825,686 

0.2243 

0.2243 

15,098,582 

0.2247 

0.2247 

33,927 

General  Revenue-Temp 

14,825,686 

0.3443 

0.3443 

15,098,582 

0.3449 

0.3449 

52,075 

2012 

Debt  Service 

14,825,686 

0.1300 

0.0000 

** 

#* 

#* 

fitv  nf  fTonHmnn 

freneinl  Revenue 

8,074,130 

0.6332 

0.6332 

8  204  7 1 6 

0.6332 

0.6332 

51,952 

City  of  Lanagan 

General  Revenue 

1,318,935 

0.6936 

0.6698 

1,326,126 

0.7008 

0.7008 

9,293 

iitv  nf  Pinpvi  1  le 

f^pnerfil  Revenue 

6,236,476 

0.4825 

0.4825 

6,344,350 

0.4840 

0.4840 

30  707 

City  of  Southwest  City 

General  Revenue 

14,731,163 

0.6500 

0.6500 

14,914,965 

0.6500 

0.6500 

96,947 

Debt  Service 

14,731,163 

0.1823 

0.1823 

14,914,965 

0.1699 

0.1699 

25,341 

McDonald  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

Z3z, ol8,9/z 

n  i  nnn 
U.1UUU 

0.1000 

230,337,601 

0.1000 

0.1000 

230,338 

Goodman  Area  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

2o,lo6,lM 

n  innn 
0.3000 

0.3000 

27,284,757 

0.3000 

0.3000 

81,854 

McDonald  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

201,892,847 

2.8500 

2.7500 

F 

198,681,943 

2.8500 

2.7500 

5,463,753 

F 

Debt  Service 

201,892,847 

0.8206 

0.6700 

198,681,943 

0.8693 

0.6700 

1,331,169 

McDonald  County 

Road  &  Bridge 

232,618,972 

0.0000 

0.0000 

230,337,601 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Macon 

Macon  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

185,338,681 

0.1450 

0.1450 

189,294,684 

0.1450 

0.1450 

274,477 

Samaritan  Memorial  Hospital 

General  Revenue 

185,338,681 

0.1934 

0.1934 

189,294,684 

0.1934 

0.1934 

366,096 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Macon 

La  Plata  Nursing  Home  District 

General  Revenue 

40,559,651 

0.1432 

0.1432 

41,725,658 

0.1432 

0.1432 

59,751 

Macon  County  Nursing  Home  District 

Maintenance 

149,046,808 

0.1452 

0.1452 

151,822,923 

0.1452 

0.1452 

220,447 

Hudson  Spec  Rd  Dist  Macon  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

77,333,906 

0.2830 

0.2830 

77,854,355 

0.2830 

0.2800 

217,992 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

77,333,906 

0.2000 

0.2000 

77,854,355 

0.2000 

0.2000 

155,709 

La  Plata  Spec  Rd  Dist  Macon  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

13,983,059 

0.3116 

0.3116 

14,236,227 

0.3116 

0.3116 

44,360 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

13,983,059 

0.3500 

0.3500 

** 

** 

** 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

14,236,227 

0.3590 

0.3590 

51,108 

City  of  Atlanta 

General  Revenue 

1,722,658 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1,690,461 

1.0000 

1.0000 

16,905 

City  of  Bevier 

General  Revenue 

3,378,579 

0.7804 

0.7804 

3,395,574 

0.7804 

0.7804 

26,499 

Lights 

3,378,579 

0.2772 

0.2772 

3,395,574 

0.2772 

0.2772 

9,413 

City  of  Callao 

General  Revenue 

1,155,308 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1, 148,404 

1.0000 

1.0000 

11,484 

Debt  Service 

1,155,308 

1.2037 

1.2037 

1,148,404 

0.3442 

0.3442 

3,953 

City  of  Elmer 

General  Revenue 

469,980 

0.9700 

0.9700 

510,420 

0.9700 

0.9700 

4,951 

City  of  Ethel 

General  Revenue 

360,984 

0.8229 

0.8229 

351,438 

0.8454 

0.8454 

2,971 

City  of  La  Plata 

General  Revenue 

9,474,510 

0.8084 

0.8084 

9,552,965 

0.8084 

0.8084 

77,226 

Parks  &  Recreation 

9,474,510 

0.1851 

0.1851 

9,552,965 

0.1851 

0.1851 

17,683 

Library 

9,474,510 

0.1851 

0.1851 

9,552,965 

0.1851 

0.1851 

17,683 

City  of  Macon 

General  Revenue 

58,923,657 

0.5952 

0.5952 

59,468,215 

0.5952 

0.5952 

353,955 

Library 

58,923,657 

0.2381 

0.2381 

59,468,215 

0.2381 

0.2381 

141,594 

City  of  New  Cambria 

General  Revenue 

1,063,115 

0.8864 

0.8864 

1,087,210 

0.8864 

0.8864 

9,637 

Village  of  South  Gifford 

General  Revenue 

113,507 

0.5000 

0.5000 

101,159 

0.5000 

0.5000 

506 

La  Plata  Community  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

29,432,638 

0.4362 

0.4362 

30,301,400 

0.4362 

0.4362 

132,175 

Bevier  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

19,241,690 

0.2986 

0.2986 

19,732,168 

0.2986 

0.2986 

58,920 

Macon  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

185,338,681 

0.1450 

0.1450 

189,294,684 

0.1450 

0.1450 

274,477 

Atlanta  C-3  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

13,201,809 

3.6004 

3.6004 

E 

13,383,710 

3.9595 

3.6463 

488,010 

Bevier  C-4  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

11,478,173 

3.8298 

3.8298 

E 

11,453,936 

3.8308 

3.8308 

438,777 

La  Plata  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

23,323,997 

3.3707 

3.3707 

E 

23,763,529 

3.3691 

3.3691 

800,617 

Debt  Service 

23,323,997 

1.4616 

1.3000 

23,763,529 

1.3215 

1.3000 

308,926 

Macon  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

94,119,452 

3.2866 

3.2866 

E 

95,675,545 

3.2496 

3.2496 

3,109,073 

Callao  C-8  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

5,3""»u73 

5.2688 

4.5742 

5,535,018 

5.1872 

4.3839 

242,650 

iviacon      k-iv  ocnooi  uisincL 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1U,OOo,1ZU 

A  snnn 

E 

10,917,834 

^.OJUU 

t.  JUUU 

Macon  County 

General  Revenue 

1  oJ,jJo,Do  1 

n  zti  ss 

U.4  1 OJ 

U.Z  JUU 

189,294,684 

U.^+l  o  J 

U.Z  JZU 

Common  Road  District 

U.J  loy 

n  ^  1  m 

U.j  1  oy 

97,204,102 

U.J  1  oy 

U.J  1  Oy 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

u.j  jut; 

U.J  JUU 

A 

97,204,102 

U.J  JUU 

U.J  JUU 

i/i  n  i]  a 

J4U.Z  1 4 

Developmentally  Disabled 

1QC  -3-3Q  £Q1 

u.uyo  / 

u.uyo  / 

189,294,684 

u.uyo  / 

u.uyo  / 

1  81  OAS 

Madison 

Madison  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

110,672,051 

0.3000 

0.3000 

104,985,148 

0.3000 

0.3000 

314,955 

Village  of  Cobalt  City 

General  Revenue 

926,681 

0.1989 

0.1989 

939,669 

0.2066 

0.2066 

1,941 

City  of  Fredericktown 

General  Revenue 

33,484,554 

0.6968 

0.6968 

33,645,091 

0.7137 

0.7137 

240,125 

Parks  &  Recreation 

33,484,554 

0.1209 

0.1209 

33,645,091 

0.1238 

0.1238 

41,653 

Village  of  Junction  City 

General  Revenue 

1,987,460 

0.2422 

0.2374 

2,015,114 

0.2440 

0.2440 

4,917 

City  of  Marquand 

General  Revenue 

1,144,560 

0.7756 

0.7756 

914,610 

1.0000 

1.0000 

9,146 

Madison  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

110,672,051 

0.0987 

0.0987 

104,985,148 

0.1000 

0.1000 

104,985 

Marquand-Zion  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

10,276,730 

3.4336 

3.4336 

E 

10,510,440 

3.5074 

3.5074 

368,643 

Debt  Service 

10,276,730 

0.5599 

0.5000 

10,510,440 

1.1760 

0.5000 

52,552 

Fredericktown  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

93,132,647 

3.1957 

3.1957 

E 

94,235,985 

3.2000 

3.2000 

3,015,552 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

** 

** 

94,235,985 

0.7000 

0.7000 

659,652 

Operating-Temporary 

93,132,647 

0.6982 

0.6982 

** 

#* 

Madison  County 

General  Revenue 

110,672,051 

0.3989 

0.1969 

104,985,148 

0.4280 

0.1969 

206,716 

Library 

110,672,051 

0.0987 

0.0987 

104,985,148 

0.1000 

0.1000 

104,985 

Expiration 
Year 


2012 

2011 
A  2015 


2014 


2023 
2023 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Madison 

Madison  County 

Road  &  Bridge 

110,6/z,0M 

n  oo/ca 
U.zou3 

0.2863 

104,985,148 

0.3072 

0.2863 

300,572 

Hospital 

1  iU,t>  t 

(\  1  O/l  1 

U.  iy43 

0.1943 

** 

Senate  Bill  40 

1  iU,t>/z,Uji 

n  i  O/i  i 
U.  iy43 

0.1943 

104,985,148 

0.2000 

0.1943 

203,986 

Maries 

Miaries-Osage  Ambu.l3.ncc  District 

General  Revenue 

80,472,455 

0.1870 

0.1870 

81,298,503 

0.1876 

0.1876 

152,516 

Ozark  Central  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

72,354,215 

0.2728 

0.2728 

73,151,583 

0.2728 

0.2728 

199,558 

Belle  Special  Road  Dist  No.  6 

Road  &  Bridge 

11,431,870 

0.2355 

0.2355 

11,442,456 

0.2356 

0.2356 

26,958 

Snpr  RH  Di*;t  Nn  8  lVTarip*;  Cnnntv 

Road  &  Bridge 

8,211,756 

0.2237 

0.2237 

8,266,159 

0.2267 

0.2267 

18,739 

City  of  Vienna 

General  Revenue 

7,974,717 

0.6038 

0.6038 

8,198,429 

0.6038 

0.6038 

49,502 

City  of  Belle 

General  Revenue 

11,451,638 

0.7098 

0.7098 

11,468,747 

0.7098 

0.7098 

81,405 

Parks  &  Recreation 

11,451,638 

0.1543 

0.1543 

11,468,747 

0.1543 

0.1543 

17,696 

Maries  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

111,794,347 

0.1612 

0.1612 

114,479,224 

0.1612 

0.1612 

184,541 

Maries  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

45,188,590 

3.3298 

3.3298 

E 

46,260,010 

3.3366 

3.3366 

1,543,511 

Debt  Service 

0.5422 

0.4000 

46,260,010 

0.5110 

0.4000 

185,040 

Maries  Co  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

3  /,oU4,yjo 

in  £.1 
3.31o/ 

3.3167 

E 

58,595,523 

3.3167 

3.3167 

1,943,438 

Maries  County 

General  Revenue 

111   ~7CiA  1  AH 

lll,/y4,34/ 

n  A  ii£. 
U.4/30 

0.3628 

114,479,224 

0.4736 

0.3697 

423,230 

Road  #1 

AQ  Qin  AQ  A 

45,Jiy,4o4 

U.2/33 

0.2753 

49,332,038 

0.2769 

0.2769 

136,600 

Road  #2 

A  ^  111  1Q1 
4j,  /  /3,3o  / 

n  iAn& 

0.2406 

47,348,982 

0.2406 

0.2406 

113,922 

Marion 

Marion  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

378,981,413 

0.2277 

0.0000 

386,125,092 

0.2277 

0.0000 

0 

Pension 

378,981,413 

0.0474 

0.0474 

386,125,092 

0.0474 

0.0474 

183,023 

Marion  Co  Nursing  Home  District 

General  Revenue 

367,133,184 

0.1417 

0.1417 

374,560,176 

0.1417 

0.1417 

530,752 

Citv  nf  Hannihal 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

211,918,892 

0.7329 

0.7329 

213,449,589 

0.7332 

0.7332 

1  565  012 

Library 

211,918,892 

0.2794 

0.2794 

213,449,589 

0.2795 

0.2795 

596,592 

Police  &  Fire 

211,918,892 

0.1287 

0.1287 

213,449,589 

0.1287 

0.1287 

274,710 

City  of  Palmyra 

General  Revenue 

34,735,710 

0.6465 

0.6465 

36,579,056 

0.6465 

0.6465 

236,484 

Marion  Cnnntv  T  ihrarv  Snbrlist  #1 

IVXCll  1LJU  ^  w  Li  1 1 L  V    IjlUl  Lil  y    i_>  Li     LI  1  l>  I  IT  1 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

\J  ^11*^1  at  l\  ^  V  L.  1 1  LI  L. 

#* 

117,698,663 

0.1534 

0.1500 

176,548 

Marion  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

367,133,184 

0.1417 

0.1405 

374,560,176 

0.1417 

0.1417 

530,752 

Marion  Co  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

12,926,584 

4.1462 

4.1130 

E 

14,142,520 

4.1098 

3.9830 

563,297 

Dpbt  Sprvirp 

12,926,584 

0.3370 

0.3370 

14,142,520 

0.3984 

0.3370 

47,660 

Palmyra  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

115,172,081 

3.5788 

3.4300 

E 

117,745,453 

3.5713 

3.3600 

3,956,247 

Debt  Service 

115,172,081 

0.8246 

0.6800 

117,745,453 

0.7046 

0.6800 

800,669 

Hannibal  60  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1QA  ZCiA  nc 

Z54,jy4,J  / 3 

1  AQ11 

3.4833 

2.8199 

287,587,863 

3.4830 

2.8199 

8,109,690 

Debt  Service 

HQ  A  KCiA  n« 

zo4,jy4,J  /j 

1  1  mo 
l.iy32 

0.6000 

287,587,863 

1.2368 

0.6000 

1,725,527 

Marion  County 

General  Revenue 

i£.i  m  i  o,i 
Jo/, 133,184 

n  in/; 
U.  13 lo 

0.0659 

374,560,176 

0.4278 

0.1250 

468,200 

Road  &  Bridge 

1£.1   1  11    1  QA 

3o/, 133, 184 

0.3205 

374,560,176 

0.3208 

0.3208 

1,201,589 

Senate  Bill  40 

16.1  1  11  1  QA 
30/, 133, 184 

U.  13zZ 

0.1322 

374,560,176 

0.1322 

0.1322 

495,169 

Mercer 

Mercer  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

59,209,366 

0.3300 

0.3300 

61,490,991 

0.3300 

0.3300 

202,920 

City  of  Miercer 

General  Revenue 

1,852,842 

0.7850 

0.7850 

1,969,147 

0.7850 

0.7850 

15,458 

Streets 

1,852,842 

0.4374 

0.4374 

1,969,147 

0.4374 

0.4374 

8,613 

Citv  nf  Prinrptnn 

General  Revenue 

8,281,409 

0.9159 

0.9159 

8,406,518 

0.9159 

0.9159 

76,995 

Band 

8,281,409 

0.1000 

0.1000 

8,406,518 

0.1000 

0.1000 

8,407 

Village  of  South  Lineville 

General  Revenue 

368,872 

0.4044 

0.4044 

436,940 

0.4044 

0.4044 

1,767 

Mercer  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

59,209,366 

0.2000 

0.2000 

61,490,991 

0.2000 

0.2000 

122,982 

Harrison  Township  of  Mercer  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,951,706 

0.0998 

0.0998 

3,096,393 

0.0998 

0.0998 

3,090 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,951,706 

0.4988 

0.4988 

3,096,393 

0.4988 

0.4988 

15,445 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,951,706 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

3,096,393 

0.3500 

0.3500 

10,837 

Expiration 
Year 


2014 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Mercer 

Lindley  Township  of  Mercer  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,417,409 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,484,839 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,485 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,417,409 

0.5000 

0.5000 

2,484,839 

0.5000 

0.5000 

12,424 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,417,409 

0.3557 

0.3557 

A 

2,484,839 

0.3557 

0.3557 

8,839 

2014 

MaHisnn  Tnwn<;hin  of  Merrer  Cn 

frpnpral  Rpvpmip 

2,714,763 

0.0979 

0.0979 

2,827,475 

0.0979 

0.0979 

2,768 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,714,763 

0.4894 

0.4894 

2,827,475 

0.4894 

0.4894 

13,838 

Snprial  RnaH  and  Rrirltrp 

2,714,763 

0.3500 

0  3500 

A 

2,827,475 

0  3500 

0  3500 

9,896 

2014 

Marion  Township  of  Mercer  Co 

General  Revenue 

9,353,427 

0.0981 

0.0981 

9,850,706 

0.0981 

0.0981 

9,664 

Road  &  Rrirlop 

9,353,427 

0.4224 

0.4224 

9,850,706 

0.4224 

0.4224 

4 1 ,609 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

9,353,427 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

9,850,706 

0.3500 

0.3500 

34,477 

2014 

Medicine  Township  of  Mercer  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,901,776 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,032,395 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,032 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,901,776 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,032,395 

0.5000 

0.5000 

15,162 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,901,776 

0.3528 

0.3528 

A 

3,032,395 

0.3528 

0.3528 

10,698 

2014 

Morgan  Township  of  Mercer  Co 

General  Revenue 

19,190,860 

0.1000 

0.1000 

20,927,138 

0.1000 

0.1000 

20,927 

Road  &  Bridge 

19,190,860 

0.3500 

0.3500 

20,927,138 

0.3500 

0.3500 

73,245 

Ravanna  Township  of  Mercer  Co 

General  Revenue 

8,058,984 

0.1000 

0.1000 

7,938,494 

0.1000 

0.1000 

7,938 

Road  &  Bridse 

8,058,984 

0.5000 

0.5000 

7,938,494 

0.5000 

0.5000 

39,692 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

8,058,984 

0.3555 

0.3555 

A 

7,938,494 

0.3555 

0.3555 

28,221 

2014 

Somerset  Township  of  Mercer  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,248,122 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,620,356 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,620 

Road  &  RriHpe 

5,248,122 

0.5000 

0.5000 

4,620,356 

0.5000 

0.5000 

23,102 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,248,122 

0.3553 

0.3553 

A 

4,620,356 

0.3553 

0.3553 

16,416 

2014 

Washington  Township  of  Mercer  Co 

General  Revenue 

6,372,319 

0.0939 

0.0939 

6,713,194 

0.0939 

0.0939 

6,304 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,372,319 

0.4693 

0.4693 

6,713,194 

0.4693 

0.4693 

31,505 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,372,319 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

6,713,194 

0.3500 

0.3500 

23,496 

2014 

Mercer  County  Fire  Protection  Dist 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

\— IV^llL/l  £11  1VL  V 

34,192,276 

0.3000 

0  3000 

36,348,667 

0  3000 

0  3000 

109,046 

Mercer  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

16,182,456 

0.2992 

0.2992 

16,137,062 

0.3000 

0.3000 

48,411 

lVTprppr  Cnnntv  Hpalth  Dpnartmpnt 

IVX^l  V^V^l             LIU  IV    1  1  C  tl  1  1 1  1  I^S^lfCll  1111<_,11 1 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

\— l^ll^ldl  IVV^  V  K-'ll  Ll<_/ 

59,209,366 

0.3000 

0  3000 

61,490,991 

0  3000 

0  3000 

184/173 

North  Mercer  Co  R-III  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

13,550,057 

5.2203 

4.7108 

13,399,284 

5.2276 

641,544 

Debt  Service 

13,550,057 

0.5989 

0.5300 

13,399,284 

0.0792 

0.0792 

10,612 

Princeton  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

11  z£n  Q  AH 
J  J, JO  /, 54  / 

4.  /JUU 

4.0094 

35,657,863 

4.7500 

4.7500 

1,693,748 

Debt  Service 

11  Q£H  Q/l-7 
3  j,JO  /,54  / 

1 .10  1 J 

1.2500 

35,657,863 

0.8769 

0.8769 

312,684 

Mercer  County 

General  Revenue 

<Q  TOO  QAA 

U.4UUU 

0.2782 

61,490,991 

0.4000 

0.2644 

162,582 

Road  &  Bridge 

<Q  TOO  QAA 

n  i  ?nn 

0.0000 

61,490,991 

0.1500 

0.0000 

0 

Senior  Services 

<Q  TOO  QAA 

U.UDUU 

0.0500 

61,490,991 

0.0500 

0.0500 

30,745 

Miller 

Miller  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

244,032,174 

0.0000 

0.0000 

246,418,728 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Miller  County  Nursing  Home  District 

General  Revenue 

369,745,690 

0.1141 

0.1141 

373,585,070 

0.1144 

0.1144 

427,381 

Debt  Sprvirp 

369,745,690 

0.0777 

0  0600 

373  585  070 

0.0909 

0  0600 

224,151 

Rapnell  Snec  Rri  Dist  Miller  Co 

IJUgll^ll  kj  l_f  ^  ^  1VU  L/lJL  ±V1111<_,1  vj 

Road  &  Rridpp 

107,959,270 

0.1708 

0.1708 

108,887,953 

0.1717 

0.1717 

186,961 

PCfiispr  Snprial  RnaH  Dist  IVIillpr  C^r\ 

1viUi>L1                         1\U CIKA  LV1AI  ±VJ.lliei  VJ 

Ronrl  Mr  Rnrlop 

69,489,420 

0.1772 

0.1772 

58,635,065 

0.2141 

0.2141 

125  538 

Citv  of  Racnpll 

General  Revenue 

560,145 

0.4525 

0.4525 

550,500 

0.4935 

0.4935 

2,717 

Village  of  Brumley 

General  Revenue 

419,519 

0.4679 

0.4679 

421,509 

0.4678 

0.4678 

1,972 

City  of  Iberia 

General  Revenue 

4,520,065 

0.5325 

0.5050 

4  686  912 

0.5325 

0.5325 

24,958 

Villaop  nf  Olpan 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

V_J  C  J  1L- 1  il  1   1\L  V  Ll<_/ 

574,610 

0.3153 

0.3153 

591,356 

0.3154 

0.3154 

1,865 

Village  Ul  Jl.  CllZ,aUCLll 

LJCllCltil  I\C  veil  UC 

3,835,472 

0.2230 

0.2230 

4,073,682 

0.2230 

0.2230 

9  084 

Village  of  Tuscumbia 

General  Revenue 

1,184,484 

0.3661 

0.3661 

1,211,970 

0.3675 

0.3675 

4,454 

City  of  Lake  Ozark 

General  Revenue 

83,520,047 

0.2269 

0.2269 

84,967,841 

0.2283 

0.2283 

193,982 

Miller  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

369,745,690 

0.1255 

0.1255 

373,585,070 

0.1259 

0.1259 

470,344 

Lake  Ozark  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

429,620,764 

0.5578 

0.5578 

431,184,552 

0.5668 

0.5668 

2,443,954 

Ambulance 

429,620,764 

0.2698 

0.2698 

431,184,552 

0.2741 

0.2741 

1,181,877 

Debt  Service 

** 

** 

** 

431,184,552 

0.1116 

0.0800 

344,948 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 

A ssesserl  Value 

("Vilin  o 

V— -ClllU  li 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Miller 

Brurnley  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

20,084,553 

0.3000 

0.3000 

19,672,191 

0.3000 

0.3000 

59,017 

Tuscumbia  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

9,763,697 

0.3000 

0.3000 

9,809,372 

0.3000 

0.3000 

29,428 

Moreau  Fire  Protection  Dist  #2 

General  Revenue 

106,095,267 

0.2630 

0.2630 

106,878,577 

0.2646 

0.2646 

282,801 

St.  Elizabeth  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

12,097,657 

0.2844 

0.2844 

12,634,024 

0.2844 

0.2844 

35,931 

Iberia  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

28,147,492 

0.3000 

0.3000 

28,909,697 

0.3000 

0.3000 

86,729 

Miller  Cnnntv  Health  Center 

IVllll^-l  \— -\_7LI11LV    llL^tllLll  V^A^ll  LV^l 

General  Revenue 

VJ  ^11^1  til  IV  ^  V  ^  1 1  LI 

369,745,690 

0.1432 

0.1375 

373,585,070 

0.1436 

0.1375 

513,679 

Eldon  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

170,295,859 

3.0625 

3.0500 

E 

171,130,241 

3.0448 

3.0303 

5,185,760 

E 

Debit  Servire 

170,295,859 

0.8216 

0.5100 

171,130,241 

0.7423 

0.5100 

872,764 

Miller  Co  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

10,254,949 

3.9693 

3.7500 

E 

10,548,199 

3.8780 

3.7500 

395,557 

E 

St.  Elizabeth  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

14,173,703 

3.5710 

3.4865 

E 

14,931,749 

3.5086 

3.5086 

523,895 

E 

School  of  the  Osage  R-II  Sch  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

530,475,633 

2.5106 

2.4000 

531,506,408 

2.5471 

2.4000 

12,756,154 

Debt  Service 

cif\  Aic 

530,4/5,633 

0.3515 

0.3200 

531,506,408 

0.3217 

0.3200 

1,700,821 

Iberia  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

jO,J03,8  ID 

3.OJ30 

3.6530 

E 

31,617,137 

3.6509 

3.6509 

1,154,310 

E 

Miller  County 

General  Revenue 

qao  hag  (;nn 
369,  /45,690 

0.2595 

0.0512 

373,585,070 

0.2603 

0.0845 

315,679 

Road  &  Bridge 

1  Q  1  OAf\  OOQ 

iyi,y4tj,ozy 

U.ZJ  JO 

0.2556 

194,591,524 

0.2557 

0.2557 

497,571 

Developmentally  Disabled 

3o9,  /45,09U 

it  don 
0.0532 

0.0832 

373,585,070 

0.0834 

0.0834 

311,570 

Senior  Services 

qao  n A  c  ton 
369,  /45,690 

0.0483 

0.0483 

373,585,070 

0.0484 

0.0484 

180,815 

Mississippi 

Mississinni  Cnnntv  Amhnlanre  Dist 

General  Revenue 

VJL^llV./l  £11  IVL-  V  ^.llLl^ 

143,325,838 

0.2992 

0.2992 

148,928,836 

0.2992 

0.2992 

445,595 

City  of  Anniston 

General  Revenue 

1,246,208 

0.5372 

0.5372 

1,396,244 

0.5372 

0.5372 

7,501 

City  of  Bertrand 

General  Revenue 

4,927,245 

0.5223 

0.5223 

4,990,139 

0.5223 

0.5223 

26,063 

City  of  Charleston 

General  Revenue 

30,041,191 

0.7000 

0.7000 

30,892,530 

0.7000 

0.7000 

216,248 

Parks  &  Recreation 

30,041,191 

0.1800 

0.1800 

30,892,530 

0.1800 

0.1800 

55,607 

City  of  East  Prairie 

General  Revenue 

17,580,419 

0.7411 

0.7411 

18,105,469 

0.7411 

0.7411 

134,180 

Villaoe  nf 'Wilson  Gitv 

V  llllli,^   VJl     11  llCJLJll  V^lLV 

General  Revenue 

292,677 

0.4210 

0.4210 

276,919 

0.4449 

O.4449 

1,232 

City  of  Wyatt 

General  Revenue 

1,608,502 

0.7930 

0.7930 

1,609,732 

0.7939 

0.7939 

12,780 

Mississippi  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

143,325,838 

0.2048 

0.2048 

148,928,836 

0.2048 

0.2048 

305,006 

Mississippi  (Scott)  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

67,100,193 

0.1300 

0.1200 

70,487,311 

0.1300 

0.1200 

84,585 

lVTississinni  Cnnntv  Senate  Rill  4-0 

1V11  J>CJ1lJl>1IJ  IJl  \— -\_7LI111Y    Ok^llLllA,   1_J  1  1  1  i\J 

General  Revenue 

VJ  ^11^.1  Lll  IV  ^  V     1 1  LI 

143,325,838 

0.1229 

0.1229 

148,928,836 

0.1229 

0.1229 

183  034 

Mississippi  County  Health  Dept 

General  Revenue 

143,325,838 

0.0998 

0.0998 

148,928,836 

0.0998 

0.0998 

148,631 

East  Prairie  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

58,251,180 

2.8970 

2.7500 

F 

60,815,731 

2.8923 

2.7500 

1,672,433 

F 

Debt  Service 

CO  Kl  ion 

56,251,180 

n  T~i  A  o 

0.  /249 

0.3500 

60,815,731 

0.7317 

0.3500 

212,855 

Charleston  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

T2  HOI  O/IT 

/3, 753,94/ 

z.  /  jUO 

2.7500 

E 

77,289,329 

2.8278 

2.8257 

2,183,965 

E 

Mississippi  County 

General  Revenue 

1  A1  HOC  U1C 

143,325,835 

n  Aim 
0.4/  10 

0.3146 

148,928,836 

0.4710 

0.3200 

476,572 

Johnson  Grass 

14J,JZJ,538 

n  n/loc 
U.04yo 

0.0498 

148,928,836 

0.0498 

0.0498 

74,167 

Road  &  Bridge 

143,325,835 

n  q  A  fi  i 
U.3491 

0.3491 

148,928,836 

0.3491 

0.3491 

519,911 

Moniteau 

Mid  Mo  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

488,367,633 

0.0000 

0.0000 

490,696,618 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

City  of  California 

General  Revenue 

45,181,774 

0.3982 

0.3982 

47,008,899 

0.3982 

0.3982 

187,189 

Parks  &  Recreation 

45,181,774 

0.1572 

0.1572 

47,008,899 

0.1572 

0.1572 

73,898 

Citv  nf  ("Marlcshnro 

frpnprjil  Rpvpnup 

V_l     1  11.  1  il  1  AVeVeilLie 

1,674,304 

0.9600 

0.9600 

1  669  903 

0.9625 

0.9625 

16,073 

Gitv  nf  Tamestnwn 

frpnpral  Rpvpnup 

3,145,237 

0.8387 

0.8387 

3,125,771 

0.8501 

0.8501 

26,572 

C^it^r  r\~f  T  imiic 
V^-lLy  Ol  L/Lipus 

finnoril  l?p\7Pnnp 

uenciai  Revenue 

295,819 

0.7507 

0  7S07 

KJ.  1 JU  / 

296,598 

U.  /JUS 

n  7  sos 

U.  /  JUO 

2  227 

City  of  Tipton 

General  Revenue 

23,206,928 

0.7162 

0.7162 

24,106,735 

0.7189 

0.7189 

173,303 

Debt  Service 

23,206,928 

0.1367 

0.1367 

24,106,735 

0.0993 

0.0993 

23,938 

Moniteau  Co  Library  Subdistrict  Two 

General  Revenue 

47,835,047 

0.1198 

0.1198 

48,795,355 

0.1200 

0.1200 

58,554 

Moniteau  Co  Lib  Subdist-California 

General  Revenue 

45,181,774 

0.1000 

0.1000 

47,008,899 

0.1000 

0.1000 

47,009 

California  Rural  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

46,725,331 

0.1953 

0.1953 

46,872,697 

0.1961 

0.1961 

91,917 

Fortuna  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

33,539,898 

0.2863 

0.2863 

33,748,919 

0.2888 

0.2888 

97,467 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

A sspsspfl  Valnp 
iT.L>st;oai;Li  v  tunc 

Cpilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Moniteau 

Tipton  Rural  Fire  Protection  Dist 

Fire 

13,519,355 

0.2424 

0.2424 

13,712,327 

0.2424 

0.2424 

33,239 

Jamestown  Rural  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

18,497,874 

0.2748 

0.2748 

18,772,600 

0.2759 

0.2759 

51,794 

Debt  Service 

18,497,874 

0.2816 

0.1900 

18,772,600 

0.2534 

0.1900 

35,668 

Moniteau  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

176,706,352 

0.1500 

0.1500 

179,991,713 

0.1502 

0.1500 

269  988 

Moniteau  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

79,025,233 

3.0203 

3.0203 

E 

80,581,646 

2.9885 

2.9885 

2,408,182 

E 

Debt  Servirp 

79,025,233 

0.9727 

0.9438 

80,581,646 

1.0479 

0.9756 

786  1 55 

High  Point  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,209,997 

4.1232 

4.1232 

BH 

9,313,227 

4.1529 

4.1529 

386,769 

E 

Onprntinc"  Funrls-Tpmr) 

** 

*# 

## 

9,313,227 

0  3000 

0  3000 

27,940 

2021 

Onpratinp-Tpmn 

y^jij^i  citing   ±  <_,iuij 

9,209,997 

0.3000 

0  3000 

A 

#* 

** 

2021 

Moniteau  Co  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds -Schools 

8,380,041 

3.5394 

3.5394 

E 

8,491,028 

3.5420 

3.5420 

300,752 

E 

Tipton  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

42,327,963 

2.9471 

2.9471 

E 

43,482,644 

2.9013 

2.9013 

1,261,562 

E 

Debt  Service 

42,327,963 

1.2197 

1.0524 

43,482,644 

1.0985 

1.0982 

477,526 

Moniteau  Co  C-l  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1   A    C\C\Ci  AAA 

14,998,414 

3.7713 

3.7713 

E 

15,150,372 

3.8172 

3.8172 

578,320 

E 

Clarksburg  C-2  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

A  HA(\  OTA 

o,Z4U,y  /o 

j. DO /a 

3.6678 

E 

6,342,310 

3.5687 

3.5687 

226,338 

E 

Debt  Service 

A  O/IO  QHA 

O  fi^TO 

tj.ojjy 

0.6539 

6,342,310 

1.0670 

0.7200 

45,665 

Moniteau  County 

General  Revenue 

1  HA  H(\A  1^0 

n  11  CO 

0.1881 

179,991,713 

0.3363 

0.1852 

333,345 

Common  Road  District 

1  HA  H(\A  QCO 

I/O,  /Uo,Jj2 

U.24/0 

0.2470 

179,991,713 

0.2473 

0.2473 

445,120 

Developmentally  Disabled 

1  HA  H(\A  1 

1  /o,  /Uo,Jjz 

U.  1 ioz 

0.1182 

179,991,713 

0.1184 

0.1184 

213,110 

Monroe 

Mnnrnp  Conntv  Amhnlanrp  Distrirt 

Gpnprpil  Rpvpnnp 

74,019,972 

0.4200 

0.4200 

76,452,222 

0.4200 

0.4200 

321,099 

A^onroe  City  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

85,649,083 

0.2700 

0.1646 

88,549,877 

0.2700 

0.1682 

148,941 

fvlonroe  County  Nursing  Home  District 

General  Revenue 

88,601,544 

0.1500 

0.1500 

91,512,625 

0.1500 

0.1500 

137,269 

Madison  Special  Road  Dist  Monroe  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

9,229,177 

0.3500 

0.3500 

9,528,777 

0.3500 

0.3500 

33,351 

2013 

Monroe  City  Spec  Rd  Dist  Monroe  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

24,577,457 

0.3597 

0.3500 

A 

25,159,514 

0.3597 

0  3500 

88  058 

tJU,VJU 

2014 

Village  of  Holliday 

General  Revenue 

886,937 

0.3719 

0.3719 

922,623 

0.3720 

0.3720 

3,432 

City  of  Madison 

General  Revenue 

3,335,987 

0.6870 

0.6870 

3,481,553 

0.6870 

0.6870 

23,918 

Citv  nf  Paris 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

8,758,905 

0.3397 

0.3397 

8,909,952 

0.3397 

0.3397 

30,267 

Streets 

8,758,905 

0.1200 

0.1200 

8,909,952 

0.1200 

0.1200 

10,692 

Cpmptprv 

8,758,905 

0.2655 

0.2655 

8,909,952 

0.2655 

0.2655 

23,656 

Village  of  Stoutsville 

General  Revenue 

488,866 

0.1827 

0.1827 

488,970 

0.1827 

0.1827 

893 

City  of  Monroe  City 

General  Revenue 

25,514,288 

0.7324 

0.7324 

25,615,997 

0.7407 

0.7407 

189,738 

Library 

25,514,288 

0.2000 

0.2000 

25,615,997 

0.2000 

0.2000 

51,232 

Monroe  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

93,746,782 

0.1641 

0.1641 

98,103,807 

0.1641 

0.1641 

160  988 

Paris  Rural  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

33,750,363 

0.2500 

0.2500 

34,764,436 

0.2500 

0.2500 

86,911 

Madison- West  Monroe  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

25,554,386 

0.2968 

0.2968 

26,484,708 

0.2968 

0.2968 

78,607 

Monroe  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

110,569,251 

0.1000 

0.1000 

113,864,928 

0.1000 

0.1000 

113,865 

Middle  Grove  C-l  School  District 

Onprntino  Fnnrls-Srhonls 

3,830,909 

5.5788 

5.5788 

4,004,852 

5.5779 

5.5779 

223,387 

E 

Monroe  City  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

70,100,490 

4.0964 

4.0964 

E 

72,190,639 

4.0964 

4.0964 

2,957,217 

E 

T^pht  vprvipp 

70,100,490 

0.1784 

0.1500 

72,190,639 

0.1593 

0.1500 

1 08  286 

Holliday  C-2  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

6,723,511 

3.6056 

3.6056 

E 

6,933,394 

3.6475 

3.6475 

252,896 

E 

Madison  C-3  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

12,319,295 

3.7500 

3.7500 

E 

12,834,216 

3.7500 

3.7500 

481,283 

E 

Paris  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

J  /,OlZ,45U 

3.4UU4 

3.4000 

E 

38,929,917 

3.4157 

3.4000 

1,323,617 

E 

Debt  Service 

in  (in  /ion 
3  /  , 612,450 

n  t*ir\7 
U.620/ 

0.4900 

38,929,917 

0.5553 

0.4900 

190,757 

Monroe  County 

General  Revenue 

110,569,251 

0.4033 

0.2700 

113,864,928 

0.4033 

0.2850 

324,515 

Road  &  Bridge 

110,569,251 

0.2942 

0.2942 

113,864,928 

0.2942 

0.2942 

334,991 

Senate  Bill  40 

110,569,251 

0.1000 

0.1000 

113,864,928 

0.1000 

0.1000 

113,865 

Montgomery 

Montgomery  County  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

178,523,026 

0.2448 

0.2448 

180,405,521 

0.2448 

0.2448 

441,633 

Rhineland  Bottom  SRD  Montgomery  C  Special  Road  and  Bridge 

8,115,839 

0.2500 

0.2500 

A 

8,236,508 

0.2500 

0.2500 

20,591 

2014 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Montgomery 

Wellsville  Road  Dist  Montgomery  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

21,148,190 

0.2000 

0.2000 

23,146,105 

0.1911 

0.1911 

44,232 

City  of  Bellflower 

General  Revenue 

2,201,224 

0.8388 

0.8388 

2,223,701 

0.8628 

0.8628 

19,186 

City  of  High  Hill 

General  Revenue 

3,169,669 

0.3776 

0.3700 

3,079,407 

0.3892 

0.3700 

11,394 

City  of  Jonesburg 

General  Revenue 

10,575,189 

0.5119 

0.5119 

10,762,687 

0.5122 

0.5122 

55,126 

City  of  McKittrick 

General  Revenue 

470,474 

0.6656 

0.6656 

477,353 

0.6676 

0.6676 

3,187 

City  of  Middletown 

General  Revenue 

1,487,579 

0.8024 

0.7867 

1,538,220 

0.8024 

0.7867 

12,101 

City  of  Montgomery 

General  Revenue 

40,571,816 

0.5110 

0.5110 

40,998,199 

0.5110 

0.5110 

209,501 

Library 

40,571,816 

0.3884 

0.3884 

40,998,199 

0.3884 

0.3884 

159,237 

City  of  New  Florence 

General  Revenue 

6,996,346 

0.7599 

0.7599 

7,295,428 

0.7656 

0.7656 

55,854 

Village  of  Rhineland 

General  Revenue 

2,533,928 

0.7692 

0.7584 

2,558,725 

0.7900 

0.7900 

20,214 

City  of  Wellsville 

General  Revenue 

8,516,977 

0.7485 

0.7485 

8,621,800 

0.7511 

0.7511 

64,758 

Library 

8,516,977 

0.2051 

0.2051 

8,621,800 

0.2058 

0.2058 

17,744 

Bellflower  Volunteer  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

16,941,667 

0.2441 

0.2441 

18,138,408 

0.2399 

0.2399 

43,514 

Big  Spring  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

13,732,825 

0.2900 

0.2900 

14,172,020 

0.2931 

0.2931 

41,538 

Jonesburg-High  Hill  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

46,456,476 

0.2500 

0.2500 

47,131,838 

0.2513 

0.2500 

117,830 

New  Florence  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

21,749,565 

0.2958 

0.2958 

21,737,055 

0.3000 

0.3000 

65,211 

Montgomery  Volunteer  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

70,323,731 

0.2594 

0.2594 

71,585,148 

0.2599 

0.2599 

186,050 

Wellsville  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

23,093,972 

0.2596 

0.2596 

24,811,817 

0.2527 

0.2527 

62,699 

Montgomery  County  Health  Department  General  Revenue 

204,106,315 

0.1230 

0.1000 

206,605,480 

0.1434 

0.1434 

296,272 

Wellsville-Middletown  R-I  Sch  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

32,250,145 

3.4582 

3.4582 

e  28,115,109 

3.4586 

3.4586 

972,389  E 

Debt  Service 

32,250,145 

0.5233 

0.4800 

28,115,109 

0.5828 

0.4800 

134,953 

Montgomery  Co  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

119,045,126 

3.4495 

3.4495 

E  121,027,754 

3.3717 

3.3717 

4,080,693  E 

Montgomery  County 

General  Revenue 

204,106,315 

0.3780 

0.2755 

206,605,480 

0.3780 

0.2802 

578,909 

Johnson  Grass 

204,106,315 

0.0000 

0.0000 

206,605,480 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Road  &  Bridge 

204,106,315 

0.2787 

0.2787 

206,605,480 

0.2787 

0.2787 

575,809 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

174,842,324 

0.3000 

0.3000 

A  175,222,848 

0.3000 

0.3000 

525,669 

Senate  Bill  40 

204,106,315 

0.0954 

0.0954 

206,635,480 

0.0954 

0.0954 

197,130 

Year 


2013 


2014 


Morgan 

Golden  Age  Nursing  Home  Health  #1 
Good  Shepherd  Nursing  Home  District 
Barnett  Spec  Road  Dist  #3  Morgan  Co 
Gravois  Spec  Rd  Dist  #8  Morgan  Co 

City  of  Barnett 

City  of  Stover 

City  of  Syracuse 

City  of  Versailles 

Morgan  County  Library  District 

Rocky  Mount  Fire  Protection  Dist 

Versailles  Fire  Protection  Dist  #4 

Gravois  Fire  Protection  District 

Stover  Rural  Fire  Protection  Dist  6 
Morgan  County  Health  Center 
Morgan  Co  R-I  School  District 

Morgan  Co  R-II  School  District 
Morgan  County 


General  Revenue 
General  Revenue 
Road  &  Bridge 
Road  &  Bridge 
Special  Road  and  Bridge 
General  Revenue 
Water 

General  Revenue 
General  Revenue 
General  Revenue 
General  Revenue 
General  Revenue 
General  Revenue 
General  Revenue 
Debt  Service 
General  Revenue 
General  Revenue 
Operating  Funds-Schools 
Debt  Service 
Operating  Funds-Schools 
General  Revenue 
Johnson  Grass 


93,883,916 
685,066,169 

10,648,723 
181,375,820 
181,375,820 
1,147,727 
1,147,727 
7,640,816 
1,958,896 

25,803,446 
467,266,742 
110,584,713 

38,020,852 
222,413,531 
222,413,531 

35,035,331 
467,266,742 

78,707,608 

78,707,608 
242,591,617 
467,266,742 
467,266,742 


0.1820 
0.1376 
0.2949 
0.1228 
0.1029 
0.6230 
0.4015 
0.5301 
0.7099 
0.6671 
0.0717 
0.3692 
0.4585 
0.3814 
0.2263 
0.2539 
0.0717 
2.7500 
0.0000 
2.7500 
0.0727 
0.0000 


0.1820 
0.1376 
0.2949 
0.1228 
0.1029 
0.6230 
0.4015 
0.5301 
0.7099 
0.6671 
0.0717 
0.3692 
0.4585 
0.3814 
0.2263 
0.2539 
0.0717 
2.7500 
0.0000 
2.7500 
0.0727 
0.0000 


93,782,102 
687,974,605 
10,492,782 
180,160,875 
180,160,875 
1,091,826 
1,091,826 
7,515,736 
1,954,581 
25,474,798 
465,391,374 
110,123,032 
38,078,032 
222,235,116 
222,235,116 
34,941,706 
465,391,374 
78,713,505 

241,808,471 
465,391,374 
465,391,374 


0.1835 
0.1385 
0.3053 
0.1247 
0.1029 
0.6562 
0.4229 
0.5408 
0.7132 
0.6781 
0.0726 
0.3726 
0.4649 
0.3848 
0.2544 
0.2569 
0.0726 
2.7500 
#* 

2.7500 
0.0736 
0.0000 


0.1835 
0.1385 
0.3053 
0.1247 
0.1029 
0.6562 
0.3438 
0.5408 
0.7132 
0.6781 
0.0726 
0.3726 
0.4649 
0.3848 
0.2544 
0.2569 
0.0726 
2.7500 
#* 

2.7500 
0.0736 
0.0000 


172,090 
952,845 

32,034 
224,661 
185,386 
7,165 
3,754 

40,645 

13,940 
172,745 
337,874 
410,318 
177,025 
855,161 
565,366 

89,765 
337,874 
2,164,621 

6,649,733 
342,528 
0 


2014 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Morgan 

Morgan  County 

Road  &  Bridge 

99c  1  1  Q  o/:'] 

z  i  j,i  iy,soj 

n  i  ^09 
u.  i  jyz 

n  i  ^09 
u.  i  jyz 

974  £49  048 
Z  /4,04Z,U4o 

U.  lOU  / 

n  1  £n7 

U.  lOU  / 

aa\ 

441  ,J  JU 

senate  Kin  4U 

AA7  9A£  1A0 
40  /  ,ZOO,  /4Z 

u.ujyo 

u.ujyo 

4£C  -3Q1  T.HA 
409,jyi,j  /4 

U.U4UJ 

U.U4UJ 

187 

Senior  Services 

A&l  9^6  749 
40  /  ,ZOO,  /4Z 

U.ujVo 

4DJ,  Jy  1 , J  / 4 

U.U4UJ 

U.U4UJ 

187 

New  Madrid 

New  Madrid  County  Ambulance  Dist. 

General  Revenue 

418,460,598 

0.0466 

0.0000 

424,953,724 

0.0467 

0.0000 

0 

City  of  Canalou 

General  Revenue 

1,085,844 

0.7465 

0.7465 

1,146,531 

0.7523 

0.7465 

8,559 

Village  of  Catron 

General  Revenue 

907,303 

0.4851 

0.4851 

949,414 

0.4851 

0.4851 

4,606 

Additional  Gen.  Rev. 

907,303 

0.2426 

0.2426 

949,414 

0.2426 

0.2426 

2,303 

City  of  Gideon 

General  Revenue 

5,614,438 

0.6055 

0.6055 

5,676,108 

0.6082 

0.6082 

34,522 

Parks  &  Recreation 

5,614,438 

0.1540 

0.1540 

5,676,108 

0.1547 

0.1547 

8,781 

City  of  Howardville 

General  Revenue 

1,224,709 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1,222,224 

1.0000 

1.0000 

12,222 

City  of  Lilbourn 

General  Revenue 

8,124,224 

0.6086 

0.6086 

8,329,125 

0.6086 

0.6086 

50,691 

Parks  &  Recreation 

8,124,224 

0.1689 

0.1689 

8,329,125 

0.1689 

0.1689 

14,068 

Library 

8,124,224 

0.1689 

0.1689 

8,329,125 

0.1689 

0.1689 

14,068 

Health 

8,124,224 

0.1689 

0.1689 

8,329,125 

0.1689 

0.1689 

14,068 

Debt  Service 

8,124,224 

0.7832 

0.4338 

8,329,125 

0.5868 

0.4338 

36,132 

City  of  Marston 

General  Revenue 

4,622,963 

0.5733 

0.5733 

4,738,139 

0.5734 

0.5734 

27,168 

City  of  Matthews 

General  Revenue 

8,537,386 

0.5321 

0.5321 

9,020,822 

0.5321 

0.5321 

48,000 

City  of  Morehouse 

General  Revenue 

5,379,990 

0.6527 

0.6527 

5,176,377 

0.6959 

0.6959 

36,022 

City  of  New  Madrid 

General  Revenue 

26,081,438 

0.6029 

0.6029 

26,679,732 

0.6045 

0.6045 

161,279 

Additional  Gen.  Rev. 

26,081,438 

0.2182 

0.2182 

26,679,732 

0.2188 

0.0000 

0 

Village  of  North  Lilbourn 

General  Revenue 

118,559 

0.5000 

0.5000 

115,053 

0.5000 

0.5000 

575 

City  of  Parma 

General  Revenue 

4,338,243 

0.6445 

0.6445 

4,393,368 

0.6445 

0.6445 

28,315 

City  of  Portageville 

General  Revenue 

30,929,198 

0.5923 

0.5923 

32,006,885 

0.5923 

0.5923 

189,577 

Parks  &  Recreation 

30,929,198 

0.1342 

0.1342 

32,006,885 

0.1342 

0.1342 

42,953 

Health 

30,929,198 

0.1565 

0.1565 

32,006,885 

0.1565 

0.1565 

50,091 

City  of  Risco 

General  Revenue 

2,166,597 

0.7281 

0.7281 

2,214,877 

0.7299 

0.7299 

16,166 

Village  of  Tallapoosa 

General  Revenue 

467,162 

0.9153 

0.9153 

492,657 

0.9152 

0.9152 

4,509 

New  Madrid  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

393,505,376 

0.1134 

0.1134 

400,011,775 

0.1135 

0.1134 

453,613 

New  Madrid  County  Health  Department  General  Revenue 

418,460,598 

0.0905 

0.0900 

424,953,724 

0.0906 

0.0900 

382,458 

Risco  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,718,173 

4.7353 

4.7353 

e  9,896,874 

4.7058 

4.7058 

465,727 

Portageville  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

45,727,379 

2.9373 

2.8500 

e  47,569,875 

3.0115 

2.8500 

1,355,741 

Debt  Service 

45,727,379 

0.6500 

0.6500 

47,569,875 

0.6500 

0.6500 

309,204 

Gideon  37  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

13,505,826 

3.4912 

3.4912 

E  13,612,671 

3.5744 

3.5744 

486,571 

New  Madrid  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

287,870,506 

3.2943 

3.2500 

be  291,692,062 

3.4516 

3.3500 

9,771,684 

Debt  Service 

287,870,506 

0.4327 

0.2400 

291,692,062 

0.4306 

0.2400 

700,061 

New  Madrid  County 

General  Revenue 

418,460,598 

0.3303 

0.1566 

424,953,724 

0.3307 

0.1538 

653,579 

Johnson  Grass 

418,460,598 

0.0101 

0.0100 

424,953,724 

0.0101 

0.0100 

42,495 

Road  &  Bridge 

418,460,598 

0.2507 

0.2507 

424,953,724 

0.2510 

0.2510 

1,066,634 

Senate  Bill  40 

418,460,598 

0.0200 

0.0200 

424,953,724 

0.0200 

0.0200 

84,991 

Expiration 
Year 


E 
BE 


Newton 


Newton  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

598,987,691 

0. 

1915 

0. 

1915 

615,394,311 

0. 

.1930 

0.1930 

1,187,711 

Lost  Creek  Watershed  Sub  District 

General  Revenue 

30,284,960 

0. 

1500 

0. 

.1500 

30,955,500 

0. 

1500 

0.1500 

46,433 

Diamond  Special  Road  Dist  Newton  Co  Road  &  Bridge 

31,378,125 

0. 

3204 

0. 

.3204 

31,553,249 

0. 

3263 

0.3263 

102,958 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

31,378,125 

0. 

1657 

0. 

1657 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

#* 

31,553,249 

0. 

.1783 

0.1783 

56,259 

A  2015 

Fairview  Special  Rd  Dist  Newton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,781,159 

0. 

2140 

0. 

2140 

10,245,791 

0. 

2162 

0.2162 

22,151 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

9,781,159 

0. 

1515 

0. 

1515 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

#* 

10,245,791 

0 

1603 

0.1603 

16,424 

A  2015 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Newton 

Midway  Special  Rd  Dist  Newton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

11,024,510 

0.2146 

0.2146 

10,926,823 

0.2207 

0.2207 

24,115 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

11,024,510 

0.1647 

0.1647 

** 

#* 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

#* 

*# 

** 

10,926,823 

0.1745 

0.1745 

19,067 

A 

2015 

Npnshn  Snprial  Rrl  Dist  Newtnn  Cn 

Road  &  Bridge 

175,805,783 

0.1939 

0.1939 

181  087  197 

0.1959 

0.1959 

354  750 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

175,805,783 

0.1489 

0.1489 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

** 

*# 

181,087,197 

0.1561 

0.1561 

282,677 

A 

2015 

Senera  Snpria!  Rrl  Dist  Newtnn  Co 

kj  »^.ll^k_.  tl  i_>  IJ^k_.  1  til   1 X  V.I   lyici  L  llLWIUll  V^  V* 

Road  &  Bridge 

61,192,017 

0.1994 

0.1994 

61  249  531 

0.2018 

0.2018 

123,602 

Snppinl  Roar!  und  Rrirlop 

61,192,017 

0.1475 

0.1475 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

Snpripil  Rnarl  and  Rrirlop 

** 

*# 

#* 

61  249  531 

\j  ±       y ,  *j -j  a 

0.1561 

0.1561 

95,611 

A 

2015 

Stella  Special  Road  Dist  Newton  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,750,394 

0.2697 

0.2697 

6,795,085 

0.2737 

0.2737 

18,598 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,750,394 

0.1302 

0.1302 

#* 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

#* 

6,795,085 

0.1413 

0.1413 

9,601 

A 

2015 

City  of  Diamond 

General  Revenue 

5,163,047 

0.3107 

0.3107 

5,105,968 

0.3179 

0.3179 

16,232 

Citv  nf  Fairvipw 

Cpiiprnl  Rpvpnnp 

2,033,952 

0.3691 

0.3691 

2  049  923 

0.3816 

0.3816 

7,823 

Streets 

2,033,952 

0.3230 

0.3230 

2,049,923 

0.3340 

0.3340 

6,847 

Citv  nf  Cranhv 

v^il  y  \Ji  vj  i  till  i_ry 

General  Revenue 

9,406,867 

0.3495 

0.3495 

9,447,400 

0.3545 

0.3545 

33,491 

Cemetery 

9,406,867 

0.0773 

0.0773 

#* 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Cemetery 

** 

** 

** 

9,447,400 

0.0836 

0.0836 

7,898 

A 

2015 

Village  of  Leawood 

General  Revenue 

7,790,884 

0.2219 

0.2219 

7,725,544 

0.2241 

0.2241 

17,313 

City  of  Neosho 

General  Revenue 

99,119,128 

0.4225 

0.4225 

99,517,636 

0.4256 

0.4256 

423,547 

Parks  &  Recreation 

99,119,128 

0.0000 

0.0000 

99,517,636 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Village  of  Newtonia 

General  Revenue 

1,078,364 

0.2106 

0.2106 

1,072,654 

0.2164 

0.2164 

2,321 

Villaop  nf  Ritrhpv 

V  llltLi^  ^            1VJ.IV11V' J 

Cpripral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  ^11^.1  Cll  IV  ^  V  ^  1 1  LI 

443,691 

0.4874 

0.4874 

441,876 

0.4934 

0.4934 

2,180 

Villaop  nf  Satrinaw 

V  1  lltli^  ^   \_ll  kJClgllJLlW 

Gpnpml  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  ^11^.1  til  IV  ^  V  ^  1 1  LI 

3,943,889 

0.2534 

0.2534 

3,999,240 

0.2598 

0.2598 

10,390 

Citv  nf  Senpra 

General  Revenue 

18,344,167 

0.4273 

0.4273 

17,557,742 

0.4506 

0.4506 

79.1 15 

Parks  &  Rprrpatinn 

X  til  1Yl>  I  V    IVLvLl  l^-tlLlUll 

18,344,167 

0.0485 

0.0485 

17  557  742 

0  0500 

0  0500 

8,779 

Village  of  Shoal  Creek  Drive 

General  Revenue 

2,783,842 

0.2048 

0.2048 

2,740,878 

0.2084 

0.2084 

5,712 

Villaop  of  Silvpr  Crpplc 

v  iiitLgi^  yJi  on  v  \si  v^i^-^Jv 

General  Revenue 

8,179,039 

0.1601 

0.1601 

8  350  639 

0.1604 

0.1604 

13,394 

Debt  Service 

8,179,039 

1.9663 

0.0000 

#* 

** 

#* 

Village  of  Stella 

Gpnpinl  Rpvpnnp 

V_.Ik_ll^llll    XVL^  V  k-11  Ll<_/ 

1,221,640 

0.7134 

0.7134 

1,178,344 

0.7502 

0.7502 

8,840 

Village  of  Wentworth 

General  Revenue 

890,444 

0.2810 

0.2810 

914,684 

0.2843 

0.2843 

2,600 

Village  of  Shoal  Creek  Estates 

General  Revenue 

1,107,695 

0.4761 

0.4761 

1,080,217 

0.4882 

0.4882 

5,274 

Town  of  Loma  Linda 

General  Revenue 

13,089,520 

0.4732 

0.4732 

13,200,490 

0.4761 

0.4761 

62,848 

Sewer 

13,089,520 

0.0000 

0.0000 

13,200,490 

0.0000 

0.0000 

o 

Genpral  Rpvpmip-Tpmn 

VJ  ^11*^.1  til  1\L- V  L11UL-     X  <_/lllL/ 

13,089,520 

0.2919 

0.2919 

#* 

** 

#* 

2011 

Public  Health  and  Sewer 

13,089,520 

0.1893 

0.1893 

13,200,490 

0.1905 

0.1905 

25,147 

Gpnpinl  Rpvpnnp-Tpmn 

** 

#* 

1 3  200  490 

0.3109 

0.3109 

41,040 

A 

2015 

Npnshn  Npwtnn  Cnnntv  T  ihrarv 

i ™ i/Uiiiiu  i > ^  w  i v_i 1 1  v,ljliiilv  i^iui til y 

fTPnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  ^11*^.1  til  IV  ^  V  ^  1 1  LH~. 

618,259,864 

0.0992 

0.0992 

635  610  323 

0.0999 

0.0999 

634,975 

Neosho  Area  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

86,226,145 

0.3870 

0.3870 

86,044,055 

0.3932 

0.3932 

338,325 

Redings  Mill  Area  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

155,386,228 

0.7008 

0.7008 

157,332,996 

0.7095 

0.7095 

1,116,278 

Debt  Service 

155,386,228 

0.0818 

0.0818 

** 

#* 

** 

Diamond  Area  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

37,390,087 

0.2598 

0.2598 

37,240,422 

0.2683 

0.2683 

99,916 

Spnera  Arpa  Firp  Prntprtinn  Dist 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  ^11^1  til  IV  ^  V  ^  1 1  LI 

37,980,358 

0.2807 

0.2807 

38  543  251 

0.2849 

0.2849 

109,810 

East  Newton  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

23,274,339 

0.2661 

0.2661 

22  906  098 

0.2737 

0.2737 

62,694 

Neosho  Developers  CID 

General  Revenue 

48,070 

1.0000 

1.0000 

48,070 

1.0000 

1.0000 

481 

2057 

Newton  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

709,576,667 

0.0498 

0.0498 

727,665,480 

0.0500 

0.0500 

363,833 

Crowder  College 

General  Revenue 

730,455,479 

0.3998 

0.3998 

739,431,735 

0.4300 

0.4297 

3,177,338 

East  Newton  Co  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

63,269,173 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E  65,755,510 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,808,277 

E 

Debt  Service 

63,269,173 

0.4961 

0.4961 

65,755,510 

0.4200 

0.4200 

276,173 

Diamond  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

57,445,720 

2.7500 

2.7500 

e  60,206,875 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,655,689 

E 

77 


APPENDIX  VII 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

A ssps^pfl  Valnp 
iT.L>st;oai;ij.  v  tunc 

Cpilin  o 

V— -ClllU  li 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Newton 

Diamond  R-IV  School  District 

Debt  Service 

57,445,720 

0.9907 

0.9900 

60,206,875 

1.0217 

0.9900 

596,048 

Westview  C-6  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

7,666,370 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

7,950,290 

2.7500 

2.7500 

218,633 

F 

Seneca  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

81,127,284 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

83,940,105 

2.7500 

2.7500 

2,308,353 

F 

Debt  Service 

01  i  n  -to A 

81,12  7,284 

1.2098 

0.8500 

83,940,105 

1.1952 

0.8500 

713,491 

Neosho  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

254,y6y,yyi 

z.y4oz 

2.7500 

F 

265,866,395 

2.9386 

2.7500 

7,311,326 

F 

Debt  Service 

254,y6y,yyi 

n  Ar\QQ 
U.4056 

0.3600 

265,866,395 

0.4241 

0.3600 

957,119 

Newton  County 

Common  Road  District 

iu  /,j  /y,  /4z 

n  Tim 

0.2307 

109,869,194 

0.2318 

0.2318 

254,677 

Mental  Health 

TOO 

/Uy,5  /6,66/ 

n  Ac  1  ^ 
U.Uolj 

0.0815 

727,665,480 

0.0825 

0.0825 

600,324 

County  Fair 

TOO  ZHf.  {.CH 

/Uy,5  /6,66/ 

U.U1UU 

0.0100 

727,665,480 

0.0100 

0.0100 

72,767 

Nodaway 

Hoover  Frankum  Watershed  Sub  Dist 

General  Revenue 

1,186,682 

0.3800 

0.3800 

1,186,682 

0.3800 

0.3800 

4,509 

Mozingo  Creek  Watershed  Sub  Dist 

General  Revenue 

12,003,061 

0.0000 

0.0000 

12,003,061 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

102  River  Tributaries  Sub  District 

General  Revenue 

8,521,103 

0.1000 

0.1000 

8,521,103 

0.1000 

0.1000 

8,521 

City  of  Arkoe 

General  Revenue 

317,433 

0.8673 

0.8673 

324,505 

0.8673 

0.8673 

2,814 

City  of  Barnard 

General  Revenue 

909,691 

0.8271 

0.8271 

952,553 

0.8271 

0.8271 

7,879 

Streets 

909,691 

1.2903 

1.2903 

A 

952,553 

1.2903 

1.2903 

12,291 

2012 

Citv  nf  Rnrlinotnn  Tnnrtion 

V^lLV   \J1   *-J  L4 1  lllli^lWII  J  LLllV^  ll\_/ll 

Gpnpral  Rpvpniip 

\— l^lH/lCll  1VL-- y  L^llLLl' 

3,516,441 

0.8911 

0.891 1 

3,651,294 

0.8851 

0.8851 

32,318 

frpnpral  Rpvpnnp-Tpmn 

3,516,441 

0.3061 

0  3000 

A 

3,651,294 

0.3040 

0  3000 

10,954 

2014 

Citv  nf  Clearmont 

V^IL  V   \J±  \— -l^Cll  IIIVJIIL 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJCIlLliU   Ivb  V  »^llLt^ 

1,053,675 

0.6880 

0  6880 

1,101,382 

0  6880 

0  6880 

7,578 

Village  of  Clvde 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiup 

VJ  L--11L^1  til  1VL.  V  L-ll  LLL^ 

620,416 

0.4724 

0.4724 

642,521 

0.4725 

0.4725 

3,036 

Citv  nf  Cnnrentinn  Tnnrtinn 

General  Revenue 

1,001,536 

0.9964 

0.9964 

1,121,879 

0.9654 

0.9654 

10,831 

City  of  Elmo 

General  Revenue 

649,330 

0.0000 

0.0000 

631,865 

0.9383 

0.9383 

5,929 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp-Tpmn 

VJV^llL^ltll  1VL  V  »^11LH     X  L_/111L/ 

649,330 

0.9126 

0.9126 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Streets-Te  mp 

649,330 

0.4108 

0.4108 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Citv  nf  Graham 

General  Revenue 

833,019 

0.9606 

0.9606 

91 1,288 

0.9606 

0.9606 

8,754 

Streets 

833,019 

1.1400 

0.0000 

911,288 

1.1400 

0.0000 

0 

Street  Improvement 

833,019 

1.1711 

1.1400 

A 

911,288 

1.1711 

1.1400 

10,389 

2013 

Village  of  Guilford 

General  Revenue 

365,369 

1.0000 

1.0000 

416,394 

1.0000 

1.0000 

4,164 

Streets 

365,369 

0.5000 

0.5000 

416,394 

0.5000 

0.5000 

2,082 

2014 

City  of  Hopkins 

General  Revenue 

3,412,637 

0.3571 

0.3571 

3,387,099 

0.3604 

0.3367 

11,404 

Lights 

3,412,637 

0.1879 

0.1879 

3,387,099 

0.1896 

0.1896 

6,422 

Streets 

3,412,637 

0.1879 

0.1879 

3,387,099 

0.1896 

0.1896 

6,422 

General  Revenue-Temp 

3,412,637 

0.1826 

0.1826 

** 

He* 

#* 

2011 

Strppt  Trnnrnvpinpnts 

LTLlLvL'L  X111IJ1  \J  V  L^111L^11Ll> 

3,412,637 

0.7500 

0.7500 

3,387,099 

0.7500 

0.7500 

25,403 

2013 

General  Revenue-Temp 

#* 

*# 

3,387,099 

0.2079 

0.2079 

7,042 

A 

2015 

Citv  nf  Marvvillp 

General  Revenue 

123,677,284 

0.3383 

0.3383 

127,674,372 

0.3383 

0.3383 

431,922 

Parks  fiz  Rpnrpatinn 

123,677,284 

0.3000 

0  3000 

127,674,372 

0  3000 

0  3000 

383  023 

T  ihrarv 

Lrfl  L71  til  y 

123,677,284 

0.1529 

0.1529 

127,674,372 

0.1529 

0.1529 

195,214 

Debt  Service 

123,677,284 

0.1366 

0.1294 

127,674,372 

0.1344 

0.1294 

165,211 

Citv  of  Parnell 

v^ii  y  \ji  ±  til  iilii 

General  Revenue 

493,144 

0.9913 

0.9913 

550,462 

0.9914 

0.9914 

5,457 

Parks  &  Recreation 

493,144 

0.2705 

0.2705 

550,462 

0.2705 

0.2705 

1,489 

2012 

General  Revenue-Temp 

493,144 

0.3610 

0.3610 

550  462 

0.3610 

0.3610 

1,987 

2012 

Vi  11  pi  op  nf  Pinkprinp 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiup 

676,686 

0.8674 

0  8300 

734,253 

0.8675 

0  8300 

6,094 

676,686 

1.0000 

1.0000 

734,253 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

7  343 

2012 

Village  of  Quitman 

General  Revenue 

124,719 

1.0000 

1.0000 

* 

# 

City  of  Ravenwood 

General  Revenue 

2,602,144 

0.7289 

0.7289 

2,672,272 

0.7293 

0.7293 

19,489 

Streets-Temp 

2,602,144 

0.9456 

0.9456 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Streets 

** 

2,672,272 

1.2882 

1.2882 

34,424 

A 

2014 

City  of  Skidmore 

General  Revenue 

1,474,618 

0.9600 

0.9600 

1,498,659 

0.9600 

0.9600 

14,387 

Streets 

1,474,618 

0.9600 

0.9600 

1,498,659 

0.9600 

0.9600 

14,387 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 

AN^psspd  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Nodaway 

Atrhisnn  Tnwnshin  of  Nodawav  Pn 

General  Revenue 

5,929,895 

0.0483 

0.0483 

6,069,288 

0.0483 

0.0483 

2,931 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,929,895 

0.4826 

0.4826 

6,069,288 

0.4826 

0.4826 

29,290 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,929,895 

0.3378 

0.3378 

6,069,288 

0.3378 

0.3378 

20,502 

2012 

Grant  Town*;hin  of  NnHawav  Cnnntv 

Cpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  ^11^1  CI  1  1\L  V  ^.llLl^. 

6,697,024 

0.0481 

0.0481 

7,154,236 

0.0481 

0.0481 

3,441 

Road  &  Rridpe 

6,697,024 

0.4806 

0.4806 

7,154,236 

0.4806 

0.4806 

34,383 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,697,024 

0.3364 

0.3364 

7,154,236 

0.3364 

0.3364 

24,067 

2012 

Debt  Service 

6,697,024 

0.5256 

0.5256 

7,154,236 

0.2941 

0.2941 

21,041 

Green  Township  of  Nodaway  Co 

Cpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

\J  L^  11*^.1  £11  1\L  V  »^.11L1^. 

5,100,150 

0.0491 

0.0491 

5,454,483 

0.0491 

0.0491 

2,678 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,100,150 

0.4913 

0.4913 

5,454,483 

0.4913 

0.4913 

26,798 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,100,150 

0.3439 

0.3439 

5,454,483 

0.3439 

0.3439 

18,758 

2012 

Debt  Service 

5,100,150 

0.6082 

0.6082 

5,454,483 

1.3695 

1.3695 

74,699 

l-Tonkins  Townshin  nf  NoHawav  Cn 

Cpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

7,466,931 

0.0474 

0.0474 

7,503,644 

0.0474 

0.0474 

3,557 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,466,931 

0.4740 

0.4740 

7,503,644 

0.4740 

0.4740 

35,567 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,466,931 

0.3325 

0.3325 

7,503,644 

0.3325 

0.3325 

24,950 

2012 

Hughes  Township  of  Nodaway  Co 

General  Revenue 

8,595,274 

0.0500 

0.0500 

9,168,801 

0.0500 

0.0500 

4,584 

Road  &  Bridse 

8,595,274 

0.5000 

0.5000 

9,168,801 

0.5000 

0.5000 

45,844 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

8,595,274 

0.3396 

0.3396 

9,168,801 

0.3396 

0.3396 

31.137 

2012 

Debt  Service 

8,595,274 

0.4084 

0.4084 

9,168,801 

0.6337 

0.6337 

58,103 

Independence  Township,  Nodaway  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,440,675 

0.0466 

0.0466 

4,590,108 

0.0466 

0.0466 

2,139 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,440,675 

0.4670 

0.4670 

4,590,108 

0.4670 

0.4670 

21,436 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,440,675 

0.3500 

0.3500 

4,590,108 

0.3500 

0.3500 

16,065 

2012 

Debt  Service 

4,440,675 

0.6934 

0.6934 

4,590,108 

0.8282 

0.8282 

38,015 

Jackson  Township  of  Nodaway  Co 

General  Revenue 

11,638,372 

0.0494 

0.0494 

12,620,489 

0.0494 

0.0494 

6,235 

Road  &  Bridge 

11,638,372 

0.4942 

0.4942 

12,620,489 

0.4942 

0.4942 

62,370 

Snprial  Road  and  Rridop 

11,638,372 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

12,620,489 

0.3500 

0.3500 

44,172 

2014 

Dpfit  Sprvirp 

11,638,372 

0.4705 

0.4705 

12,620,489 

0.5724 

0.5724 

72,240 

Jefferson  Township  of  Nodaway  Co 

General  Revenue 

9,820,587 

0.0485 

0.0485 

10,122,267 

0.0485 

0.0485 

4,909 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,820,587 

0.4847 

0.4847 

10,122,267 

0.4847 

0.4847 

49,063 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

9,820,587 

0.3398 

0.3398 

10,122,267 

0.3398 

0.3398 

34,395 

2012 

T  inrnln  Townshin  of  NoHawav  Cn 

i^i ii^  vjiii  ±  \_i  w  Ul>iii  lj  wi  i  *i         w  ci y 

Cpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

\J  L^  11*^.1  £11  1\L  V  »^11L1^ 

5,916,152 

0.0489 

0.0489 

6,138,760 

0.0489 

0.0489 

3,002 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,916,152 

0.4887 

0.4887 

6,138,760 

0.4887 

0.4887 

30,000 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,916,152 

0.3531 

0.3531 

A 

6,138,760 

0.3531 

0.3531 

21,676 

2014 

Monroe  Township  of  Nodaway  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,933,715 

0.0489 

0.0489 

5,080,382 

0.0489 

0.0489 

2,484 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,933,715 

0.4776 

0.4776 

5,080,382 

0.4776 

0.4776 

24,264 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,933,715 

0.3371 

0.3371 

5,080,382 

0.3371 

0.3371 

17,126 

2012 

Debt  Service 

4,933,715 

0.8432 

0.8432 

5,080,382 

0.6662 

0.6662 

33,846 

Nodaway  Township  of  Nodaway  Co 

General  Revenue 

9,322,028 

0.0470 

0.0470 

9,856,842 

0.0459 

0.0459 

4,524 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,322,028 

0.4700 

0.4700 

9,856,842 

0.4595 

0.4595 

45,292 

Snprial  Road  and  Rridtrp 

9,322,028 

0.3517 

0.3517 

A 

9,856,842 

0.3438 

0.3438 

33,888 

2014 

Debt  Service 

9,322,028 

0.7037 

0.7037 

9,856,842 

0.8979 

0.8979 

88,505 

Pnllc  Townshin  of  NnHawav  Cn 

General  Revenue 

194,121,720 

0.0500 

0.0500 

197,712,084 

0.0500 

0.0500 

98,856 

Road  Rridop 

194,121,720 

0.2853 

0.2853 

197,712,084 

0.2853 

0.2853 

564  073 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

194,121,720 

0.1494 

0.1494 

197,712,084 

0.1494 

0.1494 

295,382 

2012 

T  Tnion  Townshin  nf  Nodawav  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,815,134 

0.0493 

0.0493 

6,092,706 

0.0493 

0.0493 

3,004 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,815,134 

0.4926 

0.4926 

6,092,706 

0.4926 

0.4926 

30,013 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,815,134 

0.3519 

0.3519 

A 

6,092,706 

0.3519 

0.3519 

21,440 

2014 

Debt  Service 

5,815,134 

0.5537 

0.5537 

6,092,706 

0.4116 

0.4116 

25,078 

Washington  Township  of  Nodaway  Co 

General  Revenue 

9,311,283 

0.0475 

0.0475 

9,406,358 

0.0475 

0.0475 

4,468 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,311,283 

0.4752 

0.4752 

9,406,358 

0.4752 

0.4752 

44,699 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

9,311,283 

0.3355 

0.3355 

9,406,358 

0.3355 

0.3355 

31,558 

2012 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

A  'i'iP^'iPfl  VfllllP 

iT.L>st;oai;Li  v  tunc 

f^pilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Nodaway 

White  Cloud  Township  of  Nodaway  Co  General  Revenue 

7,942,982 

0.0467 

0.0467 

8,322,366 

0.0467 

0.0467 

3,887 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,942,982 

0.4583 

0.4583 

8,322,366 

0.4583 

0.4583 

38,141 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,942,982 

0.3614 

0.3614 

A 

8,322,366 

0.3614 

0.3614 

30,077 

Debt  Service 

7,942,982 

0.5703 

0.5703 

8,322,366 

0.7655 

0.7655 

63,708 

Barnard  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

14,431,473 

0.1930 

0.1930 

14,971,660 

0.1930 

0.1930 

28,895 

Graham  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

8,942,616 

0.2025 

0  2000 

B 

9,544,775 

0.2025 

0  2000 

19,090 

14979  Katy  Road 

General  Revenue 

10,116,183 

0.2205 

0.2205 

10,193,008 

0.2205 

0.2205 

22,476 

Polk  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

72,536,746 

0.1547 

0.1500 

B 

72,697,718 

0.1547 

0.1547 

112,463 

Clearmont  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

5,622,306 

0.2848 

0.2848 

5,695,725 

0.2850 

0.2850 

16,233 

Skidmore  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

8,379,131 

0.2956 

0.2956 

8,744,089 

0.2956 

0.2956 

25,848 

West  Nodaway  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

13,813,338 

0.2675 

0.2675 

14,702,191 

0.2605 

0.2605 

38,299 

Jackson  Township  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

11,639,601 

0.0000 

0.0000 

12,621,829 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Fire 

11,639,601 

0.2966 

0.2966 

12,621,829 

0.2966 

0.2966 

37,436 

Union  Township  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

4,500,182 

0.2981 

0.2981 

4,731,913 

0.2981 

0.2981 

14,106 

Elmo  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

4,134,318 

0.2888 

0.2888 

4,308,959 

0.2873 

0.2873 

12,380 

Parnell  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

5,119,285 

0.2774 

0.2774 

5,463,009 

0.2774 

0.2774 

15,154 

Nodaway  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

297,471,203 

0.0500 

0.0500 

305,715,961 

0.0500 

0.0500 

152,858 

Nodaway-Holt  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

23,082,152 

3.6603 

3.6603 

E 

24,687,394 

3.5991 

3.5991 

888,524 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

23,082,152 

0.8856 

0  8856 

24,687,394 

0.8856 

0.8856 

218,632 

West  Nodaway  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

22,220,590 

3.6203 

3.6203 

E 

22,953,278 

3.6125 

3.6125 

829,187 

Debt  Service 

22,220,590 

0.5643 

0  5000 

22,953,278 

0.5127 

0  5000 

114,766 

Northeast  Nodaway  Co  R-V  Sch  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

13,569,843 

5.1285 

5.1285 

E 

14,482,662 

5.1607 

5.1607 

747;407 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

13,569,843 

0.5500 

0  5500 

14,482,662 

0  5500 

0  5500 

79,655 

Debt  Service 

13,569,843 

0.9690 

0.8900 

14,482,662 

0.6976 

0.6976 

101,031 

Jefferson  C-123  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

12,999,384 

5.9622 

5.5675 

13,349,621 

5.9489 

5.5388 

739,409 

iNortn  iNoaaway  lo  K-vi  ocnooi  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

14,829,834 

4.4121 

4.4121 

E 

15,021,164 

4.3825 

4.3825 

658  303 

ucui  ocivice 

14,829,834 

0.6284 

0.5900 

15,021,164 

0.6743 

0.5900 

88,625 

IVldjyVlllC  lv-11  OLIIUUI  UlhLllCL 

Wpcldllllg  FUIlUS-k5CI1001S 

190,327,055 

4.6112 

4.3615 

193,066,937 

4.61 12 

4.3510 

8,400,342 

Debt  Service 

190,293,605 

0.9966 

0.6143 

193,066,937 

0.7418 

0.6900 

1,332,162 

QmitVi  Nnrlflu/'iv  fn  R  TV  Qrlinnl  Diet 

L'peidLing  rmius-ociiuois 

13,205,925 

5.4499 

5.4499 

E 

13,548,528 

5.4251 

5.4251 

735,021 

Debt  Service 

13,548,528 

0.7733 

0.5900 

79,936 

vjencidi  Revenue 

zy  /  ,4  /  i,zuj 

u.  jooz 

0.1400 

305,715,961 

0.3662 

0.1400 

428,002 

rtlllULUdllCC 

29  /  ,4/ 1,203 

n  10  01 
0.1503 

0.0000 

305,715,961 

0.1883 

0.0000 

0 

oeiidie  Din  tu 

TOT  A  1 1  IHI 

zy  /  ,4  / 1  ,zu  j 

U.UDUU 

0.0500 

305,715,961 

0.0500 

0.0500 

152,858 

Senior  Services 

Zy  /  ,4/  1,Z03 

0.0500 

0.0500 

305,715,961 

0.0500 

0.0500 

152,858 

Oreeon 

Oregon  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

84,197,101 

0.0747 

0.0000 

87,219,315 

0.0747 

0.0000 

0 

Thayer  Spec  Rd  Dist  Oregon  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

32,517,870 

0.2192 

0.2192 

33,966,674 

0.2192 

0.2192 

74,455 

City  of  Alton 

General  Revenue 

4,755,509 

0.5460 

0.5460 

4,838,377 

0.5482 

0.5482 

26,524 

City  of  Koshkonong 

General  Revenue 

722,197 

0.9096 

0.9096 

744,943 

0.9096 

0.9096 

6,776 

City  of  Thayer 

General  Revenue 

14,600,821 

0.4604 

0.4604 

15,243,664 

0.4604 

0.4604 

70,182 

Oregon  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

84,197,101 

0.1996 

0.1996 

87,219,315 

0.1997 

0.1997 

174,177 

Oregon  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

84,197,101 

0.0998 

0.0998 

87,219,315 

0.0998 

0.0998 

87,045 

Couch  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,769 ,411 

3.4405 

3.4300 

E 

9,990,768 

3.8851 

3.6300 

362,665 

Thayer  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

27,489,878 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

28,768,407 

2.7500 

2.7500 

791,131 

Debt  Service 

27,489,878 

1.0726 

0.9200 

28,768,407 

0.9833 

0.9200 

264,669 

Oregon-Howell  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

12,023,438 

2.7189 

2.7189 

E 

12,482,741 

2.7097 

2.7097 

338,245 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

12,023,438 

0.6987 

0.6987 

12,482,741 

0.6920 

0.6920 

86,381 

Debt  Service 

12,023,438 

2.1378 

1.0000 

12,482,741 

1.4642 

1.0000 

124,827 

Alton  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

31,801,582 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

33,086,742 

2.7500 

2.7500 

909,885 

Expiration 
Year 


2014 


2019 


2014 


2022 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Oregon 

Oregon  County 

General  Revenue 

o4,iy  /  ,1U1 

0.1046 

87,219,315 

0.3632 

0.1045 

91,144 

Common  Road  District 

<  1  "71/1  1  01 

a  ta on 

0.2680 

53,459,123 

0.2686 

0.2686 

143,591 

Senate  Bill  40 

S  A  1  07  1  rt1 
54,  ty  /,1U1 

u.uyyo 

0.0998 

87,219,315 

0.0998 

0.0998 

87,045 

Senior  Services 

0/1  1        1  A1 

o4,iy  /,iui 

A  A/1  AO 

u.U4yy 

0.0499 

87,219,315 

0.0499 

0.0499 

43,522 

Osaee 

Osage  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

125,797,554 

0.3000 

0.1859 

127,680,868 

0.3000 

0.1996 

254,851 

Chamois  Snpr  Rrl  Dist  Osaop  Cn 

^-llCLlllV.'l  J  IJU^  1VU  L/liJl  V_/ 1> CI VJ 

Road  &  Bridpe 

6,346,537 

0.3237 

0.3237 

6,140,534 

0  3388 

0  3388 

20,804 

Linn  City  Spec  Rd  Dist  Osage  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

16,537,413 

0.2574 

0.2574 

16,489,058 

0.2608 

0.2608 

43,003 

Westnhalia  Snpr  RH  Dist  Osatrp  Cn 

M  I^l)  LIJllClllCl  JULt  1\U  J_^1^L  W t>  tl  V„LJ 

Road  RriHo^p 

4,060,787 

0.2287 

0.2287 

4,142,239 

0.2287 

0.2287 

9,473 

Snprial  Roarl  and  Rrirlop 

4,060,787 

0.1725 

0.1725 

A 

** 

** 

#* 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

*# 

#* 

4,142,239 

0.1777 

0.1777 

7,361 

Villaop  nt  Aro^vlp 

CrPnpinl  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  V^llc^l  ell  1\^jVv11Uv 

1,199,807 

0.2911 

0.2911 

1,230,367 

0.2912 

0.2912 

3,583 

City  of  Chamois 

General  Revenue 

2,960,522 

0.6043 

0.6043 

2,959,488 

0.6066 

0.6066 

17,952 

City  of  Linn 

General  Revenue 

16,384,093 

0.5231 

0.5231 

16,343,334 

0.5298 

0.5298 

86,587 

Parks  &  Recreation 

16,384,093 

0.0500 

0.0500 

16,343,334 

0.0500 

0.0500 

8,172 

City  of  Meta 

General  Revenue 

4,656,131 

0.4319 

0.4319 

4,634,646 

0.4339 

0.4339 

20.1 10 

{~Khup  Cnnntv  T  ihrarv 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  V^ll^l  ell  1\L  V  C^  llLtc^ 

186,511,230 

0.1728 

0.1728 

188,635,754 

0.1728 

0.1728 

325  963 

Chamois  Fire  Protection  District 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  ^11^.1  Lll  IV  ^  V  ^  1 1  LI 

14,225,316 

0.2607 

0.2607 

14,224,962 

0.2648 

0.2607 

37,084 

lVTpta  Pirp      Rp^nip  Pirp  Pint  Dist 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

13,521,796 

0.2900 

0.2900 

13,701,223 

0.2900 

0.2900 

39,734 

T  inn  Pirp  Prntprtion  Distrirt 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  ^11^1  Cll  1VC  V  V^llLIV-' 

81,343,056 

0.2648 

0.2625 

83,144,226 

0.2648 

0.2625 

218,254 

Osage  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

14,458,399 

4.3009 

4.2196 

E 

14,357,949 

4.2610 

4.2591 

611,519 

Osage  Co  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

56,951,751 

2.7890 

2.7890 

E 

57,739,234 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,587,829 

Debt  Service 

jo,yji,  /  di 

U.oioj 

0.6163 

57,739,234 

0.7198 

0.6553 

378,365 

Osage  Co  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

"70  ^QO  <0^ 

j.ouzy 

3.5500 

BH 

79,077,176 

3.6029 

3.5500 

2,807,240 

Osage  County 

General  Revenue 

1  OA  ?1  1  O^A 

0.3152 

0.0572 

188,635,754 

0.3152 

0.0454 

85,641 

Common  Road  District 

1  ^ a  a<\i 

1  jo,oU/,1  /4 

U.zlDU 

0.2150 

158,881,282 

0.2150 

0.2150 

341,595 

Developmental^  Disabled 

1  O/:  ci  1  T2A 

U.  1UUU 

0.1000 

188,635,754 

0.1000 

0.1000 

188,636 

Ozark 

Villaop  nt  Ralcprsfiplrl 

¥  1 1 1  CI  ijl  ^            l_>  Clival  ollLlU 

frpnpral  Revenue 

1,269,900 

0.2806 

0  2806 

yj . — o  \7cj 

1,289,087 

0  2806 

0  2806 

3,617 

Health 

1  IV^Ul  Lll 

1,269,900 

0.1402 

0.1402 

1,289,087 

0.1401 

0.1401 

1,806 

City  of  Gainesville 

General  Revenue 

9,117,298 

0.4248 

0.4248 

9,131,497 

0.4290 

0.4290 

39,174 

Citv  nf  Thpndnsia 

V^ILV   CJ1    X  1 1  »^1_'  Cl  W  J>  1  CI 

("rpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

4,254,934 

0.2997 

0.2997 

4,272,099 

0.3013 

0.3013 

12,872 

Ozark  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

102,954,758 

0.0919 

0.0919 

104,105,946 

0.0920 

0.0920 

95,777 

Xhornfield  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

6,071,824 

3.2984 

3.2897 

E 

6,224,368 

3.3108 

3.2897 

204,763 

Bakersfield  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

12,597,846 

3.5372 

3.5372 

E 

12,823,979 

3.5523 

3.5523 

455,546 

Debt  Service 

12,597,846 

0.0501 

0.0501 

** 

** 

Gainesville  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

46,159,594 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

46,927,045 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,290,494 

Dora  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

14,947,529 

3.2181 

3.2155 

E 

15,057,898 

3.2221 

3.2221 

485,181 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

14,947,529 

0.2152 

0.2152 

15,057,898 

0.2162 

0.2162 

32,555 

Debt  Service 

1  A  CiAi  <io 

t4,y4/,jzy 

U.ZZ40 

0.1804 

15,057,898 

0.2128 

0.1804 

27,164 

Lutie  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

0  1  ^  TA1 
Zt,JOO,/Ut 

J.OJ  /  / 

3.5872 

E 

21,850,922 

3.6553 

3.6553 

798,717 

Ozark  County 

General  Revenue 

102,954,758 

0.3124 

0.1800 

104,105,946 

0.3126 

0.1462 

152,203 

Road  &  Bridge 

102,954,758 

0.2365 

0.2365 

104,105,946 

0.2366 

0.2366 

246,315 

Ambulance 

102,954,758 

0.1230 

0.0024 

104,105,946 

0.1231 

0.0000 

0 

Pemiscot 

City  of  Bragg  City 

General  Revenue 

377,350 

0.5000 

0.5000 

374,380 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,872 

City  of  Caruthersville 

General  Revenue 

41,798,589 

0.5752 

0.5752 

43,579,981 

0.5761 

0.5752 

250,672 

Sewer 

41,798,589 

0.1952 

0.1952 

43,579,981 

0.1955 

0.1952 

85,068 

Expiration 
Year 


2011 
A  2015 


2017 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

JIlIliLjjLU     V  Cll Ll^ 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Pemiscot 

City  of  Caruthersville 

Library 

41,798,589 

0.0925 

0.0925 

43,579,981 

0.0926 

0.0925 

40,311 

Health 

41,798,589 

0.1643 

0.1643 

43,579,981 

0.1646 

0.1643 

71,602 

Cemetery 

41,798,589 

0.0411 

0.0411 

43,579,981 

0.0412 

0.0411 

17,911 

Town  of  Cooter 

General  Revenue 

2,944,417 

1.0000 

1.0000 

2,876,582 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

28,766 

Citv  of  Havti 

General  Revenue 

21,516,758 

0.5669 

0.5669 

22,092,391 

0  5680 

Ll .     Ll  OL1 

0  5680 

Ll .      Ll  U  VI 

125,485 

Parks  ^  Rprrpntinn 

21,516,758 

0.2557 

0.2557 

22,092,391 

0.2562 

0.2562 

56,601 

Library 

21,516,758 

0.1890 

0.1890 

22,092,391 

0.1894 

0.1894 

41,843 

Health 

21,516,758 

0.1557 

0.1557 

22,092,391 

0.1560 

0.1560 

34,464 

Cpmetprv 

21,516,758 

0.0500 

0  0500 

VI . Ll-1 L1L1 

22,092,391 

0  0500 

Ll . Ll^l V1L1 

0  0500 

Ll. Ll^l L1L1 

1 1,046 

Citv  of  Havti  Heights 

General  Revenue 

849,760 

0.8169 

0.8169 

990,150 

0.8262 

0.8262 

8,181 

Health 

849,760 

0.2000 

0.2000 

990,150 

0.2000 

0.2000 

1,980 

Village  of  Holland 

General  Revenue 

836,400 

0.6011 

0.6011 

904,260 

0.6065 

0.6065 

5,484 

City  of  Homestown 

General  Revenue 

208,910 

0.6000 

0.6000 

211,300 

0.5998 

0.5998 

1,267 

City  of  Steele 

General  Revenue 

11,918,587 

0.5755 

0.5755 

12,159,870 

0.5755 

0.5755 

69,980 

Parks  &  Recreation 

11,918,587 

0.1661 

0.1661 

12,159,870 

0.1661 

0.1661 

20,198 

Library 

11,918,587 

0.1661 

0.1661 

12,159,870 

0.1661 

0.1661 

20,198 

Health 

A  ILlU  Lll 

11,918,587 

0.1661 

0.1661 

12,159,870 

0.1661 

0.1661 

20,198 

Village  of  Wardell 

General  Revenue 

1,531,556 

0.6700 

0.6700 

1,640,015 

0.6708 

0.6708 

11,001 

Health 

1,531,556 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,640,015 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,640 

Pemiscot  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

178,566,722 

0.1000 

0.1000 

186,117,612 

0.1000 

0.1000 

186,1 18 

North  Pemiscot  Co  R-I  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

18,066,075 

2.8825 

2.8500 

E 

19,063,474 

2.9268 

2.8500 

543,309 

E 

Hayti  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

27,835,788 

3.6533 

3.6533 

E 

28,780,381 

3.5736 

3.5736 

1,028,496 

E 

Pemiscot  Co  R-III  School  District 

Onpratino  Funrls-Srhnnls 

\_/Ll^l  UlllL^  J.  Ll  1 1  Ll  t>    wl  L.  1 1 LJ  Ll  1  l} 

10,515,965 

3.9551 

3.9000 

E 

11,195,200 

3.9712 

3.9000 

436  613 

E 

Debt  Service 

10,515,965 

1.0949 

0.3500 

11,195,200 

0.4377 

0.3500 

39,183 

Cooter  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

7,154,107 

3.6959 

3.6390 

E 

7,550,782 

3.7175 

3.6931 

278,858 

E 

South  Pemiscot  Co  R-V  School  Dist 

L/  Ll  111  ±  L^llllO^Ll  I  \— -Ll  1.V     V     \->  L.  11L1L11  l_*/i;>l 

Onpratino  Fnnds-Srhonls 

\-/yJ\^l  clllllti  J.  LlllLJ  J>    kj  ^  1 1  Ll  LJ 1  J> 

28,182,079 

3.6906 

3.6906 

E 

29,546,592 

3.6906 

3.6906 

1,090,447 

E 

Pemiscot  Co  C-7  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

10,640,033 

3.8500 

3.8500 

E 

11,221,737 

3.8500 

3.8500 

432,037 

E 

Cumthprsvillp  1  X  Srhonl  Distrirt 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

46,861,269 

3.9630 

3.9630 

E 

47,840,451 

3.9722 

3.9722 

1  900  3 1 8 

A  .  _/LlLl,^l  A  (J 

E 

Debt  Service 

46,861,269 

0.2405 

0.2405 

47,840,451 

0.2821 

0.2313 

110,655 

Pemiscot  Co  Special  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

177,883,482 

0.4860 

0.4860 

185,309,372 

0.4860 

0.4860 

900,604 

Debt  Service 

1  /  /, 883,482 

0.0517 

0.0517 

185,309,372 

0.0432 

0.0432 

80,054 

Pemiscot  County 

General  Revenue 

1  /5,JOO, /ZZ 

U.DO  I  1 

0.1940 

186,117,612 

0.3877 

0.1995 

371,305 

Johnson  Grass 

1  /5,JOO, /ZZ 

U.UDUU 

0.0500 

186,117,612 

0.0500 

0.0500 

93,059 

Road  &  Bridge 

1  /5,DOO, /ZZ 

u.zy  Ij 

0.2975 

186,117,612 

0.2975 

0.2975 

553,700 

Hospital 

1  /5,3DD,  111 

U.34UU 

0.3400 

186,117,612 

0.3400 

0.3400 

632,800 

Senate  Bill  40 

1  /5,3DD,  111 

U.1UUU 

0.1000 

186,117,612 

0.1000 

0.1000 

186,118 

Perry 

City  of  Altenburg 

General  Revenue 

5,076,230 

0.4608 

0.4608 

4,388,928 

0.5330 

0.5330 

23,393 

City  of  Frohna 

General  Revenue 

5,122,422 

0.6521 

0.6521 

4,028,347 

0.8444 

0.6891 

27,759 

Village  of  Longtown 

General  Revenue 

700,938 

0.3131 

0.3131 

744,45  2 

0.3137 

0.3137 

2,335 

City  of  Perry  ville 

General  Revenue 

129,553,351 

0.3584 

0.3576 

133,567,855 

0.4779 

0.4000 

534,271 

Parks  &  Recreation 

129,553,351 

0.1693 

0.1689 

133,567,855 

0.1718 

0.1700 

227,065 

Debt  Service 

129,553,351 

0.2441 

0.2400 

133,567,855 

0.1918 

0.1900 

253,779 

Perry  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

302,026,827 

0.0898 

0.0898 

312,758,312 

0.0901 

0.0901 

281,795 

Perry  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

302,026,827 

0.1795 

0.1795 

312,758,312 

0.1801 

0.1801 

563,278 

Perry  Co  32  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

270,044,630 

3.1731 

3.1731 

E 

280,824,703 

3.1882 

3.1882 

8,953,253 

E 

Altenburg  48  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

16,402,256 

3.6038 

3.6000 

E 

15,651,250 

3.6038 

3.6038 

564,040 

E 

Perry  County 

General  Revenue 

302,026,827 

0.3918 

0.1800 

312,758,312 

0.4301 

0.1800 

562,965 

Road  &  Bridge 

302,026,827 

0.2999 

0.2999 

312,758,312 

0.3009 

0.2999 

937,962 

Hospital 

302,026,827 

0.0898 

0.0898 

312,758,312 

0.0901 

0.0901 

281,795 
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Political  Subdivision 


Perry 

Perry  County 


Purpose 


Mental  Health 
Senate  Bill  40 


2011 


2012 


Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied       Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied  Revenue 


302,026,827  0.0898  0.0898 
302,026,827    0.0898  0.0898 


312,758,312  0.0901  0.0901  281,795 
312,758,312    0.0901    0.0901  281,795 


Expiration 
Year 


Pettis 


City  of  Green  Ridge 

General  Revenue 

2,786,844 

0.9629 

0.9629 

3,129,329 

0.9399 

0.9399 

29,413 

City  of  Houstonia 

General  Revenue 

1,061,365 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1,093,866 

1.0000 

1.0000 

10,939 

Village  of  Hughesville 

General  Revenue 

1,037,410 

0.4116 

0.4116 

1,036,214 

0.4135 

0.4135 

4,285 

General  Revenue-Temp 

1,037,410 

0.3000 

0.3000 

#* 

** 

** 

General  Revenue-Temp 

** 

** 

1,036,214 

0.3104 

0.3104 

3,216 

A 

City  of  La  Monte 

General  Revenue 

6,119,779 

0.8577 

0.8577 

6,558,875 

0.9300 

0.9100 

59,686 

Parks  &  Recreation 

6,119,779 

0.0389 

0.0389 

6,558,875 

0.0400 

0.0305 

2,000 

City  of  Sedalia 

General  Revenue 

254,163,775 

0.4295 

0.4295 

252,612,495 

0.4334 

0.4334 

1,094,823 

Parks  &  Recreation 

254,163,775 

0.1494 

0.1494 

252,612,495 

0.1508 

0.1508 

380,940 

Library 

201,130,366 

0.2121 

0.2121 

201,371,043 

0.2137 

0.2137 

430,330 

Police 

254,163,775 

0.0840 

0.0840 

252,612,495 

0.0848 

0.0848 

214,215 

Fire 

254,163,775 

0.0459 

0.0459 

252,612,495 

0.0463 

0.0463 

116,960 

City  of  Smithton 

General  Revenue 

4,436,952 

0.7456 

0.7456 

4,066,525 

0.8393 

0.8393 

34,130 

Boonslick  Regional  Library 

General  Revenue 

797,740,980 

0.1399 

0.1399 

802,583,724 

0.1399 

0.1399 

1,122,815 

Pettis  County  Fire  Prot  Dist  #1 

General  Revenue 

204,845,893 

0.2834 

0.2791 

208,349,760 

0.2834 

0.2791 

581,504 

Sedalia  Special  Business  District 

General  Revenue 

6,097,800 

0.6281 

0.6281 

5,871,510 

0.6524 

0.6524 

38,306 

Pettis  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

551,559,225 

0.0875 

0.0875 

546,562,797 

0.0888 

0.0888 

485,348 

State  Fair  Community  College 

General  Revenue 

785,001,581 

0.4055 

0.4055 

794,653,327 

0.4065 

0.4065 

3,230,266 

Pettis  Co  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

23,148,804 

3.4345 

3.4345 

E 

24,217,653 

3.4506 

3.4506 

835,654 

E 

Debt  Service 

23,148,804 

0.4840 

0.4303 

24,217,653 

0.4722 

0.4303 

104,209 

La  Monte  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

18,175,034 

3.1637 

2.9500 

E 

18,975,589 

3.1956 

2.9500 

559,780 

E 

Debt  Service 

18,175,034 

0.8318 

0.8000 

18,975,589 

0.8595 

0.8000 

151,805 

Smithton  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

35,654,401 

3.5278 

3.5278 

BE 

36,694,657 

3.5278 

3.5278 

1,294,514 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

35,654,401 

0.5840 

0.0000 

** 

#* 

Debt  Service 

35,654,401 

0.4933 

0.4933 

36,694,657 

0.4938 

0.4938 

181,198 

Green  Ridge  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

22,268,525 

3.4261 

3.4261 

E 

23,418,596 

3.4111 

3.4111 

798,832 

E 

Debt  Service 

22,268,525 

0.5694 

0.4639 

23,418,596 

0.4918 

0.4639 

108,639 

Pettis  Co  R-XII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

52,063,540 

3.3828 

2.9944 

E 

50,445,180 

3.4500 

2.8900 

1,457,866 

E 

Sedalia  200  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

338,660,169 

3.0049 

3.0049 

E 

340,085,587 

2.9902 

2.9902 

10,169,239 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

338,660,169 

0.8628 

0.8628 

340,085,587 

0.8628 

0.8628 

2,934,258 

Pettis  County 

General  Revenue 

537,153,652 

0.3885 

0.0257 

546,562,797 

0.3885 

0.0200 

109,313 

Johnson  Grass 

537,153,652 

0.0050 

0.0050 

546,562,797 

0.0050 

0.0050 

27,328 

Road  &  Bridge 

537,153,652 

0.2800 

0.2787 

546,562,797 

0.2800 

0.2787 

1,523,271 

Developmentally  Disabled 

537,153,652 

0.0879 

0.0879 

546,562,797 

0.0879 

0.0879 

480,429 

2011 


2011 


2026 


Phelps 


St.  James  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

* 

* 

* 

116,750,811 

0.1309 

0.0000 

0 

City  of  Doolittle 

General  Revenue 

4,340,235 

0.2683 

0.2683 

4,357,977 

0.2683 

0.2683 

11,692 

City  of  Newburg 

General  Revenue 

1,745,326 

0.7041 

0.7041 

1,863,299 

0.7041 

0.7041 

13,119 

Library 

1,745,326 

0.1902 

0.1902 

1,863,299 

0.1902 

0.1902 

3,544 

CityofRolla 

General  Revenue 

201,836,281 

0.4451 

0.4451 

205,887,046 

0.4451 

0.4451 

916,403 

Parks  &  Recreation 

201,836,281 

0.1096 

0.1096 

205,887,046 

0.1096 

0.1096 

225,652 

Library 

201,836,281 

0.1857 

0.1857 

205,887,046 

0.1857 

0.1857 

382,332 

City  of  St.  James 

General  Revenue 

35,246,250 

0.3909 

0.3909 

35,357,669 

0.3909 

0.3909 

138,213 

Parks  &  Recreation 

35,246,250 

0.0607 

0.0607 

35,357,669 

0.0607 

0.0607 

21,462 

City  of  Edgar  Springs 

General  Revenue 

1,550,962 

0.4694 

0.4694 

1,565,225 

0.4696 

0.4696 

7,350 

Doolittle  Rural  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

26,863,433 

0.2215 

0.2215 

27,809,830 

0.2215 

0.2215 

61,599 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 


Phelps 

Rolla  Rural  Fire  Protection  Dist 
Duke  Fire  Protection  District 
St.  James  Fire  Protection  District 
Edgar  Springs  Rural  FPD 
St.  James  R-I  School  District 

Newburg  R-II  School  District 

Rolla  31  School  District 

Phelps  Co  R-III  School  District 

Phelps  County 


Pike 

Village  of  Annada 
City  of  Bowling  Green 


City  of  Clarksville 
City  of  Curryville 
Village  of  Eolia 
City  of  Frankford 
City  of  Louisiana 

Buffalo  Township  Fire  Prot  Dist 
Pike  Co  Agency  for  Dev  Disabilities 
Pike  County  Health  Department 
Bowling  Green  R-I  School  District 
Pike  Co  R-III  School  District 

Bond  R-X  School  District 
Louisiana  R-II  School  District 


Pike  County 


Platte 

Northland  Regional  Ambulance  Dist 
Southern  Platte  County  Ambulance 
Platte  Co  Drainage  Ditch  Dist  1 
Farley  Special  Road  Dist,  Platte  Co 

Parkville  Spec  Road  Dist  Platte  Co 
Platte  City  Spec  Rd  Dist  Platte  Co 
Weston  Spec  Rd  Dist  Platte  Co 


Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Year 

General  Revenue 

142,602,504 

o 

.2297 

0.2297 

145,952,095 

0. 

.2297 

0. 

.2297 

335,252 

General  Revenue 

5,595,475 

o 

.2177 

0.2177 

5,744,483 

0. 

.2177 

0. 

.2177 

12,506 

General  Revenue 

107,262,796 

0 

.2362 

0.2362 

108,708,957 

0. 

.2362 

0. 

.2362 

256,771 

General  Revenue 

14,828,804 

o 

.3062 

0.3062 

A 

15,801,025 

0. 

3020 

0. 

3020 

47,719 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

109,982,522 

2, 

.7500 

2.7500 

E 

111,180,588 

2, 

7500 

2, 

7500 

3,057,466 

E 

Debt  Service 

109,982,522 

0 

.7343 

0.5300 

111,180,588 

0. 

6585 

0. 

5300 

589,257 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

25,229,466 

2 

.7500 

2.7500 

E 

26,033,247 

2. 

7500 

2. 

7500 

715,914 

E 

Debt  Service 

25,229,466 

n 
U 

09  1  A 

0.5000 

Ifx  Oil  9A7 
Z0,UJJ,Z4  / 

U. 

SOOO 

n 
U. 

^OOO 

130,166 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

376,537,767 

3. 

.3205 

2.9559 

386,164,745 

3. 

3240 

2. 

9336 

11,328,529 

Debt  Service 

376,537,767 

0 

.5046 

0.2500 

386,164,745 

0. 

4713 

0. 

2500 

965,412 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1 7  ASO  Q9A 

2 

.7500 

9  7soo 

Z.  /jUU 

E 

17,717,884 

2. 

7500 

2. 

7500 

ARl  9/19 
4o  /  ,Z4Z 

Debt  Service 

1  /,4jU,VZ0 

0 

.1479 

n  i  A  7Q 

17,717,884 

0 

1407 

0. 

1407 

OA  Q9Q 

General  Revenue 

can  an?  S91 

0 

.2753 

n  i  CAn 
U.  1  jOU 

551,565,375 

0. 

2753 

0. 

1526 

otl,Oo? 

Road  &  Bridge 

can  an?  S91 

jj7,jUZ,jZj 

0 

.1966 

fi  HQS  f\ 

551,565,375 

0. 

1966 

0. 

0935 

S  1  S  714 
J  ID, f 14 

ueveiupmeiiLaiiy  uisauieu 

S1Q  109  S91 

0 

.0708 

O  0708 

551,565,375 

0. 

0708 

0. 

0708 

1QO  SOS 

General  Revenue 

370,665 

o 

.6179 

0.6179 

394,609 

0. 

.6178 

0. 

.6178 

2,438 

General  Revenue 

36,053,565 

o 

.5977 

0.5977 

39,521,227 

0. 

6018 

0. 

.6018 

237,839 

Parks  &  Recreation 

36,053,565 

o 

.0000 

0.0000 

39,521,227 

o. 

0000 

0. 

0000 

0 

Library 

36,053,565 

o 

.1843 

0.1843 

39,521,227 

o. 

1856 

0. 

1856 

73,351 

Cemetery 

36,053,565 

o 

.0922 

0.0922 

39,521,227 

0. 

0928 

0 

0928 

36,676 

General  Revenue 

4,421,302 

o 

.6323 

0.6323 

4,511,268 

0. 

6395 

0. 

.6395 

28,850 

General  Revenue 

1,463,108 

o 

.9055 

0.9055 

1,492,008 

0. 

9096 

0. 

.9096 

13,571 

General  Revenue 

3,966,342 

o 

.3753 

0.3753 

4,066,371 

0. 

3780 

0. 

.3780 

15,371 

General  Revenue 

1,791,891 

1 

.0000 

1.0000 

1,845,991 

1 

0000 

1 

0000 

18,460 

General  Revenue 

33,106,315 

o 

.7305 

0.7305 

34,254,143 

0 

7337 

0 

7300 

250,055 

Library 

33,106,315 

o 

.0995 

0.0995 

34,254,143 

0. 

1000 

0. 

1000 

34,254 

General  Revenue 

44,168,404 

o 

.2865 

0.2865 

46,391,208 

0. 

2889 

0. 

2889 

134,024 

General  Revenue 

245,805,669 

o 

.1902 

0.1902 

255,622,761 

0 

1914 

0 

1914 

489,262 

General  Revenue 

245,805,669 

o 

.2389 

0.2389 

255,622,761 

0. 

2405 

0. 

2405 

614,773 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

95,342,272 

3. 

.3356 

3.2720 

E 

101,089,719 

3. 

3832 

3. 

3832 

3,420,067 

E 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

37,153,949 

A 
4. 

(VI  zl1 
.U141 

4.0141 

Z?,0JJ,f06 

n  i  a  i 

0141 

1,198,348 

E 

Debt  Service 

37,153,949 

1 

.6007 

1.0801 

29,853,468 

2. 

0729 

1 

0802 

322,477 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

11,607,642 

4 

.1959 

4.0500 

14,249,880 

5. 

0400 

4. 

0500 

577,120 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

AQ  S9Q  S9Q 

3 

.3609 

a  a^no 

E 

49,040,500 

3. 

4011 

3. 

4011 

1,00  /,y  it? 

H 

Debt  Service 

AQ  S9Q  S9Q 

4  5,jzy,oZ7 

0 

.6340 

n  conn 

49,040,500 

0 

4965 

0 

4965 

9A1 

Z4J,4oO 

General  Revenue 

9zK  SOS  £AQ 

0 

.4226 

O  9Q9A 

u.zyzo 

255,622,761 

0. 

4254 

0. 

2954 

7  S  S  1  1  n 
/  JJ,1  1U 

Koau  ol  oriage 

9/K  one  £AQ 

0 

.3063 

n  ioai 

255,622,761 

0. 

3083 

0. 

3083 

7KS  OSiS 

Hospital 

9/ic  one  {.{.a 
Z4j,oLO,00V 

0 

.2103 

O  91  01 
U.ZIUJ 

255,622,761 

0. 

2117 

0. 

2117 

C/ii  icq 
341,1  jj 

General  Revenue 

472,497,581 

o 

.4345 

0.4298 

477,687,418 

0. 

.4346 

0 

.4346 

2,076,030 

General  Revenue 

493,310,298 

0 

.0900 

0.0900 

499,417,501 

0. 

.1938 

0. 

1100 

549,359 

General  Revenue 

1,431,063 

0 

.1000 

0.0859 

1,089,917 

0. 

1000 

0 

0859 

936 

Road  &  Bridge 

15,540,266 

0 

.3283 

0.3283 

15,814,948 

0 

3283 

0. 

3283 

51,920 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

15,540,266 

0 

.3472 

0.3472 

15,814,948 

0. 

3472 

0. 

3472 

54,909 

2012 

Road  &  Bridge 

676,404,061 

0 

.2605 

0.2605 

685,590,726 

0. 

.2618 

0. 

2618 

1,794,877 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,028,408,118 

0 

.2190 

0.2150 

1,043,860,509 

0. 

2210 

0. 

2150 

2,244,300 

Road  &  Bridge 

56,461,756 

0 

.2486 

0.2486 

57,745,141 

0. 

.2486 

0. 

2486 

143,554 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

56,461,756 

0 

.3500 

0.3500 

** 

#* 

** 

2011 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Assessed  Value 

/iLljLojLU     T  £11 LIL 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Platte 

Weston  Spec  Rd  Dist  Platte  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

#* 

** 

** 

57,745,141 

0.3583 

0.3583 

206  901 

City  of  Camden  Point 

General  Revenue 

5,627,251 

0.6728 

0.6728 

5,692,254 

0.6739 

0.6739 

38,360 

Citv  nf  Dearborn 

General  Revenue 

11L  llll   IVL-  V  L11LIL 

5,481,328 

0.4691 

0.4691 

5  SQ4  854 

0.4709 

0.4709 

26,346 

City  of  Edgerton 

General  Revenue 

5,536,495 

0.6820 

0.6820 

5  578  361 

0.6832 

0.6832 

38.1 1 1 

Village  of  Farley 

General  Revenue 

2,918,439 

0.4578 

0.4578 

2,913,413 

0.4586 

0.4586 

13,361 

Villaoe  nf  Ferrelview 

v  i licit; L        i.  ^iiLiviLW 

General  Revenue 

\— IL11L1C11   XVT^  V  ^IIUV 

2,401,396 

0.5050 

0.4749 

2  404  836 

0  5050 

0.4800 

11,543 

Village  of  Iatan 

General  Revenue 

244,058 

0.5000 

0.4991 

243,363 

0.5000 

0.4991 

1,215 

Citv  of  Platte  Citv 

General  Revenue 

75,831,672 

0.5230 

0.5195 

75  1  56  833 

0.5278 

0.5244 

394,122 

Debt  Servire 

iy\^  U  L  i_t  LI  V  IL  L 

75,831,672 

1.1961 

0.5200 

75  1  56  833 

1.7218 

0.5642 

424,035 

City  of  Platte  Woods 

General  Revenue 

10,708,386 

0.6914 

0.6914 

10,797,816 

0.6938 

0.6938 

74,915 

City  of  Xracy 

General  Revenue 

2,677,255 

0.6739 

0.6739 

2,743,051 

0.6739 

0.6200 

17,007 

Deht  Servire 

iy\^  U L  iJLl  V  ILL 

2,677,255 

0.6297 

0.6297 

2  743  05 1 

0.7177 

0.6900 

18,927 

City  of  Weatherby  Lake 

General  Revenue 

41,198,308 

1.0000 

1.0000 

41,514,400 

1.0000 

1.0000 

415,144 

Parks  &  Recreation 

41,198,308 

0.2124 

0.2124 

41,514,400 

0.2134 

0.2134 

88,592 

Debt  Service 

41,198,308 

0.9994 

0.7683 

41,514,400 

0.9006 

0.7682 

318,914 

Citv  nf  Weston 

General  Revenue 

21,385,562 

0.4610 

0.4610 

22,026,791 

0.4610 

0.4610 

101,544 

Parks  &  Recreation 

21,385,562 

0.1679 

0.1679 

22,026,791 

0.1679 

0.1679 

36,983 

Lights 

21,385,562 

0.1304 

0.1304 

22,026,791 

0.1304 

0.1304 

28,723 

CitvnfT  ake  Wanknmis 

General  Revenue 

13,942,484 

0.8034 

0.8034 

14  381  820 

0.8034 

0.8034 

115,544 

General  Revenue-Temp 

13,942,484 

0.7000 

0.7000 

** 

#* 

#* 

General  Revenne-Temn 

V.ILllLlill   1\L  V  L11UL     ±  L11JL7 

** 

*# 

*# 

14  381  820 

0.7150 

0.7000 

100  673 

Citv  nf  Parkville 

v_-iiy  vji  ±  cii jv v  i  j  i l 

General  Revenue 

185,288,906 

0.4748 

0.4748 

187,449,313 

0.4784 

0.4784 

896  758 

General  Revenne-Temn 

LJL11L1  CL1  1\L  V  L11UL     ±  L111L/ 

185,288,906 

0.1795 

0.1795 

1 87  449  3 1 3 

0.1809 

0.1759 

329,723 

Citv  nf  Nnrthmonr 

General  Revenue 

V.lLllLlill   1\L  V  L11UL 

7,268,776 

0.0000 

0  0000 

6  651  268 

0  0000 

0  0000 

0 

Town  of  Ridgely 

General  Revenue 

VJL11L1  £11  1\L  V  L11UL 

1,113,075 

0.3184 

0.3184 

1,145,887 

0.3184 

0.3184 

3,649 

Citv  nf  fTmistnii  T  ake 

General  Revenue 

V_lLllLlill   1VL  V  L11UL 

2,809,411 

0.6690 

0.6690 

2,914,922 

0.6733 

0.6733 

19,626 

Fire 

2,809,411 

0.7300 

0.7300 

2,914,922 

0.7300 

0.7300 

21,279 

Central  Platte  Hire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

201,642,286 

0.3116 

0.3100 

204,203,855 

0.3131 

0.3131 

639,362 

Southern  Platte  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

413,731,461 

0.9235 

0.9235 

420,634,800 

0.9257 

0.9257 

3,893,816 

Deht  Servire 

1>LUL  JL1  V1LL 

413,731,461 

0.1065 

0.1065 

420  634  800 

0.0895 

0.0895 

376  468 

Weatherby  Lake  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

41,204,704 

1.0480 

1.0480 

41,514,400 

1.0530 

1.0530 

437,147 

^Vp';t  Platte  Fire  Prntertinn  Dist 

TV  V^l3L  J.  luLLL'  I  11  L  ±  1      LL  L  LI  LJ 1 1  L^ltM 

General  Revenue 

LJL11L1  til  1\L  V  L11UL 

175,766,022 

0.3900 

0.3900 

1 79  300  864 

0.3900 

0.3900 

699,273 

Ambulance 

175,766,022 

0.3900 

0.3900 

179,300,864 

0.3900 

0.3900 

699,273 

Camden  Point  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

19,575,576 

0.4844 

0.4844 

19,624,679 

0.4864 

0.4864 

95,454 

Smithville  Area  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

225,749,870 

0.2862 

0.2862 

223,252,694 

0.2925 

0.2925 

653,014 

Debt  Service 

225,749,870 

0.1676 

0.1000 

223,252,694 

0.1646 

0.1000 

223,253 

Edgerton-Trimble  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

36,245,169 

0.4985 

0.4985 

36,794,726 

0.4985 

0.4985 

183,422 

Dearborn  Area  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

LJL11L1  £11  1\L  V  L11UL 

25,898,187 

0.5258 

0.5258 

26,411,264 

0.5258 

0.5258 

138  870 

Platte  Cnnntv  Health  Denartment 

A  ItLLLL             Llll  L  y    J.  .ILCllLll  L^LIJtll  1111L111 

General  Revenue 

LJL11L1  £11  1VL  V  L  ll  LIL 

2,177,927,337 

0.0800 

0  0800 

2,208,210,454 

0  0800 

0  0800 

1  766  568 

North  Platte  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

53,568,015 

3.7855 

3.6100 

E  54,059,362 

3.7663 

3.6100 

1,951,543 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

53,568,015 

0.2301 

0.0000 

54,059,362 

0.2301 

0.0000 

0 

Deht  Servire 

1>LUL  JL1  V1LL 

53,568,015 

1.7110 

0.9900 

54  059  362 

1.5655 

0.9900 

535  188 

West  Platte  Co  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

185,171,871 

4.1000 

4.1000 

e  187,992,022 

4.1000 

4.1000 

7,707,673 

Debt  Service 

185,171,871 

0.3514 

0.3500 

187,992,022 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Platte  Co  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

425,004,746 

3.7917 

3.4688 

424,393,823 

3.8903 

3.5688 

15,145,767 

Debt  Service 

425,004,746 

2.1059 

1.0600 

424,393,823 

2.0408 

0.9600 

4,074,181 

Park  Hill  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1,440,437,815 

4.9117 

4.8026 

E  1,467,449,564 

4.9264 

4.9264 

72,292,435 

Debt  Service 

1,440,437,815 

0.6741 

0.6107 

1,467,449,564 

0.9203 

0.6107 

8,961,714 

Platte  County 

General  Revenue 

2,177,927,337 

0.1896 

0.0100 

2,208,210,454 

0.1905 

0.0100 

220,821 

Road  &  Bridge 

400,145,319 

0.3500 

0.3239 

405,206,510 

0.3500 

0.3239 

1,312,464 

Expiration 
Year 


A  2015 


2011 
A  2014 

2024 


2012 


2012 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Platte 

Platte  County 

Mental  Health 

o  m  OT7  111 
2,1  /  1  ,yl  / 

A  1  AAA 

0.1000 

2,208,210,454 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,208,210 

Senate  Bill  40 

1  m  OT7  111 

0.1300 

0.1300 

2,208,210,454 

0.1300 

0.1300 

2,870,674 

Senior  Services 

1  1  11  QT7  111 

2,1  /  /,y2  /  ,JJ  1 

A  A<AA 

0.0500 

2,208,210,454 

0.0500 

0.0500 

1,104,105 

Debt  Service 

1   1  11  im  111 

2,1  /  /,y2/,Ji/ 

A  AlfM 

0.42UJ 

0.0000 

** 

Polk 

Blue  Mound  Spec  Rd  Dist  Polk  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,194,947 

0.3500 

0.3500 

2,311,686 

0.3500 

0.3500 

8,091 

Bolivar  Spec  Rd  Dist  Polk  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

94,998,812 

0.2111 

0.2111 

96,008,132 

0.2116 

0.2111 

202,673 

Flemington  Spec  Rd  Dist  Polk  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,608,174 

0.3500 

0.3500 

1,595,957 

0.3500 

0.3500 

5,586 

Wnmansvillp  Snpr  RH  Dist  Pnlk  Cn 

Rnan"  Rridtre 

10,550,390 

0.2820 

0.2820 

10,980,031 

0.2822 

0.2820 

30,964 

Snerial  RnaH  and  Rrirltre 

10,550,390 

0.3479 

0.3479 

10,980,031 

0.3482 

0.3479 

38,200 

Providence  Spec  Rd  Dist  Polk  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,527,445 

0.3500 

0.3500 

1,586,193 

0.3500 

0.3500 

5,552 

Southwest  Snerial  Rd  Dist  Pnlk  Cct 

Rnad  ^  Rrifipe 

877,962 

0.3500 

0  3500 

889,840 

0  3500 

0  3500 

3,114 

Polk  County  Road  District 

Road  &  Bridge 

160,856,438 

0.2790 

0.2790 

165,490,271 

0.2790 

0.2790 

461,718 

Village  of  Aldrich 

General  Revenue 

482,620 

0.3773 

0.3773 

478,846 

0.3824 

0.3824 

1,831 

City  of  Bolivar 

General  Revenue 

92,589,401 

0.0000 

0.0000 

93,690,379 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Parks  &  Recreation 

92,589,401 

0.0000 

0.0000 

93,690,379 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Citv  nf  Pair  Plav 

v^ii y  vjl  x  mi  x  xciy 

General  Revenue 

2,124,558 

1.0000 

1.0000 

2,130,255 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

21,303 

Citv  nf  Hnmansville 

v^xi  y  \ji  x 1  u  1 1  lit i  l  >  v  1 1  i  v- 

General  Revenue 

5,009,532 

0.6313 

0.6313 

5,136,527 

0.6313 

0.6313 

32,427 

Citv  nf  Mnrrisville 

v^xi  y  \ji  iv±\ji iicj  v  hi*-/ 

General  Revenue 

V.l     1  IV-  1  il  1   Xvl-/ V  I— 11  Lli-/ 

2,190,091 

0.4979 

0.4979 

2,218,192 

0.4979 

0.4979 

1 1,044 

Pnlk"  Cnnntv  T  ihrarv  District 

X  UllV  \— -ULI111Y    IjlUlUl  V  X_^1J1L11V^I 

General  Revenue 

272,614,168 

0.0909 

0.0909 

278,862,110 

0.0910 

0.0910 

253  765 

Pleasant  Hope  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

21,957,154 

0.3000 

0  3000 

22,537,488 

0.3000 

0.3000 

67,612 

Polk  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

272,614,168 

0.1763 

0.1763 

278,862,1 10 

0.1763 

0.1763 

491,634 

Bolivar  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

148,648,889 

3.3694 

3.3100 

E 

151,062,408 

3.3371 

3.3100 

5,000,166 

Debt  Service 

148,648,889 

0.8458 

0.4500 

151,062,408 

0.8594 

0.4500 

679,781 

Fair  Play  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

16,253,030 

3.0019 

2.9500 

E 

17,159,620 

3.4266 

3.1000 

531,948 

Debt  Service 

16,253,030 

1.8060 

1.1500 

17,159,620 

1.5568 

1.0000 

171,596 

Halfwav  R-TTT  Schonl  District 

1  lall  W  a V  Xv   111  i-> v^  1  IwvJl  x_*/1l}111^1 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

16,105,240 

3.5235 

3.5235 

E 

16,739,270 

3  5056 

3  5056 

586,812 

Debt  Service 

16,105,240 

1.2574 

0.6000 

16,739,270 

1.1602 

0.6200 

103,783 

Humansville  R-IV  School  District 

Oneratino  FnnHs-Srhnnls 

\_/IJl— 1  Llllllt;  X   UllV.1.1  lILIIWuIl? 

19,356,085 

3.0561 

3.0399 

E 

20,044,952 

3.0395 

3.0381 

608  986 

Debt  Service 

19,356,085 

0.4334 

0.4334 

20,044,952 

0.4024 

0.4024 

80,661 

Marion  C.  Early  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

31,706,100 

3.4391 

2.8100 

F 

32,682,110 

3.4346 

2.8100 

918,367 

Debt  Service 

31,706,100 

0.8375 

0.4900 

32,682,110 

0.5724 

0.4900 

160,142 

Pleasant  Hope  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

37,279,020 

2.6962 

2.6962 

E 

38,215,210 

2.7340 

2.7340 

1,044,804 

Capital  Improvements 

11  T7H  AO  A 

3  /,2  /y,02U 

A  ataa 

0.6700 

38,215,210 

0.6700 

0.6700 

256,042 

Debt  Service 

11  T7Q  AO  A 
J  /,2  /y,U2U 

A  "7O^0 

0.6500 

38,215,210 

0.6505 

0.6500 

248,399 

Polk  County 

General  Revenue 

111  A  1  A  1 

2/2,014,105 

A  1111 
U.  J232 

0.3232 

278,862,110 

0.3235 

0.3235 

902,119 

Senate  Bill  40 

111  A  1  A    1  AO 

2/2,  Ol4,  loo 

A  AOAA 

u.uzuy 

0.0209 

278,862,110 

0.0209 

0.0209 

58,282 

Senior  Services 

OTO  A  1  A   1  AO 
2/2,014,105 

A  A<AA 

0.0500 

278,862,110 

0.0500 

0.0500 

139,431 

Pulaski 

Dixon  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

VJ  k~  HV^l  tit  XV  k~  V  \_/ 1 1  LI 

60,804,757 

0.2831 

0.2831 

66,733,618 

0.2782 

0.2782 

185  653 

Pulaski  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

373,038,693 

0.0000 

0.0000 

388,506,564 

0.0000 

0.0000 

() 

City  of  Crocker 

General  Revenue 

8,226,793 

0.6715 

0.6715 

8,566,662 

0.6715 

0.6715 

57,525 

Parks  ^  Rerreatinn 

X    LlXXVCJ    IV    IVV^Ll  V-Cll  1  \>  1  1 

8,226,793 

0.1686 

0.1686 

8,566,662 

0.1686 

0.1686 

14,443 

City  of  Dixon 

General  Revenue 

13,456,855 

0.4580 

0.4552 

13,823,624 

0.4589 

0.4580 

63,312 

Library 

13,456,855 

0.1500 

0.1500 

13,823,624 

0.1500 

0.1500 

20,735 

Debt  Service 

13,456,855 

1.2605 

0.6460 

13,823,624 

1.2146 

0.6460 

89,301 

City  of  St.  Robert 

General  Revenue 

85,136,478 

0.3255 

0.3255 

76,757,634 

0.3267 

0.3267 

250,767 

City  of  Waynesville 

General  Revenue 

51,897,185 

0.5343 

0.5343 

53,852,773 

0.5370 

0.5370 

289,189 

City  of  Richland 

General  Revenue 

13,177,030 

0.6120 

0.6120 

14,051,327 

0.6120 

0.6120 

85,994 

Expiration 
Year 


2012 


2016 


86 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiratio 
Year 

Assessed  Value 
iT.L>st;oai;Li  v  tunc 

Cpilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Pulaski 

Pulaski  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

398,138,459 

0.1306 

0.1306 

427,218,579 

0.1306 

0.1306 

557,947 

Hazelgreen  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

21,568,201 

0.2669 

0.2669 

23,029,792 

0.2669 

0.2669 

61,467 

Crocker  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

24,506,585 

0.2815 

0.2815 

30,027,017 

0.2533 

0.2533 

76,058 

Waynesville  Rural  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

156,703,710 

0.4588 

0.4588 

169,837,647 

0.4588 

0.4588 

779,215 

Dixon  Rural  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

64,073,304 

0.2570 

0.2570 

69,758,168 

0.2543 

0.2543 

177,395 

Pulaski  Conntv  Health  Denartment 

x  uiti.Mxi      v.* li 1 1 1  y  xx^-ciiixx  l/ c  y.n i 1  v. 1 1 1<_  1 1 1 

General  Revenue 

409,129,579 

0.0689 

0.0689 

441,232,974 

0.0689 

0.0689 

304  010 

Swerlehorp  R-TTT  School  District 

*J  W             LJ\-}L  £i  XX.   XXX  *J  ^  llvj  Wl  X_*/XJ>LXXV^L 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

5,178,738 

2.5936 

2.5936 

E 

5,348,838 

3.5796 

3.5796 

191,467 

BE 

Orteratinc  Fnnds-Temrt 

LJ\sL  &LXXX£i  X   LIXIU-l)     X  ^XXXL7 

5,178,738 

0.8367 

0.8367 

5,348,838 

0.8367 

0  0000 

0 

2012 

Pulaski  Co  R-TV  School  District 

Oneratino  Fnnds-Srhnnls 

V_/IJ^X  UlXXl£,  X  LIX1UJ?  JLIIUVJIlJ 

31,040,624 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

32,284,840 

2.7500 

2.7500 

887  833 

E 

T  amiev  R-V  Srhool  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

31,157,814 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

32,890,169 

2.7500 

2.7500 

904,480 

E 

Debt  Service 

31,157,814 

0.1242 

0.1242 

32,890,169 

0.1488 

0.1242 

40,850 

Waynesville  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

271,124,930 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

282,258,284 

2.7500 

2.7500 

7,762,103 

E 

Dixon  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

58,568,263 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

60,176,531 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,654,855 

E 

Debt  Service 

58,568,263 

0.2700 

0.2700 

60,176,531 

0.2700 

0.2700 

162,477 

Crocker  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

27,868,215 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

28,777,309 

2.7500 

2.7500 

791,376 

E 

Debt  Service 

T7  tt^Q  tic 
Z  /,o05,Zl  J 

n  ^  <  1  A 
U.  jj  14 

0.5426 

28,777,309 

0.5788 

0.5788 

166,563 

Pulaski  County 

General  Revenue 

a  nn  ion  C70 
409,129, J  /9 

n  nnnn 
U.0000 

0.0000 

441,232,974 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Road  &  Bridge 

/inn  i  on  C7n 
409, 129,  J  /9 

n  i  om 
U.189/ 

0.1897 

441,232,974 

0.1897 

0.1897 

837,019 

Senate  Bill  40 

a nn  ion  C7n 

n  nAon 

0.0689 

441,232,974 

0.0689 

0.0689 

304,010 

Senior  Services 

/inn  1  on  <7o 

4oy,izy,j  /y 

n  f\A  m 
U.0430 

0.0430 

441,232,974 

0.0430 

0.0430 

189,730 

Putnam 

Putnam  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

75,975,411 

0.3741 

0.3741 

75,513,776 

0.3816 

0.3816 

288,161 

Putnam  County  Care  Center 

General  Revenue 

75,975,411 

0.2903 

0.2903 

75,513,776 

0.2956 

0.2956 

223,219 

TTninnvillp  Sner  Rnad  Dist  Putnam  C^n 

LllKJLl  V  XXXI*  OL/^V^  XVV_I  Cl^i  X-^Xl>1  X  LILLXuXXl  w 

Road  &  Bridge 

13,341,352 

0.2826 

0.2826 

13,068,693 

0.2885 

0.2885 

37,703 

Srteeial  Road  and  Rrirlce 

13,341,352 

0.3247 

0.3247 

13,068,693 

0.3315 

0.3315 

43,323 

2013 

Lake  Thunderhead  Spec  Rd  District 

Road  &  Bridge 

15,972,814 

0.3339 

0.3339 

16,237,350 

0.3347 

0.3347 

54,346 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

15,972,814 

0.3365 

0.3365 

16,237,350 

0.3373 

0.3373 

54,769 

2012 

Village  of  Livonia 

General  Revenue 

332,304 

0.4907 

0.4907 

261,563 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,308 

Village  of  Lucerne 

General  Revenue 

1,242,831 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,406,230 

0.5000 

0.5000 

7,031 

Village  of  Powersville 

General  Revenue 

361,137 

0.4906 

0.4906 

394,392 

0.4906 

0.4906 

1,935 

City  of  Unionville 

General  Revenue 

12,965,705 

0.8551 

0.8551 

12,642,520 

0.8963 

0.8963 

113,315 

Parks  &  Recreation 

12,965,705 

0.1729 

0.1729 

12,642,520 

0.1812 

0.1812 

22,908 

Fire 

12,965,705 

0.1729 

0.1729 

12,642,520 

0.1812 

0.1812 

22,908 

Village  of  Worthington 

General  Revenue 

306,553 

0.3832 

0.3832 

254,349 

0.4700 

0.4700 

1 . 1 95 

Elm  Township  of  Putnam  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,983,094 

0.4334 

0.4334 

6,124,712 

0.4541 

0.4541 

27,812 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,983,094 

0.3686 

0.3686 

A 

6,124,712 

0.3686 

0.3686 

22,576 

2014 

Grant  Township  of  Putnam  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,063,430 

0.4518 

0.4518 

1,942,438 

0.4874 

0.4874 

9,467 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,063,430 

0.3323 

0.3323 

1,942,438 

0.3388 

0.3388 

6,581 

2012 

Tarksnn  Tnwnshin  of  Putnam  Pn 

J  CI^IVlIVJII    X       W  XiJ>lXXL7  Ul  X  U-LlLclXXX  W 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,801,368 

0.4925 

0.4925 

2,772,547 

0.5000 

0.5000 

13,863 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,801,368 

0.3560 

0.3560 

A 

2,772,547 

0.3560 

0.3560 

9,870 

2014 

Liberty  Township  of  Putnam  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,521,257 

0.4993 

0.4993 

3,389,121 

0.5000 

0.5000 

16,946 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,521,257 

0.3391 

0.3391 

3,389,121 

0.3391 

0.3391 

11,493 

2012 

Lincoln  Township  of  Putnam  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,291,260 

0.5000 

0.5000 

5,654,975 

0.5000 

0.5000 

28,275 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,291,260 

0.3450 

0.3450 

5,654,975 

0.3450 

0.3450 

19,510 

2012 

Medicine  Township  of  Putnam  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,900,467 

0.5000 

0.5000 

7,762,630 

0.5000 

0.5000 

38,813 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,900,467 

0.3453 

0.3453 

7,762,630 

0.3453 

0.3453 

26,804 

2012 

Richland  Township  of  Putnam  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,626,848 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,468,007 

0.5000 

0.5000 

17,340 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,626,848 

0.3429 

0.3429 

3,468,007 

0.3429 

0.3429 

11,892 

2012 

Sherman  Township  of  Putnam  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,312,737 

0.5000 

0.5000 

2,238,077 

0.5000 

0.5000 

11,190 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,312,737 

0.3422 

0.3422 

2,238,077 

0.3422 

0.3422 

7,659 

2012 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Putnam 

T  Tninn  Tnwnshin  nf  Putnam  Cn 

KJ  1 1 1  V_/l  1    1  U  W  ll^LliU           l  LlLllCllll 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,737,932 

0.4969 

0.4969 

4,757,086 

0.5000 

0.5000 

23,785 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,737,932 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A  4,757,086 

0.3500 

0.3500 

16,650 

Wilson  Township  of  Putnam  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,996,511 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,809,861 

0.5000 

0.5000 

19,049 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,996,511 

0.3500 

0.3500 

3,809,861 

0.3500 

0.3500 

13,335 

York  Township  of  Putnam  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,536,699 

0.5000 

0.5000 

4,309,275 

0.4561 

0.4561 

19,655 

Snerial  Rnarl  and  RririVe 

*J  L7L*-V>ltll  1VWC1L1  llJlLl  UllLl£iL^ 

3,536,699 

0.3443 

0.3443 

4  309  275 

0.3141 

0.3141 

13,535 

Debt  Service 

3,536,699 

0.0000 

0.0000 

#* 

** 

#* 

Elm  Township  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

VJL.11U1  £11  1VL  V  L^llLlL^ 

5,983,094 

0.3000 

0  3000 

6,124,412 

0  3000 

0  3000 

18,373 

Liberty  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

3,419,303 

0.3000 

0.3000 

3,389,121 

0.3000 

0.3000 

10,167 

Grant  Township  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

2,063,430 

0.2943 

0.2943 

1,942,438 

0.3000 

0.3000 

5,827 

York  Township  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

4,083,496 

0.2933 

0.2933 

4,309,275 

0.2933 

0.2933 

12,639 

Putnam  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

75,975,411 

0.2806 

0.2806 

75,513,776 

0.2862 

0.2862 

216,120 

Putnam  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

71,947,528 

3.3598 

3.3298 

E  71,535,732 

3.4298 

3.3298 

2,381,997 

Debt  Service 

"7 1  ClAH  ^TO 
/  1  ,y4/,JZ5 

U.  JZU4 

0.3700 

71,535,732 

0.4881 

0.3700 

264,682 

Putnam  County 

General  Revenue 

"7^  CiK  .111 

i  j,y  /j,4i  i 

n  A  All 
U.40  /  / 

0.4677 

75,513,776 

0.4771 

0.4771 

360,276 

Library 

/ J, 9  /j,41 1 

U.14UZ 

0.1402 

75,513,776 

0.1430 

0.1430 

107,985 

Hospital 

■7^  mc  A  1  1 
/J,9  /J,41 1 

71  A  £17 

0.4677 

75,513,776 

0.4771 

0.4771 

360,276 

Senior  Services 

IJ,y  /  j,41 1 

71  <\A£Q 
U.U4D0 

0.0468 

75,513,776 

0.0477 

0.0477 

36,020 

Ralls 

Ralls  County  Ambulance  District  #3 

General  Revenue 

183,638,501 

0.1428 

0.1428 

143,505,367 

0.5654 

0.4200 

602,723 

Citv  nf  Center 

("Ipneral  Rpvpniie 

4,681,950 

0.7424 

0.7424 

4  829,459 

0.7424 

0.7424 

35,854 

Fire 

4,681,950 

0.1928 

0.1928 

4,829,459 

0.1928 

0.1928 

9,311 

City  of  New  London 

General  Revenue 

6,583,993 

0.4742 

0.4742 

6,786,911 

0.4742 

0.4742 

32,184 

Citv  nf  Perrv 

General  Revenue 

6,820,124 

0.5619 

0.5619 

7,050,901 

0.5623 

0.5623 

39,647 

Fire 

6,820,124 

0.0998 

0.0998 

7,050,901 

0.0999 

0.0999 

7,044 

Ralls  County  Public  Library 

General  Revenue 

161,506,728 

0.1020 

0.0984 

165,960,585 

0.1020 

0.1020 

169,280 

Hannibal  Rural  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

o3,zzz, Jjo 

U.l  jUU 

0.1500 

85,568,576 

0.1500 

0.1500 

128,353 

Ralls  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

1  OA  OA  Q  1(1 

U.1UUU 

0.1000 

203,287,914 

0.1000 

0.1000 

203,288 

Ralls  Co  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

OO,  /  Zo,ZOJ 

9  7 son 

Z.  /  JUU 

2.7500 

f  69,493,173 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,911,062 

Debt  Service 

OO,  / Z5,ZOJ 

1 .3  /  JJ 

0.7100 

69,493,173 

1.3065 

0.7100 

493,402 

Ralls  County 

General  Revenue 

19o,z48,3M 

0.3934 

0.2892 

203,287,914 

0.3934 

0.2802 

569,613 

Road  &  Bridge 

1  OA  7AQ  Q  £  1 

19o,z4s,3M 

O  OO  1  "7 

0.2817 

203,287,914 

0.2817 

0.2817 

572,662 

Randolph 

Randolph  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

430,832,677 

0.1859 

0.0000 

436  456  606 

0.1859 

0  0000 

0 

Mnherlv  Snec  Rd  Dist  Randnlnh  Cn 

1Y1UUL.11  V    JUl/L'  1 V  Li  I^ICJL  IVtlllLlLJllJlI  V>  \_l 

Snerial  RnaH  and  Rridoe 

LJlJUV^ltll  IVUULI  illlLl  UllLltL. 

180,301,365 

0.0900 

0.0900 

#* 

** 

** 

Snerial  Rnarl  and  Rridoe 

vj  L7UV>lCll  IVVJCLU.  illlLJ.  ±J  1  1  LI  £^  L^ 

** 

*# 

185,441,344 

0.0930 

0.0900 

166,897 

Village  of  Cairo 

General  Revenue 

1,683,737 

0.4890 

0.4890 

1,937,298 

0.4890 

0.4890 

9,473 

General  Revenue-Temp 

1,683,737 

0.2084 

0.2084 

** 

#* 

#* 

City  of  Clark 

General  Revenue 

1,737,925 

0.9932 

0.9932 

1,737,087 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

17,371 

City  of  Clifton  Hill 

General  Revenue 

850,500 

0.7491 

0.7491 

762,809 

0.7500 

0.7500 

5,721 

City  of  Higbee 

General  Revenue 

2,708,286 

0.8800 

0.8800 

2,763,365 

0.8800 

0.8800 

24,318 

Parks  <v  Rerreatinn 

1  CllJYCJ  IV  1VOL1  L.U11VJ1 

2,708,286 

0.1500 

0.1500 

2  763  365 

0.1500 

0.1500 

4,145 

Citv  nf  Hnntsville 

v_-iiy  \ji  i iiiiii j> v iiiiv 

Ceneral  Revenue 

VJ  L-  11L-  1  111    ILL.  V  L-llUL. 

11,258,831 

0.7247 

0.7247 

1  1  600  1 1 4 

1  1  ,\_7L/LJ,  111 

0.7259 

0.7259 

84,205 

Parks  &  Recreation 

11,258,831 

0.0961 

0.0961 

11,600,114 

0.0963 

0.0963 

11,171 

Fire 

11,258,831 

0.1400 

0.1400 

11,600,114 

0.1400 

0.1400 

16,240 

Cemetery 

11,258,831 

0.1786 

0.1786 

11,600,114 

0.1789 

0.1789 

20,753 

Village  of  Jacksonville 

General  Revenue 

508,513 

0.5000 

0.5000 

512,644 

0.5000 

0.5000 

2,563 

Parks  &  Recreation 

508,513 

0.4000 

0.4000 

512,644 

0.4000 

0.4000 

2,051 

City  of  Moberly 

General  Revenue 

141,796,224 

0.7033 

0.7033 

143,378,346 

0.7061 

0.7061 

1,012,395 

Expiration 
Year 


2014 
2012 
2012 


2011 
A  2015 

2011 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

A sspsspfl  Valnp 
iT.L>st;oai;Li  v  tunc 

Cpilin  o 

V— -dllll  li 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Randolph 

City  of  Moberly 

Parks  &  Recreation 

141,796,224 

0.3263 

0.3263 

143,378,346 

0.3276 

0.3276 

469,707 

Village  of  Renick 

General  Revenue 

1,084,433 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,077,771 

0.5000 

0.5000 

5,389 

RanHnlnh  Cnnntv  T  ihrarv 

Gpnpral  Rpveniip 

VJ  ^11*^1  tit  1VL  V  ^IILI^ 

430,832,677 

0.2447 

0.2447 

436,456,606 

0.2447 

0.2447 

1  068  009 

Higbee  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

22,215,594 

0.2553 

0.2553 

23,544,657 

0.2513 

0.2513 

59,168 

Southeastern  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

21,627,257 

0.3000 

0.3000 

24,300,216 

0.2810 

0.2810 

68,284 

RanHnlnh  Cnnntv  Hpalth  Dpnartmpnt 

±\.CllH-i*_Jll_/ll  \— -*_JLIllLy    111/Ullll  ±S\^LJLll  LXllwlll 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

\— l^ll^l  til  1VL  V  ^IILIV-' 

430,832,677 

0.1468 

0.1468 

436,456,606 

0.1468 

0.1468 

640,718 

Moberly  Area  Jr  College 

General  Revenue 

178,005,704 

0.3254 

0.3254 

180,464,002 

0.3265 

0.3265 

589,215 

Northeast  Randolnh  Co  R-TV  Sch  Dist 

Onpratinc  FnnHs-Srhnols 

22,023,926 

3.4130 

3.4130 

E 

22,706,928 

3.2724 

3.2724 

743,062 

E 

Debt  Service 

22,023,926 

0.9501 

0.8700 

22,706,928 

0.8758 

0.8700 

197,550 

Renick  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

13,244,567 

4.2730 

3.7800 

E 

13,260,853 

3.9381 

3.7800 

501  260 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

13,244,567 

0.4700 

0.4700 

13,260,853 

0.4700 

0.4700 

62,326 

2025 

Higbee  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

10,349,190 

4.0500 

3.51 10 

E 

10,656,543 

4.0500 

3.5110 

374,151 

E 

Debt  Service 

10,349,190 

1.5613 

1.0000 

10,656,543 

1.1832 

1.0000 

106,565 

Westran  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

Id  /,U5U,5U4 

Q  AT /I  A 

3.0340 

3.6340 

154,326,898 

3.6956 

3.6956 

5,703,305 

Moberly  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

lou,  /  jo,  /yo 

"t  ceo  A 

j.  jjyo 

3.5536 

E 

163,147,541 

3.4866 

3.4866 

5,688,302 

E 

Debt  Service 

1  AA  75^  TAA 

lou,  /  jo,  /yo 

1 .4000 

1.0277 

163,147,541 

1.1287 

1.0947 

1,785,976 

Randolph  County 

General  Revenue 

A1(\  On 

430,832,0/  / 

A  T7AA 

U.3  /Oo 

0.2130 

436,456,606 

0.3706 

0.2130 

929,653 

Road  &  Bridge 

430,832,0/  / 

O  1AQA 

0.1980 

436,456,606 

0.1980 

0.1980 

864,184 

Sheltered  Workshop 

aii\  on  <T7 
430,832,0/  / 

A  1  CflA 

U.IjOO 

0.1500 

A 

436,456,606 

0.1500 

0.1470 

641,591 

Ray 

Ray  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

223,931,327 

0.2974 

0.1627 

232,209,171 

0.2974 

0.1646 

382,216 

Debt  Service 

223,931,327 

0.1405 

0.1405 

#* 

** 

** 

Senior  Citizen's  Nursing  Home  Dist 

General  Revenue 

273,977,484 

0.1458 

0.1458 

282,766,543 

0.1458 

0.1458 

412,274 

Willow  Creek  Watershed  Subdistrict 

General  Revenue 

15,279,000 

0.1932 

0.1932 

15,262,860 

0.1934 

0.1934 

29,518 

Camden  Special  Road  Dist  Ray  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,352,567 

0.3492 

0.3492 

9,914,128 

0.3483 

0.3483 

34,531 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

9,352,567 

0.2394 

0.2394 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

*# 

** 

9,914,128 

0.2400 

0.2400 

23,794 

A 

2015 

Hardin  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ray  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

12,367,414 

0.2457 

0.2457 

12,823,551 

0.2457 

0.2457 

31,507 

Henrietta  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ray  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,862,063 

0.3322 

0.3322 

6,286,291 

0.3239 

0.3239 

20,361 

T  awsnn  Snprial  Road  Dist  Rav  Co 

Road  &  Bridse 

34,250,729 

0.2522 

0.2522 

34,374,269 

0.2551 

0.2551 

87,689 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

34,250,729 

0.3000 

0.3000 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Snprial  Rnarl  and  Rrirlop 

** 

*# 

#* 

34,374,269 

0.3125 

0.3125 

107,420 

A 

2015 

Orrick  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ray  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

17,121,049 

0.3383 

0.3383 

18,056,064 

0.3383 

0.3383 

61,084 

Richmond  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ray  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

83,915,825 

0.2552 

0.2552 

83,915,825 

0.2560 

0.2560 

214,825 

Ray  County  Special  Road  District 

Road  &  Bridge 

107,375,700 

0.2646 

0.2646 

109,149,708 

0.2669 

0.2669 

291,321 

Citv  nf  Camden 

General  Revenue 

1,353,907 

0.6442 

0.6442 

1 ,409,48 1 

0.6442 

0.6442 

9,080 

Streets 

1,353,907 

0.0100 

0.0100 

1,409,481 

0.0100 

0.0100 

141 

Fire 

1,353,907 

0.1500 

0.1500 

1,409,481 

0.1500 

0.1500 

2,114 

T-<i  rp-Tpinnnrarv 

1  11        1  ^llllJVJl  di  v 

1,353,907 

0.0885 

0  0885 

1,409,481 

0  0885 

0  0885 

1  247 

2012 

S  tr  e  e  t  s  -  Te  mp  or  ary 

1,353,907 

1.2897 

1.2897 

1 ,409,48 1 

1.2897 

1.2897 

18,178 

2012 

Village  of  Elmira 

General  Revenue 

544,380 

0.4359 

0.4359 

563,146 

0.4360 

0.4360 

2,455 

City  of  Hardin 

General  Revenue 

5,122,477 

1.0000 

1.0000 

5  1 98  1 84 

1.0000 

1.0000 

51,982 

Citv  nf  Hpnriptta 

V^ll  V   \J1   l  ±<_/lll 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

2,957,433 

1.0000 

1.0000 

3,151,720 

1.0000 

1.0000 

31.517 

2,957,433 

0.3000 

0  3000 

3,151,720 

0  3(1(10 

0  3(1(10 

9  455 

2013 

Fire 

2,957,433 

0.3000 

0.3000 

3,151,720 

0.3000 

0.3000 

9,455 

2012 

City  of  Orrick 

General  Revenue 

6,895,329 

0.6889 

0.6889 

7,197,166 

0.8103 

0.8103 

58,319 

B 

Village  of  Rayville 

General  Revenue 

829,164 

0.5000 

0.5000 

** 

#* 

#* 

City  of  Richmond 

General  Revenue 

57,807,764 

0.6228 

0.6228 

58,906,655 

0.6228 

0.6228 

366,871 

Parks  &  Recreation 

57,807,764 

0.1556 

0.1556 

58,906,655 

0.1556 

0.1556 

91,659 

Debt  Service 

57,807,764 

0.5443 

0.5443 

58,906,655 

0.3979 

0.3979 

234,390 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 


Ray 

City  of  Wood  Heights 

City  of  Homestead  Village 

City  of  Excelsior  Estates 
City  of  Crystal  Lakes 


City  of  Lawson 

Ray  County  Library  District 
Orrick  Fire  Protection  District 
Wood  Heights  Fire  Protection  Dist 
Lawson  Community  Fire  &  Rescue  Dist 

Hardin  Fire  Protection  District 
Stet  Fire  Protection  District 
Ray  County  Health  Department 
Stet  R-XV  School  District 
Lawson  R-XIV  School  District 

Orrick  R-XI  School  District 

Hardin-Central  C-2  School  District 
Richmond  R-XVI  School  District 
Ray  County 


Reynolds 

Reynolds  County  Ambulance  District 
City  of  Bunker 
City  of  Centerville 
Reynolds  County  Library  District 
Garwood  Fire  Protection  District 
Northern  Reynolds  County  Fire  Prot 
Reynolds  County  Health  Center 
Centerville  R-I  School  District 
Southern  Reynolds  Co  R-II  Sch  Dist 

Bunker  R-III  School  District 
Lesterville  R-IV  School  District 
Reynolds  County 


Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

General  Revenue 

7,310,470 

0 

3740 

0. 

.3740 

7,564,163 

0. 

.3744 

0. 

.3744 

28,320 

Debt  Service 

7,310,470 

0 

6743 

0. 

6743 

7,564,163 

0. 

.5722 

0. 

.5722 

43,282 

General  Revenue 

846,928 

0 

.4859 

0. 

4859 

808,673 

0. 

4859 

0. 

4859 

3,929 

General  Revenue-Temp 

** 

*# 

#* 

808,673 

0. 

.3236 

0. 

3236 

2,617 

General  Revenue 

413,721 

1 

.0000 

1 

0000 

435,911 

0 

9879 

0. 

9879 

4,306 

General  Revenue 

3,725,238 

1 

.0000 

1 

.0000 

3,732,583 

1 

0000 

1 

0000 

37,326 

Streets 

3,725,238 

0 

.3000 

0. 

3000 

3,732,583 

0. 

3000 

0. 

3000 

11,198 

Parks  &  Recreation 

** 

** 

## 

3,732,583 

0. 

0207 

0 

0207 

773 

General  Revenue 

23,429,963 

0 

.6813 

0. 

6813 

23,976,578 

0. 

6822 

0. 

6822 

163,568 

Debt  Service 

23,429,963 

1 

.6109 

1. 

0609 

23,976,578 

1 

5751 

1. 

3669 

327,736 

General  Revenue 

275,251,318 

0 

.1071 

0. 

1071 

283,992,798 

0. 

1071 

0. 

1071 

304,156 

General  Revenue 

28,302,605 

0 

.3000 

0. 

.1892 

29,201,179 

0 

3000 

0. 

1866 

54,489 

General  Revenue 

41,663,470 

0 

.2890 

0. 

2890 

42,454,280 

0. 

2900 

0. 

2900 

123,117 

General  Revenue 

79,375,591 

0 

.3000 

0. 

3000 

80,601,904 

0. 

3000 

0. 

3000 

241,806 

Ambulance 

79,375,591 

0 

.6852 

0. 

6852 

80,601,904 

0. 

6852 

0. 

6852 

552,284 

General  Revenue 

17,759,497 

0 

.2838 

0. 

2838 

18,404,107 

0 

2838 

0. 

2838 

52,231 

Fire 

15,147,889 

0 

.1652 

0. 

.1652 

16,799,366 

0. 

1557 

0. 

1557 

26,157 

General  Revenue 

275,251,318 

0 

.0979 

0. 

0979 

283,992,798 

0. 

0979 

0. 

0979 

278,029 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

7,625,481 

6 

.0000 

5. 

.9999 

E 

#* 

** 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

64,809,219 

3. 

.3122 

3. 

.3122 

E 

65,875,449 

3. 

3168 

3. 

3168 

2,184,957 

Debt  Service 

64,809,219 

1 

.1505 

0. 

9500 

65,875,449 

1 

2563 

0. 

9500 

625,817 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

21,045,969 

3. 

.8896 

3. 

8896 

E 

21,638,843 

4. 

0130 

4. 

0130 

868,367 

Debt  Service 

21,045,969 

0 

.9029 

0. 

7500 

21,638,843 

0 

8026 

0. 

7500 

162,291 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

12,692,321 

4 

.oyuo 

A 

4. 

oyus 

t 

1  £  <C  1  O  QTQ 
10,J  1Z,JZ5 

A 

4. 

O/U/ 

A 

4, 

0  /U  / 

771,241 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

102,218,895 

4 

.0946 

4. 

.0946 

E 

104,839,353 

4. 

0946 

4. 

0946 

4,292,752 

General  Revenue 

275,251,318 

0 

.0000 

0. 

0000 

283,992,798 

0 

0000 

0. 

0000 

0 

Hospital 

97c  1C|    11  O 
Z  /  J,ZJ  L,J  15 

0 

.1857 

0. 

1857 

283,992,798 

0. 

1857 

0. 

1857 

C97  -27c 
JZ  /,9  /J 

ivientai  rieaitn 

77^  7^1  IIS 
Z  /  J,ZJ  1,j1o 

0 

.0978 

0. 

0978 

283,992,798 

0. 

0978 

0. 

0978 

777  7/1  ^ 
LI  1 ,1 4  J 

Connto  Rill  /In 

senate  Dili  4U 

97c  9c  1  IIO 
Z  /  J,ZJ  I, J  15 

0 

.1857 

0. 

1857 

283,992,798 

0. 

1857 

0. 

1857 

C97  ^7<: 
JZ  /  ,J  IJ 

Senior  Services 

97c  9c  1  Q  1  0 
Z  /  J, ZD  I, J  15 

0 

.0500 

0. 

0500 

283,992,798 

0 

0500 

0. 

0500 

1  A 1  QQA 
141,  yyO 

Noxious  Weed 

97S  9S  1  T1  R 
Z  /  j,Zj  l,JlO 

0 

.0000 

0. 

0000 

283,992,798 

0. 

0489 

0. 

0489 

1  ^  R  R79 
1.55,5  /Z 

General  Revenue 

175,816,439 

0 

.1500 

0. 

1351 

177,115,694 

0. 

.1500 

0. 

.1500 

265,674 

General  Revenue 

1,717,496 

0 

.5568 

0. 

5568 

1,660,878 

0. 

5764 

0 

.5764 

9,573 

General  Revenue 

904,095 

0 

.3615 

0. 

3500 

894,023 

0. 

.3655 

0. 

3500 

3,129 

General  Revenue 

173,892,350 

0 

.1419 

0. 

1100 

175,205,195 

0. 

.1420 

0. 

.1100 

192,726 

General  Revenue 

2,511,254 

0 

.3000 

0. 

.3000 

2  469  785 

0. 

3000 

0. 

.3000 

7,409 

General  Revenue 

62,826,161 

0 

.3000 

0. 

1988 

64,850,974 

0. 

.3000 

0. 

2000 

129,702 

General  Revenue 

173,892,350 

0 

.1000 

0. 

1000 

175,205,195 

0. 

.1000 

0. 

1000 

175,205 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

5,919,085 

4 

.0937 

4 

0937 

6  06 1  1 67 

o,uu  1,1U/ 

4 

0971 

4 

0971 

248,332 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

34,067,274 

3 

.1925 

2. 

7500 

33,954,349 

3. 

2110 

2. 

7500 

933,745 

Debt  Service 

34,067,274 

0 

.7984 

0. 

7900 

33,954,349 

0. 

8040 

0. 

7900 

268,239 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

68,209,847 

2. 

.7500 

2. 

7500 

68,708,330 

2. 

7500 

2. 

7500 

1,889,479 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

58,914,455 

3. 

6500 

3. 

.4300 

E 

59,963,917 

3. 

6500 

3. 

4300 

2,056,762 

General  Revenue 

173,892,350 

0 

.4424 

0. 

3863 

175,205,195 

0. 

4428 

0. 

3830 

671,036 

Road  &  Bridge 

173,892,350 

0 

.3255 

0. 

3255 

175,205,195 

0. 

3258 

0. 

3258 

570,819 

Senate  Bill  40 

173,892,350 

0 

.1000 

0. 

1000 

175,205,195 

0 

1000 

0. 

1000 

175,205 

Senior  Services 

173,892,350 

0 

.0300 

0. 

0300 

175,205,195 

0. 

0300 

0. 

.0300 

52,562 

Expiration 
Year 


2013 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

As^psspd  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Ripley 

Ripley  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

73,117,330 

0.2885 

0.2885 

74,469,463 

0.2891 

0.2891 

215,291 

Pourche  Creek  Watershed  Sub  Dist 

General  Revenue 

4,263,360 

0.1467 

0.1467 

4,284,060 

0.1469 

0.1469 

6,293 

Bennett  Special  Road  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

353,324 

0.1774 

0.1774 

346,678 

0.2290 

0.2290 

794 

Current  River  Sp  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

745,893 

0.2380 

0.2380 

763,910 

0.2380 

0.2380 

1,818 

Doniphan  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

42,422,197 

0.2195 

0.2195 

43,316,102 

0.2197 

0.2197 

95,165 

Snprial  Rnad  and  Rridop 

42,422,197 

0.1413 

0.1413 

** 

#* 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

*# 

43,316,102 

0.1546 

0.1546 

66,967 

Fairdealing  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,372,915 

0.1962 

0.1962 

4,449,875 

0.1962 

0.1962 

8,731 

Flatwoods  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,194,149 

0.3421 

0.3421 

2,163,909 

0.3469 

0.3469 

7,507 

Jordan  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,881,218 

0.1993 

0.1993 

7,983,318 

0.2007 

0.2007 

16,023 

Little  Black  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,507,400 

0.3235 

0.3235 

1,591,245 

0.3242 

0.3242 

5,159 

Logan  Creek  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,310,881 

0.1924 

0.1924 

4,460,680 

0.1973 

0.1973 

8,801 

Mabrey  Bay  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

221,369 

0.2093 

0.2093 

218,693 

0.2117 

0.21 17 

463 

Naylor  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,256,901 

0.3221 

0.3221 

5,160,825 

0.3297 

0.3297 

17,015 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,256,901 

0.5000 

0.5000 

5,160,825 

0.5000 

0.5000 

25,804 

Oxly  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,660,633 

0.3241 

0.3241 

2,744,315 

0.3243 

0.3243 

8,900 

Pine  Bardley  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,573,619 

0.1868 

0.1868 

2,587,020 

0.1876 

0.1876 

4,853 

Ponder  Gatewood  Road  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,666,022 

0.1552 

0.1552 

5,816,241 

0.1556 

0.1556 

9,050 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,666,022 

0.3500 

0.3500 

5,816,241 

0.3500 

0.3500 

20,357 

Poynor  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,000,027 

0.1835 

0.1835 

2,058,660 

0.1835 

0.1835 

3,778 

Pratt  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

445,961 

0.2354 

0.2354 

453,180 

0.2355 

0.2355 

1,067 

Purman  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,617,141 

0.1606 

0.1606 

2,666,576 

0.1612 

0.1612 

4,299 

Snprial  Rnad  and  Rridop 

2,617,141 

0.3000 

0  3000 

2  666  576 

0  3000 

0  3000 

8,000 

Rnnninp  Water  Sn  Rd  Dist  Rinlev  Co 

Road  &  Rrid^e 

340,427 

0.1774 

0.1774 

337,225 

0.2381 

0.2381 

803 

Tucker  Bay  Spec  Rd  Dist  Ripley  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

380,313 

0.1247 

0.1247 

379,927 

0.1554 

0.1554 

590 

Wolfe  Creek  Snec  Rd  Dist  Rinlev  Co 

Road  &  Rrid^e 

879,542 

0.2622 

0.2622 

853  255 

0.2703 

0.2703 

2,306 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

879,542 

0.0999 

0.0999 

853,255 

0.1000 

0.1000 

853 

Citv  nf  Dnninhan 

frpnpral  Rpvptiup 

16,625,978 

0.3850 

0  3850 

16,833,231 

0  3850 

0.3850 

64,808 

Debt  Service 

16,625,978 

0.3976 

0.0000 

16,833,231 

0.2523 

0.0000 

0 

City  of  Naylor 

General  Revenue 

1,865,944 

0.8577 

0.8577 

1,750,950 

0.9140 

0.9140 

16,004 

Doniphan-Ripley  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

86,829,932 

0.1754 

0.1754 

88,351,610 

0.1760 

0.1760 

155,499 

Debt  Service 

86,829,932 

0.0197 

0.0197 

88,351,610 

0.0193 

0.0193 

17,052 

Ripley  County  Public  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

86,829,932 

0.1446 

0.1446 

88,351,610 

0.1451 

0.1451 

128,198 

Naylor  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,379,759 

3.3145 

3.3145 

e  9,459,256 

3.3705 

3.3705 

318,824 

Doniphan  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

64,319,602 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E  64,766,504 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,781,079 

Ripley  Co  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

5,5Uy,5 3  / 

I.  /MX) 

2.7500 

F  5,511,802 

2.7533 

2.7500 

151,575 

Ripley  Co  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

5,U6/,5iy 

I.  /DUU 

2.7500 

e  5,216,711 

2.7500 

2.7500 

143,460 

Ripley  County 

General  Revenue 

56,oiy,y32 

U.3024 

0.0000 

88,351,610 

0.3034 

0.0000 

0 

Senate  Bill  40 

86,829,932 

0.0964 

0.0964 

88,351,610 

0.0967 

0.0967 

85,436 

Senior  Services 

56,o2y,y32 

n  A/loo 

0.0482 

88,351,610 

0.0484 

0.0484 

42,762 

St.  Charles 

St.  Charles  County  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

7,041,837,650 

0.1312 

0.1312 

7,221,315,871 

0.1312 

0.1312 

9,474,366 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

7,041,837,650 

0.0109 

0.0109 

7  221  315  871 

0.0165 

0.0165 

1,191,517 

Tniim  r\f  AllfTllOtQ 
1UW11  Ul  rtllgUsld 

KJJCllCLa.1  1\.CVC11UC 

6,519,823 

0.2066 

0  7(166 

6  477  912 

0  7080 

0  70R(1 

13  474 

Lights 

6,519,823 

0.1031 

0.1031 

6,477,912 

0.1038 

0.1038 

6,724 

City  of  Lake  St.  Louis 

General  Revenue 

309,185,799 

0.7225 

0.5951 

361,418,943 

0.7227 

0.5951 

2,150,804 

Debt  Service 

309,185,799 

0.5741 

0.4217 

361,418,943 

0.5148 

0.4217 

1,524,104 

City  of  O'Fallon 

General  Revenue 

1,503,598,213 

0.3719 

0.3562 

1,547,031,091 

0.3719 

0.3562 

5,510,525 

Parks  &  Recreation 

1,503,598,213 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,547,031,091 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Debt  Service 

1,503,598,213 

0.1995 

0.1276 

1,547,031,091 

0.2884 

0.1950 

3,016,711 

Expiration 
Year 


2011 
A  2014 


2012 


2012 


2012 


2012 
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2011 

2012 

Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

A sspsspfl  Valnp 

Cpilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

St.  Charles 

Citv  nf  Pnrtairp  Dp*;  Sinnx 

wlLV   VJ1  X  VI 1  L(_lg ^   L/^lJ  kJlULIA 

General  Revenue 

4,642,727 

0.6900 

0.6900 

4,687,393 

0.6900 

0.6900 

32,343 

Debt  Service 

4,642,727 

0.3589 

0.3589 

4,687,393 

0.3729 

0.3729 

17,479 

Citv  of  St  Charles 

Cpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

LJ  V 11L 1  CL1  1\L  V  L11L1V. 

1,246,171,592 

0.5256 

0.5183 

1  271  801  485 

X         /  X,L5V./X,^VJ.J 

0.5258 

0.5183 

6,591,747 

Parks  &  Recreation 

1,246,171,592 

0.2365 

0.2319 

1,271,801,485 

0.2366 

0.2319 

2,949,308 

Debt  Service 

1,246,171,592 

0.2052 

0.1613 

1,271,801,485 

0.1821 

0.1613 

2,051,416 

Citv  nf  St  Peters 

Clpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

LJL.11L1  Ul  1VL  V  L  ll  LIV. 

1,014,588,944 

0.6002 

0.5759 

1  038  065  625 

x  ?  w  _i  o ,  v  /  vj  ^i ,  vj  ^i 

0.6010 

0.6010 

6  238  774 

Debt  Service 

1,014,588,944 

0.2912 

0.1941 

1,038,065,625 

0.3099 

0.1690 

1,754,331 

City  of  lVentzville 

General  Revenue 

593,397,958 

0.8803 

0.8218 

609  372  521 

vivy^/,__i  ;  i 

0  8803 

LJ  .  L>  LJ  LJ 

0.7198 

4  386  263 

~.JttVI,_VI-' 

Parks  &  Recreation 

593,397,958 

0.0793 

0.0740 

609,372,521 

0.0793 

0.0704 

428,998 

City  of  St.  Paul 

General  Revenue 

38,407,939 

0.2148 

0.2148 

45,801,735 

0.2148 

0.2148 

98,382 

Town  of  Weldon  Springs  Heights 

General  Revenue 

2,144,448 

0.4666 

0.448 1 

2,035,131 

0.4917 

0.448 1 

9,119 

Citv  nf  New  lVTeSle 

Cpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

VJ  V 11L 1  *J_1  1VL  V  ^11  LIV. 

13,190,881 

0.2481 

0.2481 

13  575  161 

X  .J         /  J  ,  1  U  I 

0.2481 

0.2481 

33  680 

^1  -J  ,  VI  LJ  V/ 

City  of  Cottleville 

General  Revenue 

85,457,529 

0.3287 

0.3164 

89,563,746 

0.3287 

0.3287 

294,396 

Citv  nf  DarHpnnp  Prairie 

V^lLV   \Jl    LJlll  LIL,  1  1 1  1L,    J.  1  Llll  1L 

Cpripral  Rpvptiiip 

VJL^XJ^XtlX  XVL  V  V'ULIL-' 

240,184,509 

0.1218 

0.1159 

248  979  565 

0.1218 

0.1159 

288  567 

St.  Charles  City-County  Library 

General  Revenue 

7,041,837,650 

0.2181 

0.2181 

7,221,315,871 

0.2181 

0.2181 

15,749,690 

Cottleville  Com  Fire  Prot  District 

General  Revenue 

1,132,310,731 

0.5048 

0.5048 

1,164,315,968 

0.5048 

0.5048 

5,877,467 

Pension 

1,132,310,731 

0.0885 

0  0885 

1  164  315  968 

0  0885 

0  0885 

1  030  420 

Debt  Service 

1,132,310,731 

0.0905 

0.0342 

1,164,315,968 

0.0508 

0.0330 

384,224 

T  alee  St  T  nnis  Fire  Prntertinn  Dist 

Ltll\^    l)  I.  X^VI  Lll  l>  X             X  1  VI L W  Ll VI 1 1  X-^Xl>L 

General  Revenue 

248,872,900 

0.5371 

0.5371 

253,724,675 

0.5371 

0.5371 

1,362,755 

Pension 

248,872,900 

0.0270 

0.0270 

253,724,675 

0.0270 

0.0270 

68,506 

OFallon  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

1,330,633,155 

0.5734 

0.5734 

1,364,702,142 

0.5734 

0.5734 

7,825,202 

Pension 

1,330,633,155 

0.0414 

0.0414 

1,364,702,142 

0.0414 

0.0414 

564,987 

Wentzville  Fire  Protection  Dist  13 

General  Rpvptiiip 

VJ  V^ll  V.1  CL1  1\L  V  L  ll  LIV. 

1,264,759,675 

0.4858 

0.4858 

1,304,185,404 

0.4858 

0.4858 

6  335  733 

Anoiista  Fire  Prntprtinn  Divtrirt 

/L  LI  g  LI  J  I  LI  X  11  ^  J.  1  V  LV*  V  Ll  VJli  1_7  1  l?  LL  1 V  L 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJL^XlV./X  ClX  1VL  V  V11LIV 

48,735,182 

0.2352 

0.2352 

49  296  663 

i  /  ,  ^-  v  vi ,  vi  vi  ^" 

0.2363 

0.2363 

116,488 

New  Melle  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

196,974,467 

0.5082 

0.5082 

201,421,817 

0.5082 

0.5082 

1,023,626 

Orchard  Farm  Fire  Protection  Dist 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  L  11V1  CL1  IV  ^  V  VI 1  LI  V 

30,566,989 

0.2883 

0.2883 

32,820,222 

0.2853 

0.2853 

93,636 

Central  Cnnntv  Fire  anH  Rpsrnp 

V-^LXlLXLll  \— -V/LIX1LY    X  11  V.  CL1LLX  IVLklL  LI  V. 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

VJL^XJ^XtlX  AW-  V  LJ1LIV 

1,489,368,882 

0.7637 

0.7637 

1  523  287  064 

0.7637 

0.7637 

1 1  633  343 

Pension 

1,489,368,882 

0.0447 

0.0447 

1,523,287,064 

0.0447 

0.0447 

680  909 

viuw,y  vi7 

Debt  Service 

1,489,368,882 

0.0423 

0.0423 

1,523,287,064 

0.0943 

0.0600 

913,972 

Rivers  Pointe  Fire  Protection  Dist 

Fire 

51,979,548 

0.1951 

0.1951 

55  913  743 

.J  —1  ,.7  X  _J  ,  /  T.J 

0.2732 

0.2200 

123,010 

Elm  &  370  CID 

General  Revenue-Temp 

856,010 

1.0000 

1.0000 

St  Charles  Cn  Cnmmnnitv  Cnllpop 

lJI.  V^lltlllL^Jl  V_  LI .   V^VIXXIXXXLIXIXL  V    V_  VI 1 1 V.  £^  V- 

Genpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  V^ll  VJ  *J_1  1VL  V  Lll  LIL 

7,000,069,606 

0.1796 

0.1796 

1  178  768  910 

/  ,  X  /  (j .  /Uu,ylW 

0.1796 

0.1796 

12  893  069 

Debt  Service 

7,000,069,606 

0.0893 

0.0400 

7,178,768,910 

0.0882 

0.0400 

2,871,508 

Fort  Zumwalt  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1,992,471,182 

4.1411 

4.1411 

E  2,041,732,356 

4.1436 

4.1436 

84,601,222 

Debt  Service 

1,992,471,182 

0.6200 

0  6200 

V  1  .  VI  —  V  7  V  ' 

2,041,732,356 

0  6500 

\t .  VI ^1  K/\J 

0  6500 

13,271,260 

Francis  Howell  R-III  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

2,217,020,970 

4.3139 

4.2639 

E  2,280,489,253 

4.3116 

4.3116 

98,325,575 

Oneratinp  Pnnrlv-Tpmn 

W  LI  V 1  Ll  Ll  1 1  g  X  Ll  1 1 VI  t>     X  L^XXXLi 

2,217,020,970 

0.2000 

0.2000 

2,280,489,253 

0  2000 

L7 .  £*\J LJVJ 

0  2000 

V  / .  —VI VI V/ 

4  560  979 

■7  ^1  VI  V_/  ,  V  /  *s 

Debt  Service 

2,217,020,970 

0.6713 

0.6713 

2,280,489,253 

0.6713 

0.6713 

15,308,924 

Wentzville  R-TV  Schnnl  District 

¥  ¥  L-11V.Z_  V  XXXV  XV    X  ¥     WJ  V 1 1 VI  VJ  1  X_*/Xl*  LX  XV/L 

Onpratino  FnnHs-Srhnnls 

V./IJLX  LLLXlXt;  X  LIXIU-l)    iJ L 11VVI1  lJ 

1,452,601,719 

3.9191 

3.9191 

E  1,492,667,611 

3.9191 

3.9191 

58,499,136 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

1,452,601,719 

0.3219 

0.3000 

A  1,492,667,611 

0.3219 

0.3000 

4,478,003 

Debt  Service 

1,452,601,719 

1.2926 

0.7700 

1,492,667,611 

1.2442 

0.7700 

11,493,541 

St.  Charles  R-VI  School  District 

Onpratino  FiinHs-Srhnols 

V_/IJ^X  LLLXXJ^  X  LIXIVIA    i-> L1JUU1  lJ 

888,943,884 

4.2319 

4.2319    be  909,787,505 

4.2357 

4.2349 

38  528  591 

^1  VJ  ,  ^1  i_  O  ,  ^1  7  X 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

LILUL  JL1  V  ILL 

888,943,884 

0.9797 

0.6100 

909,787,505 

1.0495 

0.7500 

6  823  406 

St  Charles  Co  R-V  School  District 

kJL.   V^XXtlX  l\^Ci  V_  VI  XV     ¥     kj  V 1 1 VI VI 1  X-^XJ>LXXLI 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

270,861,080 

4.1617 

4.0276 

271,642,412 

4.1593 

3.9501 

10,730,147 

Debt  Service 

270,861,080 

0.7307 

0.7300 

271,642,412 

0.7462 

0.7300 

1,982,990 

St.  Charles  County 

General  Revenue 

7,041,837,650 

0.1619 

0.0016 

7,221,315,871 

0.1619 

0.0016 

115,541 

Johnson  Grass 

7,041,837,650 

0.0000 

0.0000 

7,221,315,871 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,041,837,650 

0.2139 

0.2025 

7,221,315,871 

0.2139 

0.2025 

14,623,165 

Senate  Bill  40 

7,041,837,650 

0.1398 

0.1398 

7,221,315,871 

0.1398 

0.1398 

10,095,400 

Dispatch 

7,041,837,650 

0.0412 

0.0390 

7,221,315,871 

0.0412 

0.0390 

2,816,313 

Expiration 
Year 


2029 


2013 


2030 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

St.  Clair 

Ellett  Iviemorial  Hospital  District 

General  Revenue 

37,187,468 

0.4914 

0.4914 

38,983,583 

0.4914 

0.4914 

191,565 

St.  Clair  County  Hospital  Dist  #1 

General  Revenue 

70,271,673 

0.4786 

0.4786 

72,089,303 

0.4786 

0.4786 

345,019 

2019 

Chloe  Spec  Rd  Dist  St.  Clair  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,317,734 

0.0029 

0.0029 

A 

2,320,623 

0.3023 

0.2900 

6,730 

B 

2014 

Collins  Spec  Rd  Dist  St.  Clair  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,766,696 

0.2800 

0.2800 

7,261,890 

0.2800 

0.2800 

20,333 

2013 

Hillsdale  Spec  Rd  Dist  St.  Clair  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1,585,193 

0.3500 

0  3500 

1,584,862 

0  3500 

0  3500 

5,547 

2012 

T  owrv  Citv  Sn  Rd  Dist  St  Clair  Co 

Snprial  Rnarl  and  Rrirlop 

4,302,309 

0.3404 

0.3404 

A 

4,328,756 

0.3404 

0.3404 

14,735 

2014 

Osceola  Spec  Rd  Dist  St.  Clair  Co 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

15,306,359 

0.3173 

0.3173 

A 

15,672,941 

0.3173 

0.3173 

49,730 

2014 

Vista  Snec  Rd  Dist  St  Clair  Co 

V  Iflltl  \->  1 J ^ ^  IVU  X_^Xl}1  JL.   V^l  till  V^-VJ 

Snprinl  RnaH  anrl  Rridcp 

3,593,362 

0.5410 

0.5410 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

#* 

3,642,727 

0.5661 

0.5410 

19,707 

A 

2015 

Citv  nf  Annlptnn  Citv 

General  Revenue 

8,067,999 

0.6756 

0.6756 

8,303,133 

0.6756 

0.6756 

56,096 

Parks  &  Recreation 

8,067,999 

0.3500 

0.3500 

8,303,133 

0.3500 

0.3500 

29,061 

T  ihinrv 

XjX  l/x  cix  y 

8,067,999 

0.2000 

0  2000 

8,303,133 

0  2000 

0  2000 

16,606 

Police  &  Fire 

8,067,999 

0.2070 

0.2070 

8,303,133 

0.2070 

0.2070 

17,187 

City  of  Lowry  City 

General  Revenue 

4,287,944 

0.6308 

0.6308 

4,335,446 

0.6308 

0.6308 

27,348 

Lights 

4,287,944 

0.1957 

0.1957 

4,335,446 

0.1957 

0.1957 

8,484 

Health 

4,287,944 

0.0000 

0.0000 

4,335,446 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

City  of  Osceola 

General  Revenue 

5,671,756 

0.7176 

0.7176 

5,896,462 

0.7176 

0.7176 

42,313 

Parks  &  Recreation 

5,671,756 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,896,462 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,896 

Village  of  Roscoe 

General  Revenue 

653,257 

0.4376 

0.4376 

689,902 

0.4377 

0.4377 

3,020 

St.  Clair  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

91,942,757 

0.1900 

0.1900 

94,605,975 

0.1900 

0.1900 

179,751 

Iconium  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

9,960,545 

0.2481 

0.2481 

10,260,426 

0.2503 

0.2000 

20,521 

Sac  Osage  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

27,780,204 

0.2439 

0.2439 

28,464,094 

0.2439 

0.2439 

69,424 

St.  Clair  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

100,010,755 

0.2052 

0.2052 

102,901,767 

0.2052 

0.2052 

211,154 

Annleton  Citv  R-TT  School  District 

Onpratintr  Fnnrls-Srhnnls 

24,314,506 

3.8718 

3.8718 

E 

24,598,712 

3.8717 

3.8649 

950,716 

E 

Rnsrop  C- 1  Srhool  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

6,414,512 

3.3874 

3.3874 

E 

6,003,345 

3.6000 

3.6000 

216,120 

E 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

6,414,512 

0.5788 

0.5787 

6,003,345 

0.3674 

0.3674 

22,056 

Lakeland  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

28,906,146 

3.1453 

3.1453 

E 

29,523,616 

3.1238 

3.1238 

922,259 

E 

Debt  Service 

28,906,136 

0.7820 

0.7292 

29,523,616 

0.8140 

0.7507 

221,634 

Osceola  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

26,003,420 

2.3043 

2.2503 

E 

29,118,623 

2.2821 

2.2821 

664,516 

E 

B  uilding-Temporary 

Am  /loo 
28,003,420 

1.5429 

29,118,623 

1.5871 

1.5871 

462,142 

2026 

St.  Clair  County 

General  Revenue 

i  no  n  i  n  n  ^  ^ 

U.45ZZ 

0.3500 

102,901,767 

0.4822 

0.3500 

360,156 

Road  &  Bridge 

1UU,U1U,/jj 

O  TC 1  A 
U.Z5t4 

0.2800 

102,901,767 

0.2814 

0.2800 

288,125 

Common  Road  District 

^  1  A  AO  1  A  A 
j3,4oz,i4o 

U.  jjO  1 

0.3200 

A 

54,763,653 

0.3307 

0.3200 

175,244 

2014 

St.  Francois 

Flat  River  Sp  Rd  #2  St.  Francois  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

31,742,211 

0.2255 

0.2255 

32,402,846 

0.2261 

0.2261 

73,263 

City  of  Bismarck 

General  Revenue 

9,185,661 

0.4884 

0.4884 

9,195,610 

0.4890 

0.4890 

44,967 

Health 

1  IL^U  LXX 

9,185,661 

0.1506 

0.1500 

9,195,610 

0.1508 

0.1500 

13,793 

Citv  nf  DpsIopp 

Gpnpinl  Rpvpnnp 

VJl/XlL^X  CLX  AVV^  V  »^llLt^ 

48,028,955 

0.4206 

0.4206 

36,658,567 

0.4212 

0.4212 

154,406 

City  of  Farrmngton 

General  Revenue 

182,042,079 

0.4441 

0.4441 

186,183,009 

0.4448 

0.4448 

828,142 

Citv  nf  T  ppidintrtnn 

General  Revenue 

19,484,400 

0.3492 

0.3492 

8,615,004 

0  3583 

0.3552 

30  600 

Citv  nf  T  ppiHwnnrl 

Gpnpinl  Rpvpnnp 

5,166,697 

0.8234 

0.8234 

5,031,601 

0.8461 

0.8461 

42,572 

Debt  Service 

5,166,697 

0.9106 

0.9106 

5  031  601 

1.1669 

0.9106 

45,818 

City  of  Iron  Mountain  Lake 

General  Revenue 

2,904,653 

0.7196 

0.7196 

2,899,636 

0.7253 

0.7253 

21,031 

UCUl  iJCl  VILC 

2,904,653 

2.1655 

2.1655 

2,899,636 

2.1692 

2.1692 

62  899 

City  of  Park  Hills 

General  Revenue 

54,702,591 

0.6208 

0.6208 

51,566,067 

0.6222 

0.6222 

320,844 

Leadwood  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

14,283,376 

0.5308 

0.5308 

14,632,835 

0.5308 

0.5308 

77,671 

Doe  Run  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

46,162,998 

0.3162 

0.3162 

47,680,714 

0.3162 

0.3162 

150,766 

St.  Francois  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

667,116,273 

0.0901 

0.0901 

679,259,726 

0.0903 

0.0903 

613,372 

Mineral  Area  College 

General  Revenue 

811,095,710 

0.3420 

0.3420 

822,439,678 

0.3453 

0.3453 

2,839,884 

Debt  Service 

811,095,710 

0.2488 

0.1300 

822,439,678 

0.2047 

0.1300 

1,069,172 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

AvvPvvPfl  Valnp 

IIlIjLojLU     V  Lll Ll^ 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

St.  Francois 

Bismarck  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

24,887,225 

3.5698 

3.5698 

E 

25,167,104 

3.5210 

3.5210 

886,134 

E 

Debt  Service 

24,887,225 

1.0741 

0.6500 

25,167,104 

1.0165 

0.6900 

173,653 

Farmington  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

311,283,205 

2.8901 

2.8901 

E 

317,799,255 

2.8648 

2.8648 

9,104,313 

E 

Debt  Service 

311,283,205 

0.9278 

0.9000 

317,799,255 

0.9784 

0.9000 

2,860,193 

North  St.  Francois  Co  R-I  Sch  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

158,550,579 

3.1797 

3.1797 

E 

163,073,860 

3.3564 

3.2400 

5,283,593 

E 

Debt  Sprvirp 

158,550,579 

1.1835 

1.1835 

163,073,860 

1.2236 

1.1836 

1,930,142 

Central  R-TTT  School  District 

V^A^ll  LI  Lll  XV    XXX  JL11UU1  X_VXl>IXX^-L 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

92,403,002 

3.1384 

3.1384 

E 

94,653,278 

3.1859 

3.1384 

2,970,598 

E 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

92,403,002 

1.3073 

0.9199 

94,653,278 

1.1035 

0.9199 

870,716 

West  St.  Francois  Co  R-IV  Sch  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

43,176,599 

3.1302 

3.1302 

E 

44,081,456 

3.0935 

3.0935 

1,363,660 

E 

Debt  Service 

43,176,599 

1.2090 

0.9198 

44,081,456 

0.9623 

0.9565 

421,639 

St.  Francois  County 

General  Revenue 

e*£.n  1 1 A  nni 

DO  /  ,  1 10,Z  /  3 

n  in  A  i 
U.  JZ41 

0.0751 

679,259,726 

0.3249 

0.0739 

501,973 

Road  &  Bridge 

n< 

U.Z441 

0.2441 

646,856,880 

0.2447 

0.2447 

1,582,859 

Ambulance 

t^/^n  1 1 A  nni 

DO  /  ,  1 10,Z  /  3 

u.uuuu 

0.0000 

679,259,726 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Developmentally  Disabled 

66/,116,Z/j 

0.0901 

0.0901 

679,259,726 

0.0903 

0.0903 

613,372 

Senior  Services 

ct~n  ii<  nni 
66/,116,Z/j 

n  n/l  oo 
U.U455 

0.0488 

679,259,726 

0.0489 

0.0489 

332,158 

Ste.  Genevieve 

Citv  nf  Rlnnmvdalp 

Genpral  Rpvptiiip 

\J  LtlL  1  £lt  XV ^  V  ^  1 1  LI 

8,082,602 

0.3039 

0.3039 

8,318,425 

0.3039 

0.3039 

25,280 

Citv  of  St  Marv 

frpnpinl  Rpvptiiip 

VJCMV-lill  XV^/V^XJLi^ 

5,149,396 

0.9509 

0.9509 

4,996,777 

0.9807 

0.9807 

49,003 

Citv  nf  Stp  Gptipvipvp 

V^XL  V  \J1       L\-  .  V  I  ^  LI  ^  y  i  v_/  v  ^ 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

66,762,673 

0.4182 

0.4182 

59,746,327 

0.4690 

0.4690 

280,210 

Parks  Rprrparinn 

X  LlXXVC)  IV  XV^k^X  LuLlUll 

66,762,673 

0.1087 

0.1087 

59,746,327 

0.1219 

0.1219 

72,831 

Band 

66,762,673 

0.0671 

0.0671 

59,746,327 

0.0753 

0.0753 

44,989 

Cemetery 

66,762,673 

0.0417 

0.0417 

59,746,327 

0.0468 

0.0468 

27,961 

Ste.  Genevieve  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

389,747,899 

0.0943 

0.0943 

394,818,883 

0.0962 

0.0962 

379,816 

Ste  Genevieve  County  Health  Dept 

General  Revenue 

389,747,899 

0.0943 

0.0943 

394,818,883 

0.0962 

0.0962 

379,816 

Ste  Genevieve  Co  R-II  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

319,354,379 

3.0310 

3.0439 

EC 

329,646,586 

3.0292 

3.0292 

9  985  654 

E 

Debt  Service 

319,354,379 

0.5361 

0.2600 

329,646,586 

0.5179 

0.2600 

857,081 

Ste.  Genevieve  County 

General  Revenue 

389,747,899 

0.3509 

0.2393 

394,818,883 

0.3579 

0.2463 

972,439 

Road  &  Bridge 

389,747,899 

0.2470 

0.2470 

394,818,883 

0.2519 

0.2519 

994,549 

Hospital 

ion  n  An  unci 
359, /4/, 599 

0.1614 

394,818,883 

0.1646 

0.1614 

637,238 

Ambulance 

ion  n An  onn 

n  inn 
U.  f  oly 

0.0400 

394,818,883 

0.1355 

0.0325 

128,316 

Mental  Health 

ion  n An  onn 
359,  /4/,599 

n  nn/li 
U.U943 

0.0943 

394,818,883 

0.0962 

0.0962 

379,816 

Senate  Bill  40 

ion  n An  onn 
359, /4/, 599 

n  n^nn 

0.0600 

394,818,883 

0.0612 

0.0600 

236,891 

Senior  Services 

ion  n An  onn 
359, /4/, 599 

n  mnn 
U.U3UU 

0.0300 

394,818,883 

0.0306 

0.0300 

118,446 

St.  Louis 

Eureka  Fire  Protection  District 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

VJ  ^11^/1  Lll  XV^V^/llLIV^ 

358,332,987 

0.6708 

0.6643 

364,098,025 

0.6717 

0.6717 

2,445,646 

Ambulance 

358,332,987 

0.2701 

0.2675 

364,098,025 

0.2705 

0.2705 

984,885 

Pension 

358,332,987 

0.0902 

0.0893 

364,098,025 

0.0903 

0.0903 

328,781 

Di  vnatrh 

358,332,987 

0.0269 

0  0266 

364,098,025 

0.0269 

0.0269 

97,942 

Debt  Service 

358,332,987 

0.1500 

0.1500 

364,098,025 

0.1500 

0.1500 

546,147 

Metropolitan  Sewer  Dist  St  Louis  Co 

Gen  Revenue-Gen  Adm 

26,631,671,056 

0.0185 

0.0185 

26,744,671,530 

0.0186 

0.0186 

4,974,509 

General  Revenue-Storm 

15,769,387,618 

0.0633 

0.0633 

15,830,526,690 

0.0635 

0.0635 

10,052,384 

lVTptrn  7nnlnoiral  Park  &  Miivpnm  Dist 

Art  MnvPnm 

IVL  L  IVXLlCJ^  LIXXX 

26,241,351,536 

0.0764 

0.0764 

26,483,449,215 

0.0768 

0.0769 

20  365  772 

c 

Rntaniral  GarHpn 

±J  VJ  LLlJll^Lll   V  )  Lll  lX*^.  11 

26,241,351,536 

0.0381 

0.0381 

26,483,449,215 

0.0382 

0.0382 

10  116  678 

ivy,  X  X  VJ  ,      /  (J 

Museum  of  Mo.  History 

26,241,351,536 

0.0381 

0.0381 

26,483,449,215 

0.0382 

0.0382 

10,116,678 

Museum  of  Nat.  History 

26,241,351,536 

0.0381 

0.0381 

26,483,449,215 

0.0382 

0.0382 

10,116,678 

Zoological  Park 

26,241,351,536 

0.0764 

0.0764 

26,483,449,215 

0.0768 

0.0769 

20,365,772 

C 

Rockwood  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

3,238,428,396 

3.7416 

3.7830 

EC 

3,270,975,480 

3.7840 

3.8557 

126,119,002 

EC 

Debt  Service 

3,238,428,396 

0.6866 

0.6800 

3,270,975,480 

0.9815 

0.6800 

22,242,633 

Special  Sch  Dist  of  St.  Louis  Co 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

22,062,262,719 

1.0035 

1.0125 

C 

22,312,553,869 

1.0035 

1.0123 

225,869,983 

c 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

Assessed  Value 

JlLioLoj^U     V  Cll  LI  V 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Saline 

Saline  Co  Ambulance  Dist  No  3 

General  Revenue 

208,445,310 

0.1990 

0.1990 

212,905,761 

0.1990 

0.1990 

423,682 

Slater  Ambulance  District  No  1 

General  Revenue 

43,355,091 

0.3351 

0.3351 

44,163,894 

0.3351 

0.3351 

147,993 

Sweet  Springs  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

55,807,007 

0.3062 

0.3062 

56,774,552 

0.3062 

0.3062 

173,844 

Rlarkhnrn  Flmwonrl  Sn  RH  Saline  Pn 

J_l  1  ill.  I\  U  U 1  1  1  ijllllWUULI       r                         1 1 1 V  VJ 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,330,856 

0.2885 

0.2885 

7,576,938 

0.2885 

0.2885 

21,859 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

7,330,856 

0.3010 

0.3010 

7,576,938 

0.3010 

0.3010 

22,807 

2013 

Gilliam  Snec  RH  Dist  Saline  Co 

VJllllUlll  JULV  J.VVJ.  J_^1l}1  kJUllllL'  \_l 

Road  &  Rridsre 

9,320,858 

0.2948 

0.2948 

9,457,380 

0.2948 

0.2948 

27,880 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

9,320,858 

0.2442 

0.2442 

9,457,380 

0.2442 

0.2442 

23,095 

2012 

GranH  Pass  Sner  Rnarl  Dist  Saline  Co 

VJi  LlllVl  l  LICiCi  CJL/V-V'  IvUtlU  l^Jl^L  cJClllllV  V^Cl 

Roarl  Rrid<re 

4,931,757 

0.2811 

0.2811 

5,140,267 

0.2811 

0.281 1 

14,449 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,931,757 

0.3600 

0.3600 

A 

5,140,267 

0.3600 

0.3600 

18,505 

2014 

Marshall  Snec  Rd  Dist  Saline  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

146,942,374 

0.2524 

0.2524 

150,465,855 

0.2525 

0.2525 

379,926 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

146,942,374 

0.2720 

0.2720 

A 

150,465,855 

0.2720 

0.2720 

409,267 

2014 

Slater  Spec  Rd  Dist  Saline  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

26,471,399 

0.3108 

0.3108 

26,890,023 

0.3108 

0.3108 

83,574 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

26,471,399 

0.3376 

0.3376 

26,890,023 

0.3376 

0.3376 

90,781 

2013 

Sweet  Springs  Sp  Rd  Dist  Saline  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

24,175,954 

0.3081 

0.3081 

24,362,931 

0.3082 

0.3082 

75,087 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

24,175,954 

0.2866 

0.2866 

24,362,931 

0.2867 

0.2867 

69,849 

2012 

Malta  Rend  Snec  Rd  Dist  Saline  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

13,860,997 

0.2884 

0.2884 

14,153,985 

0.2884 

0.2884 

40,820 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

13,860,997 

0.2472 

0.2472 

14,153,985 

0.2472 

0.2472 

34,989 

2012 

Village  of  Arrow  Rock 

General  Revenue 

1,273,882 

0.2513 

0.2513 

1,290,502 

0.2514 

0.2514 

3,244 

General  Revenue-Temp 

1,273,882 

0.2541 

0.2541 

** 

#* 

** 

2011 

General  Revenue-Temp 

** 

#* 

1,290,502 

0.3093 

0.3093 

3,992 

A 

2015 

Citv  of  Rlarlchnrn 

General  Revenue 

*J  V 11 V 1  Cll  AW  V 

1,793,492 

0.5827 

0.5827 

1,819,152 

0.5827 

0.5827 

10,600 

Lights 

1,793,492 

0.1184 

0.1184 

1,819,152 

0.1184 

0.1184 

2,154 

General  Revenne-Temn 

vJ^tlCl  Cll  1VL  V                     ±  <_/lllL/ 

1,793,492 

0.2900 

0.2900 

1,819,152 

0.2900 

0.2900 

5,276 

2013 

Citv  of  Gilliam 

v^il y  \j±  v  j iiiitiiii 

General  Revenue 

VJ  Vll  V 1  Cll  AW  V  V11LIV 

956,658 

0.7274 

0.7274 

969,808 

0.7315 

0.7315 

7,094 

Lights 

956,658 

0.3880 

0.3880 

969,808 

0.3902 

0.3902 

3,784 

Villaoe  of  CI  rand  Pass 

V  1  llCli^  V            VJidllLl  1  C1l>l> 

General  Revenue 

VJCllVlill   ±W  V  V11LIV 

417,344 

0.4658 

0.4658 

427,626 

0.4682 

0.4682 

2,002 

City  of  Malta  Bend 

General  Revenue 

1,569,873 

0.7426 

0.7426 

1,572,490 

0.7426 

0.7426 

11,677 

Citv  of  Marshall 

V^lLV   \Jl  1VJ.C11  l)11£L11 

General  Revenue 

125,798,318 

0.6431 

0.6431 

128,707,493 

0.6444 

0.6444 

829,391 

Parks  &  Recreation 

125,798,318 

0.2780 

0.2780 

128,707,493 

0.2786 

0.2786 

358,579 

T  ihrarv 

Xji  l/1  til  y 

125,798,318 

0.1651 

0.1651 

128,707,493 

0.1654 

0.1654 

212,882 

Band 

125,798,318 

0.0431 

0.0431 

128,707,493 

0.0432 

0.0432 

55,602 

City  of  Miami 

General  Revenue 

1,070,179 

0.4921 

0.4921 

1,072,224 

0.4939 

0.4939 

5,296 

Streets 

1,070,179 

0.6397 

0.6397 

1,072,224 

0.6421 

0.6421 

6,885 

Village  of  Mount  Leonard 

General  Revenue 

281,063 

0.9918 

0.9918 

303,618 

0.9751 

0.9751 

2,961 

Citv  of  Nelson 

General  Revenue 

VJV^lJVlcll   1W  V  V  ll  LIV 

1,018,638 

0.7466 

0.7466 

1,021,021 

0.7466 

0.7466 

7,623 

Citv  of  Slater 

General  Revenue 

VJ^llUt  Cll  AW  V  V  ll  LIV 

12,965,306 

0.7615 

0.7615 

13,093,166 

0.7643 

0.7643 

100,071 

Parks  (V  Rerreation 

1  Cll  1Vl>  C  V    1VVV1  VCllAVJll 

12,965,306 

0.2000 

0  2000 

13,093,166 

0  2000 

0  2000 

26,186 

Library 

12,965,306 

0.2380 

0.2380 

13,093,166 

0.2389 

0.2389 

31,280 

Citv  of  Sweet  Snrinos 

General  Revenue 

*J  V 11 VI  Cll  AW  V  V11L1V 

13,121,050 

0.6866 

0  6866 

12,967,451 

0.6957 

0  6866 

89,035 

Parks  &  Recreation 

13,121,050 

0.3263 

0.3263 

12,967,451 

0.3306 

0.3263 

42,313 

T  ihrarv 

ijiui  cll  y 

13,121,050 

0.1800 

0.1800 

12,967,451 

0.1800 

0.1800 

23,341 

Debt  Service 

13,121,050 

0.0824 

0.0824 

12  967  451 

0.1465 

0.1465 

18,997 

City  of  Emma 

General  Revenue 

1,968,611 

0.4859 

0.4859 

2,002,848 

0.4859 

0.4859 

9,732 

IVldlLd  IjcIIU.  r/llc  i^IOLeLLlUIl  UISUICL 

General  Revenue 

14,030,922 

0.2494 

0  2494 

14,527,763 

0  2494 

0  2494 

36  232 

West  Central  FPD 

General  Revenue 

38,612,793 

0.3000 

0.3000 

A 

40,740,952 

0.2990 

0.2990 

121,815 

Saline  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

297,079,905 

0.1307 

0.1307 

302,814,632 

0.1307 

0.1307 

395,779 

Miami  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9,397,849 

3.8020 

3.8020 

E 

9,619,034 

3.7794 

3.7794 

363,542 

E 

Orearville  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

6,135,272 

5.2249 

5.2249 

BH 

6,306,181 

5.2249 

5.2249 

329,492 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

** 

6,306,181 

0.3003 

0.3003 

18,937 

A 

2016 

Debt  Service 

6,135,272 

0.2935 

0.2935 

#* 

** 

#* 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Year 

Saline 

Malta  Bend  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

10,451,085 

4.4164 

4.4164 

E 

10,566,423 

4.4221 

4.4221 

467,258 

E 

Debt  Service 

10,451,085 

1.3816 

0.6458 

10,566,423 

1.3504 

0.6401 

67,636 

Hardeman  R-X  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

7,862,847 

4.8221 

4.2017 

BH 

7,902,351 

4.8221 

4.8221 

381,059 

E 

Debt  Service 

7,862,847 

0.7019 

0.6204 

** 

** 

#* 

Gilliam  C-4  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

3,048,273 

4.5539 

4.5539 

E 

3,052,075 

4.1533 

4.1533 

126,762 

E 

Marshall  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

152,898,192 

3.0983 

3.0983 

E 

156,273,501 

3.1065 

3.1065 

4,854,636 

E 

Slater  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

18,125,318 

3.8906 

3.8906 

E 

18,377,578 

3.8681 

3.8681 

710,863 

E 

Debt  Service 

18,125,318 

0.6440 

0.5612 

18,377,578 

0.6099 

0.5612 

103,135 

Sweet  Springs  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

29,166,835 

3.4264 

3.3500 

E 

29,954,781 

3.5655 

3.4900 

1,045,422 

E 

Debt  Service 

i .  iyj4 

n  A  /inn 
U.D4UU 

29,954,781 

11/1  [K 

i .  i4yj 

n  a  Ann 

1  Q  1  "711 

iy  i,  / 1 1 

Saline  County  Courthouse 

General  Revenue 

9Q7  070  QOS 
zy  1  ,U  /  y,yuj 

U.  loO / 

U.  loO  / 

302,814,632 

o  i 

U.  loO  / 

n  1  Qfri 
U.  loO  / 

jOj,jjj 

Common  Road  District 

Oj,oOU,U10 

n  OfxfxQ 
u.zooy 

n  9^/;q 

U.ZDD7 

64,652,529 

o  ifxfxQ 
u.zooy 

u.zooy 

1  79 

1  /Z,JJo 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

01  fx 

Oj,BOU,U10 

U.jOUU 

U.jDUU 

A 

64,652,529 

U.jDUU 

U.jDUU 

9^9  1AQ 
ZJZ,  /4y 

Pprnto  Rill  Ai\ 

oenaie  diii 

9Q7  mo  oos 

Ly  1  ,U  /  y,y\)J 

U.UJ04 

n  CiKQA 
U.UJo4 

302,814,632 

U.UJ04 

n  n<«/i 

U.UJo4 

1  Ifx  StAA 
1  /  O,o44 

Common  Road-Temp 

f/x  Qf.(\  ni  f. 

n  99  1  A 

U.ZZ  14 

fl  99  1  A 
U.ZZ  14 

64,652,529 

O  99  1  A 
U.ZZ  14 

U.ZZ  14 

i/l  a  ia  \ 
14.3, 14  1 

901  3 

Schuvler 

Schuyler  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

41,069,470 

0.3998 

0.3998 

41,640,612 

0.4000 

0.4000 

166,562 

Schuyler  County  Nursing  Home  Dist 

General  Revenue 

41,069,470 

0.1000 

0.1000 

41,640,612 

0.1006 

0.1000 

41,641 

City  of  Downing 

General  Revenue 

1,753,966 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1,745,334 

1.0000 

1.0000 

17,453 

Village  of  Glenwood 

General  Revenue 

1,017,650 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,070,980 

0.5000 

0.5000 

5,355 

Debt  Service 

1,017,650 

0.3319 

0.3319 

1,070,980 

0.5338 

0.5338 

5,717 

City  of  Greentop 

General  Revenue 

2,715,422 

0.9313 

0.9313 

2,568,066 

0.9951 

0.9951 

25,555 

City  of  Lancaster 

General  Revenue 

4,835,107 

0.8974 

0.8974 

4,576,178 

0.9512 

0.9512 

43,529 

Parks  &  Recreation 

4,835,107 

0.1960 

0.1960 

4,576,178 

0.2000 

0.2000 

9,152 

City  of  Queen  City 

General  Revenue 

3,041,541 

0.9775 

0.9775 

3,133,778 

0.9873 

0.9873 

30,940 

Schuyler  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

41,069,470 

0.1499 

0.1499 

41,640,612 

0.1500 

0.1500 

62,461 

Schuyler  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

41,069,470 

0.2849 

0.2849 

41,640,612 

0.3000 

0.3000 

124,922 

Schuyler  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

36,801,637 

3.4252 

3.4150 

E 

37,625,118 

3.4300 

3.4300 

1,290,542 

E 

Debt  Service 

ic.  om  a^in 
Jo,5ul,oJ  / 

1.3403 

ft  T~lf\f\ 

u.  /  /uu 

37,625,118 

1.3110 

f\  mnn 
U.  /  /UU 

ion  "7  1  Q 

Schuyler  County 

General  Revenue 

41  ,U0y,4  IXj 

fl  AQQS 

ft 

41,640,612 

fi  ^nnn 

O  9Q19 

u.zyjz 

1 99  noo 
i  zz, uyu 

Common  Road  District 

A  1  HAG  /170 
4 1  ,U0y,4  /U 

U.4  /OJ 

n  Aifsx 

41,640,612 

n  aioi 
u.4/yj 

n  /i7Qi 

1  QQ  ^R'* 

iyy,jo  j 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

41  ,uoy,4  /U 

ft  9*;qq 
u.z:>yy 

** 

9fl1  1 

Senior  Services 

41  ,uoy,4  /U 

ri  fi<fifi 

n  n<nn 

41,640,612 

r\  neon 

ft  n^no 

9H  89H 
ZU,oZU 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

41,640,612 

fl  n&QZ 

n  o  Ann 

1  nc  9^A 

9fl  1  ^ 

Scotland 

Scotland  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

60,988,604 

0.2472 

0.2472 

63,524,733 

0.2477 

0.2477 

157,351 

Scotland  County  Memorial  Hosp  Dist 

General  Revenue 

60,988,604 

0.4945 

0.4945 

63,524,733 

0.4954 

0.4954 

314,702 

Scotland  County  Nursing  Home  Dist 

General  Revenue 

60,988,604 

0.2967 

0.2967 

63,524,733 

0.2973 

0.2973 

188,859 

Bear  Creek  Watershed  Subdistrict 

General  Revenue 

1,063,437 

0.3966 

0.3966 

1,072,368 

0.3966 

0.3966 

4,253 

Village  of  Arbela 

General  Revenue 

180,715 

0.5000 

0.5000 

180,441 

0.5000 

0.5000 

902 

Village  of  Granger 

General  Revenue 

216,323 

0.6652 

0.6400 

214  643 

0.6714 

0.6400 

1,374 

City  of  Memphis 

General  Revenue 

14,671,717 

0.3059 

0.2974 

15,099,273 

0.3072 

0.2972 

44,875 

Streets 

14,671,717 

0.3483 

0.3400 

15,099,273 

0.3497 

0.3400 

51,338 

Fire 

14,671,717 

0.1332 

0.1300 

15,099,273 

0.1338 

0.1300 

19,629 

Cemetery 

14,671,717 

0.0512 

0.0512 

15,099,273 

0.0514 

0.0514 

7,761 

Swimming  Pool 

14,671,717 

0.1858 

0.1814 

15,099,273 

0.1866 

0.1814 

27,390 

Village  of  Rutledge 

General  Revenue 

307,700 

0.5000 

0.4030 

546,877 

0.4009 

0.4009 

2,192 

City  of  South  Gorin 

General  Revenue 

722,143 

0.7650 

0.7650 

713,087 

0.7747 

0.7747 

5,524 

Fire 

722,143 

0.1913 

0.1913 

713,087 

0.1937 

0.1937 

1,381 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiratio 
Year 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

J  L  o  l*  \-/  lJ  J  w  \_l     V  Cll  LI  V 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Scotland 

Scotland  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

60,988,604 

0.1879 

0.1879 

63,524,733 

0.1883 

0.1883 

119,617 

Scotland  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

60,988,604 

0.1483 

0.1483 

63,524,733 

0.1486 

0.1486 

94,398 

Gorin  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

4,233,876 

4.9170 

4.6946 

4,368,305 

4.9213 

4.3744 

191,087 

Scotland  Co  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

50,643,225 

3.3243 

3.2984 

E 

53,035,627 

3.3636 

3.2984 

1,749,327 

E 

Scotland  County 

General  Revenue 

An  flOO  A/"i/1 

o0,9o5,o04 

n  ACtAZ 

0.4945 

0.4945 

63,524,733 

0.4954 

0.4954 

314,702 

Road  &  Bridge 

oO,9&5,oU4 

n  1  A  AO 
0.34o2 

0.3462 

63,524,733 

0.3469 

0.3469 

220,367 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

AO  OQC  AO/1 

n  Q/"iA"7 
0.3UO  / 

0.3067 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

63,524,733 

0.3199 

0.3199 

203,216 

A 

2015 

Scott 

Southern  Scott  Co  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

234,500,138 

0.3000 

0.3000 

240,737,505 

0.3000 

0.3000 

722,213 

North  Scott  Co  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

178,517,956 

0.2987 

0.2987 

183,275,308 

0.2988 

0.2988 

547,627 

Tllmo  Snecia!  Road  Dist  Scott  Co 

X11111V  cJIJL^l/lCll  IVUtlU                  i_t  W  L I 

RnaH  fa  Rridop 

56,651,861 

0.3402 

0.3402 

58,042,544 

0.3410 

0.3410 

197,925 

Sikeston  Special  Road  Dist  Scott  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

198,339,748 

0.1800 

0.1800 

204,434,055 

0.1800 

0.1800 

367,981 

City  of  Benton 

General  Revenue 

7,700,343 

0.6010 

0.6010 

8,234,782 

0.6010 

0.6010 

49,491 

Parks  &  Recreation 

7,700,343 

0.1867 

0.1867 

8,234,782 

0.1867 

0.1867 

15,374 

Village  of  Blodgett 

General  Revenue 

1,244,820 

0.2752 

0.2752 

1,265,931 

0.2759 

0.2752 

3,484 

Citv  of  Chaffee 

V^lLV   \J1  \— -lltLllL^^ 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

VJ  V 1 1 V 1  Cll  IV  ^  V  L.1 1  LI 

17,695,001 

0.7912 

0.7912 

18,312,729 

0.7928 

0.7928 

145,183 

Parks  Ri  Rprrpatinn 

17,695,001 

0.1687 

0.1687 

18,312,729 

0.1690 

0.1690 

30,949 

T  ihrarv 

J^jl  L71  Cll  y 

17,695,001 

0.1687 

0.1687 

18,312,729 

0.1690 

0.1690 

30,949 

Village  of  Commerce 

General  Revenue 

694,747 

0.5000 

0.5000 

650,965 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,255 

Village  of  Diehlstadt 

General  Revenue 

538,381 

0.3442 

0.3441 

519,178 

0.3569 

0.3441 

1,786 

Villapp  of  Havwnnrl  Citv 

General  Revenue 

474,004 

0.5000 

0  5000 

496,853 

0  5000 

0  5000 

2,484 

Village  of  Kelso 

General  Revenue 

5,692,909 

0.5000 

0.5000 

5,896,599 

0.5000 

0.5000 

29,483 

Fire 

5,692,909 

0.1300 

0.1300 

5,896,599 

0.1300 

0.1300 

7,666 

2013 

City  of  Miner 

General  Revenue 

22,133,440 

0.3103 

0.3000 

22,503,844 

0.3107 

0.3000 

67,512 

City  of  Morley 

General  Revenue 

4,231,316 

0.6553 

0.6553 

4,318,356 

0.6553 

0.6553 

28,298 

Citv  nf  Oran 

v^iiy  lji  v_/icin 

General  Revenue 

8,012,466 

0.6414 

0.6414 

8,522,703 

0.6414 

0.6414 

54,665 

Parks  &  R_ecreation 

8,012,466 

0.1926 

0.1926 

8,522,703 

0.1926 

0.1926 

16,415 

Citv  of  Scott  Citv 

Cpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

vJ  L.  11V1  Cll  IV  L.  V  V  ll  Llc^ 

42,296,565 

0.5127 

0.5127 

43,075,984 

0.5127 

0.5127 

220,851 

Parks  &  Recreation 

42,296,565 

0.1831 

0.1831 

43,075,984 

0.1831 

0.1831 

78,872 

Cemetery 

42,296,565 

0.0500 

0.0500 

43,075,984 

0.0500 

0.0500 

21,538 

Debt  Service 

42,296,565 

0.1140 

0.1140 

43,075,984 

0.3769 

0.3769 

162,353 

Villapp  nf  Vandnspr 

V  111CL£^  V.    VJ1      Y   tl  1  1  LI  1 1  .TV-  1 

General  Revenue 

1,216,001 

0.3885 

0.3885 

1,287,970 

0.3885 

0.3885 

5,004 

1,216,001 

0.0993 

0.0993 

1,287,970 

0.0993 

0.0993 

1,279 

City  of  Sikeston 

General  Revenue 

188,408,631 

0.3998 

0.3998 

193,769,215 

0.4004 

0.4004 

775,852 

Parks  &  Recreation 

188,408,631 

0.1742 

0.1742 

193,769,215 

0.1745 

0.1745 

338,127 

T  ihrarv 

iji  L/i  cii  y 

188,408,631 

0.1742 

0.1742 

193  769  215 

0.1745 

0.1745 

338,127 

Scott  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

282,097,573 

0.0959 

0.0959 

291,213,246 

0.0959 

0.0959 

279,274 

SilrpQtrvn  Pirf1  Pvntpcti r\n       «tn  ft 

O  IxcC  l>LU11  1  11 L7  1  1 L/LCL  L1VJ11  L/1l>111L,1 

iTfnprnl  Rpvptiiip 

VJ^llddl  IVCVdlLIC 

46,853,723 

0.1193 

0.1193 

48,549,672 

0.1193 

0.1193 

57,920 

NBC  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

43,321,743 

0.2995 

0.2995 

43,787,521 

0  3000 

0  3000 

131  363 

Scott  Countv  Rural  Fire  Prot  Dist 

Cpripral  Rpvptiiip 

VJ  VllL^l  Cll  IVL-VLllU^ 

38,849,089 

0.3000 

0  3000 

39,750,991 

0  3000 

0  3000 

119,253 

Oran  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

15,126,277 

0.4019 

0.4019 

16,230,342 

0.4019 

0.4019 

65,230 

Srntt  Countv  Hpalth  Dpnartmpnt 

i-J  C  LJ  1 1  \— -VLllll  Y    IIL-UILJJ    LJ\~  1  Veil  I  1  1  1L.  1 1  I 

General  Revenue 

413,018,091 

0.1000 

0.1000 

424,012,816 

0.1000 

0.1000 

424,013 

Scott  City  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

51,567,030 

3.2694 

3.2694 

E 

53,045,430 

3.2705 

3.2705 

1,734,851 

E 

Debt  Service 

51,567,030 

0.8008 

0.4900 

53,045,430 

0.6205 

0.4900 

259,923 

Chaffee  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

23,064,260 

2.8666 

2.8666 

E 

23,768,350 

2.8233 

2.8233 

671,052 

E 

Debt  Service 

23,064,260 

2.0704 

1.2500 

23,768,350 

1.6587 

1.2500 

297,104 

Scott  Co  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

54,545,469 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

56,079,780 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,542,194 

E 

Debt  Service 

54,545,469 

0.6191 

0.4200 

56,079,780 

0.5782 

0.4200 

235,535 

Scott  Co  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

14,909,420 

3.6463 

3.6457 

E 

15,490,832 

3.6686 

3.6686 

568,297 

E 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Assessed  Value 

r\OkMyDJLU     V  til  Ll^ 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Scott 

Scott  Co  R-V  School  District 

Debt  Service 

14,909,420 

0.9417 

0.7000 

15,490,832 

0.7496 

0.7000 

108,436 

Sikeston  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

216,765,861 

3.6336 

3.6300 

E 

222,896,585 

3.6325 

3.6325 

8,096,718 

Tlpht  Service 

216,765,861 

0.2099 

0.1900 

222,896,585 

0.2109 

0.2100 

468  083 

Kelso  C-7  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

23,574,270 

2.8904 

2.8904 

E 

24,341,250 

2.9184 

2.9184 

710,375 

Oran  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

19,365,680 

3.1000 

3.1000 

E 

20,325,690 

3.5558 

3.1000 

630,096 

Debt  Service 

1 1 1  i  ^  £on 
iy,joj,O50 

1 .44oy 

0.4000 

20,325,690 

1.3133 

0.4000 

81,303 

Scott  County 

General  Revenue 

a  1 1  nio  noi 
41  j,Ulo,uy  1 

n  noon 

u.uuuu 

0.0000 

424,012,816 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Johnson  Grass 

4i  j,uio,uyi 

0.0100 

0.0100 

424,012,816 

0.0100 

0.0100 

42,401 

Common  Road  District 

1        fiOA  A  Q/l 

1  jo,Uzo,4o4 

U.jUZj 

0.3025 

161,536,214 

0.3036 

0.3036 

490,424 

Senate  Bill  40 

a  1 1  mc  no  i 

41  j,uio,uyi 

U.U4UU 

0.0400 

424,012,816 

0.0400 

0.0400 

169,605 

Shannon 

Shannon  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

53,670,669 

0.1309 

0.1309 

52,528,181 

0.1350 

0.1350 

70,913 

City  of  Birch  Tree 

General  Revenue 

3,258,354 

0.4488 

0.4488 

3,076,096 

0.4757 

0.4757 

14,633 

Timber  Community  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

4,263,372 

0.2887 

0.2887 

4,196,566 

0.2983 

0.2983 

12,518 

Shannon  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

67,554,708 

0.0972 

0.0972 

66,338,268 

0.0999 

0.0999 

66,272 

Winona  R-III  School  District 

Oneratin<r  Pnnrls-Srhonls 

15,968,563 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

15,877,274 

2.7500 

2.7500 

436  625 

Eminence  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

19,399,481 

2.3626 

2.3335 

E 

19,334,904 

2.3951 

2.3173 

448,048 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

in  inn  a o  1 
19,399,481 

1.0965 

1.0965 

19,334,904 

1.1127 

1.1127 

215,139 

Debt  Service 

1  o  ion  A o  1 

i9,3yy,4si 

0.392/ 

0.0100 

19,334,904 

0.6511 

0.0100 

1,933 

Shannon  County 

General  Revenue 

o/,jj4,/U5 

U.J  14j 

0.2424 

66,338,268 

0.3233 

0.2562 

169,959 

Road  &  Bridge 

O/,jj4,/05 

U.242o 

0.2424 

66,338,268 

0.2494 

0.2424 

160,804 

Senate  Bill  40 

o/,jj4,/U5 

u.uy  1 l 

0.0972 

66,338,268 

0.0999 

0.0972 

64,481 

Senior  Services 

o/,jj4,/U5 

U.U45D 

0.0486 

66,338,268 

0.0500 

0.0500 

33,169 

Shelby 

Salt  River  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

VJ  ^11^.1  til  1\LVL-11UL 

87,801,200 

0.2500 

0.1400 

91,800,761 

0.2500 

0.1400 

128,521 

Clarence  Nursing  Home  District 

General  Revenue 

24,271,768 

0.2200 

0.2200 

25,058,089 

0.2200 

0.2200 

55,128 

Salt  River  Nursing  Hnmp  District 

General  Revenue 

75,782,889 

0.3000 

0  3000 

79,625,191 

0  3000 

0  3000 

238  876 

Shelbina  Special  Rd  Dist  Shelby  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

25,302,970 

0.4700 

0.4700 

25,368,048 

0.4700 

0.4700 

119,230 

Village  of  Bethel 

General  Revenue 

680,286 

0.7500 

0.7500 

687,465 

0.7500 

0.7500 

5,156 

Lights 

680,286 

0.2500 

0.2500 

687,465 

0.2500 

0.2500 

1,719 

Citv  nf  Clarenre 

General  Revenue 

5,648,210 

0.9978 

0.9978 

5,710,988 

1 .0000 

1 .0000 

57,1 10 

T  ihrarv 

5,648,210 

0.0997 

0.0997 

5,710,988 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,711 

Streets 

5,648,210 

0.1995 

0.1995 

5,710,988 

0.2000 

0.2000 

11,422 

City  of  Hunnewell 

General  Revenue 

970,274 

0.8898 

0.8775 

1,017,854 

0.8897 

0.8897 

9,056 

Village  of  Leonard 

General  Revenue 

707,106 

0.4911 

0.4900 

746,523 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,733 

City  of  Shelbina 

General  Revenue 

19,704,649 

0.8650 

0.8650 

19,507,339 

0.8823 

0.8823 

172,113 

Library 

19,704,649 

0.2500 

0.2500 

19,507,339 

0.2500 

0.2500 

48,768 

Citv  of  Shelbwille 

frpnpral  Rpvpmip 

3,596,588 

0.8689 

0.8689 

3,801,883 

0.8705 

0.8705 

33,095 

General  Revenue-Temp 

3,596,588 

0.3000 

0.3000 

3,801,883 

0.3000 

0.3000 

11,406 

Shelbina  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

43,973,785 

0.2500 

0.2500 

45,222,307 

0.2500 

0.2500 

113,056 

Shelby  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

92,730,916 

0.2500 

0.2500 

96,918,686 

0.2500 

0.2500 

242,297 

North  Shelby  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

on  £A<  H  A  A 

29,693, /44 

1  A^  AO 

3.4106 

3.4108 

E 

32,352,866 

4.1265 

3.5793 

1,158,006 

Debt  Service 

29,695,744 

0.3765 

0.3700 

32,352,866 

0.2550 

0.2550 

82,500 

Shelby  Co  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

58,045,562 

3.6857 

3.6857 

E 

59,109,723 

3.8748 

3.7500 

2,216,615 

Shelby  County 

General  Revenue 

92,730,916 

0.4819 

0.3300 

96,918,686 

0.4819 

0.3300 

319,832 

Road  &  Bridge 

67,418,267 

0.3500 

0.3500 

71,538,772 

0.3500 

0.3500 

250,386 

Stoddard 

Stoddard  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

401,318,320 

0.2039 

0.2039 

414,612,312 

0.2046 

0.2046 

848,297 

Expiration 
Year 


2017 


2013 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Asspsspd  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Stoddard 

Bluff  Snec  Rd  Dist  Stoddard  Co 

U  1  LI  1 1   kj  1 J  L.  L.  1VU  L/lJL  WJLUUUalU  l^  lj 

Johnson  Grass 

9,293,479 

0.0493 

0.0493 

9  665  749 

0.0500 

0  0500 

VJ.VJ^J VJVJ 

4,833 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,293,479 

0.1600 

0.1600 

9,665,749 

0.1637 

0.1637 

15,823 

Snerial  Road  and  Rridtip 

9,293,479 

0.3500 

0  3500 

VJ.  -J  ^JVJVJ 

9  665  749 

0  3500 

VJ.J^J  VJVJ 

0  3500 

VJ . _7 ^J  VJVJ 

33  830 

*J -J  ,  VJ -J  V  J 

Crowder  7eta  Sn  Rd  Dist  Stoddard  Co 

Tohnson  Crass 

3,030,512 

0.0489 

0.0489 

3,001,191 

0.0500 

0  0500 

VJ.VJ^J VJVJ 

1,501 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,030,512 

0.2829 

0.2829 

3,001.191 

0.2935 

0.2935 

8,808 

Dudlpv  Sner  Rd  Dist  Stoddard  Co 

i_^LlLJ.l^y    J  I'LL   1VU  L^Il^L  O  LLJULICLI  LI  «^  \_l 

Tohnsnn  Crass 

17,679,952 

0.0500 

0  0500 

VJ. VJ^JVJVJ 

17,949,440 

0  0500 

VJ . VJ^J VJVJ 

0  0500 

VJ.  VJ^JVJVJ 

8,975 

Road  &  Bridge 

17,679,952 

0.2711 

0.2711 

17,949,440 

0.2711 

0.271 1 

48,661 

Snppial  Road  and  Rridop 

CJl7L,L-lLL±  IVVJaU  illlLl  iJllLi^L/ 

17,679,952 

0.3533 

0  3533 

A  17,949,440 

0.3533 

0.3533 

63,415 

Fsspx  Sner  Rd  Dist  Stnddard  Co 

Tohnson  Crass 

16,280,127 

0.0487 

0.0487 

16  480  453 

0.0489 

0.0489 

8,059 

Road  &  Bridge 

16,280,127 

0.2367 

0.2367 

16  480  453 

1  VJ  ^XvJvJ       ^J  _7 

0.2377 

0.2377 

39,174 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

16,280,127 

0.3380 

0.3380 

16,480,453 

0.3394 

0.3394 

55,935 

Gray  Ridge  Spec  Rd  Dist  Stoddard  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,623,186 

0.3090 

0.3090 

9,392,736 

0.3208 

0.3208 

30,132 

Lavalle  Spec  Road  Dist  Stoddard  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,611,090 

0.3437 

0.3437 

2,764,582 

0.3437 

0.3437 

9,502 

Citv  of  Bell  Citv 

v^ii  y  \ji  i  J  l^li  v  i  i  y 

Cpnpral  Rpvpmip 

LJLllLt  £11  ILL  VL11UL 

2,264,476 

0.7090 

0.7090 

2  321  093 

0.7090 

0.7090 

16,457 

City  of  Bemie 

General  Revenue 

13,788,706 

0.5207 

0.5207 

14,046,109 

0.5264 

0.5264 

73,939 

Parks  &  Recreation 

13,788,706 

0.0895 

0.0895 

14,046,109 

0.0900 

0.0900 

12,641 

City  of  Bloomfield 

General  Revenue 

11,825,435 

0.5225 

0.5225 

12,143,198 

0.5226 

0.5226 

63,460 

Library 

11,825,435 

0.1524 

0.1524 

12,143,198 

0.1524 

0.1524 

18,506 

Debt  Service 

11,825,435 

0.4736 

0.2162 

12,143,198 

0.4166 

0.4166 

50,589 

City  of  Dexter 

General  Revenue 

99,616,100 

0.5205 

0.5205 

102,519,570 

0.5205 

0.5205 

533,614 

T  ibrarv 

iji  L/l  til  y 

99,616,100 

0.1457 

0.1457 

1 02  5 1 9  570 

0.1457 

0.1457 

149,371 

City  of  Dudley 

General  Revenue 

9,559,643 

0.5846 

0.5846 

9,492,281 

0.5889 

0.5889 

55,900 

City  of  Essex 

General  Revenue 

3,292,118 

0.4087 

0.4087 

3,392,724 

0.4087 

0.4087 

13,866 

Citv  nf  Pnxirn 

Cpnpral  Rpvpmip 

VJLIJLIcll   ILL  V  LliUL 

7,066,025 

0.5171 

0.5171 

7  391  632 

0.5171 

0.5171 

38,222 

Parks  &  R_ecreation 

7,066,025 

0.2216 

0.2216 

7  391  632 

0.2216 

0.2216 

16,380 

T  ibrarv 

ul  til  y 

7,066,025 

0.0739 

0.0739 

7  391  632 

0.0739 

0.0739 

5,462 

Health 

7,066,025 

0.1054 

0.1054 

7,391,632 

0.1054 

0.1054 

7,791 

C  emet  ery 

7,066,025 

0.1054 

0.1054 

7  391  632 

0. 1054 

0.1054 

7,791 

Village  of  Penermon 

General  Revenue 

157,257 

0.4353 

0.4353 

151,869 

0.4527 

0.4527 

688 

Castor  Township  of  Stoddard  Co 

General  Revenue 

56,894,265 

0.0723 

0.0723 

59,551,881 

0.0726 

0.0726 

43,235 

Road  &  Bridge 

47,600,788 

0.2310 

0.2310 

49,899,738 

0.2310 

0.2310 

115,268 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

47,600,788 

0.3500 

0.3500 

49,899,738 

0.3500 

0.3500 

174,649 

Duck  Creek  Township  of  Stoddard  Co 

General  Revenue 

45,365,651 

0.1000 

0.1000 

46,459,486 

0.1000 

0.1000 

46,459 

Johnson  Grass 

45,365,651 

0.0375 

0.0375 

46,459,486 

0.0377 

0.0377 

17,515 

Road  &  Bridge 

27,685,698 

0.2601 

0.2601 

28,510,047 

0.2623 

0.2623 

74,782 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

45,365,651 

0.2512 

0.2512 

** 

#* 

#* 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

#* 

28,510,047 

0.3636 

0.3636 

103,663 

Elk  Township  of  Stoddard  Co 

General  Revenue 

13,682,680 

0.1000 

0.1000 

13,787,872 

0.1000 

0.1000 

13,788 

Road  &  Bridge 

11,071,589 

0.3230 

0.3230 

11,023,292 

0.3245 

0.3245 

35,771 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

11,071,589 

0.3547 

0.3547 

A  11,023,292 

0.3547 

0.3547 

39,100 

T  ihertv  Tnwnshin  of  Stoddard  Co 

1^1  L/Ll  IV     ±  VJ  Vy  ll^lllL/  L/l   i_t  LL/L1L1L11  LI  V^W 

General  Revenue 

192,864,740 

0.0800 

0.0800 

200  328  645 

0.0802 

0.0800 

160,263 

Johnson  Grass 

192,864,740 

0.0500 

0  0500 

VJ.  VJ^JVJVJ 

200  328  645 

^VJVJ . -J VJ  ^VJ^^J 

0  0500 

VJ . VJ^J VJVJ 

0  0500 

VJ.  VJ^JVJVJ 

100,164 

Road  &  Bridge 

192,864,740 

0.1500 

0.1500 

200,328,645 

0.1503 

0.1500 

300,493 

ijpcCldl  RUatl  illlU  DIIUJ^C 

192,864,740 

0.3527 

0  3527 

A        90,0,  198 

0  3527 

0  3527 

706  SSQ 

New  Lisbon  Township  of  Stoddard  Co 

General  Revenue 

10,396,396 

0.0848 

0.0848 

10,590,987 

0.0865 

0.0865 

9,161 

Johnson  Grass 

10,396,396 

0.0500 

0.0500 

10,590,987 

0.0500 

0.0500 

5,295 

Road  &  Bridge 

10,396,396 

0.2437 

0.2437 

10,590,987 

0.2487 

0.2487 

26,340 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

10,396,396 

0.3500 

0.3500 

10,590,987 

0.3500 

0.3500 

37,068 

Pike  Township  of  Stoddard  Co 

General  Revenue 

54,376,024 

0.1000 

0.1000 

56,070,832 

0.1000 

0.1000 

56,071 

Johnson  Grass 

54,376,024 

0.0500 

0.0500 

56,070,832 

0.0500 

0.0500 

28,035 

Expiration 
Year 


2013 


2014 


2012 


2012 


2011 
2015 


2014 


2014 


2012 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 

A ■i'iP^'iPfl  Valnp 

Cpilin  o 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Stoddard 

Pike  Township  of  Stoddard  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

51,345,513 

0.2427 

0.2427 

53,069,641 

0.2427 

0.2427 

128  800 

Richland  Township  of  Stoddard  Co 

General  Revenue 

27,738,564 

0.0802 

0.0802 

27,822,609 

0.0815 

0.0815 

22,675 

Road  &  RriHpe 

1,835,202 

0.3500 

0  3500 

1,935,811 

0  3500 

0  3500 

6,775 

Stoddard  County  Public  Health 

General  Revenue 

401,318,320 

0.1000 

0.1000 

414,612,312 

0.1000 

0.1000 

414,612 

Richland  R-I  School  District 

Onpratino"  Fnnrlis-,Srhnnl*i 

HI  1  11  ^  X  LIIILIlI  l)L11L7U1l> 

23,201,104 

4.4560 

4.0034 

24,322,583 

4.4204 

4.0000 

972,903 

E 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

23,201,104 

0.3593 

0  3300 

24,322,583 

0  3333 

0  3333 

81,067 

Bell  City  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

27,096,257 

3.1851 

3.1500 

E 

28,170,673 

3.1719 

3.1500 

887,376 

E 

AHvanrp  R-TV  Srhnnl  District 

Onpratino"  Fnnrls-Srhnnl'N 

till  11  ^  X  U.11U.l1            1 1  w  V_J  1  l> 

29,373,200 

3.0156 

3  0000 

BH 

31,687,900 

3.0993 

3.0000 

950,637 

H 

Debt  Sprvirp 

U L  JU1V1LL 

29,373,200 

0.4210 

0.3661 

31,687,900 

0.3804 

0.3661 

116,009 

Puxico  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

39,993,314 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

41,562,240 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,142,962 

H 

Debt  Service 

39,993,314 

1.0872 

0.7900 

41,562,240 

1.0181 

0.7900 

328,342 

Bloomfield  R-XIV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

43,027,856 

2.9144 

2.7500 

F 

44,685,168 

2.9424 

2.7500 

1,228,842 

F 

Debt  Service 

43,027,856 

0.2902 

0.2429 

44,685,168 

0.2455 

0.2455 

109,702 

Dexter  R-XI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

170,878,494 

2.7537 

2.7500 

E 

178,969,188 

2.7500 

2.7500 

4,921,653 

E 

Debt  Service 

170,878,494 

0.9799 

0.5700 

178,969,188 

0.8113 

0.5700 

1,020,124 

Bernie  R-XIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

o  no  1  <  1 

3z,i  /y,iji 

z.yyjz 

2.9952 

E 

33,677,435 

2.9887 

2.9887 

1,006,517 

E 

Debt  Service 

1 0  1  "70   1  C  1 

32,1  /y,151 

n  And 
U.423y 

0.3000 

33,677,435 

0.4051 

0.3000 

101,032 

Stoddard  County 

General  Revenue 

A  A 1  ii  q  no 
401,318,320 

O  AAAA 

0.0000 

0.0000 

414,612,312 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Johnson  Grass 

A  A 1  11  o  no 
401,310,320 

A  AAAA 

U.0000 

0.0000 

414,612,312 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Senate  Bill  40 

/in i  us  nn 

A  AQAA 

0.0800 

414,612,312 

0.0803 

0.0803 

332,934 

Stone 

City  of  Crane 

General  Revenue 

9,087,287 

0.8304 

0.8304 

9,156,219 

0.8304 

0.8304 

76,033 

Parks  &  Recreation 

9,087,287 

0.1312 

0.1312 

9,156,219 

0.1312 

0.1312 

12,013 

Library 

9,087,287 

0.0000 

0.0000 

9,156,219 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Citv  of  Galpna 

General  Revenue 

2,744,506 

0.5161 

0.5161 

2,771,031 

0.5161 

0.5161 

14,301 

City  of  Hurley 

General  Revenue 

774,242 

0.7064 

0.7064 

761,299 

0.7184 

0.7184 

5,469 

City  of  Kirnberling  City 

General  Revenue 

40,775,910 

0.4400 

0.4400 

40,599,203 

0.4400 

0.4400 

178,636 

City  of  Reeds  Spring 

General  Revenue 

6,589,132 

0.6140 

0.6140 

6,850,896 

0.6140 

0.6140 

42,065 

Village  of  McCord  Bend 

General  Revenue 

809,120 

0.5000 

0.5000 

830,924 

0.5000 

0.5000 

4,155 

Stone  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

518,493,962 

0.1000 

0.1000 

535,519,867 

0.1000 

0.1000 

535  520 

Southern  Stone  Co  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

414,662,856 

0.2647 

0.0000 

430,092,200 

0.2647 

0.0000 

o 

Hurley  Fire  Protection  District 

Gpnpral  Rpvpniip 

14,417,811 

0.3300 

0  3300 

14,338,637 

0  3300 

0  3300 

47,318 

North  Stone-Northeast  Barry  FPD 

General  Revenue 

30,721,952 

0.2831 

0.2831 

30,543,527 

0.2908 

0.2908 

88,821 

Stonp  Conntv  Hpalth  Dpnartmpnt 

Gpnpral  Rpvptiiip 

VJ  ^11^1  CL1  XvL^V^-llLl^/ 

518,493,962 

0.0783 

0.0783 

535,519,867 

0.0783 

0.0783 

419,312 

Hurley  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

10,004,199 

3.9700 

3.9700 

E 

10,025,467 

3.9147 

3.9144 

392,437 

E 

Debt  Service 

10,004,199 

0.5830 

0.5830 

10,025,467 

0.6386 

0.6386 

64,023 

Galena  R-TT  School  District 

Onpratino  FnnHs-Srhools 

27,367,326 

3.4023 

3.4023 

E 

27,974,252 

3.3469 

3.3469 

936,270 

E 

Dpht  Sprvirp 

27,367,326 

0.7835 

0  5600 

27,974,252 

0.6782 

0.6154 

172,154 

Crane  R-III  School  District 

Onpratino  FiinHs-Srhnnl^ 

23,603,509 

3.3000 

3.3000 

E 

23,929,524 

3.2883 

3.2883 

786,875 

E 

Debt  Service 

23,603,509 

0.8544 

0.5800 

23,929,524 

0.6351 

0.5800 

138,791 

Reeds  Spring  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

323,960,287 

3.1088 

3.1000 

E 

336,099,464 

3.0873 

3.0100 

10,116,594 

E 

Debt  Service 

323,960,287 

1.6524 

0.6557 

336,099,464 

1.1335 

0.7400 

2,487,136 

Blue  Eye  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

OQ  AA< 

93,252,y05 

3.2zol 

3.2261 

E 

99,898,680 

4.0747 

4.0261 

4,022,021 

BH 

Debt  Service 

93,252,905 

0.8453 

0.8000 

99,898,680 

0.2077 

0.0000 

0 

Stone  County 

General  Revenue 

518,493,962 

0.2839 

0.1300 

535,519,867 

0.2839 

0.1198 

641,553 

Road  &  Bridge 

518,493,962 

0.1651 

0.0000 

535,519,867 

0.1651 

0.0000 

0 

Senior  Services 

518,493,962 

0.0481 

0.0481 

535,519,867 

0.0481 

0.0481 

257,585 

Sullivan 

Sullivan  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

83,848,669 

0.4345 

0.4345 

84,774,370 

0.4347 

0.4347 

368,514 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Sullivan 

Locust  Creek  Watershed  Subdistrict 

General  Revenue 

28,637,647 

0.3889 

0.3889 

28,880,796 

0.3889 

0.3889 

112,317 

Harris  Spec  Rd  Dist  Sullivan  Co 

Road  &  Bridge 

547,001 

0.3205 

0.3205 

557,794 

0.3204 

0.3204 

1,787 

Milan  Snerial  Road  Dist  Sullivan  Co 

IVllltlll  kj  IJL*\_/1CL1  IVwLlU  1__^1l>L       LI  111  V  Clll 

Road  &  Rrid^e 

1VWLIL1  L.V   U  HUgL- 

11,713,485 

0.3218 

0.3218 

1 1  777  356 

11,/  /  1  ^J\J 

0.3219 

0.3219 

37,911 

West  Rnrhanan  Road  Dist  Sullivan  Cn 

Tt  LiM  U  LI  ^  1 1  Cll  1  Cll  1  1VUUU  L/1l>  L  LJ  LI  111  V  till  \— 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,692,411 

0.3500 

0  3500 

1  579  003 

0  3500 

0  3500 

9,027 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,692,411 

0.3500 

0.3500 

** 

** 

2011 

Citv  nf  Green  Castle 

V^lLV   \Jl   VJlL^L^ll  V—CLo LI  L- 

General  Revenue 

VJL^ll^ltLl  IV V-  V  L/ 1 1  LI L/ 

1,102,491 

0.5458 

0.5458 

1  080  103 

i , \_/ o w i  iuj 

0.5604 

0.5604 

6,053 

Citv  of  Green  Citv 

General  Revenue 

V.I  L.  1  Iv,  1  il  1   1\L  V  ^/IILIL/ 

4,692,999 

0.4798 

0.4798 

4,708,937 

0.4814 

0.4814 

22,669 

Lights 

4,692,999 

0.1694 

0.1694 

4  708  937 

0.1700 

0.1700 

8,005 

Pire 

4,692,999 

0.2917 

0.2917 

4  708  937 

0.2927 

0.2927 

13,783 

City  of  Harris 

General  Revenue 

163,389 

0.9000 

0.9000 

153,642 

0.9000 

0.9000 

1,383 

Village  of  Humphreys 

General  Revenue 

278,658 

0.7249 

0.7249 

262,014 

0.7500 

0.7500 

1,965 

Parks  &  Recreation 

278,658 

0.4834 

0.4834 

262,014 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,310 

278,658 

1.4502 

1.4502 

262,014 

1 .5000 

1.5000 

3,930 

Streets 

278,658 

0.9664 

0.9664 

262,014 

1.0000 

1.0000 

2,620 

City  of  Milan 

General  Revenue 

11,690,815 

0.7823 

0.7823 

11,755,373 

0.7825 

0.7825 

91,986 

Park 

11,690,815 

0.0921 

0.0921 

11,755,373 

0.0921 

0.0921 

10,827 

Recreation 

11,690,815 

0.0460 

0.0460 

11,755,373 

0.0460 

0.0460 

5,407 

Village  of  Newtown 

General  Revenue 

756,770 

0.9317 

0.9317 

719,210 

0.9810 

0.9810 

7,055 

Parks  &  Recreation 

756,770 

0.1863 

0.1863 

719,210 

0.1962 

0.1962 

1,411 

General  Revenue-Temp 

756,770 

0.2795 

0.2795 

719,210 

0.2942 

0.2942 

2,116 

2013 

Village  of  Osgood 

General  Revenue 

94,611 

1.0000 

1.0000 

87,881 

1.0000 

1.0000 

879 

Sullivan  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

83,848,669 

0.0963 

0.0963 

84,774,370 

0.0963 

0.0963 

81,638 

Bowman  Township  of  Sullivan  Co 

General  Revenue 

6,463,842 

0.0966 

0.0966 

6,605,303 

0.0966 

0.0966 

6,381 

Road  &  Rridpe 

IVUUU  LX-  UllUgL' 

6,463,842 

0.4831 

0.4831 

6  605  303 

0.4831 

0.4831 

31.910 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,463,842 

0.3382 

0.3382 

6,605,303 

0.3382 

0.3382 

22,339 

2012 

Rnrhanan  Town  shin  nf  Sullivan  Cn 

1_J  LI  L.  1  ILllltlll    1.       W  IIlMIIIJ  \J±   LJU111  V  all 

General  Revenue 

VJ  L^-llL^l  til  1VL  V  V^llLIV-' 

3,946,844 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3  836  778 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,837 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,946,844 

0.5000 

0.5000 

3,836,778 

0.5000 

0.5000 

19,184 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,946,844 

0.3473 

0.3473 

3,836,778 

0.3473 

0.3473 

13,325 

2012 

Clay  Township  of  Sullivan  Co 

General  Revenue 

6,468,144 

0.0989 

0.0989 

6,012,121 

0.1000 

0.1000 

6,012 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,468,144 

0.4945 

0.4945 

6,012,121 

0.5000 

0.5000 

30,061 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,468,144 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A  6,012,121 

0.3500 

0.3500 

21,042 

2014 

Duncan  Township  of  Sullivan  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,164,734 

0.0952 

0.0952 

4,197,732 

0.0954 

0.0954 

4,005 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,164,734 

0.4757 

0.4757 

4,197,732 

0.4765 

0.4765 

20,002 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,164,734 

0.3500 

0.3500 

a  4,197,732 

0.3500 

0.3500 

14,692 

2014 

Jackson  Township  of  Sullivan  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,783,140 

0.0960 

0.0960 

4,871,769 

0.0964 

0.0964 

4,696 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,783,140 

0.4799 

0.4799 

4,871,769 

0.4819 

0.4819 

23,477 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,783,140 

0.3349 

0.3349 

4,871,769 

0.3363 

0.3363 

16,384 

2012 

Liberty  Township  of  Sullivan  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,703,384 

0.0933 

0.0933 

3,809,310 

0.0933 

0.0933 

3,554 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,703,384 

0.4666 

0.4666 

3,809,310 

0.4666 

0.4666 

17,774 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,703,384 

0.3267 

0.3267 

** 

** 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

3,809,310 

0.3553 

0.3553 

13,534 

A  2015 

Morris  Township  of  Sullivan  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,481,869 

0.0983 

0.0983 

3,511,023 

0.0983 

0.0983 

3,451 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,481,869 

0.4914 

0.4914 

3,511,023 

0.4914 

0.4914 

17,253 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,481,869 

0.3409 

0.3409 

3,51 1,023 

0.3409 

0.3409 

1 1,969 

2012 

Penn  Township  of  Sullivan  Co 

General  Revenue 

12,406,569 

0.0960 

0.0960 

12,372,268 

0.0966 

0.0966 

11,952 

Road  &  Bridge 

12,406,569 

0.4801 

0.4801 

12,372,268 

0.4832 

0.4832 

59,783 

Pleasant  Hill  Township,  Sullivan  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,674,307 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,270,777 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,271 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,674,307 

0.5000 

0.5000 

4,270,777 

0.5000 

0.5000 

21,354 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,674,307 

0.3794 

0.3794 

A  4,270,777 

0.3794 

0.3794 

16,203 

2014 

Polk  Township  of  Sullivan  Co 

General  Revenue 

28,769,738 

0.0948 

0.0948 

29,396,635 

0.0949 

0.0949 

27,897 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

AsspsspH  Valnp 

oL^  J  J^LJ     V  CL1  Ll^ 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Sullivan 

Pnllc  TnwTTshin  nf  Sullivan  Cn 

Road  &  Bridge 

28,769,738 

0.4738 

0.4738 

29,396,635 

0.4741 

0.4741 

139,369 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

28,769,738 

0.3317 

0.3317 

** 

#* 

#* 

2011 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

** 

*# 

*# 

29,396,635 

0.3607 

0.3607 

106,034 

A 

2015 

Tavlrvr  Town^hin  nf  Sullivan  C^ct 

("ipnpral  Rpvpmip 

1,786,733 

0.0975 

0.0975 

1,847,473 

0.0977 

0.0977 

1,805 

Road  &  Rridpe 

1,786,733 

0.4873 

0.4873 

1,847,473 

0.4884 

0.4884 

9,023 

Snerial  RoaH  and  RriHop 

1,786,733 

0.3500 

0  3500 

A 

1,847,473 

0  3500 

0  3500 

6,466 

2014 

Union  Township  of  Sullivan  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,046,801 

0.0988 

0.0988 

4,971,036 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,971 

RnaH  &  Rrirlop 

5,046,801 

0.4936 

0.4936 

4,971,036 

0  5000 

0  5000 

24,855 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,046,801 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

4,971,036 

0.3500 

0.3500 

17,399 

2014 

Medicine  Creek  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

23,481,726 

0.3000 

0  3000 

23,213,795 

0.3000 

0  3000 

69,641 

Gait  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

12,937,944 

0.2952 

0.2952 

13,285,249 

0.2952 

0.2952 

39,218 

Sullivan  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

83,848,669 

0.2411 

0.2411 

84,774,370 

0.2412 

0.2412 

204,476 

Green  City  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds -Schools 

^  "711  A,10 

22,711,048 

4.4046 

3.9366 

22,640,024 

4.4069 

3.8323 

867,634 

Debt  Service 

"711  l\A  Q 

Zz,  / 1 l,U4o 

1 .  J /34 

0.6389 

22,640,024 

1.1757 

0.6389 

144,647 

Milan  C-2  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

41  ,Uo  /  ,UU1 

J. 1 /Uz 

3.1702 

E 

41,808,444 

3.5652 

3.5652 

1,490,555 

E 

Newtown-Harris  R-III  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

J.  Jj4z 

4.9755 

10,443,578 

6.9500 

6.5234 

681,276 

Sullivan  County 

General  Revenue 

OQ  QAQ  (.(.Ci 

O.jojl 

0.2500 

84,774,370 

0.3853 

0.2502 

212,105 

Hospital 

Q1  QAQ  £*CA 

A  A  1  A  f\ 

U.414U 

0.4140 

84,774,370 

0.4142 

0.4142 

351,135 

Taney 

Taney  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

993,578,724 

0.0000 

0.0000 

995,028,934 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

fitv  nf  Rran^nn 

frpnprnl  Rpvpmip 

476,434,017 

0.5394 

0.5394 

472,059,763 

0.5464 

0.5464 

2  579  335 

City  of  Forsyth 

General  Revenue 

26,964,452 

0.5266 

0.5266 

26,639,524 

0.5351 

0.5351 

142,548 

City  of  Hollister 

General  Revenue 

44,907,195 

0.5912 

0.5912 

47,025,194 

0.5912 

0.5912 

278,013 

Debt  Service 

44,907,195 

0.5309 

0.5309 

47,025,194 

0.4934 

0.4934 

232,022 

City  of  Rockaway  Beach 

General  Revenue 

6,561,362 

0.7182 

0.7182 

6,543,985 

0.7258 

0.7258 

47,496 

Village  of  Merriam  Woods 

General  Revenue 

10,068,896 

0.4627 

0.4627 

10,103,296 

0.4648 

0.4648 

46,960 

Village  of  Bull  Creek 

General  Revenue 

1,332,041 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,334,619 

0.5000 

0.5000 

6,673 

Western  Taney  Co  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

357,305,135 

0.3648 

0.3648 

360,506,331 

0.3648 

0.3648 

1,315,127 

Central  Tanpv  Conntv  Fire  Prnt  Dist 

v^^-iiiiLii  ±  ciii^y  v^v_/Liiny  ±  ii ^  ±  iljl  isijl 

Gpnpral  Rpvpmip 

Vjeiieitll  IXLVL-llUV^ 

67,302,622 

0.4100 

0.4100 

67,345,130 

0.4100 

0.4100 

276,115 

Cedarcreek  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

4,679,607 

0.3000 

0.3000 

4,775,808 

0.3000 

0.3000 

14,327 

Protem  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

6,549,733 

0.3000 

0  3000 

6,761,006 

0  3000 

0  3000 

20,283 

Tanev  Conntv  FTealth  Dpnartmpnt 

±  ClllL-/ V    V^WLlllL  V    J.  .IL-ztLlLU  l^/^VJCLL  Lilian L 

Gpnpral  Rpvpmip 

Y_J  L--11L^1  C-Ll  IXLVL'llUL' 

993,578,724 

0.1404 

0. 1404 

995,028,934 

0.1404 

0.1404 

1,397,021 

Bradleyville  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

8,091,806 

3.6723 

3.6723 

E 

8,076,910 

3.8670 

3.8670 

312,334 

E 

Taneyville  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

10,739,506 

3.4629 

3.4365 

E 

10,700,160 

3.5458 

3.5458 

379,406 

E 

Debt  Service 

10,739,506 

1.6338 

0.8344 

10,700,160 

1.4825 

0.8344 

89,282 

Forsyth  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

73,173,482 

3.3375 

3.3375 

E 

72,912,585 

3.3508 

3.3508 

2,443,155 

E 

Debt  Service 

73,173,482 

0.7459 

0.7459 

72,912,585 

0.8249 

0.7500 

546,844 

Branson  R-IV  School  District 

Oneratino  FnnHs-Srhonls 

Wl/^l  Llllllii,  I  LI  1 1 LJ  J>  kJLllUUlj 

656,124,102 

3.2436 

3.2436 

E 

652,659,879 

3.3280 

3.3280 

21,720,521 

E 

Debt  Service 

656,124,102 

0.7048 

0.7000 

652,659,879 

1.1564 

0.7000 

4,568,619 

Hollister  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

175,343,967 

3.4196 

3.4196 

181  341  051 

3.4073 

3.4073 

6,178,834 

^ 

Debt  Service 

175,343,967 

0.8084 

0.8084 

181,341,051 

1.1432 

0.8207 

1,488,266 

Kirhvvillp  R-VT  Sr-hnnl  Distrirt 

("In or"! ti n rr  TniinHt-Sr'liriolc 

36,261,155 

3.4172 

3.4172 

E 

36,722,795 

3.3949 

3.3949 

1  746  70? 

E 

Debt  Service 

36,261,155 

1.3534 

0.9000 

36,722,795 

0.9647 

0.9000 

330,505 

Mark  Twain  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

6,554,633 

4.0497 

4.0497 

E 

6,744,048 

4.0497 

4.0497 

273,114 

E 

Taney  County 

General  Revenue 

993,578,724 

0.0000 

0.0000 

995,028,934 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Road  &  Bridge 

993,578,724 

0.0000 

0.0000 

995,028,934 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Developmentally  Disabled 

993,578,724 

0.0896 

0.0896 

995,028,934 

0.0898 

0.0898 

893,536 

Senior  Services 

993,578,724 

0.0500 

0.0500 

995,028,934 

0.0500 

0.0500 

497,514 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 


Texas 

City  of  Cabool 
City  of  Houston 
City  of  Licking 

Village  of  Raymondville 
City  of  Summersville 
Texas  County  Library  District 
Boone  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Burdine  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Carroll  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Cass  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Clinton  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Current  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Date  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Jackson  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Lynch  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Morris  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Ozark  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Pierce  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Piney  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Roubidoux  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Sargent  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Sherrill  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Upton  Township  of  Texas  Co 

Texas  County  Health  Department 
Success  R-VI  School  District 
Houston  R-I  School  District 

Summersville  R-II  School  District 
Licking  R-VIII  School  District 
Cabool  R-IV  School  District 

Plato  R-V  School  District 


Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

General  Revenue 

18,348,655 

o 

.7857 

0.7857 

18,129,608 

0.7977 

0. 

.7977 

144,620 

General  Revenue 

24,711,610 

0 

3128 

0.3128 

24,040,531 

0.3221 

0. 

3221 

77,435 

General  Revenue 

11,435,727 

0 

4322 

0.4322 

11,701,023 

0.4322 

0 

.4322 

50,572 

Debt  Service 

11,435,727 

o 

.0000 

0.0000 

** 

** 

#* 

General  Revenue 

2,142,243 

o 

.4030 

0.4030 

2,093,653 

0.4152 

0. 

.4152 

8,693 

General  Revenue 

3,518,443 

o 

.5990 

0.5990 

3,514,914 

0.6091 

0. 

6091 

21,409 

General  Revenue 

200,533,292 

0 

.0967 

0.0967 

203,286,279 

0.0976 

0. 

.0976 

198,407 

General  Revenue 

2,113,043 

o 

.0750 

0.0750 

2,094,531 

0.0762 

0. 

0750 

1,571 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,113,043 

0 

.2469 

0.2469 

2,094,531 

0.2509 

0. 

2469 

5,171 

General  Revenue 

30,935,007 

o 

.0915 

0.0915 

30,277,951 

0.0940 

0. 

0940 

28,461 

Road  &  Bridge 

30,935,007 

o 

.3054 

0.3054 

30,277,951 

0.3134 

0. 

3134 

94,891 

General  Revenue 

7,912,701 

o 

.1000 

0.1000 

8,204,212 

0.1000 

0. 

1000 

8,204 

Road  &  Bridge 

7,912,701 

o 

.3596 

0.3596 

8,204,212 

0.3621 

0. 

.3621 

29,707 

General  Revenue 

9,524,624 

o 

.1000 

0.1000 

10,009,141 

0.1000 

0. 

1000 

10,009 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,524,624 

0 

.3373 

0.3373 

10,009,141 

0.3373 

0. 

3373 

33,761 

General  Revenue 

15,455,565 

o 

.0927 

0.0927 

15,071,809 

0.0991 

0. 

0991 

14,936 

Road  &  Bridge 

15,455,565 

o 

.4635 

0.4635 

15,071,809 

0.4958 

0. 

4958 

74,726 

General  Revenue 

1,816,175 

o 

.0960 

0.0960 

1,875,054 

0.0960 

0. 

0960 

1,800 

Road  &  Bridge 

1,816,175 

o 

.2917 

0.2917 

1,875,054 

0.2917 

0. 

.2917 

5,470 

General  Revenue 

3,820,109 

o 

.0947 

0.0947 

3,799,760 

0.0960 

0. 

0960 

3,648 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,820,109 

o 

.2948 

0.2948 

3,799,760 

0.2987 

0. 

.2987 

11,350 

General  Revenue 

9,032,127 

o 

.0972 

0.0972 

9,191,818 

0.0972 

0. 

.0972 

8,934 

Road  &  Bridge 

9,032,127 

o 

.3520 

0.3520 

9,191,818 

0.3520 

0. 

.3520 

32,355 

General  Revenue 

10,627,236 

o 

.0949 

0.0949 

11,047,105 

0.0952 

0. 

0952 

10,517 

Road  &  Bridge 

10,627,236 

o 

.2984 

0.2984 

11,047,105 

0.2994 

0. 

2994 

33,075 

General  Revenue 

6,341,547 

o 

.1000 

0.1000 

6,650,606 

0.1000 

0. 

1000 

6,651 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,341,547 

o 

.3295 

0.3295 

6,650,606 

0.3295 

0. 

.3295 

21,914 

General  Revenue 

3,992,635 

o 

.1000 

0.1000 

4,049,818 

0.1000 

0. 

.1000 

4,050 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,992,635 

o 

.3634 

0.3634 

4,049,818 

0.3634 

0. 

.3634 

14,717 

General  Revenue 

3,698,651 

o 

.0985 

0.0985 

3,891,368 

0.0986 

0. 

0985 

3,833 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,698,651 

o 

.3208 

0.3208 

3,891,368 

0.3212 

0. 

3208 

12,484 

General  Revenue 

44,864,630 

o 

.0945 

0.0945 

44,806,445 

0.0948 

0. 

0948 

42,477 

Road  &  Bridge 

44,864,630 

o 

.2951 

0.2951 

44,806,445 

0.2959 

0. 

2959 

132,582 

General  Revenue 

14,490,320 

o 

.0936 

0.0936 

14,909,290 

0.0936 

0. 

0936 

13,955 

Road  &  Bridge 

14,490,320 

o 

.2798 

0.2798 

14,909,290 

0.2798 

0. 

2798 

41,716 

General  Revenue 

3,223,770 

o 

.0678 

0.0678 

3,348,672 

0.0678 

0 

.0678 

2,270 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,223,770 

o 

.2712 

0.2712 

3,348,672 

0.2712 

0. 

.2712 

9,082 

General  Revenue 

27,205,588 

0 

.0971 

0.0971 

28,134,538 

0.0971 

0. 

0971 

27,319 

Road  &  Bridge 

27,205,588 

o 

.3429 

0.3429 

28,134,538 

0.3430 

0. 

3430 

96,501 

General  Revenue 

5,473,924 

o 

.0990 

0.0990 

5,786,898 

0.0990 

0. 

0990 

5,729 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,473,924 

0 

.3117 

0.3117 

5,786,898 

0.3117 

0. 

3117 

18,038 

General  Revenue 

200,533,292 

o 

.0967 

0.0967 

203,286,279 

0.0976 

0. 

.0976 

198,407 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

7,317,235 

2 

.7500 

2.7500  E 

7,745,241 

2.7500 

2. 

7500 

212,994 

E 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

53,556,619 

2. 

.7500 

2.7500  E 

53,983,967 

2.7500 

2. 

7500 

1,484,559 

E 

Debt  Service 

53,556,619 

0 

.8082 

0.8000 

53,983,967 

0.8539 

0 

8000 

431,872 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

24,696,869 

3 

.0000 

3.0000  E 

25,125,705 

3.0000 

3. 

0000 

753,771 

E 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

35,367,809 

2 

.7500 

2.7500  E 

36,617,081 

2.7500 

2. 

7500 

1,006,970 

E 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

42,688,155 

2. 

.7585 

2.7568  E 

43,841,012 

2.7232 

2, 

7232 

1,193,878 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

42,688,155 

0 

.4405 

0.4405 

43,841,012 

0.4405 

0. 

4405 

193,120 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

28,854,397 

2. 

.8889 

2.8889  E 

29,577,377 

2.8603 

2. 

8603 

846,002 

E 

Year 


2014 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Texas 

Raymondville  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

5,3o3,l  /  1 

z.ys  / 1 

2.9871 

e  8,503,958 

2.9419 

2.9419 

250,178 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

Q  1C~1    1  H  1 

o,jo.5,l  / 1 

U.4oUU 

0.4800 

8,503,958 

0.4800 

0.4800 

40,819 

Debt  Service 

o, 363,1  / 1 

VA2.JV 

0.0000 

Texas  County 

General  Revenue 

TOO  TOO 

zoo,j33,zyz 

U.2054 

0.0000 

203,286,279 

0.2708 

0.0000 

0 

Senate  Bill  40 

TOO  TOO 

u.oyo/ 

0.0967 

203,286,279 

0.0976 

0.0976 

198,407 

Vernon 

Vernon  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

231,259,014 

0.1500 

0.1500 

235,239,388 

0.1500 

0.1500 

352,859 

City  of  Bronaugh 

General  Revenue 

894,135 

0.1525 

0.1345 

909,426 

0.1527 

0.1527 

1,389 

Streets 

894,135 

0.3435 

0  3030 

909,426 

0.3437 

0.3435 

3,124 

Villaop  nf  Dpprfiplrl 

V  lllili-.C    VJ1   L-* 1 1U 

General  Revenue 

574,818 

0.3100 

0.3100 

872,584 

0.2365 

0.2365 

2,064 

Village  of  Harwood 

General  Revenue 

247,759 

1.0000 

0.9910 

258,522 

1 .0000 

0.9910 

2,562 

City  of  Metz 

General  Revenue 

378,523 

0.6000 

0.6000 

427,098 

0.6000 

0.6000 

2,563 

Village  of  Milo 

General  Revenue 

330,165 

0.6233 

0.6233 

379,541 

0.5974 

0.5974 

2,267 

Villaop  nf  Mminrlvillp 

General  Revenue 

425,682 

0.5000 

0.4554 

452,047 

0.4999 

0.4554 

2,059 

Parks  &  Recreation 

425,682 

0.2000 

0.2000 

452,047 

0.1999 

0.1999 

904 

Citv  nf  TSTpvaHa 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

V.l  k_  1  1L.  1  ll  1   Ivb  V  ^.llLl^ 

92,144,932 

0.6778 

0.6778 

93  5 1 8  602 

0.6778 

0.6778 

633  869 

Parks  &  Rprrpatinn 

92,144,932 

0.2000 

0  0000 

93  5  1 8  602 

0  2000 

0  0000 

0 

Library 

92,144,932 

0.2000 

0.2000 

93,518,602 

0.2000 

0.2000 

187,037 

Citv  nf  RirharHs 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  k_  1  1L.  1  ll  1   Ivb  V  »^11L1^ 

415,701 

0.4756 

0.4756 

431,698 

0.4752 

0.4752 

2,051 

Streets 

415,701 

0.2380 

0.2380 

431,698 

0.2378 

0.2378 

1,027 

City  of  Schell  City 

General  Revenue 

959,804 

0.8389 

0.8389 

983,700 

0.8407 

0.8407 

8,270 

Citv  of  Sheldon 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

VJ  k_  1  1L,  1  ll  1   AVL^  V  L_/11L1L^ 

2,513,006 

0.5362 

0.5362 

2  557  185 

0.5373 

0.5373 

13,740 

Streets 

2,513,006 

0.1718 

0.1718 

2  557  185 

0.1721 

0  0000 

0 

Village  of  Stotesbury 

General  Revenue 

71,741 

0.2966 

0.2966 

69,656 

0.3058 

0.3058 

213 

Lights 

71,741 

0.0868 

0.0868 

69,656 

0.0890 

0.0890 

62 

Streets 

71,741 

0.0434 

0.0434 

69,656 

0.0445 

0.0445 

31 

Citv  of  Walker 

General  Revenue 

1,299,727 

0.6243 

0.6243 

1  335  207 

0.6243 

0.6243 

8,336 

Lights 

1,299,727 

0.0500 

0.0500 

1,335,207 

0.0500 

0.0500 

668 

Streets 

1,299,727 

0.1500 

0.1500 

1,335,207 

0.1500 

0.1500 

2,003 

Rpirnn  Tnwnshin  nf  Vprnnn  Cn 

General  Revenue 

5,504,382 

0.0987 

0.0987 

5,631.156 

0.0987 

0.0987 

5,558 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,504,382 

0.3945 

0.3945 

5,631,156 

0.3945 

0.3945 

22,215 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,504,382 

0.1700 

0.1700 

A  5,631,156 

0.1700 

0.1700 

9,573 

Badger  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,882,341 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,163,183 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,163 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,882,341 

0.3500 

0.3500 

5,163,183 

0.3500 

0.3500 

18,071 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,882,341 

0.3396 

0.3396 

5,163,183 

0.3396 

0.3396 

17,534 

RIiip  MnnnH  Tnwnshin  nf  Vprnnn  Cn 

General  Revenue 

3,513,043 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,672,295 

0.1000 

0.1000 

3,672 

Road  Hi  Rridop 

3,513,043 

0.2704 

0.2704 

3  672  295 

0.2704 

0.2704 

9,930 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,513,043 

0.1843 

0.1843 

3,672,295 

0.1843 

0.1843 

6,768 

f^pnrpr  Tnwn^Viin  nf  Vprnnn  C~*r\ 

frpnpi";il  Rpvpnnp 

112,001,649 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1 1 3  290  734 

0.1000 

0.1000 

113  291 

Road  &  Bridge 

112,001,649 

0.3366 

0.3366 

1 13,290,734 

0.3366 

0.3366 

381,337 

Clear  Creek  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,387,096 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,559,429 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,559 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,387,096 

0.3656 

0.3656 

5,559,429 

0.3656 

0.3656 

20,325 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,387,096 

0.3583 

0.3500 

A  5,559,429 

0.3583 

0.3583 

19,919 

Coal  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,375,158 

0.0979 

0.0979 

4,315,925 

0.1000 

0.0979 

4,225 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,375,158 

0.3427 

0.3427 

4,315,925 

0.3500 

0.3427 

14,791 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,375,158 

0.3427 

0.3427 

4,315,925 

0.3500 

0.3427 

14,791 

Deerfield  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

10,173,587 

0.0945 

0.0945 

10,646,033 

0.0938 

0.0938 

9,986 

Road  &  Bridge 

10,173,587 

0.3408 

0.3408 

10,646,033 

0.3383 

0.3383 

36,016 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

10,173,587 

0.3408 

0.3408 

10,646,033 

0.3383 

0.3383 

36,016 

Dover  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,885,890 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,112,105 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,112 

Expiration 
Year 


2013 


2012 


2012 


2012 


2014 


2012 


2012 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

Assesspfl  Valnp 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Vernon 

Dover  Townshin  of  Vprnon  Cn 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,885,890 

0.2783 

0.2702 

5,112,105 

0.2783 

0.2783 

14,227 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,885,890 

0.3645 

0.3487 

A 

5,112,105 

0.3645 

0.3645 

18,634 

2014 

Drywood  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

10,203,776 

0.0992 

0.0992 

10,479,644 

0.0992 

0.0992 

10,396 

Road  &  Bridge 

10,203,776 

0.2923 

0.2923 

10,479,644 

0.2923 

0.2923 

30,632 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

10,203,776 

0.3500 

0.3500 

A 

10,479,644 

0.3500 

0.3500 

36,679 

2014 

Harrison  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

Gpnprpil  Revpnnp 

4,927,088 

0.0982 

0.0982 

5,048,134 

0.0982 

0.0982 

4,957 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,927,088 

0.3437 

0.3437 

5,048,134 

0.3437 

0.3437 

17,350 

Snppinl  RoaH  PinH  Rrirlop 

4,927,088 

0.3437 

0.3437 

5,048,134 

0.3437 

0.3437 

17,350 

2012 

Henry  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,428,772 

0.0976 

0.0976 

4,508,101 

0.0976 

0.0976 

4,400 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,428,772 

0.3415 

0.3415 

4,508,101 

0.3415 

0.3415 

15,395 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,428,772 

0.3415 

0.3415 

4,508,101 

0.3415 

0.3415 

15,395 

2012 

Lake  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

2,932,281 

0.0992 

0.0992 

3,039,848 

0.0992 

0.0992 

3,016 

Road  &  Bridge 

2,932,281 

0.4963 

0.4963 

3,039,848 

0.4963 

0.4963 

15,087 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,932,281 

0.3474 

0.3474 

3,039,848 

0.3474 

0.3474 

10,560 

2012 

Metz  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,902,315 

0.0978 

0.0978 

4,355,365 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,355 

Road  &  Bridse 

4,902,315 

0.3414 

0.3414 

4,355,365 

0.3500 

0.3500 

15,244 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

4,902,315 

0.3477 

0.3477 

A 

4,355,365 

0.3477 

0.3477 

15,144 

2014 

Montevallo  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,012,738 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,909,135 

0.1000 

0.1000 

4,909 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,012,738 

0.3500 

0.3500 

4,909,135 

0.3500 

0.3500 

17,182 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,012,738 

0.2620 

0.2620 

A 

4,909,135 

0.2620 

0.2620 

12,862 

2012 

Moundville  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

6,071,278 

0.1000 

0.1000 

6,310,383 

0.1000 

0.1000 

6,310 

Road  &  Bridge 

6,071,278 

0.3500 

0.3500 

6,310,383 

0.3500 

0.3500 

22,086 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

6,071,278 

0.2399 

0.2399 

6,310,383 

0.2399 

0.2399 

15,139 

2012 

(~Kapp  Townshin  nf  Vprnon  Cn 

Genpral  Revpnnp 

3,904,558 

0.0964 

0.0964 

3,972,921 

0.0964 

0.0964 

3,830 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,904,558 

0.3376 

0.3376 

3,972,921 

0.3376 

0.3376 

13,413 

Snprial  RoaH  and  Rrirlop 

3,904,558 

0.3500 

0  3500 

A 

3,972,921 

0  3500 

0  3500 

13,905 

2014 

Richland  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

3,242,540 

0.0972 

0.0972 

3,307,836 

0.0972 

0.0972 

3,215 

Road  &  Bridge 

3,242,540 

0.3404 

0.3404 

3,307,836 

0.3404 

0.3404 

11,260 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

3,242,540 

0.3500 

0.3491 

A 

3,307,836 

0.3500 

0.3500 

11,577 

2014 

Virgil  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

4,135,875 

0.0857 

0.0857 

4,225,904 

0.0857 

0.0857 

3,622 

Road  &  Bridge 

4,135,875 

0.3109 

0.3109 

4,225,904 

0.3109 

0.3109 

13,138 

Walker  Township  of  Vernon  Co 

General  Revenue 

5,635,462 

0.0954 

0.0954 

5,923,127 

0.0954 

0.0954 

5,651 

Road  &  Bridge 

5,635,462 

0.3174 

0.3174 

5,923,127 

0.3174 

0.3174 

18,800 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

5,635,462 

0.3382 

0.3382 

5,923,127 

0.3382 

0.3382 

20,032 

2012 

Washington  Townshin  nf  Vprnon  Cn 

Genpral  Revpnnp 

24,139,185 

0.0995 

0.0995 

25,768,130 

0.0995 

0.0995 

25,639 

Road  &  Bridge 

24,139,185 

0.3483 

0.3483 

25,768,130 

0.3482 

0.3482 

89,725 

Snprijil  Road  and  Rridop 

24,139,185 

0.2968 

0.2968 

25,768,130 

0.2967 

0.2967 

76,454 

2012 

Vernon  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

231,259,014 

0.1000 

0.1000 

235,239,388 

0.1000 

0.1000 

235,239 

Nevada  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

163,203,247 

3.6165 

3.6165 

E 

163,946,678 

3.5889 

3.5889 

5,883,882 

E 

Debt  Service 

163,203,247 

0.1899 

0.1352 

163,946,678 

0.3255 

0.1352 

221,656 

Bronaugh  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

I  1  CAQ  AQA 

I I  ,JOo,4o4 

1  "7/1 

3.7458 

E 

12,035,640 

3.7228 

3.7228 

448,063 

E 

Sheldon  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1  A  OOA  OQ/l 

!U,ZoU,yo4 

J.6DJ  / 

3.8657 

E 

10,500,118 

4.4019 

3.9345 

413,127 

E 

Debt  Service 

i  n  1  on  OQ/l 

U.  3443 

0.3443 

10,500,118 

0.4455 

0.4455 

46,778 

Northeast  Vernon  County  R-I 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1  C  <1 1   C0 1 

4.Z2U3 

4.2200 

E 

17,139,084 

4.3842 

4.2200 

723,269 

E 

Vernon  County 

General  Revenue 

231,259,014 

0.3693 

0.1638 

235,239,388 

0.3693 

0.1653 

388,851 

Warren 

Marthas vi lie  Community  Amb  Dist 

General  Revenue 

90,991,950 

0.1546 

0.1546 

92,907,840 

0.1551 

0.1551 

144,100 

Ambulance 

90,991,950 

0.1353 

0.1353 

92,907,840 

0.1357 

0.1357 

126,076 

Warren  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

422,150,074 

0.3414 

0.3414 

429,819,544 

0.3430 

0.3430 

1,474,281 

City  of  Marthasville 

General  Revenue 

14,765,738 

0.5495 

0.5495 

15,343,560 

0.5496 

0.5496 

84,328 
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2011 


2012 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Warren 

City  of  Marthasville 

Lights 

14,765,738 

0.1254 

0.1254 

15,343,560 

0.1254 

0.1254 

19,241 

City  of  Truesdale 

General  Revenue 

15,501,527 

0.7999 

0.7999 

17,230,297 

0.8002 

0.8002 

137,877 

City  of  Warrenton 

General  Revenue 

98,190,023 

0.2814 

0.2814 

97,703,028 

0.2852 

0.2852 

278,649 

Parks  &  Recreation 

98,190,023 

0.1667 

0.1667 

97,703,028 

0.1689 

0.1689 

165,020 

City  of  Wright  City 

General  Revenue 

46,568,216 

0.4818 

0.4818 

46,950,699 

0.4873 

0.4873 

228,791 

Parks  &  Recreation 

46,568,216 

0.0895 

0.0895 

46,950,699 

0.0905 

0.0905 

42,490 

Lights 

46,568,216 

0.1789 

0.1789 

46,950,699 

0.1810 

0.1810 

84,981 

Debt  Service 

46,568,216 

0.0659 

0.0659 

46,950,699 

0.0545 

0.0545 

25,588 

Village  of  Innsbrook 

General  Revenue 

56,136,543 

0.1267 

0.1267 

56,934,787 

0.1267 

0.1267 

72,136 

Village  of  Pendleton 

General  Revenue 

369,739 

0.4997 

0.4997 

373,082 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,865 

Warren  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

517,832,377 

0.0680 

0.0680 

527,536,913 

0.0683 

0.0683 

360,308 

Wright  City  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

182,602,082 

0.4074 

0.4074 

187,437,594 

0.4089 

0.4089 

766,432 

Marthasville  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

69,585,745 

0.4040 

0.4040 

71,199,846 

0.4056 

0.4056 

288,787 

Warrenton  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

238,240,544 

0.4497 

0.4497 

240,981,558 

0.4497 

0.4497 

1,083,694 

Wright  City  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

172,650,986 

3.0964 

3.0964 

E 

177,168,449 

3.0964 

3.0964 

5,485,844 

Debt  Service 

1 11  Acn  OQA 
1  /Z,OjU,y5o 

1 .  /U4j 

1  (\G1(\ 

i  .uy  /u 

177,168,449 

1  C70Q 
1  .  J  fyo 

i.uy  /u 

1  OA1  C1Q 
l,y4j,JJ5 

w  arren  v^o  K-ni  ocnooi  uistnct 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

9C/1   1  A7  1A1 
Zj4,10/,/Oj 

1  A111 
J. 4J  /  / 

j.4j  /  / 

E 

257,396,746 

1  AO}  8 

j.4y  15 

8  087  78n 

o,y5  /,  /ou 

Debt  Service 

Zj4,10/,/0j 

U.5Z4U 

n  A  i  so 
u.oisy 

257,396,746 

u.  /  /uy 

n  A1  8Q 

u.oioy 

1  CO^  H98 

i,jyj,uz5 

Warren  County 

General  Revenue 

C17  Sill  1.11 
J 1  /,ojZ,j  /  / 

O  1A11 
U.Z4Z  / 

n  1 1  on 
u.  izyu 

527,536,913 

n  ia  is 

U.Z4J5 

n  1 1  iq 
u.  1 1  jy 

Ann  8 Ac 

OUU,BOj 

Road  &  Bridge 

C  I  7  S211  111 
J 1  /  ,ojZ,j  /  / 

O  17A8 
U.  1  /  4-5 

0  17A8 
U<  1  /4-0 

527,536,913 

U.  1  /  JO 

n  17*;  a 

U.  1  /  JO 

Q9A 

yzo,j  jj 

Developmentally  Disabled 

KM  Sill  1.11 
Jl  /,5jZ,J  1  1 

n  iA9n 
u.  iozu 

n  1  Ann 

U.  10UU 

527,536,913 

<\  1  £.11 

U.  10Z  / 

n  i  Ann 

U.  10UU 

saa  nc:Q 

544,Ujy 

Washington 

Washington  County  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

223,988,159 

0.2384 

0.0994 

232,297,877 

0.2362 

0.0998 

231,833 

Village  of  Caledonia 

General  Revenue 

1,026,834 

0.1755 

0.1755 

1,106,179 

0.1703 

0.1703 

1,884 

City  of  Irondale 

General  Revenue 

1,969,028 

0.4998 

0.4998 

2,122,779 

0.4827 

0.4827 

10,247 

Village  of  Mineral  Point 

General  Revenue 

1,048,536 

0.2819 

0.2819 

1,095,671 

0.2763 

0.2763 

3,027 

City  of  Potosi 

General  Revenue 

27,278,821 

0.5811 

0.5811 

27,247,380 

0.5893 

0.5893 

160,569 

Washington  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

223,988,159 

0.1908 

0.1908 

232,297,877 

0.1891 

0.1891 

439,275 

Potosi  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

149,197,293 

0.2404 

0.2404 

153,696,679 

0.2392 

0.2392 

367,642 

Richwoods  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

15,895,471 

0.2631 

0.2631 

16,276,727 

0.2634 

0.2634 

42,873 

Irondale  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

9,746,316 

0.4814 

0.4814 

10,227,228 

0.4763 

0.4763 

48,712 

Caledonia  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

5,178,713 

0.3710 

0.3710 

5,310,943 

0.3724 

0.3724 

19,778 

Washington  County  Health  Department  General  Revenue 

223,988,159 

0.1430 

0.1430 

232,297,877 

0.1417 

0.1417 

329,166 

Kingston  K-14  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

30,388,765 

2.9499 

2.9499 

E 

30,428,837 

2.9637 

2.9499 

897,620 

Debt  Service 

30,388,765 

1.1042 

0.9895 

30,428,837 

1.7251 

0.9895 

301,093 

Potosi  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

84,442,699 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

83,971,994 

2.7500 

2.7500 

2,309,230 

Debt  Service 

84,442,699 

0.7869 

0.5000 

83,971,994 

0.5306 

0.5000 

419,860 

Richwoods  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

13,327,844 

3.1621 

3.1620 

E 

13,419,793 

3.1443 

3.1443 

421,959 

Valley  R-VI  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

01  COI  Oil 

zi  ,jy  i,y  /  / 

1  IPiQO 

j.  /uisy 

1  -7AQQ 

j.  /uoy 

E 

21,989,519 

1  AQAQ 

j.oyoy 

i  AOAQ 

j.oyoy 

819  031 

5  iz,yj  i 

Washington  County 

General  Revenue 

111  QQQ  1  CO 

n  1  8  An 

U.  1  oOU 

O  1  SAO 
U.  loOU 

232,297,877 

n  ^A8A 

n  9 1  ai 

U.Z1*+  / 

AQQ  1AA 

Road  &  Bridge 

111  OQQ  1  CO 

zzJ,yoo,i  jy 

U.ZOlO 

n  1 A  1  A 
U.ZOlO 

232,297,877 

n  ocoi 

u.zjyi 

n  tco  i 

u.zjy  i 

Am  oo/i 
oUl,oo4 

Hospital 

111  QCO  1  CO, 

zzj,yoo,i  jy 

n  1  ona 
u.  iyuo 

n  i  one 
u.  iyuo 

232,297,877 

n  i  sol 

U.  Loy  1 

n  1 8Q1 
u.  icy  i 

/IQQ  07C 

4jy,z  /  j 

Senate  Bill  40 

11 1  QOO    1  CQ 

zzj, yo5,i  jy 

n  1  ons 
u.  iyuo 

n  i  ons 
u.  iyuo 

232,297,877 

n  1 80 1 
u.  loy  i 

n  1 BQ1 
u.  loy  i 

AIO  97C 

4jy,z  /  j 

Senior  Services 

223,988,159 

0.0477 

0.0477 

232,297,877 

0.0472 

0.0472 

109,645 

Wavne 

East  Wayne  County  Ambulance  Dist 

General  Revenue 

54,445,325 

0.3000 

0.3000 

56,100,096 

0.3000 

0.3000 

168,300 

Clearwater  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

66,906,815 

0.2859 

0.2859 

67,173,180 

0.2859 

0.2859 

192,048 

Village  of  Mill  Spring 

General  Revenue 

490,275 

0.6672 

0.6672 

488,755 

0.6693 

0.6693 

3,271 

City  of  Piedmont 

General  Revenue 

17,810,667 

0.2225 

0.2200 

17,958,754 

0.2235 

0.2200 

39,509 

Expiration 
Year 
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Political  Subdivision 


Purpose 


2011 


2012 


Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied       Assessed  Value    Ceiling    Levied  Revenue 


Expiration 
Year 


Wayne 


City  of  Piedmont 

Lights 

17,810,667 

0.1315 

0.1300 

17,958,754 

0.1321 

0.1300 

23,346 

Library 

17  810  667 

0.1011 

0.1000 

17  958  754 

0.1016 

0.1000 

17,959 

Cemetery 

17,810,667 

0.0303 

0.0300 

17,958,754 

0.0304 

0.0300 

5,388 

Clearwater  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

51,303,623 

0.2863 

0.2863 

49,802,166 

0.2949 

0.2949 

146,867 

Wayne  County  Health  Center 

General  Revenue 

124,714,474 

0.0971 

0.0971 

125,646,385 

0.0985 

0.0985 

123,762 

Greenville  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

39,123,969 

2.7500 

2.7500  E 

40,519,341 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,114,282 

Debt  Service 

39,123,969 

1.0446 

0.3600 

40,519,341 

1.3895 

0.3600 

145,870 

Clearwater  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

64,190,480 

2.7500 

2.7500  e 

62,816,395 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,727,451 

Debt  Service 

64,190,480 

0.3534 

0.3500 

62,816,395 

0.5236 

0.3500 

219,857 

Wayne  County 

General  Revenue 

124,714,474 

0.2934 

0.1446 

125,646,385 

0.2977 

0.1259 

158,189 

Road  &  Bridge 

124,714,474 

0.1390 

0.1100 

125,646,385 

0.1410 

0.1100 

138,211 

Senate  Bill  40 

124,714,474 

0.0800 

0.0800 

125,646,385 

0.0812 

0.0800 

100,517 

Webster 


Village  of  Diggins 

General  Revenue 

2,029,087 

0.2121 

0.2121 

2,284,393 

0.1999 

0.1999 

4,567 

City  of  Fordland 

General  Revenue 

4,242,764 

0.4038 

0.4038 

4,611,812 

0.3963 

0.3963 

18,277 

City  of  Marshfield 

Parks  &  Recreation 

70,415,905 

0.1010 

0.1000 

73,499,673 

0.1010 

0.1000 

73,500 

Cemetery 

70,415,905 

0.1010 

0.1000 

73,499,673 

0.1010 

0.1000 

73,500 

T^pht  Sprvipp 

70  41  5  905 

0.4250 

0.3700 

73  499  673 

0.321 1 

0.3200 

235,199 

City  of  Niangua 

General  Revenue 

1,658,888 

0.2786 

0.2786 

1,651,253 

0.2800 

0.2800 

4,624 

City  of  Rogersville 

General  Revenue 

30,829,462 

0.3134 

0.3134 

32,078,705 

0.3141 

0.3141 

100,759 

Debt  Service 

30,829,462 

0.4437 

0.4437 

32,078,705 

0.3990 

0.3990 

127,994 

City  of  Seymour 

General  Revenue 

15,097,896 

0.3696 

0.3696 

15,986,138 

0.3647 

0.3647 

58,301 

Parks  &  Recreation 

15,097,896 

0.0821 

0.0821 

15,986,138 

0.0810 

0.0810 

12,949 

Library 

6,453,968 

0.0639 

0.0639 

7,277,140 

0.0604 

0.0604 

4,395 

Cemetery 

15,097,896 

0.0514 

0.0514 

15,986,138 

0.0507 

0.0507 

8,105 

Webster  County  Library  District 

General  Revenue 

336,550,631 

0.1172 

0.1172 

340,475,112 

0.1184 

0.1184 

403,123 

Southern  Webster  Co  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

63,691,240 

0.2994 

0.2994 

66,393,656 

0.2966 

0.2966 

196,924 

Marshfield  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

86,315,211 

0.3000 

0.3000 

89,171,419 

0.3000 

0.3000 

267,514 

Niangua  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

12,790,210 

0.2613 

0.2613 

13,347,079 

0.3000 

0.3000 

40,041 

Webster  County  Health  Unit 

General  Revenue 

342,028,032 

0.1371 

0.1371 

347,724,421 

0.1381 

0.1381 

480,207 

Niangua  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

13,503,173 

3.3125 

3.3125 

E 

13,909,871 

3.2381 

3.2381 

450,416 

Fordland  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

29,031,860 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

30,366,847 

2.7500 

2.7500 

835,088 

Debt  Service 

29,031,860 

0.9245 

0.9245 

30,366,847 

0.8447 

0.8447 

256,509 

Marshfield  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

157,238,438 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

173,202,430 

2.7500 

2.7500 

4,763,067 

Debt  Service 

157,238,438 

1.2307 

0.6000 

173,202,430 

1.1205 

0.6000 

1,039,215 

Seymour  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

41,628,267 

2.7500 

2.7500 

F 

43,948,756 

2.7500 

2.7500 

1,208,591 

Webster  County 

General  Revenue 

342,028,032 

0.0000 

0.0000 

347,724,421 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Road  &  Bridge 

342,028,032 

0.1860 

0.1860 

347,724,421 

0.1874 

0.1874 

651,636 

Senate  Bill  40 

342,028,032 

0.0783 

0.0783 

347,724,421 

0.0789 

0.0789 

274,355 

Senior  Services 

342,028,032 

0.0499 

0.0499 

347,724,421 

0.0500 

0.0500 

173,862 

Worth 

Worth  County  Ambulance  District 

General  Revenue 

26,168,669 

0.1499 

0.1499 

27,815,192 

0.1499 

0.1499 

41,695 

Worth  Co  Convalescent  Center  Dist 

General  Revenue 

26,168,669 

0.3497 

0.3497 

27,815,192 

0.3497 

0.3497 

97,270 

Platte  River  Tributaries  Sub  Dist 

General  Revenue 

578,520 

0.4000 

0.4000 

578,520 

0.4000 

0.4000 

2,314 

East  Fork  of  Grand  River  Watershed 

General  Revenue 

2,662,580 

0.2000 

0.2000 

2,672,800 

0.2000 

0.2000 

5,346 

Village  of  Allendale 

General  Revenue 

505,507 

0.4000 

0.4000 

543,916 

0.4000 

0.4000 

2,176 

General  Revenue-Temp 

505,507 

0.2000 

0.2000 

543,916 

0.1999 

0.1999 

1,087 

Village  of  Denver 

General  Revenue 

214,143 

0.7659 

0.7659 

217,385 

0.7657 

0.7657 

1,665 

City  of  Grant  City 

General  Revenue 

4,402,981 

1.0000 

1.0000 

4,481,031 

1.0000 

1.0000 

44,810 

2013 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

2011 

2012 

Expiratio 
Year 

Assessed  Value 
iT.L>st;oai;Li  v  tunc 

Ceil  i  n  tr 

V— -dllll  li 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Worth 

Citv  of  Grant  Citv 

Health 

4,402,981 

0.1800 

0.1800 

4,481,031 

0.1800 

0.1800 

8,066 

Special  Fund 

4,402,981 

0.3000 

0.3000 

4,481,031 

0.3000 

0.3000 

13,443 

City  of  Sheridan 

General  Revenue 

1,012,912 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1,050,684 

1.0000 

1.0000 

10,507 

Village  of  Worth 

General  Revenue 

195,926 

0.5000 

0  5000 

194,480 

0  5000 

0  5000 

\J.^J WWW 

972 

Sheridan  Pire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

5,032,452 

0.1712 

0.1712 

5,447,498 

0.1712 

0.1712 

9,326 

Wnrth  Cnnntv  Fire  Protection  Dist 

¥  ¥  VJ1  Lll  ^      LillL  V    1.  ILK-'  I  1U  LL--V^  LHJll  l^lo  I 

frpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

14,026,160 

0.2000 

0  2000 

20,315,607 

0.1941 

0.1941 

39,433 

Worth  Co  R-TTT  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

23,812,650 

3.4751 

3.4751 

E 

24,985,540 

3.4489 

3.4489 

861,726 

E 

Debt  Service 

23,812,650 

0.2948 

0.2500 

24,985,540 

0.2905 

0.2500 

62,464 

Worth  County 

General  Revenue 

2o,lo5,ooy 

n  .inn^; 

u.4yyo 

0.4996 

27,815,192 

0.4996 

0.4996 

138,965 

Library 

O^  1 

ZO,100,Dt>y 

n  nnnn 

u.uyyy 

0.0999 

27,815,192 

0.0999 

0.0999 

27,787 

Road  &  Bridge 

O^  1  £Q  mi 

zo,io5,ooy 

n  /loo£ 

0.4996 

27,815,192 

0.4996 

0.4996 

138,965 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

o^;  i  m  (.(.ct 

n  oom 

u.3zy  / 

0.3297 

27,815,192 

0.3297 

0.3297 

91,707 

2013 

Senior  Services 

ZO,106,O0y 

U.UDUU 

0.0500 

27,815,192 

0.0500 

0.0500 

13,908 

General  Revenue-Temp 

20,105,009 

U.35UU 

0.3500 

A 

27,815,192 

0.3500 

0.3500 

97,353 

2014 

Wrieht 

Citv  of  Hartville 

frpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

4,368,933 

0.4981 

0.4981 

4,357,517 

0.5012 

0.5012 

21,840 

Citv  nf  MansfielH 

wilv  \ji  iyj.ciii jiiv^iu. 

Gpnpral  Rpvpnnp 

10,898,726 

0.4924 

0.4924 

11,371,417 

0.4902 

0.4902 

55,743 

Streets 

10,898,726 

0.1498 

0.1498 

11,371,417 

0.1491 

0.1491 

16,955 

Cemeterv 

10,898,726 

0.1000 

0.1000 

11,371,417 

0.0996 

0.0996 

11,326 

City  of  Mountain  Grove 

General  Revenue 

41,907,244 

0.0000 

0.0000 

45,278,456 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Parks  &  Recreation 

41,907,244 

0.0000 

0.0000 

45,278,456 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Citv  nf  Nnrwnnd 

v^il y  \ji  ii  ut  wuuu 

General  Revenue 

3,459,472 

0.3710 

0.3710 

3,549,624 

0.3746 

0.3746 

13,297 

Water 

3,459,472 

0.5916 

0.5916 

3,549,624 

0.5974 

0.5974 

21,205 

Wright  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

163,451,720 

0.1397 

0.1397 

167,516,424 

0.1405 

0.1405 

235,361 

Wright  County  Health  Department 

General  Revenue 

163,451,720 

0.0798 

0.0798 

167,516,424 

0  0802 

0  0802 

W. WO  W^ 

134,348 

Norwood  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

15,208,883 

3.1911 

3.1911 

E 

17,215,796 

2.9321 

2.9321 

504,784 

E 

Hartville  R-II  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

33,099,004 

2.9227 

2.9002 

E 

33,858,302 

3.1171 

3.0250 

1,024,214 

BE 

Debt  Service 

33,099,004 

0.7543 

0.6200 

33,858,302 

0.5188 

0.5188 

175,657 

Mountain  Grove  R-III  School  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

OA    AAA     AO  C 

84,41 1,485 

2.7500 

2.7500 

E 

87,979,586 

2.7500 

2.7500 

2,419,439 

E 

Mansfield  R-IV  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

33,lzy,j35 

3.4550 

3.4500 

E 

35,107,029 

3.3952 

3.3551 

1,177,876 

E 

Debt  Service 

33,lzy,D35 

1  .  1094 

0.8000 

35,107,029 

1.1367 

0.8000 

280,856 

Manes  R-V  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

A  ^on  01 1 

4,5  /y,5i3 

i  ^o  a  n 
3.0240 

3.6240 

E 

4,685,153 

3.5454 

3.5454 

166,107 

E 

Wright  County 

General  Revenue 

Kl  Ton 
1o3,4j1,  /zU 

n  onn^ 

0.0860 

167,516,424 

0.3111 

0.0873 

146,242 

Developmentally  Disabled 

i/ro  Kl  Ton 

lo3,4M,/2U 

n  (nno 

u.u/ys 

0.0798 

167,516,424 

0.0802 

0.0802 

134,348 

St.  Louis  Citv 

St.  Louis  Public  Libraries 

General  Revenue 

4,262,423,871 

0.5435 

0.5435 

4,275,228,546 

0.5600 

0.5814 

24,856,179 

c 

Baden  Market  Centre  Spec  Bus  Dist 

General  Revenue 

1,976,390 

0.7620 

0.7620 

1,991,490 

0.7620 

0.7620 

15,175 

Cherokee  Station  Snerial  Rns  Dist 

V^ll^/l  UJV^U  i_>  I  CI  LI  VJ 11  t_J  U^^lCll  U  LLlO  1_^1l>  L 

General  Revenue 

V  1  L^ll^/1  Lll             y      1  1  Li 

3,064,900 

0.6330 

0  6330 

3,096,350 

0  6330 

0  6330 

19,600 

St.  Louis  Downtown  Business  Dist 

General  Revenue 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

() 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Kingsway  Center  Special  Bus  Dist 

General  Revenue 

2,253,500 

0.7056 

0.7056 

2,232,170 

0.7124 

0.7124 

15,902 

Locust  Central  Business  District 

General  Revenue 

43,051,250 

0.8023 

0.8023 

45,213,260 

0.8023 

0.8023 

362,746 

South  Grand  Square  Spec  Bus  Dist 

General  Revenue 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Central  West  Fnd  South  SRD 

V^L-llLltll     ¥T  L_/l>L  1_j11LJ  LJVJLIUI  JUL/ 

General  Revenue 

VJ  L-11<_/1  til  1VL  V  ^ilLIV-' 

38,941,790 

0.4802 

0.4802 

39,984,330 

0.4802 

0.4802 

192,005 

Central  West  End  North  SBD 

General  Revenue 

63,169,305 

0.8500 

0.8500 

62,996,580 

0.8500 

0.8500 

535,471 

2018 

Soulard  Special  Business  District 

General  Revenue 

59,756,905 

0.5045 

0.5045 

59,929,230 

0.5045 

0.5045 

302,343 

Waterman/Lake  Special  Business  Dist 

General  Revenue 

5,508,320 

0.6982 

0.6982 

5,455,310 

0.7060 

0.7060 

38,514 

2014 

Westminister/Lake  Special  Bus  Dist 

General  Revenue 

8,683,160 

0.7983 

0.7983 

8,721,650 

0.7983 

0.7983 

69,625 

2014 

Washington  Place  Special  Bus  Dist 

General  Revenue 

5,090,160 

0.6796 

0.6796 

5,076,700 

0.6820 

0.6820 

34,623 

2014 

East  Loop/Parkview  Gardens  SBD 

General  Revenue 

8,036,680 

0.5350 

0.5350 

7,931,450 

0.5421 

0.5421 

42,996 
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LISTING  OF  2011  AND  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SINGLE  TAX  RATE  ON  ALL  PROPERTY 


2011 

2012 

Expiration 
Year 

Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

St.  Louis  City 

Cathedral  Square  Special  Bus  Dist 

General  Revenue 

24,935,45 1 

0.8056 

0.8056 

24,933,361 

0.8056 

0.8056 

200,863 

2018 

Central  West  End  Southeast  SBD 

General  Revenue 

61,381,140 

0.4233 

0.4233 

59,957,340 

0.4233 

0.4233 

253,799 

2018 

Cherokee-Lemp  Special  Business  Dist 

General  Revenue 

2,144,960 

0.5594 

0.5594 

2,159,070 

0.5594 

0.5594 

12,078 

Gardenside  Special  Business  Dist 

General  Revenue 

14,956,860 

0.4595 

0.4595 

** 

** 

** 

2011 

General  Revenue 

** 

** 

** 

14,929,390 

0.8771 

0.4756 

71,004 

a  2022 

Tower  Grove  South  Cone.  Cit.  SBD 

General  Revenue 

18,934,220 

0.7008 

0.6800 

18,828,750 

0.7047 

0.6800 

128,036 

2013 

St.  Louis  Community  College 

General  Revenue 

27,229,450,548 

0.2200 

0.2200 

26,910,594,948 

0.2200 

0.2200 

59,203,309 

St.  Louis  City  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

4,175,420,333 

3.5532 

3.5532 

e  4,172,243,089 

3.6698 

3.7860 

157,961,123 

EC 

Debt  Service 

4,175,420,333 

0.6825 

0.6211 

4,172,243,089 

0.6264 

0.6211 

25,913,802 

City  of  St.  Louis 

Parks  &  Recreation 

3,983,909,425 

0.0186 

0.0186 

3,993,847,325 

0.0187 

0.0187 

746,849 

Health 

3,983,909,425 

0.0186 

0.0186 

3,993,847,325 

0.0187 

0.0187 

746,849 

Hospital 

3,983,909,425 

0.0926 

0.0926 

3,993,847,325 

0.0933 

0.0933 

3,726,260 

Developmentally  Disabled 

4  9^9  493  S71 

0  1445 

0.1445 

4,255,502,548 

0  1  Afid 

\J.  JtOU 

6,213,034 

Mental  Health 

4,262,423,871 

0.0867 

0.0867 

4,255,502,548 

0.0876 

0.0876 

3,727,820 

Community  Child  Service 

4,262,423,871 

0.1900 

0.1900 

4,255,502,548 

0.1900 

0.1900 

8,085,455 

County  Purposes 

3,983,909,425 

0.3247 

0.3247 

3,993,847,325 

0.3270 

0.3270 

13,059,881 

General  Revenue  No.  1 

4,262,423,871 

0.1516 

0.1516 

4,255,502,548 

0.1532 

0.1532 

6,519,430 

General  Revenue  No.  2 

3,983,909,425 

0.7486 

0.7486 

3,993,847,325 

0.7539 

0.7539 

30,109,615 

Debt  Service 

3,983,909,425 

0.1144 

0.1144 

3,993,847,325 

0.1632 

0.1200 

4,792,617 

Total  Revenue  $  4,799,493,087 

LEGEND: 


** 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 


H 


Levy  was  not  certified  due  to  insufficient  substantiating  data;  however,  it  does  not  appear  that  a  rate  was  levied. 
Levy  did  not  exist  in  the  given  year. 

A  new  voter  approved  tax  rate,  newly  formed  district,  or  a  levy  voted  to  replace  an  expired  levy. 
A  voter  approved  increase  or  decrease  to  an  existing  levy. 
Levy  includes  a  recoupment  rate  authorized  by  state  law. 

Levied  a  tax  rate  in  excess  of  the  legally  permissible  tax  levy  as  provided  by  state  law,  see  the  Results  Section  for  2012  levies  and  Report  No.  201 1-118,  Review  of  201 1 
Property  Tax  Rates.  All  non-compliant  rates  in  201 1  and  2012  are  taxing  authorities  wholly  in  St.  Louis  County  and  therefore  not  listed  in  this  appendix. 
School  district  has  a  full  Proposition  C  (sales  tax)  waiver  which  allows  the  school  district  to  reduce  its  required  Proposition  C  reduction  to  $0.0000  and  levy  up  to  its 
calculated  tax  rate  ceiling. 

School  district  has  a  partial  Proposition  C  (sales  tax)  waiver  which  allows  the  school  district  to  waive  a  portion  of  its  required  Proposition  C  reduction  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  collect  $2.7500  or  the  amount  stated  on  the  ballot. 

Article  X,  Section  1 1(g)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  allows  the  Kansas  City  33  School  District  School  Board  to  set  its  tax  levy  at  a  rate  that  is  lower  than  the  court- 
ordered  rate  for  the  1995  tax  year  (which  was  $4.96).  The  rate  so  established  may  be  changed  from  year  to  year  by  the  School  Board. 
City  of  Golden  City  in  Barton  County  changed  the  title  of  one  of  their  tax  rates  from  Ambulance  to  Public  Health. 


NOTES: 

Taxing  authorities  are  listed  by  primary  county  and  categorized  by  type  of  taxing  authority.  The  counties  are  listed  alphabetically  (Adair  through  Wright  followed  by  the  City 
of  St.  Louis).  When  a  taxing  authority  is  in  more  than  one  county,  it  is  listed  under  the  primary  county  only. 

This  Appendix  does  not  list  taxing  authorities  that  levied  a  separate  tax  rate  for  each  subclass  of  property.  Previous  legislation  required  taxing  authorities  wholly  in  St.  Louis 
County  and  allowed  the  City  of  Gladstone  in  Clay  County  to  calculate  a  separate  tax  rate  on  each  subclass  of  property.  Taxing  authorities  partially  in  St.  Louis  County,  whether 
the  primary  county  is  St.  Louis  County  or  another  county,  are  required  to  levy  a  single  rate  on  all  property  when  one  or  more  counties  opted  in  and  one  or  more  counties  opted  out 
of  the  provisions  requiring  the  multi  rate  calculation.  See  Appendixes  VIII-A  and  VIH-B  for  a  listing  of  2012  and  201 1  taxing  authorities  that  calculated  separate  tax  rates  for 
each  subclass  of  property. 

All  rates  in  the  levied  column  represent  the  rate  extended  and  certified  to  the  State  Auditor's  office  by  both  the  taxing  authority  and  the  county  or  counties  in  which  the  tax  rate  is 
levied. 


Assessed  Value  column  presents  only  the  assessed  valuation  the  property  tax  is  levied  against. 

The  revenue  generated  is  computed  by  dividing  the  assessed  valuation  by  100  and  multiplying  the  quotient  by  the  tax  rate  levied. 
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APPENDIX  VIII-A 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SEPARATE  TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 


Residential  Real  Estate  Agricultural  Real  Estate  Commercial  Real  Estate  Personal  Property 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Clay 

City  of  Gladstone 

General  Revenue 

240,361,970 

0.9290 

0.9290 

478,190 

0.9290 

0.9290 

58,135,086 

0.9290 

0.9290 

51,561,142 

0.9290 

0.9290 

3,256,483 

St.  Louis 

City  of  Bellefontaine  Neighbors 

General  Revenue 

61,166,360 

0.2480 

0.2460 

70 

0.0000 

0.0000 

10,496,816 

0.1860 

0.1860 

13,392,324 

0.2350 

0.2350 

201,465 

Debt  Service 

61,166,360 

0.5640 

0.5630 

70 

0.5640 

0.5630 

10,496,816 

0.5640 

0.5630 

13,392,324 

0.5640 

0.5630 

478,863 

Village  of  Bellerive  Acres 

General  Revenue 

3,288,180 

0.8000 

0.8000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

341,920 

0.0000 

0.5000  D 

1,266,476 

0.7670 

0.7670 

37,729 

Village  of  Bel  Nor 

General  Revenue 

17,037,479 

0.4960 

0.4960 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

425,820 

0.4650 

0.4650 

2,421,449 

0.5530 

0.5530 

99,877 

Village  of  Bel  Ridge 

General  Revenue 

9,146,320 

0.3500 

0.3500 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

4,560,510 

0.3500 

0.3500 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

47,974 

Debt  Service 

9,146,320 

0.3770 

0.3770 

0 

0.3770 

0.3770 

4,560,510 

0.3770 

0.3770 

0 

0.3770 

0.3770 

51,675 

City  of  Berkeley 

General  Revenue 

39,562,120 

0.7830 

0.7830 

3,810 

1.0000 

1.0000 

112,833,433 

0.8720 

0.8720 

54,073,354 

0.9200 

0.9200 

1,791,192 

Pension 

39,562,120 

0.1100 

0.1100 

3,810 

0.1050 

0.1050 

112,833,433 

0.1100 

0.1100 

54,073,354 

0.1100 

0.1100 

227,120 

Debt  Service 

39,562,120 

0.1130 

0.1130 

3,810 

0.1130 

0.1130 

112,833,433 

0.1130 

0.1130 

54,073,354 

0.1130 

0.1130 

233,314 

City  of  Beverly  Hills 

General  Revenue 

2,548,260 

0.2330 

0.2330 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,225,268 

0.2340 

0.2340 

713,326 

0.2320 

0.2320 

10,459 

City  of  Black  Jack 

Debt  Service 

52,142,910 

0.5260 

0.4660 

2,880 

0.5260 

0.4660 

2,220,110 

0.5260 

0.4660 

12,192,387 

0.5260 

0.4660 

310,162 

City  of  Breckenridge  Hills 

General  Revenue 

21,238,220 

0.2140 

0.2100 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

8,804,706 

0.2180 

0.2100 

4,214,975 

0.0000 

0.0000 

63,090 

City  of  Brentwood 

General  Revenue 

141,076,380 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

99,447,686 

0.2170 

0.1960 

31,473,848 

0.2070 

0.2070 

260,068 

Library 

141,076,380 

0.3090 

0.2000  b 

0 

0.3000 

0.0000  b 

99,447,686 

0.3110 

0.2160  b 

31,473,848 

0.3090 

0.2290  b 

569,035 

Pension 

141,076,380 

0.3650 

0.3650 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

99,447,686 

0.4110 

0.4110 

31,473,848 

0.3850 

0.3850 

1,044,833 

City  of  Bridgeton 

General  Revenue 

103,601,310 

0.2500 

0.1600 

117,020 

0.0000 

0.0000 

247,775,991 

0.2500 

0.2500 

75,951,624 

0.0000 

0.0000 

785,202 

Village  of  Calverton  Park 

General  Revenue 

8,648,500 

0.2990 

0.2990 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

528,019 

0.2770 

0.2770 

1,590,871 

0.2980 

0.2980 

32,063 

City  of  Charlack 

General  Revenue 

6,804,690 

0.2200 

0.2200 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

2,609,348 

0.2310 

0.2310 

1,763,499 

0.2570 

0.2570 

25,530 

City  of  Clarkson  Valley 

General  Revenue 

95,711,220 

0.1210 

0.1210 

4,100 

0.1950 

0.1950 

12,208,290 

0.1250 

0.1250 

10,755,170 

0.1530 

0.1530 

147,534 

City  of  Clayton 

General  Revenue 

456,025,800 

0.6480 

0.6500 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

326,521,170 

0.7090 

0.7370 

74,289,860 

0.7070 

0.7070 

5,895,858 

Police 

456,025,800 

0.1280 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

326,521,170 

0.1280 

0.0000 

74,289,860 

0.1230 

0.0000 

0 

Debt  Service 

456,025,800 

0.1300 

0.1300 

0 

0.1300 

0.1300 

326,521,170 

0.1300 

0.1300 

74,289,860 

0.1300 

0.1300 

1,113,889 

City  of  Cool  Valley 

General  Revenue 

6,586,900 

0.2270 

0.2270 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

6,003,327 

0.3500 

0.3500 

2,636,567 

0.1650 

0.1650 

40,314 

City  of  Country  Club  Hills 

General  Revenue 

4,244,030 

0.7970 

0.7970 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

925,150 

0.8010 

0.8010 

1,211,203 

0.7150 

0.7150 

49,895 

Parks  &  Recreation 

4,244,030 

0.3690 

0.3690 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

925,150 

0.3440 

0.3440 

1,211,203 

0.3300 

0.3300 

22,840 

Health 

4,244,030 

0.2000 

0.2000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

925,150 

0.2000 

0.2000 

1,211,203 

0.1880 

0.1880 

12,615 

Village  of  Country  Life  Acres 

General  Revenue 

6,285,720 

0.3780 

0.3780 

240 

0.0000 

0.0000 

74,041 

0.4200 

0.4200 

460,014 

0.4200 

0.4200 

26,003 

City  of  Crestwood 

General  Revenue 

170,394,430 

0.2410 

0.2410 

150 

0.0000 

0.0000 

63,645,591 

0.3910 

0.3910 

28,026,698 

0.2790 

0.2790 

737,699 

General  Revenue-Temp 

170,394,430 

0.2000 

0.0000 

150 

0.0000 

0.0000 

63,645,591 

0.2000 

0.0000 

28,026,698 

0.2000 

0.0000 

0 

City  of  Creve  Coeur 

General  Revenue 

443,965,500 

0.0880 

0.0700 

2,270 

0.0880 

0.0750 

350,209,685 

0.0820 

0.0750 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

573,435 
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Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value  Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

City  of  Crystal  Lake  Park 

General  Revenue 

14,813,700 

0.6720 

0.6720 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

150,006 

0.3210 

0.3210 

1,315,784  0.8080 

0.8080 

110,662 

City  of  Dellwood 

General  Revenue 

25,465,970 

0.2240 

0.2240 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

7,495,843 

0.2320 

0.2320 

6,866,851  0.2350 

0.2350 

90,571 

City  of  Des  Peres 

General  Revenue 

213,747,980 

0.0000 

0.0000 

222,550 

0.0000 

0.0000 

114,468,500 

0.0000 

0.0000 

41,396,313  0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Debt  Service 

213,747,980 

0.3260 

0.0000 

222,550 

0.3260 

0.0000 

114,468,500 

0.3260 

0.0000 

41,396,313  0.3260 

0.0000 

0 

City  of  Edmundson 

General  Revenue 

4,368,230 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

18,594,540 

0.5000 

0.5000 

15,905,739  0.0000 

0.0000 

92,973 

City  of  Ellisville 

General  Revenue 

145,170,700 

0.4060 

0.1500 

830 

0.1210 

0.1210 

94,358,363 

0.4400 

0.1500 

0  0.0000 

0.0000 

359,295 

City  of  Eureka 

General  Revenue 

133,035,070 

0.4640 

0.3900 

114,060 

0.4290 

0.3900 

55,569,664 

0.4610 

0.3900 

33,379,427  0.3880 

0.3880 

865,516 

City  of  Ferguson 

General  Revenue 

113,615,170 

0.8310 

0.8310  b 

8,220 

0.8270 

0.8270  b 

38,474,560 

0.8240 

0.8240  B 

33,584,140  0.8240 

0.8240  8 

1,537,973 

Parks  &  Recreation 

113,615,170 

0.1960 

0.1960 

8,220 

0.1950 

0.1950 

38,474,560 

0.1950 

0.1950 

33,584,140  0.1980 

0.1980 

364,224 

Debt  Service 

113,615,170 

0.3640 

0.3640 

8,220 

0.3640 

0.3640 

38,474,560 

0.3640 

0.3640 

33,584,140  0.3640 

0.3640 

675,882 

City  of  Flordell  Hills 

General  Revenue 

2,765,460 

0.6820 

0.6820 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

822,738 

1.0000 

1.0000 

570,805  0.0000 

0.0000 

27,087 

City  of  Florissant 

General  Revenue 

* 

0.0000 

* 

0.0000 

* 

0.0000 

* 

0.0000 

City  of  Frontenac 

General  Revenue 

176,038,020 

0.4900 

0.4900 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

41,566,600 

0.5340 

0.5340 

17,842,670  0.5530 

0.5530 

1,183,222 

Village  of  Glen  Echo  Park 

General  Revenue 

1,150,410 

0.4530 

0.4530 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

7,480 

0.4950 

0.4950 

202,940  0.5000 

0.5000 

6,263 

Debt  Service 

1,150,410 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

7,480 

0.0000 

0.0000 

202,940  0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

City  of  Glendale 

General  Revenue 

134,412,070 

0.4220 

0.4220 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

5,072,201 

0.4720 

0.4720 

14,521,469  0.5190 

0.5190 

666,526 

Pension 

134,412,070 

0.0810 

0.0810 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

5,072,201 

0.0940 

0.0940 

14,521,469  0.1000 

0.1000 

128,163 

Town  of  Grantwood  Village 

General  Revenue 

20,411,240 

0.2300 

0.2300 

46,740 

0.4920 

0.4920 

1,379,767 

0.1640 

0.1640 

2,487,956  0.2610 

0.2610 

55,933 

City  of  Greendale 

General  Revenue 

5,221,890 

0.5250 

0.5250 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

157,820 

0.6000 

0.6000 

0  0.0000 

0.0000 

28,362 

Village  of  Hanley  Hills 

General  Revenue 

9,930,060 

0.5000 

0.5000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

286,030 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,993,558  0.4500 

0.4500 

60,051 

City  of  Hazelwood 

General  Revenue 

187,651,150 

0.7670 

0.7670 

197,100 

0.7780 

0.7780 

193,025,912 

0.7700 

0.7700 

108,135,124  0.7540 

0.7540 

3,742,456 

Debt  Service 

187,651,150 

0.2220 

0.2220 

197,100 

0.2220 

0.2220 

193,025,912 

0.2220 

0.2220 

108,135,124  0.2220 

0.2220 

1,085,602 

Village  of  Hillsdale 

General  Revenue 

4,019,147 

0.5000 

0.5000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,867,290 

0.5000 

0.5000 

2,047,504  0.5000 

0.5000 

39,670 

City  of  Huntleigh 

General  Revenue 

37,945,360 

0.2070 

0.2070 

5,900 

0.2880 

0.2880 

386,022 

0.2760 

0.2760 

3,318,887  0.2190 

0.2190 

86,897 

City  of  Jennings 

General  Revenue 

57,351,780 

1.0000 

1.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

15,357,319 

1.0000 

1.0000 

15,047,816  1.0000 

1.0000 

877,569 

Pension 

57,351,780 

0.2450 

0.2450 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

15,357,319 

0.2450 

0.2450 

15,047,816  0.2450 

0.2450 

215,004 

City  of  Kinloch 

General  Revenue 

1,099,920 

1.0000 

1.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

749,740 

1.0000 

1.0000 

375,460  1.0000 

1.0000 

22,251 

City  of  Kirkwood 

General  Revenue 

535,761,590 

0.2960 

0.2960 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

105,291,150 

0.3090 

0.3090 

70,423,780  0.2690 

0.2690 

2,100,644 

Parks  &  Recreation 

535,761,590 

0.1400 

0.1330 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

105,291,150 

0.1460 

0.1390 

70,423,780  0.1210 

0.1210 

944,131 

Library 

529,735,900 

0.1910 

0.1820 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

89,749,030 

0.2460 

0.2240 

67,329,890  0.2350 

0.2350 

1,323,382 

Pension 

535,761,590 

0.1300 

0.1190 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

105,291,150 

0.1470 

0.1470 

70,423,780  0.1720 

0.1720 

913,463 

Library-Temp 

529,735,900 

0.1200 

0.1200 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

89,749,030 

0.1200 

0.1200 

67,329,890  0.1200 

0.1200 

824,178 

Debt  Service 

535,761,590 

0.0650 

0.0650 

0 

0.0650 

0.0650 

105,291,150 

0.0650 

0.0650 

70,423,780  0.0650 

0.0650 

462,459 

City  of  Ladue 

General  Revenue 

539,708,230 

0.7120 

0.7120 

1,110 

0.9910 

0.9910 

42,353,073 

0.7450 

0.7450 

43,011,884  0.7560 

0.7560 

4,483,434 

City  of  Lakeshire 

General  Revenue 

14,569,560 

0.3750 

0.3750 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

200,062 

0.3750 

0.3750 

0  0.0000 

0.0000 

55,386 

Village  of  Mackenzie 

General  Revenue 

1,581,130 

0.1590 

0.1590 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

55,672 

0.1580 

0.1580 

250,090  0.1850 

0.1850 

3,065 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

City  of  Manchester 

General  Revenue 

242,808,100 

0.0550 

0.0450 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

62,081,930 

0.0570 

0.0450 

41,893,390 

0.0500 

0.0500 

158,148 

Debt  Service 

242,808,100 

0.0740 

0.0740 

0 

0.0740 

0.0740 

62,081,930 

0.0740 

0.0740 

41,893,390 

0.0740 

0.0740 

256,620 

City  of  Maplewood 

General  Revenue 

72,032,360 

0.3590 

0.2230 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

54,703,837 

0.5350 

0.5350 

18,158,624 

0.5670 

0.5670 

556,257 

Pension 

72,032,360 

0.3920 

0.3920 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

54,703,837 

0.4470 

0.4470 

18,158,624 

0.4450 

0.4450 

607,699 

Solid  Waste 

72,032,360 

0.1670 

0.1600 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

54,703,837 

0.1820 

0.1820 

18,158,624 

0.2180 

0.2180 

254,399 

Village  of  Marlborough 

General  Revenue 

13,359,370 

0.1090 

0.1090 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

8,037,123 

0.1100 

0.1100 

4,408,115 

0.1110 

0.1100 

28,252 

City  of  Normandy 

General  Revenue 

18,129,690 

0.4000 

0.4000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

3,316,280 

0.4000 

0.4000 

4,108,270 

0.4000 

0.4000 

102,217 

City  of  Northwoods 

General  Revenue 

20,180,930 

0.4120 

0.4060 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

4,545,415 

0.2840 

0.2840 

4,232,873 

0.3600 

0.3600 

110,082 

Debt  Service 

20,180,930 

1.0370 

1.0370 

0 

1.0370 

1.0370 

4,545,415 

1.0370 

1.0370 

4,232,873 

1.0370 

1.0370 

300,307 

Village  of  Norwood  Court 

General  Revenue 

3,388,110 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

184,790 

0.0000 

0.0000 

647,650 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

City  of  Oakland 

General  Revenue 

24,148,700 

0.1940 

0.1940 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

2,612,621 

0.2500 

0.2500 

2,923,770 

0.2370 

0.2370 

60,309 

City  of  Olivette 

General  Revenue 

155,647,420 

0.6380 

0.6380 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

54,182,502 

0.7480 

0.7480 

27,028,383 

0.7710 

0.7710 

1,606,705 

Pension 

155,647,420 

0.2310 

0.2310 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

54,182,502 

0.2500 

0.2500 

27,028,383 

0.2500 

0.2500 

562,573 

City  of  Overland 

General  Revenue 

108,325,650 

0.0990 

0.0680 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

79,365,110 

0.1000 

0.0840 

34,943,270 

0.0970 

0.0970 

174,223 

Pension 

108,325,650 

0.1200 

0.1200 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

79,365,110 

0.1200 

0.1200 

34,943,270 

0.1200 

0.1200 

267,161 

City  of  Pagedale 

General  Revenue 

11,261,330 

0.2900 

0.2900 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

11,200,978 

0.3270 

0.3270 

5,386,968 

0.3500 

0.3500 

88,139 

City  of  Pasadena  Hills 

General  Revenue 

11,562,150 

0.2660 

0.2660 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

78,280 

0.2750 

0.2750 

1,738,450 

0.3100 

0.3100 

36,359 

Debt  Service 

11,562,150 

0.8970 

0.8970 

0 

0.8970 

0.8970 

78,280 

0.8970 

0.8970 

1,738,450 

0.8970 

0.8970 

120,008 

Village  of  Pasadena  Park 

General  Revenue 

4,423,806 

0.2770 

0.2770 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

23,260 

0.0000 

0.0000 

622,868 

0.3090 

0.3090 

14,179 

City  of  Pine  Lawn 

General  Revenue 

11,140,060 

0.3000 

0.3000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

3,215,031 

0.3000 

0.3000 

2,298,714 

0.2570 

0.2570 

48,973 

City  of  Richmond  Heights 

General  Revenue 

176,027,190 

0.3360 

0.2900 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

116,178,874 

0.3390 

0.2900 

30,510,836 

0.2980 

0.2900 

935,879 

Library 

176,027,190 

0.1770 

0.1770 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

116,178,874 

0.2270 

0.2270 

30,510,836 

0.2120 

0.2120 

639,977 

Pension 

176,027,190 

0.3140 

0.3140 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

116,178,874 

0.3360 

0.3200 

30,510,836 

0.3190 

0.3190 

1,021,827 

Village  of  Riverview 

General  Revenue 

11,951,130 

0.3420 

0.3420 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

2,096,922 

0.2950 

0.2950 

2,228,999 

0.3120 

0.3120 

54,013 

City  of  Rock  Hill 

General  Revenue 

61,664,370 

0.2850 

0.2850 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

19,674,330 

0.3360 

0.3360 

11,122,150 

0.3400 

0.3400 

279,664 

Library 

61,664,370 

0.2850 

0.2850 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

19,674,330 

0.3550 

0.3550 

11,122,150 

0.3550 

0.3550 

285,071 

Debt  Service 

61,664,370 

0.3800 

0.3800 

0 

0.3800 

0.3800 

19,674,330 

0.3800 

0.3800 

11,122,150 

0.3800 

0.3800 

351,351 

City  of  St.  Ann 

General  Revenue 

85,682,490 

0.2000 

0.1900 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

26,811,912 

0.2000 

0.2000 

17,196,969 

0.1930 

0.1930 

249,611 

City  of  St.  John 

General  Revenue 

39,378,160 

0.4050 

0.4050 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

4,265,597 

0.5000 

0.5000 

9,781,183 

0.4500 

0.4500 

224,825 

City  of  Shrewsbury 

General  Revenue 

72,719,200 

0.4860 

0.4860 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

27,726,670 

0.4810 

0.4810 

15,049,020 

0.5770 

0.5770 

573,613 

Debt  Service 

72,719,200 

0.5000 

0.5000 

0 

0.5000 

0.5000 

27,726,670 

0.5000 

0.5000 

15,049,020 

0.5000 

0.5000 

577,474 

City  of  Sunset  Hills 

General  Revenue 

209,560,140 

0.0560 

0.0540 

112,970 

0.0780 

0.0600 

96,662,370 

0.0600 

0.0570 

37,628,806 

0.0600 

0.0600 

190,905 

Village  of  Sycamore  Hills 

General  Revenue 

5,013,640 

0.2120 

0.2120 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

476,624 

0.2490 

0.2490 

1,042,794 

0.2530 

0.2530 

14,454 

Health 

5,013,640 

0.0980 

0.0980 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

476,624 

0.1160 

0.1160 

1,042,794 

0.1180 

0.1180 

6,696 

City  of  Town  and  Country 

General  Revenue 

450,562,770 

0.0000 

0.0000 

30,680 

0.0000 

0.0000 

197,530,846 

0.0000 

0.0000 

73,402,364 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Dispatch 

450,562,770 

0.0000 

0.0000 

30,680 

0.0000 

0.0000 

197,530,846 

0.0000 

0.0000 

73,402,364 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Village  of  Twin  Oaks 

General  Revenue 

5,179,810 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

8,622,205 

0.3260 

0.3260 

1,336,980 

0.0000 

0.0000 

28,108 

City  of  University  City 

General  Revenue 

481,358,820 

0.5640 

0.5610 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

56,554,671 

0.5780 

0.5780 

59,439,226 

0.6800 

0.6800 

3,431,496 

Library 

481,358,820 

0.2480 

0.2480 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

56,554,671 

0.2540 

0.2540 

59,439,226 

0.2800 

0.2800 

1,503,849 

Pension 

481,358,820 

0.1590 

0.1580 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

56,554,671 

0.1640 

0.1640 

59,439,226 

0.1950 

0.1950 

969,203 

Debt  Service 

481,358,820 

0.0340 

0.0340 

0 

0.0340 

0.0340 

56,554,671 

0.0340 

0.0340 

59,439,226 

0.0340 

0.0340 

203,100 

Village  of  Uplands  Park 

General  Revenue 

2,301,830 

0.3460 

0.3460 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

71,305 

0.3930 

0.3930 

476,912 

0.3910 

0.3910 

10,109 

City  of  Valley  Park 

General  Revenue 

73,510,340 

0.4550 

0.4540 

57,940 

0.0000 

0.0000 

35,693,081 

0.6830 

0.6680 

17,844,640 

0.5700 

0.5700 

673,881 

City  of  Velda  City 

General  Revenue 

6,107,838 

0.3620 

0.3620 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

68,350 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,124,693 

0.3820 

0.3820 

26,748 

Debt  Service 

6,107,838 

1.4212 

1.4212 

0 

1.4212 

1.4212 

68,350 

1.4212 

1.4212 

1,124,693 

1.4212 

1.4212 

103,760 

Village  of  Velda  Village  Hills 

General  Revenue 

4,975,548 

0.3270 

0.3270 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

120,410 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,007,146 

0.3780 

0.3780 

20,679 

City  of  Vinita  Park 

General  Revenue 

8,036,320 

0.2420 

0.2420 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

28,800,450 

0.2460 

0.2460 

5,624,619 

0.2300 

0.2300 

103,234 

Debt  Service 

8,036,320 

0.2690 

0.2690 

0 

0.2690 

0.2690 

28,800,450 

0.2690 

0.2690 

5,624,619 

0.2690 

0.2690 

114,221 

Village  of  Vinita  Terrace 

General  Revenue 

1,677,320 

0.0440 

0.0440 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

482,570 

0.0500 

0.0500 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

979 

Health 

1,677,320 

0.1300 

0.1300 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

482,570 

0.2000 

0.2000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

3,146 

City  of  Warson  Woods 

General  Revenue 

50,763,970 

0.3680 

0.3680 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

7,159,759 

0.4320 

0.4320 

6,078,397 

0.0000 

0.0000 

217,741 

City  of  Webster  Groves 

General  Revenue 

398,410,790 

0.2330 

0.2330 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

51,868,757 

0.2310 

0.2310 

51,455,386 

0.2800 

0.2800 

1,192,189 

Library 

398,410,790 

0.1500 

0.1500 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

51,868,757 

0.1480 

0.1480 

51,662,956 

0.1800 

0.1800 

767,375 

Streets 

398,410,790 

0.1500 

0.1500 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

51,868,757 

0.1500 

0.1500 

51,455,386 

0.1810 

0.1810 

768,553 

Pension 

398,410,790 

0.1200 

0.1200 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

51,868,757 

0.1190 

0.1190 

51,455,386 

0.1450 

0.1450 

614,427 

Library-Temp 

398,410,790 

0.1350 

0.1350 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

51,868,757 

0.1340 

0.1340 

51,662,956 

0.1350 

0.1350 

677,104 

Debt  Service 

398,410,790 

0.2620 

0.2600 

0 

0.2620 

0.2600 

51,868,757 

0.2620 

0.2600 

51,662,956 

0.2620 

0.2600 

1,305,051 

City  of  Wellston 

General  Revenue 

3,834,640 

0.6000 

0.5610 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

7,144,720 

0.6000 

0.4800 

3,095,789 

0.6000 

0.6000 

74,382 

Village  of  Westwood 

General  Revenue 

18,089,710 

0.0580 

0.0580 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

251,673 

0.0930 

0.0930 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

10,726 

City  of  Winchester 

General  Revenue 

14,675,120 

0.1970 

0.1970 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

3,020,892 

0.1710 

0.1710 

2,557,108 

0.2610 

0.2610 

40,750 

City  of  Woodson  Terrace 

General  Revenue 

22,884,780 

0.2880 

0.2880 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

16,474,947 

0.3450 

0.3450 

30,223,911 

0.2510 

0.2510 

198,609 

City  of  Chesterfield 

Debt  Service 

0 

0.0820 

0.0300 

0 

0.0820 

0.0300 

0 

0.0820 

0.0300 

1,779,780,344 

0.0820 

0.0300 

533,934 

Ferguson  Municipal  Pub  Library  Dist  General  Revenue 

113,615,170 

0.2200 

0.2200 

8,220 

0.0000 

0.0000 

43,549,143 

0.2200 

0.2200 

35,465,722 

0.2200 

0.2200 

423,786 

Maplewood  Public  Library 

General  Revenue 

71,791,240 

0.2670 

0.2670 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

54,703,837 

0.2660 

0.2660 

20,906,954 

0.3020 

0.3020 

400,334 

Debt  Service 

71,791,240 

0.1730 

0.1730 

0 

0.1730 

0.1730 

54,703,837 

0.1730 

0.1730 

20,906,954 

0.1730 

0.1730 

255,006 

St.  Louis  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

11,445,870,680 

0.1730 

0.1730 

4,701,580 

0.2000 

0.2000 

4,931,049,031 

0.1900 

0.1900 

2,997,828,920 

0.1500 

0.1500 

33,676,495 

Valley  Park  Community  Library 

General  Revenue 

33,115,351 

0.1360 

0.1360 

16,490 

0.0150 

0.0150 

12,989,440 

0.1040 

0.1040 

10,119,040 

0.1700 

0.1700 

75,750 

Affton  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

364,339,120 

1.0196 

1.0196  b 

240 

1.2500 

1.2500  8 

57,605,941 

1.1149 

1.1149  b 

70,142,301 

1.0856 

1.0856  b 

5,118,519 

Ambulance 

364,339,120 

0.1400 

0.1400 

240 

0.0000 

0.0000 

57,605,941 

0.1400 

0.1400 

70,142,301 

0.1400 

0.1400 

688,922 

Pension 

364,339,120 

0.0580 

0.0580 

240 

0.0000 

0.0000 

57,605,941 

0.0670 

0.0670 

70,142,301 

0.0640 

0.0640 

294,804 

Dispatch 

364,339,120 

0.0250 

0.0250 

240 

0.0000 

0.0000 

57,605,941 

0.0290 

0.0290 

70,142,301 

0.0270 

0.0270 

126,729 

Metro  West  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

1,324,286,440 

0.4900 

0.4900 

745,120 

0.5800 

0.5800 

220,812,548 

0.5400 

0.5400 

206,675,528 

0.5610 

0.5610 

8,845,164 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Metro  West  Fire  Protection  District 

Ambulance 

1,324,286,440 

0.2530 

0.2530 

745,120 

0.3000 

0.3000 

220,812,548 

0.2730 

0.2730 

206,675,528 

0.2900 

0.2900 

4,554,857 

Pension 

1,324,286,440 

0.0930 

0.0930 

745,120 

0.1100 

0.1100 

220,812,548 

0.1010 

0.1010 

206,675,528 

0.1060 

0.1060 

1,674,503 

Dispatch 

1,324,286,440 

0.0430 

0.0430 

745,120 

0.0480 

0.0480 

220,812,548 

0.0450 

0.0450 

206,675,528 

0.0480 

0.0480 

768,371 

Debt  Service 

1,324,286,440 

0.1500 

0.1500 

745,120 

0.1500 

0.1500 

220,812,548 

0.1500 

0.1500 

206,675,528 

0.1500 

0.1500 

2,628,780 

Black  Jack  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

400,636,460 

0.9910 

0.9910 

181,770 

0.6990 

0.6990 

51,094,923 

1.0000 

1.0000 

79,090,630 

1.0000 

1.0000 

5,273,433 

Pension 

400,636,460 

0.1000 

0.1000 

181,770 

0.1000 

0.1000 

51,094,923 

0.1000 

0.1000 

79,090,630 

0.1000 

0.1000 

531,004 

NCCFA  System 

400,636,460 

0.0500 

0.0500 

181,770 

0.0500 

0.0500 

51,094,923 

0.0500 

0.0500 

79,090,630 

0.0500 

0.0500 

265,501 

Debt  Service 

400,636,460 

0.1200 

0.0100 

181,770 

0.1200 

0.0100 

51,094,923 

0.1200 

0.0100 

79,090,630 

0.1200 

0.0100 

53,100 

Monarch  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

1,424,471,712 

0.4760 

0.4330 

942,030 

0.5300 

0.4050 

477,344,910 

0.5300 

0.5240 

272,317,698 

0.5300 

0.5300 

10,116,349 

Ambulance 

1,424,471,712 

0.2940 

0.2720 

942,030 

0.3300 

0.2520 

477,344,910 

0.3300 

0.3150 

272,317,698 

0.3300 

0.3300 

6,279,221 

Pension 

1,424,471,712 

0.0880 

0.0810 

942,030 

0.1000 

0.0760 

477,344,910 

0.1000 

0.0960 

272,317,698 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,885,107 

Dispatch 

1,424,471,712 

0.0470 

0.0430 

942,030 

0.0480 

0.0370 

477,344,910 

0.0480 

0.0480 

272,317,698 

0.0480 

0.0480 

972,710 

Community  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

274,988,020 

0.9820 

0.9820 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

161,262,626 

1.0000 

1.0000 

120,112,618 

1.0000 

1.0000 

5,514,134 

Ambulance 

274,988,020 

0.5000 

0.5000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

161,262,626 

0.5000 

0.5000 

120,112,618 

0.5000 

0.5000 

2,781,816 

Pension 

274,988,020 

0.2500 

0.2500 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

161,262,626 

0.2500 

0.2500 

120,112,618 

0.2500 

0.2500 

1,390,909 

Dispatch 

274,988,020 

0.0290 

0.0290 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

161,262,626 

0.0300 

0.0300 

120,112,618 

0.0300 

0.0300 

164,160 

Debt  Service 

274,988,020 

0.2780 

0.2700 

0 

0.2780 

0.2700 

161,262,626 

0.2780 

0.2700 

120,112,618 

0.2780 

0.2700 

1,502,181 

Creve  Coeur  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

654,273,340 

0.5400 

0.5400 

3,580 

0.5310 

0.5310 

455,484,641 

0.5400 

0.5400 

190,560,310 

0.5400 

0.5400 

7,021,738 

Ambulance 

654,273,340 

0.1700 

0.1700 

3,580 

0.1400 

0.1400 

455,484,641 

0.1700 

0.1700 

190,560,310 

0.1700 

0.1700 

2,210,547 

Pension 

654,273,340 

0.1400 

0.1400 

3,580 

0.1400 

0.1400 

455,484,641 

0.1440 

0.1440 

190,560,310 

0.1500 

0.1500 

1,857,726 

Dispatch 

654,273,340 

0.0470 

0.0470 

3,580 

0.0500 

0.0500 

455,484,641 

0.0480 

0.0480 

190,560,310 

0.0500 

0.0500 

621,423 

Fenton  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

432,914,980 

0.5770 

0.3500 

82,720 

0.6500 

0.6500 

287,094,703 

0.6040 

0.6040 

127,360,884 

0.5060 

0.5060 

3,894,238 

Ambulance 

432,914,980 

0.3000 

0.1790 

82,720 

0.3000 

0.3000 

287,094,703 

0.3000 

0.3000 

127,360,884 

0.3000 

0.3000 

2,018,533 

Pension 

432,914,980 

0.1000 

0.1000 

82,720 

0.1000 

0.1000 

287,094,703 

0.1000 

0.1000 

127,360,884 

0.1000 

0.1000 

847,454 

Dispatch 

432,914,980 

0.0500 

0.0320 

82,720 

0.0500 

0.0500 

287,094,703 

0.0500 

0.0500 

127,360,884 

0.0500 

0.0500 

345,801 

Florissant  Valley  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

523,747,290 

0.6900 

0.6900 

154,540 

0.6900 

0.6900 

137,667,638 

0.6900 

0.6900 

113,783,270 

0.6900 

0.6900 

5,349,934 

Ambulance 

523,747,290 

0.4370 

0.4370 

154,540 

0.4400 

0.4400 

137,667,638 

0.4390 

0.4390 

113,783,270 

0.4400 

0.4400 

3,394,463 

Pension 

523,747,290 

0.1000 

0.1000 

154,540 

0.1000 

0.1000 

137,667,638 

0.1000 

0.1000 

113,783,270 

0.1000 

0.1000 

775,353 

Dispatch 

523,747,290 

0.0300 

0.0300 

154,540 

0.0300 

0.0300 

137,667,638 

0.0300 

0.0300 

113,783,270 

0.0300 

0.0300 

232,605 

Debt  Service 

523,747,290 

0.2090 

0.1200 

154,540 

0.2090 

0.1200 

137,667,638 

0.2090 

0.1200 

113,783,270 

0.2090 

0.1200 

930,423 

Kinloch  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

1,099,920 

0.9000 

0.8700 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

749,740 

0.9000 

0.8700 

549,487 

0.9000 

0.8700 

20,873 

Dispatch 

1,099,920 

0.0000 

0.0300  d 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

749,740 

0.0000 

0.0300  d 

549,487 

0.0000 

0.0300  d 

720 

Lemay  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

117,950,680 

0.8540 

0.8540 

1,280 

0.1560 

0.1560 

88,961,297 

0.8780 

0.8780 

57,177,056 

0.9900 

0.9900 

2,354,434 

Ambulance 

117,950,680 

0.1830 

0.1830 

1,280 

0.0780 

0.0780 

88,961,297 

0.2110 

0.2110 

57,177,056 

0.2500 

0.2500 

546,502 

Pension 

117,950,680 

0.0860 

0.0860 

1,280 

0.0000 

0.0000 

88,961,297 

0.0890 

0.0890 

57,177,056 

0.1000 

0.1000 

237,791 

Central  Alarm  Fund 

117,950,680 

0.0420 

0.0420 

1,280 

0.0000 

0.0000 

88,961,297 

0.0450 

0.0450 

57,177,056 

0.0500 

0.0500 

118,161 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

West  County  EMS  &  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

521,855,720 

0.4100 

0.4100 

243,260 

0.4400 

0.4400 

130,964,283 

0.4250 

0.4250 

90,813,881 

0.4400 

0.4400 

3,096,857 

Ambulance 

521,855,720 

0.1740 

0.1740 

243,260 

0.2000 

0.2000 

130,964,283 

0.1780 

0.1780 

90,813,881 

0.1940 

0.1940 

1,317,811 

Pension 

521,855,720 

0.0860 

0.0860 

243,260 

0.1000 

0.1000 

130,964,283 

0.0900 

0.0900 

90,813,881 

0.0970 

0.0970 

654,996 

Dispatch 

521,855,720 

0.0440 

0.0440 

243,260 

0.0490 

0.0490 

130,964,283 

0.0440 

0.0440 

90,813,881 

0.0490 

0.0490 

331,859 

Debt  Service 

521,855,720 

0.3880 

0.1820 

243,260 

0.3880 

0.1820 

130,964,283 

0.3880 

0.1820 

90,813,881 

0.3880 

0.1820 

1,353,856 

Maryland  Heights  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

224,752,190 

0.8000 

0.8000 

3,420 

0.7900 

0.7900 

257,338,154 

0.8000 

0.8000 

129,857,670 

0.8000 

0.8000 

4,895,611 

Ambulance 

224,752,190 

0.3600 

0.3600 

3,420 

0.3220 

0.3220 

257,338,154 

0.3620 

0.3620 

129,857,670 

0.3680 

0.3680 

2,218,559 

Pension 

224,752,190 

0.1300 

0.1300 

3,420 

0.1170 

0.1170 

257,338,154 

0.1300 

0.1300 

129,857,670 

0.1300 

0.1300 

795,537 

Dispatch 

224,752,190 

0.0500 

0.0500 

3,420 

0.0500 

0.0500 

257,338,154 

0.0500 

0.0500 

129,857,670 

0.0500 

0.0500 

305,976 

Mehlville  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

1,535,327,930 

0.5760 

0.5760 

492,480 

0.9580 

0.9580 

448,303,307 

0.7010 

0.7010 

313,991,168 

0.7570 

0.7570 

14,367,726 

Ambulance 

1,535,327,930 

0.0000 

0.0000 

492,480 

0.0000 

0.0000 

448,303,307 

0.0000 

0.0000 

313,991,168 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Pension 

1,535,327,930 

0.0350 

0.0350 

492,480 

0.0600 

0.0600 

448,303,307 

0.0380 

0.0380 

313,991,168 

0.0560 

0.0560 

883,850 

Alarm  Fund 

1,535,327,930 

0.0430 

0.0430 

492,480 

0.0500 

0.0500 

448,303,307 

0.0440 

0.0440 

313,991,168 

0.0480 

0.0480 

1,008,406 

Metro-North  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

82,061,000 

1.6098 

1.6098 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

16,108,090 

1.5399 

1.5399 

17,495,733 

1.7410 

1.7410 

1,873,667 

Pension 

82,061,000 

0.2440 

0.2440 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

16,108,090 

0.2430 

0.2430 

17,495,733 

0.2490 

0.2490 

282,936 

Dispatch 

82,061,000 

0.0520 

0.0500  B 

0 

0.0200 

0.0200  B 

16,108,090 

0.0520 

0.0500  B 

17,495,733 

0.0510 

0.0500  b 

57,832 

Debt  Service 

82,061,000 

0.3420 

0.3400 

0 

0.3420 

0.3400 

16,108,090 

0.3420 

0.3400 

17,495,733 

0.3420 

0.3400 

393,260 

Northeast  Ambulance  &  FPD 

General  Revenue 

133,470,880 

1.5078 

1.5078 

5,780 

1.5078 

1.5078 

27,855,350 

1.5078 

1.5078 

35,577,969 

1.5000 

1.5000 

2,966,234 

Ambulance 

133,470,880 

0.2900 

0.2900 

5,780 

0.2900 

0.2900 

27,855,350 

0.2900 

0.2900 

35,577,969 

0.2900 

0.2900 

571,040 

Pension 

133,470,880 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,780 

0.1000 

0.1000 

27,855,350 

0.1000 

0.1000 

35,577,969 

0.1000 

0.1000 

196,910 

Dispatch 

133,470,880 

0.0420 

0.0400 

5,780 

0.0500 

0.0400 

27,855,350 

0.0420 

0.0400 

35,577,969 

0.0400 

0.0400 

78,763 

Pattonville  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

126,876,940 

0.9830 

0.9830 

383,620 

0.9830 

0.9830 

414,690,357 

0.9830 

0.9830 

278,005,534 

0.9830 

0.9830 

8,060,171 

Ambulance 

126,876,940 

0.2500 

0.2500 

383,620 

0.2500 

0.2500 

414,690,357 

0.2500 

0.2500 

278,005,534 

0.2500 

0.2500 

2,049,891 

Pension 

126,876,940 

0.1500 

0.1500 

383,620 

0.1500 

0.1500 

414,690,357 

0.1500 

0.1500 

278,005,534 

0.1500 

0.1500 

1,229,934 

Dispatch 

126,876,940 

0.0500 

0.0500 

383,620 

0.0500 

0.0500 

414,690,357 

0.0500 

0.0500 

278,005,534 

0.0500 

0.0500 

409,978 

Debt  Service 

126,876,940 

0.3360 

0.1700 

383,620 

0.3360 

0.1700 

414,690,357 

0.3360 

0.1700 

278,005,534 

0.3360 

0.1700 

1,393,926 

Riverview  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

97,545,390 

1.4612 

1.4612 

2,400 

1.4612 

1.4612 

16,603,477 

1.4612 

1.4612 

20,447,167 

1.4544 

1.4544 

1,965,362 

Pension 

97,545,390 

0.2500 

0.2500 

2,400 

0.2500 

0.2500 

16,603,477 

0.2500 

0.2500 

20,447,167 

0.2500 

0.2500 

336,496 

Dispatch 

97,545,390 

0.0500 

0.0500 

2,400 

0.0000 

0.0000 

16,603,477 

0.0500 

0.0500 

20,447,167 

0.0500 

0.0500 

67,299 

Debt  Service 

97,545,390 

0.2210 

0.2210 

2,400 

0.2210 

0.2210 

16,603,477 

0.2210 

0.2210 

20,447,167 

0.2210 

0.2210 

297,462 

Robertson  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

39,107,120 

0.8900 

0.8900 

223,120 

0.8900 

0.8900 

173,655,985 

0.8900 

0.8900 

95,094,104 

0.8900 

0.8900 

2,741,915 

Ambulance 

39,107,120 

0.6630 

0.6630 

223,120 

0.7000 

0.7000 

173,655,985 

0.6980 

0.6980 

95,094,104 

0.7000 

0.7000 

2,138,620 

Pension 

39,107,120 

0.2000 

0.2000 

223,120 

0.2000 

0.2000 

173,655,985 

0.2000 

0.2000 

95,094,104 

0.2000 

0.2000 

616,160 

Dispatch 

39,107,120 

0.0500 

0.0500 

223,120 

0.0500 

0.0500 

173,655,985 

0.0500 

0.0500 

95,094,104 

0.0500 

0.0500 

154,041 

Debt  Service 

39,107,120 

0.3520 

0.2090 

223,120 

0.3520 

0.2090 

173,655,985 

0.3520 

0.2090 

95,094,104 

0.3520 

0.2090 

643,888 

Spanish  Lake  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

111,103,900 

1.4587 

1.4587 

83,380 

1.5000 

1.5000 

25,922,792 

1.3951 

1.3951 

24,795,097 

1.5000 

1.5000 

2,355,499 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Spanish  Lake  Fire  Protection  Dist 

Pension 

111,103,900 

0.1500 

0.1500 

83,380 

0.1500 

0.1500 

25,922,792 

0.1500 

0.1500 

24,795,097 

0.1500 

0.1500 

242,858 

Dispatch 

111,103,900 

0.0500 

0.0500 

83,380 

0.0500 

0.0500 

25,922,792 

0.0500 

0.0500 

24,795,097 

0.0500 

0.0500 

80,953 

Debt  Service 

111,103,900 

0.2760 

0.1640 

83,380 

0.2760 

0.1640 

25,922,792 

0.2760 

0.1640 

24,795,097 

0.2760 

0.1640 

265,524 

Valley  Park  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

150,819,770 

0.8010 

0.8010 

152,880 

0.7730 

0.7730 

53,554,232 

0.8460 

0.8460 

42,907,610 

0.8800 

0.8800 

2,039,904 

Ambulance 

150,819,770 

0.2740 

0.2740 

152,880 

0.2660 

0.2660 

53,554,232 

0.2880 

0.2880 

42,907,610 

0.3000 

0.3000 

696,612 

Pension 

150,819,770 

0.0920 

0.0920 

152,880 

0.0890 

0.0890 

53,554,232 

0.0960 

0.0960 

42,907,610 

0.1000 

0.1000 

233,210 

Dispatch 

150,819,770 

0.0280 

0.0280 

152,880 

0.0260 

0.0260 

53,554,232 

0.0280 

0.0280 

42,907,610 

0.0300 

0.0300 

70,137 

Mid-County  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

44,557,940 

1.7507 

1.7507 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

53,007,946 

1.8304 

1.8304 

30,801,961 

1.8500 

1.8500 

2,320,169 

Ambulance 

44,557,940 

0.1500 

0.1500 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

53,007,946 

0.1500 

0.1500 

30,801,961 

0.1500 

0.1500 

192,552 

Pension 

44,557,940 

0.2500 

0.2500 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

53,007,946 

0.2500 

0.2500 

30,801,961 

0.2500 

0.2500 

320,920 

Dispatch 

44,557,940 

0.0300 

0.0300 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

53,007,946 

0.0300 

0.0300 

30,801,961 

0.0300 

0.0300 

38,510 

Debt  Service 

44,557,940 

0.3430 

0.2400 

0 

0.3430 

0.2400 

53,007,946 

0.3430 

0.2400 

30,801,961 

0.3430 

0.2400 

308,083 

West  Overland  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

52,629,980 

1.0438 

1.0100  b 

0 

0.3000 

0.0000  B 

69,651,650 

1.0737 

1.0100  B 

24,424,507 

1.0403 

1.0100  B 

1,481,733 

Ambulance 

52,629,980 

0.6250 

0.6250 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

69,651,650 

0.6300 

0.6300 

24,424,507 

0.6500 

0.6500 

926,501 

Pension 

52,629,980 

0.1500 

0.1500 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

69,651,650 

0.1500 

0.1500 

24,424,507 

0.1500 

0.1500 

220,059 

Dispatch 

52,629,980 

0.0500 

0.0500 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

69,651,650 

0.0500 

0.0500 

24,424,507 

0.0500 

0.0500 

73,353 

Debt  Service 

52,629,980 

0.1820 

0.1820 

0 

0.1820 

0.1820 

69,651,650 

0.1820 

0.1820 

24,424,507 

0.1820 

0.1820 

267,006 

Black  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

766,703,020 

0.0860 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

617,491,725 

0.0930 

0.0000 

141,300,367 

0.0950 

0.0000 

0 

Clayton  Central  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

59,409,090 

0.0930 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

276,983,246 

0.0960 

0.0000 

38,916,844 

0.0900 

0.0000 

0 

Coldwater  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

982,001,100 

0.1000 

0.1000 

87,920 

0.1000 

0.1000 

530,107,188 

0.1000 

0.1000 

382,719,816 

0.1000 

0.1000 

1,894,916 

Creve  Coeur-Frontenac  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

318,385,900 

0.0750 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

189,682,449 

0.0730 

0.0000 

65,930,899 

0.0760 

0.0000 

0 

Deer  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

2,539,551,510 

0.0840 

0.0840 

227,570 

0.0790 

0.0790 

1,078,639,029 

0.0830 

0.0830 

394,580,744 

0.0930 

0.0930 

3,395,633 

Fountain  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

92,032,370 

0.1110 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

21,634,167 

0.1060 

0.0000 

18,557,185 

0.1000 

0.0000 

0 

Gravois  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

988,100,770 

0.0790 

0.0790 

151,910 

0.1000 

0.1000 

432,562,658 

0.0840 

0.0840 

205,377,245 

0.0860 

0.0860 

1,320,729 

Loretta-Joplin  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

21,182,250 

0.0770 

0.0770 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,912,632 

0.0830 

0.0830 

4,198,493 

0.0900 

0.0900 

21,676 

Maline  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

367,198,600 

0.1000 

0.1000 

25,870 

0.1000 

0.1000 

203,286,460 

0.0890 

0.0890 

127,142,064 

0.1000 

0.1000 

675,292 

Meramec  River  Basin  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

2,080,612,900 

0.0000 

0.0000 

911,200 

0.0000 

0.0000 

864,877,563 

0.0000 

0.0000 

416,204,816 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

Missouri  River-Bonfils  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

134,789,710 

0.0000 

0.0000 

122,970 

0.0000 

0.0000 

545,910,177 

0.0000 

0.0000 

181,572,340 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

North  Affton  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

60,191,510 

0.0790 

0.0790 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

4,715,507 

0.0790 

0.0790 

9,672,781 

0.0850 

0.0850 

59,498 

Seminary  Branch  RDP  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

228,954,570 

0.0680 

0.0680 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

45,254,643 

0.0780 

0.0780 

40,960,914 

0.0760 

0.0760 

222,118 

Shrewsbury  Branch  RDP  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

21,414,530 

0.0620 

0.0620 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

4,478,909 

0.0660 

0.0660 

3,796,404 

0.0820 

0.0820 

19,346 

Sugar  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

288,989,220 

0.0590 

0.0590 

130 

0.0000 

0.0000 

101,755,808 

0.0420 

0.0420 

40,244,722 

0.0690 

0.0690 

241,010 

University  City  Branch  RDP  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

512,862,400 

0.0850 

0.0850 

3,580 

0.0000 

0.0000 

274,013,001 

0.0940 

0.0940 

139,261,858 

0.0940 

0.0940 

824,411 

Watkins  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

96,275,730 

0.1000 

0.1000 

6,060 

0.1000 

0.1000 

32,337,527 

0.1000 

0.1000 

22,614,131 

0.0990 

0.0990 

151,008 

Wellston  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

13,766,270 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

13,016,298 

0.1000 

0.1000 

7,716,605 

0.1000 

0.1000 

34,499 

Hancock  Street  Light  Dist  St.  Louis 

General  Revenue 

44,474,950 

0.1570 

0.1570 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

70,407,370 

0.2000 

0.2000 

38,860,750 

0.1700 

0.1700 

276,704 
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Assessed  Value 
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Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Wheaton  Cook  Lyndhurst  Light  Dist  General  Revenue 

5,953,790 

0.1990 

0.1990 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,149,900 

0.1960 

0.1960 

1,061,080 

0.2000 

0.2000 

16,224 

Castle  Point  Street  Light  District 

General  Revenue 

0 

0.0000 

0.1900 

D 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.1900 

D 

0 

0.0000 

0.1850 

D 

0 

Glasgow  Village  Street  Light  Dist 

General  Revenue 

20,191,750 

0.1600 

0.1600 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

336,950 

0.1600 

0.1600 

2,806,750 

0.1580 

0.1580 

37,281 

Elmwood  Park  Street  Light  District 

General  Revenue 

2,114,620 

0.0000 

0.1000 

D 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

99,160 

0.0000 

0.1000 

D 

395,460 

0.0000 

0.1000 

D 

2,609 

Clayton  Special  Business  District 

General  Revenue 

51,099,260 

0.1260 

0.1210 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

273,332,970 

0.1350 

0.1310 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

419,896 

Maplewood  Special  Business  District  General  Revenue 

495,080 

0.2090 

0.1410 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

14,685,340 

0.4120 

0.3350 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

49,894 

University  City  Spec  Bus  Dist  BD57 

General  Revenue 

1,026,860 

0.5900 

0.5900 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

6,753,400 

0.5360 

0.5360 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

42,256 

Webster  Groves-Old  Webster  Bus  Di  General  Revenue 

517,400 

0.1740 

0.1740 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

11,772,120 

0.3120 

0.3120 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

37,629 

Webster  Groves-Old  Orchard  Bus  Di  General  Revenue 

175,580 

0.3690 

0.3600 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

8,004,630 

0.3780 

0.3600 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

29,449 

Kirkwood  Special  Business  District 

General  Revenue 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

30,178,900 

0.4540 

0.4540 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

137,012 

Jennings  Special  Business  District 

General  Revenue 

39,330 

0.4300 

0.4300 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,836,130 

0.4300 

0.4300 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

8,064 

Productive  Living  Board 

General  Revenue 

13,450,806,500 

0.0840 

0.0840 

4,732,270 

0.0900 

0.0900 

5,486,114,693 

0.0900 

0.0900 

3,323,618,526 

0.0900 

0.0900 

19,231,696 

Parkview  Gardens  Spec  Bus  Dist  BD  General  Revenue 

12,053,660 

0.6270 

0.6270 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

2,378,930 

0.7220 

0.7220 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

92,752 

Crossroads  Special  Business  Dist 

General  Revenue 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

4,114,730 

0.3890 

0.3890 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

16,006 

Robinwood  West  Community  Imp  Di  General  Revenue 

14,705,920 

0.7520 

0.7520 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

110,589 

General  Revenue-Temp 

14,705,920 

0.2800 

0.2800 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

41,177 

Crestwood  Point  Community  Imp  Di  Debt  Service 

0 

5.0903 

3.0000 

0 

5.0903 

3.0000 

1,805,400 

5.0903 

3.0000 

0 

5.0903 

3.0000 

54,162 

Crossings  Community  Imp  District 

General  Revenue 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

4,522,790 

1.9528 

1.9528 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

88,321 

Crestwood  Market  Community  Imp 

Debt  Service 

0 

6.1735 

5.0000 

0 

6.1735 

5.0000 

1,491,040 

6.1735 

5.0000 

0 

6.1735 

5.0000 

74,552 

Hazelwood  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

901,446,480 

5.2804 

5.2804 

E 

641,510 

5.5500 

5.5500 

E 

422,998,080 

5.4277 

5.4277 

E 

333,026,840 

5.4050 

5.4050 

E 

88,594,752 

Debt  Service 

901,446,480 

1.5320 

1.5320 

641,510 

1.5320 

1.5320 

422,998,080 

1.5320 

1.5320 

333,026,840 

1.5320 

1.5320 

25,402,290 

Ferguson-Florissant  R-II  Sch  Dist 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

433,731,540 

4.7400 

4.7400 

E 

15,730 

4.7400 

4.7400 

E 

334,984,680 

4.7400 

4.7400 

E 

218,837,640 

4.7400 

4.7400 

E 

46,810,799 

Debt  Service 

433,731,540 

0.3000 

0.3000 

15,730 

0.3000 

0.3000 

334,984,680 

0.3000 

0.3000 

218,837,640 

0.3000 

0.3000 

2,962,709 

Pattonville  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

402,991,660 

4.1100 

4.0313 

186,700 

4.1100 

3.9568 

586,047,180 

4.1100 

4.0865 

C 

386,536,550 

3.9305 

3.7773 

54,802,653 

Debt  Service 

402,991,660 

0.7590 

0.4900 

186,700 

0.7590 

0.4900 

586,047,180 

0.7590 

0.4900 

386,536,550 

0.7590 

0.4900 

6,741,234 

Kirkwood  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

857,774,430 

3.1871 

3.1871 

E 

226,550 

4.4118 

4.4118 

E 

221,451,800 

4.3778 

4.3778 

E 

129,162,850 

3.7875 

3.7875 

E 

41,934,884 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

857,774,430 

0.7320 

0.7320 

226,550 

0.6570 

0.6570 

221,451,800 

0.7320 

0.7320 

129,162,850 

0.7320 

0.7320 

8,846,896 

Debt  Service 

857,774,430 

0.3650 

0.3650 

226,550 

0.3650 

0.3650 

221,451,800 

0.3650 

0.3650 

129,162,850 

0.3650 

0.3650 

4,411,447 

Lindbergh  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

760,863,240 

3.4579 

3.4595 

G 

186,330 

5.7261 

5.7261 

E 

272,303,630 

3.9337 

3.9450 

G 

140,686,430 

3.9096 

3.9096 

E 

42,575,388 

Debt  Service 

760,863,240 

0.4950 

0.4950 

186,330 

0.4950 

0.4950 

272,303,630 

0.4950 

0.4950 

140,686,430 

0.4950 

0.4950 

5,811,496 

Mehlville  R-IX  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1,171,524,490 

3.6174 

3.6174 

E 

336,170 

4.0600 

4.0600 

E 

291,139,160 

3.5396 

3.5396 

E 

246,961,940 

3.9761 

3.9761 

E 

62,516,992 

Debt  Service 

1,171,524,490 

0.0320 

0.0320 

336,170 

0.0320 

0.0320 

291,139,160 

0.0320 

0.0320 

246,961,940 

0.0320 

0.0320 

547,189 

Parkway  C-2  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

2,659,275,230 

3.8519 

3.5961 

E 

687,270 

5.1198 

5.1198 

E 

1,064,371,430 

4.1938 

4.2115 

G 

531,602,650 

3.7379 

3.7379 

E 

160,362,162 

Debt  Service 

2,659,275,230 

0.3400 

0.3400 

687,270 

0.3400 

0.3400 

1,064,371,430 

0.3400 

0.3400 

531,602,650 

0.3400 

0.3400 

14,470,185 

Affton  101  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

266,893,660 

5.3581 

5.3523 

E 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

59,482,120 

5.6189 

5.6189 

E 

55,438,090 

5.5131 

5.5131 

E 

20,683,547 

Bayless  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

111,971,390 

4.2492 

4.2492 

H 

0 

0.9200 

0.9200 

H 

12,114,030 

4.4184 

4.4184 

H 

21,423,720 

4.9131 

4.9131 

H 

6,345,703 
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LISTING  OF  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SEPARATE  TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 


Residential  Real  Estate  Agricultural  Real  Estate  Commercial  Real  Estate  Personal  Property 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Revenue 

Bayless  School  District 

Debt  Service 

111,971,390 

0.7200 

0.5240 

0 

0.7200 

0.5240 

12,114,030 

0.7200 

0.5240 

21,423,720 

0.7200 

0.5240 

762,468 

Brentwood  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

146,299,230 

3.4699 

3.6729 

c 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

97,345,680 

4.0178 

4.5757 

c 

36,645,330 

3.3950 

3.3383 

c 

11,051,001 

Debt  Service 

146,299,230 

0.5190 

0.2800 

0 

0.5190 

0.2800 

97,345,680 

0.5190 

0.2800 

36,645,330 

0.5190 

0.2800 

784,813 

Clayton  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

494,085,130 

3.3718 

3.3850 

c 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

414,551,100 

3.7052 

3.6958 

c 

91,252,570 

3.4615 

3.3718 

35,122,616 

Debt  Service 

494,085,130 

1.0161 

0.6230 

0 

1.0161 

0.6230 

414,551,100 

1.0161 

0.6230 

91,252,570 

1.0161 

0.6230 

6,229,307 

Hancock  Place  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

43,763,490 

3.2267 

3.2267 

E 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

70,359,860 

3.7777 

3.7777 

E 

38,734,060 

4.3000 

4.3000 

E 

5,735,666 

Debt  Service 

43,763,490 

1.1945 

1.0100 

0 

1.1945 

1.0100 

70,359,860 

1.1945 

1.0100 

38,734,060 

1.1945 

1.0100 

1,543,860 

Jennings  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

64,604,160 

5.5500 

5.5500 

E 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

14,340,340 

5.5500 

5.5500 

E 

21,152,940 

4.8034 

4.8034 

E 

5,397,480 

Debt  Service 

64,604,160 

1.4385 

0.9900 

0 

1.4385 

0.9900 

14,340,340 

1.4385 

0.9900 

21,152,940 

1.4385 

0.9900 

990,964 

Ladue  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

1,085,665,810 

3.3398 

3.2400 

B 

4,690 

3.3475 

3.2400 

B 

229,540,900 

3.3377 

3.2400 

B 

130,712,420 

3.3372 

3.2400 

B 

46,847,931 

Debt  Service 

1,085,665,810 

0.7810 

0.3900 

4,690 

0.7810 

0.3900 

229,540,900 

0.7810 

0.3900 

130,712,420 

0.7810 

0.3900 

5,639,103 

Maplewood-Richmond  Heights  SD 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

166,680,170 

4.2565 

4.2603 

G 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

62,631,880 

4.3164 

4.3267 

G 

31,083,000 

4.9158 

4.9158 

E 

11,338,947 

Debt  Service 

166,680,170 

1.0600 

1.0600 

0 

1.0600 

1.0600 

62,631,880 

1.0600 

1.0600 

31,083,000 

1.0600 

1.0600 

2,760,188 

Normandy  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

165,697,850 

4.6600 

4.6600 

F 

5,780 

4.6540 

4.6540 

F 

39,985,600 

4.6600 

4.6600 

F 

50,253,390 

4.6600 

4.6600 

F 

11,926,926 

Debt  Service 

165,697,850 

2.2906 

1.7314 

5,780 

2.2906 

1.7314 

39,985,600 

2.2906 

1.7314 

50,253,390 

2.2906 

1.7314 

4,431,391 

Ritenour  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

265,687,940 

4.0211 

4.0580 

G 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

166,932,950 

4.2864 

4.3493 

G 

126,057,720 

4.0492 

4.0492 

E 

23,146,361 

Debt  Service 

265,687,940 

1.5562 

0.9100 

0 

1.5562 

0.9100 

166,932,950 

1.5562 

0.9100 

126,057,720 

1.5562 

0.9100 

5,083,975 

Riverview  Gardens  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

178,008,650 

4.3500 

4.4140 

G 

2,400 

4.3500 

4.3500 

E 

20,590,660 

4.3500 

4.6161 

G 

35,355,510 

4.1177 

4.1177 

E 

10,263,725 

Debt  Service 

178,008,650 

1.0816 

1.0800 

2,400 

1.0816 

1.0800 

20,590,660 

1.0816 

1.0800 

35,355,510 

1.0816 

1.0800 

2,526,738 

University  City  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

483,450,850 

4.1291 

4.0774 

E 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

57,173,020 

4.6409 

4.5876 

E 

63,211,520 

5.1824 

5.1223 

E 

25,572,978 

Debt  Service 

483,450,850 

0.7520 

0.7380 

0 

0.7520 

0.7380 

57,173,020 

0.7520 

0.7380 

63,211,520 

0.7520 

0.7380 

4,456,305 

Valley  Park  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

95,154,220 

4.3562 

4.3562 

E 

17,370 

4.5423 

4.5423 

E 

39,179,600 

4.5106 

4.5106 

E 

29,955,680 

4.6500 

4.6500 

E 

7,306,071 

Debt  Service 

95,154,220 

1.0587 

0.7025 

17,370 

1.0587 

0.7025 

39,179,600 

1.0587 

0.7025 

29,955,680 

1.0587 

0.7025 

1,154,256 

Webster  Groves  School  District 

Operating  Funds-Schools 

548,120,530 

5.1889 

5.1889 

E 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

79,388,820 

5.6228 

5.6228 

E 

75,772,470 

5.9100 

5.9100 

E 

37,383,454 

Debt  Service 

548,120,530 

1.2393 

0.5699 

0 

1.2393 

0.5699 

79,388,820 

1.2393 

0.5699 

75,772,470 

1.2393 

0.5699 

4,008,003 

St.  Louis  County 

General  Revenue 

13,450,760,470 

0.2630 

0.2000 

4,716,310 

0.3500 

0.2000 

5,477,719,003 

0.2870 

0.2000 

3,323,618,526 

0.2810 

0.2000 

44,513,629 

Parks  &  Recreation 

13,450,760,470 

0.0660 

0.0500 

4,716,310 

0.0700 

0.0500 

5,477,719,003 

0.0700 

0.0500 

3,323,618,526 

0.0700 

0.0500 

11,128,407 

Road  &  Bridge 

13,450,760,470 

0.1690 

0.1050 

4,716,310 

0.1800 

0.1050 

5,477,719,003 

0.1800 

0.1050 

3,323,618,526 

0.1800 

0.1050 

23,369,654 

Health 

13,450,760,470 

0.2250 

0.1400 

4,716,310 

0.3000 

0.1400 

5,477,719,003 

0.2470 

0.1400 

3,323,618,526 

0.2410 

0.1400 

31,159,541 

Debt  Service 

13,450,760,470 

0.1040 

0.0280 

4,716,310 

0.1040 

0.0280 

5,477,719,003 

0.1040 

0.0280 

3,323,618,526 

0.1040 

0.0280 

6,231,908 
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LISTING  OF  2012  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SEPARATE  TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 

Residential  Real  Estate  Agricultural  Real  Estate  Commercial  Real  Estate  Personal  Property 


Political  Subdivision  Purpose  Assessed  Value    Ceiling   Levied      Assessed  Value   Ceiling    Levied      Assessed  Value     Ceiling    Levied     Assessed  Value  Ceiling    Levied  Revenue 


Total  Revenue     $  1,278,175,011 


LEGEND: 


*      Levy  was  not  certified  due  to  insufficient  substantiating  data;  however,  it  does  not  appear  that  a  rate  was  levied. 
**     Levy  did  not  exist. 

A      A  new  voter  approved  tax  rate,  newly  formed  district,  or  a  levy  voted  to  replace  an  expired  levy.  No  newly  approved  tax  rates  were  passed  in  St.  Louis  County  in  2012  and  therefore  none  are  listed  in  this  appendix. 
B      A  voter  approved  increase  or  decrease  to  an  existing  levy. 
C      Levy  includes  a  recoupment  rate  authorized  by  state  law. 

D      Levied  a  tax  rate  in  excess  of  the  legally  permissible  tax  levy  as  provided  by  state  law,  see  the  Results  Section  for  the  2012  levies. 

E      School  district  has  a  full  Proposition  C  (sales  tax)  waiver  which  allows  the  school  district  to  reduce  its  required  Proposition  C  reduction  to  $0,000  and  levy  up  to  its  calculated  tax  rate  ceiling. 

F      School  district  has  a  partial  Proposition  C  (sales  tax)  waiver  which  allows  the  school  district  to  waive  a  portion  of  its  required  Proposition  C  reduction  to  the  extent  necessary  to  collect  $2.7500  or  the  amount  stated  on  the  ballot. 
G      Levy  includes  a  recoupment  rate  authorized  by  state  law.  School  district  has  a  full  Proposition  C  (sales  tax)  waiver  which  allows  the  school  district  to  reduce  its  required  Proposition  C  reduction  to  $0.0000  and  levy  up  to  its 
calculated  tax  rate  ceiling. 

H      A  voter  approved  increase  or  decrease  to  an  existing  levy.  School  district  has  a  full  Proposition  C  (sales  tax)  waiver  which  allows  the  school  district  to  reduce  its  required  Proposition  C  reduction  to  $0,000  and  levy  up  to  its 
calculated  tax  rate  ceiling. 

NOTES: 

This  Appendix  contains  levy  information  for  political  subdivisions  wholly  in  St.  Louis  County  and  the  City  of  Gladstone  in  Clay  County.  Previous  legislation  required  taxing  authorities  wholly  in  St.  Louis  County  and  allowed  the  City 
of  Gladstone  in  Clay  County  to  calculate  a  separate  tax  rate  on  each  subclass  of  property.  Political  subdivisions  partially  in  St.  Louis  County  and  partially  in  another  county(ies)  were  also  required  by  previous  legislation  to  levy  a  single 
rate  on  all  property  when  one  or  more  counties  opted  in  and  one  or  more  counties  opted  out  of  the  provisions  requiring  the  multi  rate  calculation.  See  Appendix  VII  for  a  listing  of  2012  and  201 1  taxing  authorities  that  calculated  a 
single  tax  rate  to  apply  to  all  property. 

All  rates  in  the  levied  column  represent  the  rate  extended  and  certified  to  the  State  Auditor's  office  by  both  taxing  authority  and  the  county  or  counties  in  which  the  tax  rate  is  levied. 
Assessed  Value  column  presents  only  the  assessed  valuation  the  property  tax  is  levied  against. 

The  revenue  generated  is  computed  by  dividing  the  assessed  valuation  by  100  and  multiplying  the  quotient  by  the  tax  rate  levied. 
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2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A 


Residential  Real  Estate 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Clay 

City  of  Gladstone 

General  Revenue 

240,926,430 

0.9290 

0.9290 

St.  Louis 

City  of  Bellefontaine  Neighbors 

General  Revenue 

61,648,110 

0.2450 

0.2450 

Debt  Service 

61,648,110 

0.5440 

0.0000 

Village  of  Bellerive  Acres 

General  Revenue 

3,288,160 

0.8000 

0.8000 

Village  of  Bel  Nor 

General  Revenue 

17,101,741 

0.4960 

0.4960 

Village  of  Bel  Ridge 

General  Revenue 

9,208,670 

0.3500 

0.3500 

Debt  Service 

9,208,670 

0.1510 

0.1510 

City  of  Berkeley 

General  Revenue 

39,610,410 

0.7790 

0.7790 

Pension 

39,610,410 

0.1100 

0.1100 

Debt  Service 

39,610,410 

0.1900 

0.1900 

City  of  Beverly  Hills 

General  Revenue 

2,548,260 

0.2330 

0.2330 

City  of  Black  Jack 

Debt  Service 

52,575,130 

0.5950 

0.5950 

City  of  Breckenridge  Hills 

General  Revenue 

21,340,870 

0.2130 

0.2100 

City  of  Brentwood 

General  Revenue 

140,987,730 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Library 

140,987,730 

0.1570 

0.1500 

Pension 

140,987,730 

0.3650 

0.3530 

Debt  Service 

140,987,730 

0.1650 

0.1100 

City  of  Bridgeton 

General  Revenue 

102,995,480 

0.2500 

0.1600 

Village  of  Calverton  Park 

General  Revenue 

8,743,500 

0.2680 

0.2150 

City  of  Charlack 

General  Revenue 

6,964,900 

0.2150 

0.2150 

City  of  Clarkson  Valley 

General  Revenue 

96,172,020 

0.1200 

0.1200 

City  of  Clayton 

General  Revenue 

461,116,400 

0.6350 

0.6260 

Police 

461,116,400 

0.1251 

0.0000  A 

Debt  Service 

461,116,400 

0.1160 

0.0910 

City  of  Cool  Valley 

General  Revenue 

6,582,880 

0.2170 

0.2170 

City  of  Country  Club  Hills 

General  Revenue 

4,321,290 

0.7830 

0.7830 

Parks  &  Recreation 

4,321,290 

0.3620 

0.3620 

Health 

4,321,290 

0.2000 

0.2000 

Village  of  Country  Life  Acres 

General  Revenue 

6,342,960 

0.3730 

0.3730 

City  of  Crestwood 

General  Revenue 

170,158,790 

0.2410 

0.2410 

General  Revenue-Temp 

170,158,790 

0.2000 

0.2000 

TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 


Agricultural  Real  Estate  Commercial  Real  Estate  Personal  Property 


Assessed  Value      Ceiling      Levied      Assessed  Value      Ceiling      Levied      Assessed  Value      Ceiling  Levied 


519,040 

0.9290 

0.9290 

58,338,511 

0.9290 

0.9290 

50,543,720 

0.9290 

0.9290 

70 

0.0000 

0.0000 

10,732,659 

0.1800 

0.1800 

12,218,528 

0.2360 

0.2360 

70 

0.5440 

0.0000 

10,732,659 

0.5440 

0.0000 

12,218,528 

0.5440 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

341,920 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,008,443 

0.7670 

0.7670 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

425,820 

0.4630 

0.4630 

2,312,934 

0.5530 

0.5530 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

5,447,823 

0.3500 

0.3500 

3,166,264 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.1510 

0.1510 

5,447,823 

0.1510 

0.1510 

3,166,264 

0.1510 

0.1510 

3,850 

1.0000 

1.0000 

114,521,304 

0.8230 

0.8230 

48,578,798 

0.9200 

0.9200 

3,850 

0.1100 

0.1100 

114,521,304 

0.1100 

0.1100 

48,578,798 

0.1100 

0.1100 

3,850 

0.1900 

0.1900 

114,521,304 

0.1900 

0.1900 

48,578,798 

0.1900 

0.1900 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,228,241 

0.2330 

0.2330 

633,559 

0.2320 

0.2320 

2,880 

0.5950 

0.5950 

2,220,110 

0.5950 

0.5950 

11,580,601 

0.5950 

0.5950 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

8,888,916 

0.2160 

0.2100 

4,170,529 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

99,972,271 

0.2150 

0.1860 

31,200,819 

0.2070 

0.2070 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

99,972,271 

0.1880 

0.1660 

31,200,819 

0.1790 

0.1790 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

99,972,271 

0.4110 

0.4110 

31,200,819 

0.3850 

0.3850 

0 

0.1650 

0.1100 

99,972,271 

0.1650 

0.1100 

31,200,819 

0.1650 

0.1100 

118,570 

0.0000 

0.0000 

271,102,745 

0.2420 

0.2420 

75,633,053 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

534,760 

0.2370 

0.2150 

1,454,436 

0.2150 

0.2150 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

2,761,160 

0.2180 

0.2180 

1,653,842 

0.2570 

0.2570 

4,100 

0.1950 

0.1950 

15,094,850 

0.1010 

0.1010 

10,130,780 

0.1530 

0.1530 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

339,228,065 

0.6810 

0.6810 

76,869,253 

0.7070 

0.7070 

0 

0.1251 

0.0000  A 

339,228,065 

0.1251 

0.0000  A 

76,869,253 

0.1251 

0.0000  A 

0 

0.1160 

0.0910 

339,228,065 

0.1160 

0.0910 

76,869,253 

0.1160 

0.0910 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

6,065,167 

0.3500 

0.3500 

2,900,651 

0.1650 

0.1650 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

893,630 

0.8050 

0.8050 

1,151,230 

0.7300 

0.7300 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

893,630 

0.3500 

0.3500 

1,151,230 

0.3340 

0.3340 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

893,630 

0.2000 

0.2000 

1,151,230 

0.1880 

0.1880 

240 

0.0000 

0.0000 

75,235 

0.4130 

0.4130 

471,002 

0.4200 

0.4200 

150 

0.0000 

0.0000 

64,703,945 

0.3830 

0.3830 

26,483,545 

0.2790 

0.2790 

150 

0.0000 

0.0000 

64,703,945 

0.2000 

0.2000 

26,483,545 

0.2000 

0.2000 
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Residential  Real  Estate  Agricultural  Real  Estate  Commercial  Real  Estate  Personal  Property 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levie 

City  of  Creve  Coeur 

General  Revenue 

447,716,770 

0.0870 

0.0840 

2,270 

0.1000 

0.0910 

357,004,329 

0.0800 

0.0790 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

City  of  Crystal  Lake  Park 

General  Revenue 

14,813,290 

0.6700 

0.6700 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

151,907 

0.3180 

0.3170 

1,198,380 

0.8080 

0.8080 

City  of  Dellwood 

General  Revenue 

25,724,990 

0.2220 

0.2210 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

7,654,760 

0.2270 

0.1850 

6,878,754 

0.2350 

0.2350 

City  of  Des  Peres 

General  Revenue 

214,512,110 

0.0000 

0.0000 

223,090 

0.0000 

0.0000 

139,549,850 

0.0000 

0.0000 

40,168,780 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Debt  Service 

214,512,110 

0.9020 

0.0000 

223,090 

0.9020 

0.0000 

139,549,850 

0.9020 

0.0000 

40,168,780 

0.9020 

0.0000 

City  of  Edmundson 

General  Revenue 

4,415,500 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

21,255,240 

0.4880 

0.4880 

8,735,572 

0.0000 

0.0000 

City  of  Ellisville 

General  Revenue 

144,559,660 

0.4070 

0.1500 

610 

0.1640 

0.1500 

102,325,904 

0.4060 

0.1500 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

City  of  Eureka 

General  Revenue 

132,805,010 

0.4630 

0.3900 

105,590 

0.4520 

0.3900 

56,260,225 

0.4550 

0.3900 

32,059,086 

0.3900 

0.3900 

City  of  Ferguson 

General  Revenue 

113,589,100 

0.4490 

0.4490 

8,220 

0.4500 

0.4500 

38,381,770 

0.4500 

0.4500 

32,755,000 

0.4500 

0.4500 

Parks  &  Recreation 

113,589,100 

0.1940 

0.1940 

8,220 

0.2000 

0.2000 

38,381,770 

0.1950 

0.1950 

32,755,000 

0.1980 

0.1980 

Debt  Service 

113,589,100 

0.3790 

0.3790 

8,220 

0.3790 

0.3790 

38,381,770 

0.3790 

0.3790 

32,755,000 

0.3790 

0.3790 

City  of  Flordell  Hills 

General  Revenue 

2,883,480 

0.5310 

0.5310 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

804,930 

1.0000 

1.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

City  of  Florissant 

General  Revenue 

366,115,260 

0.0000 

0.0000 

25,450 

0.0000 

0.0000 

128,716,371 

0.0000 

0.0000 

72,633,730 

0.0000 

0.0000 

City  of  Frontenac 

General  Revenue 

175,034,390 

0.4890 

0.4890 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

41,367,320 

0.5340 

0.5340 

16,526,850 

0.5530 

0.5530 

Village  of  Glen  Echo  Park 

General  Revenue 

1,163,190 

0.4480 

0.4480 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

7,460 

0.5000 

0.5000 

186,220 

0.5000 

0.5000 

City  of  Glendale 

General  Revenue 

134,339,510 

0.4220 

0.4220 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

4,948,168 

0.4700 

0.4700 

13,374,922 

0.5190 

0.5190 

Pension 

134,339,510 

0.0810 

0.0810 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

4,948,168 

0.0940 

0.0940 

13,374,922 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Town  of  Grantwood  Village 

General  Revenue 

20,433,410 

0.2300 

0.2300 

46,740 

0.4920 

0.4920 

1,402,763 

0.1560 

0.1560 

2,458,514 

0.2610 

0.2610 

City  of  Greendale 

General  Revenue 

5,243,500 

0.5190 

0.5180 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

253,560 

0.4430 

0.4420 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Village  of  Hanley  Hills 

General  Revenue 

9,972,140 

0.5000 

0.5000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

286,030 

0.4190 

0.4190 

1,895,021 

0.4500 

0.4500 

City  of  Hazelwood 

General  Revenue 

189,530,970 

0.7670 

0.7670 

379,780 

0.5450 

0.5450 

203,294,461 

0.7700 

0.7700 

106,232,895 

0.7540 

0.7540 

Debt  Service 

189,530,970 

0.2220 

0.2220 

379,780 

0.2220 

0.2220 

203,294,461 

0.2220 

0.2220 

106,232,895 

0.2220 

0.2220 

Village  of  Hillsdale 

General  Revenue 

3,844,797 

0.5000 

0.5000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

2,237,730 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1,876,740 

0.5000 

0.5000 

City  of  Huntleigh 

General  Revenue 

38,846,810 

0.2020 

0.2020 

5,900 

0.2880 

0.2880 

392,555 

0.2710 

0.2710 

2,773,838 

0.2190 

0.2190 

City  of  Jennings 

General  Revenue 

56,448,850 

1.0000 

1.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

15,090,457 

1.0000 

1.0000 

13,202,543 

1.0000 

1.0000 

Pension 

56,448,850 

0.2450 

0.2450 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

15,090,457 

0.2450 

0.2450 

13,202,543 

0.2450 

0.2450 

City  of  Kinloch 

General  Revenue 

918,020 

1.0000 

1.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,421,330 

0.7290 

0.7860  D 

559,660 

1.0000 

1.0000 

City  of  Kirkwood 

General  Revenue 

520,942,110 

0.2950 

0.2760 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

106,477,570 

0.2950 

0.2730 

66,541,299 

0.2760 

0.2760 

Parks  &  Recreation 

520,942,110 

0.1390 

0.1300 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

106,477,570 

0.1400 

0.1290 

66,541,299 

0.1300 

0.1300 

Library 

514,669,320 

0.1910 

0.1820 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

93,923,650 

0.2260 

0.2240 

64,810,039 

0.2350 

0.2350 

Pension 

520,942,110 

0.1300 

0.1190 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

106,477,570 

0.1410 

0.1360 

66,541,299 

0.1720 

0.1720 

Library-Temp 

514,669,320 

0.1200 

0.1200 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

93,923,650 

0.1200 

0.1200 

64,810,039 

0.1200 

0.1200 

Debt  Service 

514,669,320 

0.0800 

0.0780 

0 

0.0800 

0.0780 

93,923,650 

0.0800 

0.0780 

64,810,039 

0.0800 

0.0780 

City  of  Ladue 

General  Revenue 

539,866,910 

0.7100 

0.7100 

1,110 

0.9910 

0.9910 

42,400,788 

0.7440 

0.7440 

40,281,791 

0.7560 

0.7560 

City  of  Lakeshire 

General  Revenue 

14,587,060 

0.3750 

0.3750 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

203,530 

0.3750 

0.3750 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Village  of  Mackenzie 

General  Revenue 

1,593,150 

0.1580 

0.1580 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

56,348 

0.1560 

0.1560 

239,614 

0.1850 

0.1850 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SEPARATE  TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 


Residential  Real  Estate  Agricultural  Real  Estate  Commercial  Real  Estate  Personal  Property 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levie 

City  of  Manchester 

General  Revenue 

242,522,350 

0.0550 

0.0450 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

62,062,470 

0.0570 

0.0450 

39,281,630 

0.0500 

0.0500 

Debt  Service 

242,522,350 

0.1610 

0.1610 

0 

0.1610 

0.1610 

62,062,470 

0.1610 

0.1610 

39,281,630 

0.1610 

0.1610 

City  of  Maplewood 

General  Revenue 

74,923,870 

0.3450 

0.2460 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

53,154,345 

0.5350 

0.5350 

19,077,449 

0.5670 

0.5670 

Pension 

74,923,870 

0.3920 

0.3920 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

53,154,345 

0.4470 

0.4470 

19,077,449 

0.4450 

0.4450 

Solid  Waste 

74,923,870 

0.1600 

0.1530 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

53,154,345 

0.1820 

0.1820 

19,077,449 

0.2180 

0.2180 

Village  of  Marlborough 

General  Revenue 

13,484,560 

0.1080 

0.1080 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

8,663,325 

0.1020 

0.1020 

3,887,203 

0.1110 

0.1110 

City  of  Normandy 

General  Revenue 

18,332,190 

0.4000 

0.4000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

3,849,780 

0.4000 

0.4000 

4,084,150 

0.4000 

0.4000 

City  of  Northwoods 

General  Revenue 

20,496,430 

0.4060 

0.4060 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

4,784,094 

0.2690 

0.2690 

3,953,267 

0.3600 

0.3600 

Debt  Service 

20,496,430 

1.5135 

1.5135 

0 

1.5135 

1.5135 

4,784,094 

1.5135 

1.5135 

3,953,267 

1.5135 

1.5135 

Village  of  Norwood  Court 

General  Revenue 

3,532,273 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

184,790 

0.0000 

0.0000 

664,226 

0.0000 

0.0000 

City  of  Oakland 

General  Revenue 

24,003,250 

0.1920 

0.1920 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

2,602,281 

0.2460 

0.2460 

3,037,282 

0.2370 

0.2370 

City  of  Olivette 

General  Revenue 

155,642,360 

0.6360 

0.6360 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

57,940,582 

0.6990 

0.6990 

24,372,051 

0.7710 

0.7710 

Pension 

155,642,360 

0.2280 

0.2160 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

57,940,582 

0.2390 

0.2380 

24,372,051 

0.2500 

0.2500 

City  of  Overland 

General  Revenue 

108,943,430 

0.0910 

0.0680 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

81,861,431 

0.1000 

0.0840 

24,143,831 

0.0970 

0.0970 

Pension 

108,943,430 

0.1200 

0.1200 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

81,861,431 

0.1200 

0.1200 

34,143,831 

0.1200 

0.1200 

City  of  Pagedale 

General  Revenue 

11,428,630 

0.2680 

0.2690  D 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

11,669,390 

0.3180 

0.3180 

5,901,706 

0.3500 

0.3500 

City  of  Pasadena  Hills 

General  Revenue 

11,655,700 

0.2640 

0.2640 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

100,230 

0.2150 

0.2150 

1,598,050 

0.3100 

0.3100 

Debt  Service 

11,655,700 

1.1008 

1.1008 

0 

1.1008 

1.1008 

100,230 

1.1008 

1.1008 

1,598,050 

1.1008 

1.1008 

Village  of  Pasadena  Park 

General  Revenue 

4,425,699 

0.2770 

0.2770 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

23,260 

0.0000 

0.0000 

594,371 

0.3090 

0.3090 

City  of  Pine  Lawn 

General  Revenue 

11,207,030 

0.3000 

0.3000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

3,211,156 

0.2930 

0.2930 

2,340,903 

0.2570 

0.2570 

City  of  Richmond  Heights 

General  Revenue 

176,474,590 

0.3350 

0.2900 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

114,520,835 

0.3350 

0.2900 

26,489,784 

0.2980 

0.2900 

Library 

176,474,590 

0.1780 

0.1780 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

114,520,835 

0.2250 

0.2250 

26,489,784 

0.2120 

0.2120 

Pension 

176,474,590 

0.3140 

0.2990 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

114,520,835 

0.3320 

0.3200 

26,489,784 

0.3200 

0.3200 

Village  of  Riverview 

General  Revenue 

12,206,710 

0.3340 

0.3340 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

2,077,103 

0.2940 

0.2940 

2,128,621 

0.3120 

0.3120 

City  of  Rock  Hill 

General  Revenue 

61,774,300 

0.2660 

0.2660 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

25,430,669 

0.2820 

0.2820 

10,588,607 

0.3400 

0.3400 

Library 

61,774,300 

0.2700 

0.2700 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

25,430,669 

0.2890 

0.2890 

10,609,577 

0.3550 

0.3550 

Debt  Service 

61,774,300 

0.3800 

0.3800 

0 

0.3800 

0.3800 

25,430,669 

0.3800 

0.3800 

10,588,607 

0.3800 

0.3800 

City  of  St.  Ann 

General  Revenue 

85,657,970 

0.1900 

0.1770 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

29,169,856 

0.2000 

0.2000 

16,060,320 

0.0000 

0.0000 

City  of  St.  John 

General  Revenue 

39,905,720 

0.3470 

0.3470 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

7,550,020 

0.4900 

0.4820 

10,417,416 

0.4500 

0.4500 

City  of  Shrewsbury 

General  Revenue 

74,960,730 

0.4860 

0.4860 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

27,703,095 

0.4810 

0.4810 

14,054,265 

0.5770 

0.5770 

Debt  Service 

74,960,730 

0.4730 

0.4730 

0 

0.4730 

0.4730 

27,703,095 

0.4730 

0.4730 

14,054,265 

0.4730 

0.4730 

City  of  Sunset  Hills 

General  Revenue 

209,561,480 

0.0550 

0.0540 

115,260 

0.0760 

0.0600 

101,201,740 

0.0570 

0.0570 

35,970,895 

0.0600 

0.0600 

Village  of  Sycamore  Hills 

General  Revenue 

5,018,110 

0.2120 

0.2120 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

480,949 

0.2470 

0.2470 

971,909 

0.2530 

0.2530 

Health 

5,018,110 

0.0980 

0.0980 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

480,949 

0.1150 

0.1150 

971,909 

0.1180 

0.1180 

City  of  Town  and  Country 

General  Revenue 

450,181,310 

0.0000 

0.0000 

31,160 

0.0000 

0.0000 

195,662,913 

0.0000 

0.0000 

71,519,723 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Dispatch 

450,181,310 

0.0000 

0.0000 

31,160 

0.0000 

0.0000 

195,662,913 

0.0000 

0.0000 

71,519,723 

0.0000 

0.0000 
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Residential  Real  Estate 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levie 

Village  of  Twin  Oaks 

General  Revenue 

5,194,260 

0.0000 

0.0000 

City  of  University  City 

General  Revenue 

483,729,790 

0.5610 

0.5610 

Library 

483,729,790 

0.2410 

0.2410 

Pension 

483,729,790 

0.1580 

0.1580 

Debt  Service 

483,729,790 

0.0340 

0.0340 

Village  of  Uplands  Park 

General  Revenue 

2,324,410 

0.3430 

0.3430 

City  of  Valley  Park 

General  Revenue 

73,572,680 

0.4480 

0.4480 

City  of  Velda  City 

General  Revenue 

6,124,362 

0.3610 

0.3610 

Debt  Service 

6,124,362 

0.4540 

0.4540 

Village  of  Velda  Village  Hills 

General  Revenue 

4,868,740 

0.3330 

0.3210 

City  of  Vinita  Park 

General  Revenue 

8,077,850 

0.2390 

0.2080 

Debt  Service 

8,077,850 

0.2020 

0.2020 

Village  of  Vinita  Terrace 

General  Revenue 

1,695,170 

0.0440 

0.0440 

Health 

1,695,170 

0.1290 

0.1290 

City  of  Warson  Woods 

General  Revenue 

50,814,250 

0.3670 

0.3670 

City  of  Webster  Groves 

General  Revenue 

398,269,720 

0.2330 

0.2330 

Library 

398,269,720 

0.1500 

0.1500 

Streets 

398,269,720 

0.1500 

0.1500 

Pension 

398,269,720 

0.1200 

0.1200 

Library-Temp 

398,269,720 

0.1350 

0.1350 

Debt  Service 

398,269,720 

0.2920 

0.2600 

CityofWellston 

General  Revenue 

3,820,950 

0.6000 

0.5610 

Village  of  Westwood 

General  Revenue 

18,382,810 

0.0570 

0.0570 

City  of  Winchester 

General  Revenue 

14,685,130 

0.1980 

0.1980 

City  of  Woodson  Terrace 

General  Revenue 

22,980,870 

0.2790 

0.2790 

City  of  Chesterfield 

Debt  Service 

0 

0.0620 

0.0300 

Ferguson  Municipal  Pub  Library  Dist 

General  Revenue 

113,589,100 

0.2200 

0.2200 

Maplewood  Public  Library 

General  Revenue 

73,659,490 

0.2600 

0.2600 

Debt  Service 

73,659,490 

0.1680 

0.1680 

St.  Louis  County  Library 

General  Revenue 

11,433,449,570 

0.1710 

0.1630 

Valley  Park  Community  Library 

General  Revenue 

31,428,353 

0.1360 

0.1360 

Affton  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

364,046,220 

0.7270 

0.7270 

Ambulance 

364,046,220 

0.1400 

0.1400 

Pension 

364,046,220 

0.0580 

0.0580 

Dispatch 

364,046,220 

0.0250 

0.0250 

Metro  West  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

1,320,706,280 

0.4900 

0.4900 

TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 


Agricultural  Real  Estate 


Assessed  Value      Ceiling  Levied 


0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0340 

0.0340 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

17,270 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.4540 

0.4540 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.2020 

0.2020 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.2920 

0.2600 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0620 

0.0300 

8,220 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.1680 

0.1680 

4,826,680 

0.2000 

0.2000 

1,040 

0.1700 

0.1700 

240 

0.7940 

0.7940 

240 

0.0000 

0.0000 

240 

0.0000 

0.0000 

240 

0.0000 

0.0000 

740,760 

0.5800 

0.5800 

Commercial  Real  Estate 


Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

8,896,992 

0.3160 

0.3160 

48,703,960 

0.6680 

0.6680 

48,703,960 

0.2800 

0.2800 

48,703,960 

0.1900 

0.1900 

48,703,960 

0.0340 

0.0340 

72,488 

0.3860 

0.3860 

33,118,980 

0.7410 

0.6570 

68,350 

0.5000 

0.5000 

68,350 

0.4540 

0.4540 

257,610 

0.2650 

0.4860  D 

29,807,863 

0.2380 

0.2290 

29,807,863 

0.2020 

0.2020 

482,570 

0.0500 

0.0500 

482,570 

0.2000 

0.2000 

7,167,682 

0.4310 

0.4310 

52,474,505 

0.2290 

0.2290 

52,474,505 

0.1470 

0.1470 

52,474,505 

0.1480 

0.1480 

52,474,505 

0.1180 

0.1180 

52,474,505 

0.1340 

0.1340 

52,474,505 

0.2920 

0.2600 

8,267,939 

0.5770 

0.4800 

255,097 

0.0920 

0.0920 

3,025,296 

0.1720 

0.1720 

16,817,586 

0.3360 

0.3360 

0 

0.0620 

0.0300 

43,518,826 

0.2200 

0.2200 

51,283,365 

0.2760 

0.2760 

51,283,365 

0.1680 

0.1680 

4,910,331,716 

0.1900 

0.1900 

8,773,590 

0.1440 

0.1440 

59,434,623 

0.7890 

0.7890 

59,434,623 

0.1400 

0.1400 

59,434,623 

0.0650 

0.0650 

59,434,623 

0.0280 

0.0280 

222,903,400 

0.5300 

0.5300 

Personal  Property 


Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

1,525,151 

0.0000 

0.0000 

53,032,170 

0.6800 

0.6800 

53,032,170 

0.2800 

0.2800 

53,032,170 

0.1950 

0.1950 

53,032,170 

0.0340 

0.0340 

445,840 

0.3910 

0.3910 

16,390,550 

0.5700 

0.5700 

1,079,187 

0.3820 

0.3820 

1,079,187 

0.4540 

0.4540 

946,025 

0.3780 

0.3780 

5,640,812 

0.2300 

0.2300 

5,640,812 

0.2020 

0.2020 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

5,333,204 

0.0000 

0.0000 

48,909,073 

0.2800 

0.2800 

49,164,393 

0.1800 

0.1800 

48,909,073 

0.1810 

0.1810 

48,909,073 

0.1450 

0.1450 

49,164,393 

0.1350 

0.1350 

48,909,073 

0.2920 

0.2600 

3,282,312 

0.6000 

0.6000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

2,352,600 

0.2610 

0.2610 

24,910,288 

0.2510 

0.2510 

0 

0.0620 

0.0300 

33,970,740 

0.2200 

0.2200 

22,202,539 

0.3020 

0.3020 

22,202,539 

0.1680 

0.1680 

2,788,631,125 

0.1500 

0.1500 

10,416,173 

0.1700 

0.1700 

66,695,427 

0.7940 

0.7940 

66,695,427 

0.1400 

0.1400 

66,695,427 

0.0640 

0.0640 

66,695,427 

0.0270 

0.0270 

191,900,274 

0.5610 

0.5610 
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LISTING  OF  201 1  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A 


Residential  Real  Estate 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Metro  West  Fire  Protection  District 

Ambulance 

1,320,706,280 

0.2540 

0.2540 

Pension 

1,320,706,280 

0.0930 

0.0930 

Dispatch 

1,320,706,280 

0.0430 

0.0430 

Debt  Service 

1,320,706,280 

0.1500 

0.1500 

Black  Jack  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

401,739,880 

0.9910 

0.9910 

Pension 

401,739,880 

0.1000 

0.1000 

NCCFA  System 

401,739,880 

0.0500 

0.0500 

Debt  Service 

401,739,880 

0.1540 

0.0780 

Monarch  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

1,421,880,955 

0.4710 

0.4330 

Ambulance 

1,421,880,955 

0.2920 

0.2720 

Pension 

1,421,880,955 

0.0870 

0.0810 

Dispatch 

1,421,880,955 

0.0460 

0.0430 

Debt  Service 

1,421,880,955 

0.0130 

0.0130 

Community  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

276,281,100 

0.9810 

0.9810 

Ambulance 

276,281,100 

0.5000 

0.5000 

Pension 

276,281,100 

0.2500 

0.2500 

Dispatch 

276,281,100 

0.0290 

0.0290 

Debt  Service 

276,281,100 

0.2410 

0.0930 

Creve  Coeur  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

653,981,300 

0.5400 

0.5400 

Ambulance 

653,981,300 

0.1700 

0.1700 

Pension 

653,981,300 

0.1400 

0.1400 

Dispatch 

653,981,300 

0.0470 

0.0430 

Fenton  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

428,866,430 

0.5770 

0.3500 

Ambulance 

428,866,430 

0.3000 

0.1790 

Pension 

428,866,430 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Dispatch 

428,866,430 

0.0500 

0.0320 

Florissant  Valley  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

523,375,110 

0.6900 

0.6900 

Ambulance 

523,375,110 

0.4370 

0.4370 

Pension 

523,375,110 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Dispatch 

523,375,110 

0.0300 

0.0300 

Debt  Service 

523,375,110 

0.1000 

0.0150 

Kinloch  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

1,501,800 

0.8430 

0.9000  D 

Dispatch 

1,501,800 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Lemay  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

118,125,030 

0.8490 

0.8490 

Ambulance 

118,125,030 

0.1820 

0.1820 

Pension 

118,125,030 

0.0860 

0.0860 

TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 


Agricultural  Real  Estate 


Assessed  Value      Ceiling  Levied 


740,760 

0.3000 

0.3000 

740,760 

0.1100 

0.1100 

740,760 

0.0480 

0.0480 

740,760 

0.1500 

0.1500 

121,630 

1.0000 

1.0000 

121,630 

0.1000 

0.1000 

121,630 

0.0500 

0.0500 

121,630 

0.1540 

0.0780 

948,620 

0.5300 

0.4050 

948,620 

0.3300 

0.2520 

948,620 

0.1000 

0.0760 

948,620 

0.0480 

0.0370 

948,620 

0.0130 

0.0130 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.2410 

0.0930 

3,580 

0.5400 

0.5400 

3,580 

0.1700 

0.1700 

3,580 

0.1500 

0.1500 

3,580 

0.0500 

0.0350 

85,130 

0.6500 

0.6500 

85,130 

0.3000 

0.3000 

85,130 

0.1000 

0.1000 

85,130 

0.0500 

0.0500 

154,540 

0.6900 

0.6900 

154,540 

0.4400 

0.4400 

154,540 

0.1000 

0.1000 

154,540 

0.0300 

0.0300 

154,540 

0.1000 

0.0150 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,280 

0.1560 

0.1560 

1,280 

0.0780 

0.0780 

1,280 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Commercial  Real  Estate 


Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

222,903,400 

0.2680 

0.2680 

222,903,400 

0.0990 

0.0990 

222,903,400 

0.0440 

0.0440 

222,903,400 

0.1500 

0.1500 

52,521,496 

1.0000 

1.0000 

52,521,496 

0.1000 

0.1000 

52,521,496 

0.0500 

0.0500 

52,521,496 

0.1540 

0.0780 

483,825,830 

0.5300 

0.5240 

483,825,830 

0.3300 

0.3150 

483,825,830 

0.1000 

0.0960 

483,825,830 

0.0480 

0.0480 

483,825,830 

0.0130 

0.0130 

160,173,259 

1.0000 

1.0000 

160,173,259 

0.5000 

0.5000 

160,173,259 

0.2500 

0.2500 

160,173,259 

0.0300 

0.0300 

160,173,259 

0.2410 

0.0930 

459,533,074 

0.5400 

0.5400 

459,533,074 

0.1700 

0.1700 

459,533,074 

0.1420 

0.1420 

459,533,074 

0.0470 

0.0430 

288,662,284 

0.6000 

0.6000 

288,662,284 

0.3000 

0.3000 

288,662,284 

0.1000 

0.1000 

288,662,284 

0.0500 

0.0500 

136,592,599 

0.6900 

0.6900 

136  592  599 

0.4390 

0.4390 

136,592,599 

0.1000 

0.1000 

136,592,599 

0.0300 

0.0300 

136,592,599 

0.1000 

0.0150 

710,970 

0.9000 

0.9000 

710,970 

0.0000 

0.0000 

89,443,298 

0.8640 

0.8640 

89,443,298 

0.2080 

0.2080 

89,443,298 

0.0880 

0.0880 

Personal  Property 


Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

191,900,274 

0.2900 

0.2900 

191,900,274 

0.1060 

0.1060 

191,900,274 

0.0480 

0.0480 

191,900,274 

0.1500 

0.1500 

74,748,042 

1.0000 

1.0000 

74,748,042 

0.1000 

0.1000 

74,748,042 

0.0500 

0.0500 

74,748,042 

0.1540 

0.0780 

273,060,043 

0.5300 

0.5300 

273,060,043 

0.3300 

0.3300 

273,060,043 

0.1000 

0.1000 

273,060,043 

0.0480 

0.0480 

273,060,043 

0.0130 

0.0130 

110,265,750 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1 10,265,750 

0.5000 

0.5000 

1 10,265,750 

0.2500 

0.2500 

110,265,750 

0.0300 

0.0300 

1 10,265,750 

0.2410 

0.0930 

186,089,777 

0.5400 

0.5400 

186,089,777 

0.1700 

0.1700 

186,089,777 

0.1500 

0.1500 

186,089,777 

0.0500 

0.0500 

121,253,026 

0.5140 

0.5140 

121,253,026 

0.3000 

0.3000 

121,253,026 

0.1000 

0.1000 

121,253,026 

0.0500 

0.0500 

105,783,509 

0.6900 

0.6900 

105  783  509 

0.4400 

0.4400 

105,783,509 

0.1000 

0.1000 

105,783,509 

0.0300 

0.0300 

105,783,509 

0.1000 

0.0150 

1,115,709 

0.9000 

0.9000 

1,115,709 

0.0000 

0.0000 

57,848,898 

0.9900 

0.9900 

57,848,898 

0.2500 

0.2500 

57,848,898 

0.1000 

0.1000 
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Residential  Real  Estate  Agricultural  Real  Estate  Commercial  Real  Estate  Personal  Property 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Lemay  Fire  Protection  District 

Central  Alarm  Fund 

118,125,030 

0.0420 

0.0420 

1,280 

0.0000 

0.0000 

89,443,298 

0.0440 

0.0440 

57,848,898 

0.0500 

0.0500 

West  County  EMS  &  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

522,158,920 

0.4100 

0.4100 

243,260 

0.4400 

0.4400 

130,661,655 

0.4250 

0.4250 

85,464,820 

0.4400 

0.4400 

Ambulance 

522,158,920 

0.1730 

0.1730 

243,260 

0.2000 

0.2000 

130,661,655 

0.1780 

0.1780 

85,464,820 

0.1940 

0.1940 

Pension 

522,158,920 

0.0860 

0.0860 

243,260 

0.1000 

0.1000 

130,661,655 

0.0900 

0.0900 

85,464,820 

0.0970 

0.0970 

Dispatch 

522,158,920 

0.0440 

0.0440 

243,260 

0.0490 

0.0490 

130,661,655 

0.0440 

0.0440 

85,464,820 

0.0490 

0.0490 

Debt  Service 

522,158,920 

0.3860 

0.1850 

243,260 

0.3860 

0.1850 

130,661,655 

0.3860 

0.1850 

85,464,820 

0.3860 

0.1850 

Maryland  Heights  Fire  Prot  Dist 

General  Revenue 

224,032,730 

0.8000 

0.8000 

3,420 

0.7900 

0.7900 

259,425,251 

0.8000 

0.8000 

122,400,478 

0.8000 

0.8000 

Ambulance 

224,032,730 

0.3600 

0.3600 

3,420 

0.3220 

0.3220 

259,425,251 

0.3620 

0.3620 

122,400,478 

0.3680 

0.3680 

Pension 

224,032,730 

0.1300 

0.1300 

3,420 

0.0880 

0.0880 

259,425,251 

0.1300 

0.1300 

122,400,478 

0.1300 

0.1300 

Dispatch 

224,032,730 

0.0500 

0.0500 

3,420 

0.0500 

0.0500 

259,425,251 

0.0500 

0.0500 

122,400,478 

0.0500 

0.0500 

Mehlville  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

1,531,356,190 

0.5770 

0.5770  B 

494,330 

0.9580 

0.9580  B 

449,555,869 

0.7010 

0.7010  B 

293,633,621 

0.7570 

0.7570  B 

Ambulance 

1,531,356,190 

0.0000 

0.0000  B 

494,330 

0.0000 

0.0000  B 

449,555,869 

0.0000 

0.0000  B 

293,633,621 

0.0000 

0.0000  B 

Pension 

1,531,356,190 

0.0350 

0.0350 

494,330 

0.0600 

0.0600 

449,555,869 

0.0380 

0.0380 

293,633,621 

0.0560 

0.0560 

Alarm  Fund 

1,531,356,190 

0.0430 

0.0330 

494,330 

0.0500 

0.0400 

449,555,869 

0.0430 

0.0330 

293,633,621 

0.0480 

0.0380 

Metro-North  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

82,792,650 

1.6098 

1.6098 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

16,291,540 

1.5399 

1.5399 

17,368,931 

1.7410 

1.7410 

Pension 

82,792,650 

0.2440 

0.2440 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

16,291,540 

0.2430 

0.2430 

17,368,931 

0.2490 

0.2490 

Dispatch 

82,792,650 

0.0300 

0.0300 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

16,291,540 

0.0300 

0.0300 

17,368,931 

0.0300 

0.0300 

Debt  Service 

82,792,650 

0.2870 

0.2870 

0 

0.2870 

0.2870 

16,291,540 

0.2870 

0.2870 

17,368,931 

0.2870 

0.2870 

Northeast  Ambulance  &  FPD 

General  Revenue 

134,529,070 

1.5078 

1.5078 

5,780 

1.5078 

1.5078 

27,447,154 

1.5078 

1.5078 

33,343,198 

1.5000 

1.5000 

Ambulance 

134,529,070 

0.2900 

0.2900 

5,780 

0.2900 

0.2900 

27,447,154 

0.2900 

0.2900 

33,343,198 

0.2900 

0.2900 

Pension 

134,529,070 

0.1000 

0.1000 

5,780 

0.1000 

0.1000 

27,447,154 

0.1000 

0.1000 

33,343,198 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Dispatch 

134,529,070 

0.0420 

0.0400 

5,780 

0.0500 

0.0400 

27,447,154 

0.0420 

0.0400 

33,343,198 

0.0400 

0.0400 

Pattonville  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

123,861,250 

0.9830 

0.9830 

380,660 

0.9830 

0.9830 

420,213,368 

0.9830 

0.9830 

172,129,729 

0.9830 

0.9830 

Ambulance 

123,861,250 

0.2500 

0.2500 

380,660 

0.2500 

0.2500 

420,213,368 

0.2500 

0.2500 

172,129,729 

0.2500 

0.2500 

Pension 

123,861,250 

0.1500 

0.1500 

380,660 

0.1500 

0.1500 

420,213,368 

0.1500 

0.1500 

172,129,729 

0.1500 

0.1500 

Dispatch 

123,861,250 

0.0500 

0.0500 

380,660 

0.0500 

0.0500 

420,213,368 

0.0500 

0.0500 

172,129,729 

0.0500 

0.0500 

Debt  Service 

123,861,250 

0.3090 

0.1750 

380,660 

0.3090 

0.1750 

420,213,368 

0.3090 

0.1750 

172,129,729 

0.3090 

0.1750 

Riverview  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

98,818,400 

1.4612 

1.4612 

2,400 

1.4612 

1.4612 

16,583,526 

1.4612 

1.4612 

19,199,754 

1.4544 

1.4544 

Pension 

98,818,400 

0.2500 

0.2500 

2,400 

0.2500 

0.2500 

16,583,526 

0.2500 

0.2500 

19,199,754 

0.2500 

0.2500 

Dispatch 

98,818,400 

0.0500 

0.0500 

2,400 

0.0420 

0.0420 

16,583,526 

0.0500 

0.0500 

19,199,754 

0.0500 

0.0500 

Debt  Service 

98,818,400 

0.2630 

0.2630 

2,400 

0.2630 

0.2630 

16,583,526 

0.2630 

0.2630 

19,199,754 

0.2630 

0.2630 

Robertson  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

39,194,570 

0.8900 

0.8900 

224,790 

0.8900 

0.8900 

181,081,426 

0.8900 

0.8900 

89,718,889 

0.8900 

0.8900 

Ambulance 

39,194,570 

0.6630 

0.6630 

224,790 

0.7000 

0.7000 

181,081,426 

0.6980 

0.6980 

89,718,889 

0.7000 

0.7000 

Pension 

39,194,570 

0.2000 

0.2000 

224,790 

0.2000 

0.2000 

181,081,426 

0.2000 

0.2000 

89,718,889 

0.2000 

0.2000 

Dispatch 

39,194,570 

0.0500 

0.0500 

224,790 

0.0500 

0.0500 

181,081,426 

0.0500 

0.0500 

89,718,889 

0.0500 

0.0500 

Debt  Service 

39,194,570 

0.2940 

0.2090 

224,790 

0.2940 

0.2090 

181,081,426 

0.2940 

0.2090 

89,718,889 

0.2940 

0.2090 
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Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Spanish  Lake  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

Pension 

Dispatch 

Debt  Service 

Valley  Park  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

Ambulance 

Pension 

Dispatch 

Mid-County  Fire  Protection  District 

General  Revenue 

Ambulance 

Pension 

Dispatch 

Debt  Service 

West  Overland  Fire  Protection  Dist 

General  Revenue 

Ambulance 

Pension 

Dispatch 

Debt  Service 

Black  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Clayton  Central  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Coldwater  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Creve  Coeur-Frontenac  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Deer  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Fountain  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Gravois  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Loretta-Joplin  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Maline  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Meramec  River  Basin  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Missouri  River-Bonfils  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

North  Affton  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Seminary  Branch  RDP  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Shrewsbury  Branch  RDP  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Sugar  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

University  City  Branch  RDP  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Watkins  Creek  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Wellston  Sewer 

General  Revenue 

Residential  Real  Estate 


Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

111,927,730 

1.4587 

1.4587 

111,927,730 

0.1500 

0.1500 

111,927,730 

0.0500 

0.0500 

111,927,730 

0.1640 

0.1640 

151,060,000 

0.8020 

0.7590 

151,060,000 

0.2750 

0.2750 

151,060,000 

0.0920 

0.0920 

151,060,000 

0.0270 

0.0270 

44,676,980 

1.7507 

1.7507 

44,676,980 

0.1500 

0.1500 

44,676,980 

0.2500 

0.2500 

44,676,980 

0.0300 

0.0300 

44,676,980 

0.2940 

0.2400 

52,802,690 

0.7100 

0.7100 

52,802,690 

0.6250 

0.6250 

52,802,690 

0.1500 

0.1500 

52,802,690 

0.0500 

0.0500 

52,802,690 

0.3000 

0.3000 

767,727,480 

0.0860 

0.0000 

59,741,360 

0.0910 

0.0000 

982,330,730 

0.1000 

0.1000 

317,907,480 

0.0750 

0.0000 

2,541,766,220 

0.0840 

0.0840 

92,361,330 

0.1110 

0.0000 

987,074,590 

0.0800 

0.0800 

21,238,860 

0.0770 

0.0740 

369,173,920 

0.1000 

0.1000 

2,073,139,110 

0.0000 

0.0000 

133,619,830 

0.0000 

0.0000 

60,213,420 

0.0790 

0.0790 

231,008,510 

0.0670 

0.0670 

21,464,280 

0.0620 

0.0620 

272,810,940 

0.0590 

0.0590 

514,291,420 

0.0850 

0.0850 

96,799,650 

0.1000 

0.1000 

13,954,270 

0.1000 

0.1000 

TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 


Agricultural  Real  Estate 


Assessed  Value      Ceiling  Levied 


83,540 

1.5000 

1.5000 

83,540 

0.1500 

0.1500 

83,540 

0.0500 

0.0500 

83,540 

0.1640 

0.1640 

137,390 

0.8380 

0.8380 

137,390 

0.2880 

0.2880 

137,390 

0.0960 

0.0960 

137,390 

0.0280 

0.0280 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.2940 

0.2400 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.3000 

0.3000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

208,880 

0.0320 

0.0320 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

227,570 

0.0790 

0.0790 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

151,910 

0.1000 

0.0120 

n 

u 

n  nrtnn 

u.uuuu 

u.uuuu 

25,870 

0.1000 

0.1000 

885,030 

0.0000 

0.0000 

124,520 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

130 

0.0000 

0.0000 

3,580 

0.0000 

0.0000 

6,060 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Commercial  Real  Estate 


Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

26,048,762 

1.3951 

1.3951 

26,048,762 

0.1500 

0.1500 

26,048,762 

0.0500 

0.0450 

26,048,762 

0.1640 

0.1640 

53,562,805 

0.8400 

0.8400 

53,562,805 

0.2860 

0.2860 

53,562,805 

0.0950 

0.0950 

53,562,805 

0.0280 

0.0280 

53,613,693 

1.8304 

1.8304 

53,613,693 

0.1500 

0.1500 

53,613,693 

0.2500 

0.2500 

53,613,693 

0.0300 

0.0300 

53,613,693 

0.2940 

0.2400 

71,887,909 

0.7100 

0.7100 

71,887,909 

0.6300 

0.6300 

71,887,909 

0.1500 

0.1500 

71,887,909 

0.0500 

0.0500 

71,887,909 

0.3000 

0.3000 

615,906,255 

0.0920 

0.0000 

277,162,992 

0.0960 

0.0000 

528,362,735 

0.1000 

0.1000 

190,572,672 

0.0730 

0.0000 

1,079,894,760 

0.0820 

0.0820 

22,109,196 

0.1030 

0.0000 

438,228,801 

0.0820 

0.0820 

1,974,396 

0.0800 

0.0800 

217,313,471 

0.0800 

0.0800 

868  289  293 

0  0000 

\>  ,\J\J\J\J 

0  0000 

550,503,241 

0.0000 

0.0000 

4,716,157 

0.0790 

0.0790 

45,796,763 

0.0770 

0.0770 

4,485,961 

0.0660 

0.0660 

101,673,563 

0.0420 

0.0420 

272,983,651 

0.0940 

0.0940 

33,763,812 

0.1000 

0.1000 

12,883,189 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Personal  Property 


Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

24,174,654 

1.5000 

1.5000 

24,174,654 

0.1500 

0.1500 

24,174,654 

0.0500 

0.0500 

24,174,654 

0.1640 

0.1640 

41,973,418 

0.8800 

0.8800 

41,973,418 

0.3000 

0.3000 

41,973,418 

0.1000 

0.1000 

41,973,418 

0.0300 

0.0300 

30,757,317 

1.8500 

1.8500 

30,757,317 

0.1500 

0.1500 

30,757,317 

0.2500 

0.2500 

30,757,317 

0.0300 

0.0300 

30,757,317 

0.2940 

0.2400 

22,556,709 

0.7100 

0.7100 

22,556,709 

0.6500 

0.6500 

22,556,709 

0.1500 

0.1500 

22,556,709 

0.0500 

0.0500 

22,556,709 

0.3000 

0.3000 

136,858,106 

0.0950 

0.0000 

41,523,477 

0.0900 

0.0000 

369,542,293 

0.1000 

0.1000 

61,791,356 

0.0760 

0.0000 

376,425,068 

0.0930 

0.0930 

17,452,270 

0.1000 

0.0000 

195,532,297 

0.0860 

0.0860 

3,868,568 

0.0900 

0.0900 

114,709,465 

0.1000 

0.1000 

392  660  050 

0  0000 

V)  ,\J\J\J\J 

0  0000 

170,239,424 

0.0000 

0.0000 

8,961,193 

0.0850 

0.0850 

39,250,535 

0.0760 

0.0760 

3,478,798 

0.0820 

0.0820 

37,393,857 

0.0690 

0.0690 

134,325,010 

0.0940 

0.0940 

21,501,988 

0.0990 

0.0990 

8,020,635 

0.1000 

0.1000 
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APPENDIX  VIII-B 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A 


Residential  Real  Estate 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Hancock  Street  Light  Dist  St.  Louis 

General  Revenue 

44,632,070 

0.1560 

0.1560 

Wheaton  Cook  Lyndhurst  Light  Dist 

General  Revenue 

6,050,791 

0.1930 

0.1930 

Castle  Point  Street  Light  District 

General  Revenue 

9,445,210 

0.1900 

0.1900 

Glasgow  Village  Street  Light  Dist 

General  Revenue 

20,591,020 

0.1590 

0.1590 

Elmwood  Park  Street  Light  District 

General  Revenue 

2,114,100 

0.0000 

0.4000 

D 

Clayton  Special  Business  District 

General  Revenue 

52,034,210 

0.1220 

0.1100 

Maplewood  Special  Business  District 

General  Revenue 

481,730 

0.2350 

0.2350 

University  City  Spec  Bus  Dist  BD57 

General  Revenue 

1,026,860 

0.5900 

0.5900 

Webster  Groves-Old  Webster  Bus  Dis 

General  Revenue 

517,400 

0.1660 

0.1660 

Webster  Groves-Old  Orchard  Bus  Dis 

General  Revenue 

175,580 

0.3770 

0.3600 

Kirkwood  Special  Business  District 

General  Revenue 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Jennings  Special  Business  District 

General  Revenue 

39,330 

0.4300 

0.4300 

Productive  Living  Board 

General  Revenue 

13,426,480,910 

0.0840 

0.0840 

Parkview  Gardens  Spec  Bus  Dist  BD3 

General  Revenue 

11,657,260 

0.6260 

0.6260 

Crossroads  Special  Business  Dist 

General  Revenue 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Robinwood  West  Community  Imp  Dis 

General  Revenue 

14,718,950 

0.7490 

0.7490 

General  Revenue-Temp 

14,718,950 

0.2800 

0.2800 

Crestwood  Point  Community  Imp  Dist 

Debt  Service 

0 

5.0903 

3.0000 

Crossings  Community  Imp  District 

General  Revenue 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Crestwood  Market  Community  Imp  D 

Debt  Service 

0 

6.9914 

5.0000 

Hazelwood  R-I  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

904,168,560 

5.2804 

5.2804 

E 

Debt  Service 

904,168,560 

1.0585 

0.9400 

Ferguson-Florissant  R-II  Sch  Dist 

Operating  Funds-School 

433,210,840 

4.7400 

4.7400 

E 

Debt  Service 

433,210,840 

0.2800 

0.2800 

Pattonville  R-III  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

398,709,280 

4.1100 

3.9345 

Debt  Service 

398,709,280 

0.5150 

0.4900 

Kirkwood  R-VII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

840,742,450 

3.1908 

3.1908 

E 

Operating  Funds-Temp 

840,742,450 

0.7320 

0.7320 

Debt  Service 

840,742,450 

0.3650 

0.3650 

Lindbergh  R-VIII  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

759,820,120 

3.5769 

3.5769 

B 

Debt  Service 

759,820,120 

0.4850 

0.4850 

Mehlville  R-IX  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

1,167,547,990 

3.6304 

3.6304 

E 

Debt  Service 

1,167,547,990 

0.0330 

0.0330 

Parkway  C-2  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

2,657,453,360 

3.3361 

3.3361 

E 

Debt  Service 

2,657,453,360 

0.5350 

0.3400 

Affton  101  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

268,706,890 

5.3189 

5.2974 

E 

TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 


Agricultural  Real  Estate 


Assessed  Value      Ceiling  Levied 


4.: 


0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

,857,070 

0.0900 

0.0900 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

5.0903 

3.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

6.9914 

5.0000 

765,880 

5.5500 

5.5500 

E 

765,880 

1.0585 

0.9400 

15,770 

4.7400 

4.7400 

E 

15,770 

0.2800 

0.2800 

185,060 

4.1100 

3.9345 

i  as  n^n 

10J,UOU 

U.J  1JU 

226,550 

4.4176 

4.4176 

E 

226,550 

0.7320 

0.7320 

226,550 

0.3650 

0.3650 

188,680 

5.7261 

4.7978 

B 

188,680 

0.4850 

0.4850 

338,080 

4.0567 

4.0567 

E 

338,080 

0.0330 

0.0330 

673,970 

5.1200 

5.1200 

E 

673,970 

0.5350 

0.3400 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

Commercial  Real  Estate 


Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

70,835,930 

0.2000 

0.2000 

1,199,630 

0.1850 

0.1850 

283,560 

0.1900 

0.1900 

336,950 

0.0930 

0.0930 

27,000 

0.0000 

0.4000 

D 

283,020,730 

0.1310 

0.1310 

18,715,900 

0.3220 

0.3220 

6,576,570 

0.5360 

0.5360 

11,872,930 

0.3090 

0.3090 

8,029,210 

0.3770 

0.3600 

27,556,800 

0.4820 

0.4560 

1,846,820 

0.4300 

0.4300 

5,504,727,756 

0.0900 

0.0900 

2,378,930 

0.7220 

0.7220 

4,221,770 

0.3790 

0.3790 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,805,400 

5.0903 

3.0000 

4,298,790 

1.9947 

1.9947 

1,491,040 

6.9914 

5.0000 

424,041,850 

5.4277 

5.4277 

E 

424,041,850 

1.0585 

0.9400 

338,815,210 

4.6961 

4.6961 

E 

338,815,210 

0.2800 

0.2800 

596,560,400 

4.1100 

3.9345 

596,560,400 

0.5150 

0.4900 

218,752,190 

4.2005 

4.3097 

E 

218,752,190 

0.7320 

0.7320 

218,752,190 

0.3650 

0.3650 

273,955,810 

3.8906 

3.8906 

B 

273,955,810 

0.4850 

0.4850 

291,695,780 

3.5187 

3.4042 

E 

291,695,780 

0.0330 

0.0330 

1,073,003,790 

4.0460 

4.0460 

E 

1,073,003,790 

0.5350 

0.3400 

60,874,090 

5.6189 

5.6189 

E 

Personal  Property 


Assessed  Value      Ceiling  Levied 


3,1 


40,147,760 

0.1700 

0.1700 

1,168,430 

0.2000 

0.2000 

1,509,850 

0.1850 

0.1850 

2,551,320 

0.1580 

0.1580 

352,490 

0.0000 

0.4000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

,082,039,198 

0.0900 

0.0900 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

5.0903 

3.0000 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0 

6.9914 

5.0000 

318,489,720 

5.4050 

5.4050 

318,489,720 

1.0585 

0.9400 

210,767,650 

4.7400 

4.7400 

210,767,650 

0.2800 

0.2800 

269,314,170 

3.9305 

3.9345 

269,314,170 

0.5150 

0.4900 

119,480,230 

3.6614 

3.6614 

119,480,230 

0.7320 

0.7320 

119,480,230 

0.3650 

0.3650 

133,670,180 

3.9096 

3.9096 

133,670,180 

0.4850 

0.4850 

231,362,030 

3.9761 

3.9348 

231,362,030 

0.0330 

0.0330 

518,511,400 

3.7379 

3.7379 

518,511,400 

0.5350 

0.3400 

52,617,340 

5.5131 

5.5131 
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APPENDIX  VIII-B 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SEPARATE  TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 


Residential  Real  Estate  Agricultural  Real  Estate  Commercial  Real  Estate  Personal  Property 


Political  Subdivision 

Purpose 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Assessed  Value 

Ceiling 

Levied 

Bayless  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

111,958,780 

3.2083 

3.2083 

E 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

12,225,860 

3.3227 

3.3227 

E 

20,398,100 

3.8500 

3.8500 

E 

Debt  Service 

111,958,780 

0.7440 

0.5240 

0 

0.7440 

0.5240 

12,225,860 

0.7440 

0.5240 

20,398,100 

0.7440 

0.5240 

Brentwood  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

146,210,580 

3.2635 

3.3169 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

97,832,080 

4.0317 

4.2785 

C 

36,121,410 

3.3447 

3.2707 

Debt  Service 

146,210,580 

0.7130 

0.2800 

0 

0.7130 

0.2800 

97,832,080 

0.7130 

0.2800 

36,121,410 

0.7130 

0.2800 

Clayton  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

494,584,050 

3.3276 

3.2759 

C 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

413,128,740 

3.6842 

3.6664 

C 

87,816,430 

3.4726 

3.4060 

Debt  Service 

494,584,050 

1.0191 

0.6230 

0 

1.0191 

0.6230 

413,128,740 

1.0191 

0.6230 

87,816,430 

1.0191 

0.6230 

Hancock  Place  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

43,920,610 

3.1767 

3.1767 

E 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

70,788,420 

3.7169 

3.7169 

E 

40,025,930 

4.3000 

4.3000 

E 

Debt  Service 

43,920,610 

1.0501 

1.0100 

0 

1.0501 

1.0100 

70,788,420 

1.0501 

1.0100 

40,025,930 

1.0501 

1.0100 

Jennings  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

63,251,550 

5.5500 

5.5000 

E 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

13,989,280 

5.5500 

5.5500 

E 

19,653,550 

4.8034 

4.8034 

E 

Debt  Service 

63,251,550 

0.9900 

0.9900 

0 

0.9900 

0.9900 

13,989,280 

0.9900 

0.9900 

19,653,550 

0.9900 

0.9900 

Ladue  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

1,081,106,880 

2.7500 

2.7500 

4,690 

2.7500 

2.7500 

229,384,090 

2.7500 

2.7500 

124,241,130 

2.7500 

2.7500 

Debt  Service 

1,081,106,880 

0.7700 

0.3500 

4,690 

0.7700 

0.3500 

229,384,090 

0.7700 

0.3500 

124,241,130 

0.7700 

0.3500 

Maplewood-Richmond  Heights  SD 

Operating  Funds-School 

168,397,290 

4.2410 

4.2410 

E 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

59,208,270 

4.3500 

4.3500 

E 

32,567,090 

4.9158 

4.9158 

E 

Debt  Service 

168,397,290 

1.1100 

1.0200 

0 

1.1100 

1.0200 

59,208,270 

1.1100 

1.0200 

32,567,090 

1.1100 

1.0200 

Normandy  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

166,796,200 

4.6600 

4.5443 

F 

5,780 

4.6600 

4.5443 

F 

40,740,670 

4.6600 

4.5443 

F 

49,125,100 

4.6600 

4.5443 

F 

Debt  Service 

166,796,200 

1.8839 

1.7314 

5,780 

1.8839 

1.7314 

40,740,670 

1.8839 

1.7314 

49,125,100 

1.8839 

1.7314 

Ritenour  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

267,487,540 

3.9964 

4.0732 

G 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

168,075,340 

4.2295 

4.3319 

G 

113,262,280 

4.0492 

4.0492 

E 

Debt  Service 

267,487,540 

1.4767 

0.9100 

0 

1.4767 

0.9100 

168,075,340 

1.4767 

0.9100 

113,262,280 

1.4767 

0.9100 

Riverview  Gardens  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

179,975,540 

4.3500 

4.3500 

E 

2,400 

4.3500 

4.3500 

E 

20,448,030 

4.3500 

4.3500 

E 

33,627,600 

4.1177 

4.1177 

E 

Debt  Service 

179,975,540 

1.0347 

1.0300 

2,400 

1.0347 

1.0300 

20,448,030 

1.0347 

1.0300 

33,627,600 

1.0347 

1.0300 

University  City  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

485,821,820 

3.9730 

3.9730 

E 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

56,720,520 

4.4742 

4.4742 

E 

58,931,320 

4.9884 

4.9884 

E 

Debt  Service 

485,821,820 

0.8100 

0.7380 

0 

0.8100 

0.7380 

56,720,520 

0.8100 

0.7380 

58,931,320 

0.8100 

0.7380 

Valley  Park  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

95,371,720 

4.3875 

4.2975 

E 

17,370 

4.5690 

4.5690 

E 

39,194,800 

4.4809 

4.4809 

E 

29,809,400 

4.6500 

4.6500 

E 

Debt  Service 

95,371,720 

0.7580 

0.6460 

17,370 

0.7580 

0.6460 

39,194,800 

0.7580 

0.6460 

29,809,400 

0.7580 

0.6460 

Webster  Groves  School  District 

Operating  Funds-School 

548,317,500 

5.1865 

5.1865 

E 

0 

0.0000 

0.0000 

E 

78,454,150 

5.6165 

5.6165 

E 

71,497,390 

5.9100 

5.9100 

E 

Debt  Service 

548,317,500 

0.5690 

0.5690 

0 

0.5690 

0.5690 

78,454,150 

0.5690 

0.5690 

71,497,390 

0.5690 

0.5690 

St.  Louis  County 

General  Revenue 

13,426,480,910 

0.2820 

0.2000 

4,841,410 

0.3500 

0.2000 

5,452,300,266 

0.2860 

0.2000 

3,100,918,258 

0.2000 

0.2000 

Parks  &  Recreation 

13,426,480,910 

0.0700 

0.0500 

4,841,410 

0.0680 

0.0500 

5,452,300,266 

0.0700 

0.0500 

3,100,918,258 

0.0500 

0.0500 

Road  &  Bridge 

13,426,480,910 

0.1800 

0.1050 

4,841,410 

0.1800 

0.1050 

5,452,300,266 

0.1800 

0.1050 

3,100,918,258 

0.1050 

0.1050 

Health 

13,426,480,910 

0.2470 

0.1400 

4,841,410 

0.3000 

0.1400 

5,452,300,266 

0.2500 

0.1400 

3,100,918,258 

0.1400 

0.1400 

Debt  Service 

13,426,480,910 

0.1000 

0.0280 

4,841,410 

0.1000 

0.0280 

5,452,300,266 

0.1000 

0.0280 

3,100,918,258 

0.1000 

0.0280 
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APPENDIX  VIII-B 

2012  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 

LISTING  OF  201 1  TAX  RATES  FOR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  LEVYING  A  SEPARATE  TAX  RATE  FOR  EACH  SUBCLASS  OF  PROPERTY 

Residential  Real  Estate  Agricultural  Real  Estate  Commercial  Real  Estate  Personal  Property 


Political  Subdivision  Purpose  Assessed  Value     Ceiling        Levied     Assessed  Value        Ceiling       Levied     Assessed  Value      Ceiling        Levied      Assessed  Value        Ceiling  Levied 


LEGEND: 

*      Levy  was  not  certified  due  to  insufficient  substantiating  data;  however,  it  does  not  appear  that  a  rate  was  levied. 
**     Levy  did  not  exist. 

A     A  new  voter  approved  tax  rate,  newly  formed  district,  or  a  levy  voted  to  replace  an  expired  levy. 
B      A  voter  approved  increase  or  decrease  to  an  existing  levy. 
C      Levy  includes  a  recoupment  rate  authorized  by  state  law. 

D     Levied  a  tax  rate  in  excess  of  the  legally  permissible  tax  levy  as  provided  by  state  law,  see  Report  No.  201 1-1 18,  Review  of  201 1  Property  Tax  Rates. 

E      School  district  has  a  full  Proposition  C  (sales  tax)  waiver  which  allows  the  school  district  to  reduce  its  required  Proposition  C  reduction  to  $0,000  and  levy  up  to  its  calculated  tax  rate  ceiling. 

F      School  district  has  a  partial  Proposition  C  (sales  tax)  waiver  which  allows  the  school  district  to  waive  a  portion  of  its  required  Proposition  C  reduction  to  the  extent  necessary  to  collect  $2.7500  or  the  amount  stated  on  the  ballot. 
G     Levy  includes  a  recoupment  rate  authorized  by  state  law.  School  district  has  a  full  Proposition  C  (sales  tax)  waiver  which  allows  the  school  district  to  reduce  its  required  Proposition  C  reduction  to  $0,000  and  levy  up  to  its 
calculated  tax  rate  ceiling. 


NOTES: 

This  Appendix  contains  levy  information  for  political  subdivisions  wholly  in  St.  Louis  County  and  the  City  of  Gladstone  in  Clay  County.  Previous  legislation  required  taxing  authorities  wholly  in  St.  Louis  County  and  allowed  the  City 
of  Gladstone  in  Clay  County  to  calculate  a  separate  tax  rate  on  each  subclass  of  property.  Political  subdivisions  partially  in  St.  Louis  County  and  partially  in  another  county(ies)  were  also  required  by  previous  legislation  to  levy  a 
single  rate  on  all  property  when  one  or  more  counties  opted  in  and  one  or  more  counties  opted  out  of  the  provisions  requiring  the  multi  rate  calculation.  See  Appendix  VII  for  a  listing  of  2012  and  201 1  taxing  authorities  that  calculated 
a  single  tax  rate  to  apply  to  all  property. 

All  rates  in  the  levied  column  represent  the  rate  extended  and  certified  to  the  State  Auditor's  office  by  both  taxing  authority  and  the  county  or  counties  in  which  the  tax  rate  is  levied. 
Assessed  Value  column  presents  only  the  assessed  valuation  the  property  tax  is  levied  against. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Barton  County 

Drug  Buy  Monies  The  Sheriff  cannot  account  for  $945  of  undercover  drug  buy  monies.  The 

Sheriff  maintains  exclusive  control  of  the  drug  buy  monies,  and  records 
maintained  by  the  Sheriff  were  inadequate  and  incomplete.  As  a  result,  there  is 
no  assurance  all  drug  buy  monies  were  handled  and  accounted  for  properly. 


Sheriff  Controls  and  Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated,  and  procedures  for  handling 

Procedures  inmate  monies  are  not  adequate.  Procedures  are  not  in  place  to  identify  month- 

end  liabilities  and  compare  these  liabilities  to  the  reconciled  account  balance, 
some  manual  receipt  slips  issued  for  inmate  monies  could  not  be  located,  and 
inmate  jail  records  were  incomplete.  The  Sheriff  has  not  prepared  a  budget  for 
the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund  and  disbursements  of  this  fund  are  not  made 
through  the  County  Commission's  normal  disbursement  process.  Some 
forfeiture  monies  were  deposited  into  the  Sheriffs  office  fee  account  and  used 
to  pay  operating  expenses.  Supporting  documentation  was  not  retained  for  some 
disbursements  and  some  invoices  were  not  paid  in  a  timely  manner.  The  Sheriff 
maintains  a  Drug  Abuse  Resistance  Education  bank  account  outside  the  county 
treasury  and  the  only  records  of  monies  received  are  deposit  slips.  Also, 
monthly  bank  reconciliations  are  not  performed  and  the  authorized  check 
signers  are  no  longer  employed  by  the  county.  Crime  reports  and  equitable 
sharing  agreements  and  certifications  are  not  submitted  as  required.  The  Sheriff 
failed  to  periodically  back-up  information  maintained  on  the  computerized 
seized  property  and  evidence  log  and  all  information  was  lost  when  the 
computer  system  failed  in  November  201 1. 


County  Sales  Tax  Property  tax  reductions  were  not  sufficient  to  offset  50  percent  of  sales  tax 

monies  received,  and  property  tax  reduction  amounts  were  not  accurately 
calculated.  Additional  or  increased  property  tax  levy  rollbacks  will  be  required 
in  future  years  to  offset  this  $655,000  liability. 


Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  The  County  Commission  subsidized  the  Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  (LEST) 
pun(j  Fund  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund  to  avoid  budget  deficit  conditions,  and  a 

loan  to  the  LEST  from  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  has  not  been  repaid. 

Neither  the  county  nor  the  Sheriff  solicited  bids  for  prisoner  medical  services 

and  meal  supplies. 


Property  Tax  System  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Access  to  the  property  tax  system  was  not  adequately  restricted,  and  as  a  result 
there  is  an  increased  risk  that  unsupported  or  unauthorized  changes  can  be 
made.  The  initial  addition  and  abatement  information  is  not  compared  to  the 
actual  changes  made  in  the  property  tax  system.  Court  orders  for  additions  and 
abatements  were  not  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  County  Commission  and 
County  Clerk  in  a  timely  manner.  The  back  tax  aggregate  abstract  and  the 
County  Collector-Treasurer's  annual  settlement  was  not  prepared  timely. 


Payroll  and  Related  Matters        The  county  considers  some  individuals  to  be  independent  contractors  rather 

than  employees,  but  the  reasons  were  not  documented,  and  the  county  failed  to 
withhold  and  report  payroll  and  income  taxes  on  payments  to  these  workers. 
The  county  did  not  properly  handle  overtime  related  to  grant  activities,  did  not 
compensate  law  enforcement  personnel  in  accordance  with  county  policy,  and 
did  not  update  the  county's  written  policy  to  reflect  changes  made.  Timesheets 
and  payroll  forms  were  not  always  properly  signed,  and  timesheets  were  not 


prepared  and  submitted  to  the  County  Commission  by  the  Emergency 
Management  Director. 

County  Procedures  The  county  did  not  require  general  contractors  to  furnish  performance  bonds  on 

four  construction  projects,  as  required  by  state  law,  and  controls  and  procedures 
over  fuel  use  and  purchases  need  improvement.  The  county  did  not  always  enter 
into  written  contracts  and  did  not  establish  the  Sheriff  Revolving  Fund  for 
concealed  weapon  permit  fees  as  required  by  state  law.  The  county's  budget 
preparation  procedures  do  not  ensure  the  budget  documents  for  some  county 
funds  reasonably  reflect  the  county's  anticipated  financial  activity  and  cash 
balances. 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Public  Administrator  Fees 


Duties  are  not  adequately  segregated.  The  office  manager  receives,  records, 
deposits,  and  disburses  monies  and  reconciles  the  bank  account  without 
adequate,  documented  reviews.  The  office  also  needs  to  improve  receipting  and 
depositing  procedures,  as  receipt  slips  are  not  always  issued  for  monies 
received,  and  receipts  are  not  always  deposited  timely  and  intact. 

The  Public  Administrator  charged  some  wards  annual  fees  in  advance  of 
services  performed  without  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge's  approval,  and  the 
Probate  Division  has  not  established  procedures  to  review  the  accuracy  of  fees 
paid  to  the  Public  Administrator. 


Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to  the 
operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor. 


American  Recovery  and  The  county  was  awarded  a  $10,563  Recovery  Act:  Edward  Byrne  Memorial 

Reinvestment  Act  Justice  Assistance  Grant  for  purchasing  law  enforcement  equipment,  all  of 

m  •  ^  which  was  received  and  expended.  The  county  also  received  $41,500  through 

(reaerai  otimuiUSJ  Homeless  Prevention  and  Rapid  Re -Housing  Program  Grant,  all  of  which 

was  expended  on  programs  which  provide  homelessness  prevention  assistance 

and  rapid  re -housing  assistance. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Barton  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Barton  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  McBride,  Lock  &  Associates,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit  the 
financial  statements  of  Barton  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Barton 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:        Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Pamela  Allison  Tillery,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Candi  Copley 

Audit  Staff:  Michelle  Crawford,  M.Acct. 

Connie  James 

Joshua  Allen,  CPA,  CFE 

Rebekah  Seabaugh 
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Barton  County 

Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

1.  Drug  Buy  Monies 


1 . 1  Unaccounted  for  funds 


The  Sheriff  cannot  account  for  $945  of  drug  buy  monies.  The  Sheriff 
maintains  exclusive  control  of  the  drug  buy  monies,  and  records  maintained 
to  account  for  these  monies  were  inadequate  and  incomplete.  As  a  result  of 
these  numerous  control  weaknesses,  there  is  no  assurance  all  drug  buy 
monies  were  handled  and  accounted  for  properly. 

Checks  totaling  $5,500  were  issued  to  the  Sheriff  from  January  1,  2010, 
through  June  16,  2012,  and  were  cashed  and  used  for  drug  buys.  While  the 
Sheriff  did  not  maintain  a  ledger  to  account  for  the  receipt,  disbursement, 
and  balance  of  drug  buy  monies,  he  did  maintain  some  "receipt  for 
confidential  funds"  forms  issued  to  informants  for  drug  buys  and  incident 
reports  dated  from  January  1,  2010,  through  June  16,  2012.  Receipt  forms 
and  incident  reports  could  not  be  provided  for  drug  buy  monies  of  $945. 
These  unaccounted  for  funds  went  undetected  due  to  numerous  control 
weaknesses  including  inadequate  segregation  of  duties. 


1.2  Segregation  of  duties         Duties  are  not  adequately  segregated.  The  Sheriff  maintains  exclusive 

control  of  drug  buy  monies  obtained  from  the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund.  He 
cashed  all  drug  buy  checks  received;  issued  receipt  forms  to  informants  for 
drug  buys;  received  recovered  drug  buy  monies  during  investigations  and 
arrests;  and  maintained  incident  reports,  evidence  records,  evidence 
obtained  from  the  drug  buys,  and  lab  reports  of  drugs  purchased. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  all  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal 
controls  would  be  improved  by  segregating  the  duties  of  receiving  and 
disbursing  drug  buy  monies  from  recordkeeping  duties,  or  requiring 
someone  independent  to  review  the  records. 

1.3  Drug  buy  records  Records  maintained  by  the  Sheriff  for  drug  buys  were  inadequate  and 

incomplete. 

•  The  Sheriff  did  not  maintain  a  ledger  to  account  for  the  receipt, 
disbursement,  and  balance  of  drug  buy  monies. 

•  While  the  Sheriff  issued  some  receipt  for  confidential  funds  forms  to 
informants  for  drug  buy  monies,  the  forms  were  not  prenumbered,  and 
receipt  forms  were  not  located  for  four  drug  buys  totaling  $460  (which 
were  identified  through  incident  reports  provided  by  the  Sheriff).  In 
addition,  drug  buy  monies  recovered  during  arrests  and  investigations 
totaling  $691  (identified  on  incident  reports  and  other  records  provided 
by  the  Sheriff)  were  not  adequately  documented  as  a  receipt  back  into 
drug  buy  monies  on  hand  or  into  evidence. 


•  Receipt  for  confidential  funds  forms  were  not  always  signed  by  the 
informant  receiving  the  drug  buy  monies  as  required  by  the  form.  Of  40 
drug  buy  receipt  forms  reviewed,  22  receipt  forms  (55  percent)  totaling 
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$2,726  were  not  signed  by  the  informant  receiving  the  monies.  In 
addition,  the  receipt  form  requires  the  informant's  number  or  name  to  be 
recorded;  however,  the  Sheriff  failed  to  record  this  information  on  four 
of  these  receipt  forms  totaling  $100.  Further,  while  the  drug  buy  receipt 
form  requires  a  witness  to  the  distribution  of  drug  buy  monies  to 
informants  to  sign  the  receipt  form,  39  of  40  (98  percent)  receipt  forms 
reviewed  totaling  $4,726  did  not  include  a  witness  signature. 

•  Incident  reports,  which  detail  the  events  of  the  drug  buy,  were  not 
located  for  12  of  40  (30  percent)  drug  buy  receipt  forms  reviewed 
totaling  $1,686.  In  addition,  a  drug  buy  incident  report  indicated  the 
Sheriff  borrowed  $40  from  bond  monies  collected  by  his  office  in  2012 
for  a  drug  buy.  The  monies  were  subsequently  returned  and  deposited 
into  the  Sheriffs  fee  account.  Further,  lab  reports  on  drugs  purchased 
were  not  located  for  32  of  40  (80  percent)  drug  buy  receipt  forms 
reviewed  totaling  $3,681. 

•  Inconsistencies  in  information  contained  on  drug  buy  receipt  forms, 
incident  reports,  and  lab  reports  were  identified.  For  example,  case 
numbers  recorded  on  the  receipt  form  did  not  always  match  the  case 
numbers  recorded  on  the  related  incident  report  provided  by  the  Sheriff. 
In  another  example,  some  information  was  added  to  a  copy  of  the 
original  drug  buy  receipt  form  so  that  it  matched  the  related  lab  reports 
provided  by  the  Sheriff. 

To  ensure  all  receipts  and  disbursements  are  accounted  for  properly  and 
reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  adequate  records  of  drug 
buy  monies  need  to  be  maintained. 

The  prior  audit  indicated  the  former  Sheriff  could  not  account  for  $2,500  of 
drug  buy  monies.  While  numerous  control  weaknesses  including  inadequate 
segregation  of  duties  have  been  noted  in  both  audits,  procedures  and 
improvements  in  the  records  have  not  been  made  to  ensure  all  drug  buy 
monies  are  accounted  for  properly. 

Recommendations  1.1       The  County  Commission  request  the  Sheriff  to  perform  additional 

follow  up  related  to  unaccounted  for  monies  and  consider  working 
with  law  enforcement  officials  regarding  possible  investigation  and 
repayment  if  appropriate. 


1.2  The  Sheriff  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible,  or 
ensure  an  adequate  independent  or  supervisory  review  of 
accounting  records  is  performed  and  documented. 

1.3  The  Sheriff  maintain  a  ledger  to  record  receipts  and  disbursements 
of  drug  buy  monies,  and  reconcile  the  ledger  monthly  to  the  balance 
of  drug  buy  monies  on  hand.  The  Sheriff  should  also  issue 
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prenumbered  receipt  forms  for  all  drug  buy  monies  disbursed, 
adequately  document  the  amount  and  disposition  of  drug  buy 
monies  recovered,  ensure  the  informant  and  a  witness  to  the 
distribution  of  drug  buy  monies  sign  the  drug  buy  receipt  forms,  and 
discontinue  using  bond  monies  for  drug  buys.  In  addition,  the 
Sheriff  should  ensure  adequate  supporting  documentation  including 
incident  reports,  evidence  records,  and  lab  reports  are  retained  for 
all  drug  buys. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1.1  During  this  time  period  I  hurried  through  cases  and  did  not 
document  some  of  the  expenses  the  money  was  used  for  such  as 
purchasing  batteries,  and  or  fuel  for  vehicles,  or  payment  for 
information  or  drug  buys.  I  was  going  back  through  the  different 
cases  and  I  believe  that  the  number  shown  being  the  $945  is  being 
very  high  for  not  being  accounted  for.  I  wish  I  would  have 
documented  more  of  the  expenses;  however,  I  don't  have  any  written 
receipts  for  those  such  expenses.  It  will  be  my  position  that  I  will 
only  keep  $100  in  my  safe  for  drug  buys,  and  if  1  need  to  get  more 
money  later  I  will  do  that.  The  Sheriff  will  work  to  resolve  any 
issues  with  the  drug  account. 

1.2  It  is  going  to  be  my  doing  that  the  drug  account  duties  will  be 
segregated  with  a  second  person  to  assist  me  on  the  monies  used.  I 
am  planning  to  have  my  secretary  go  over  all  transactions  and 
initial  or  sign  off  on  what  goes  on  with  the  account. 

1.3  It  is  going  to  be  my  doing  that  a  ledger  or  receipt  book  will  be  kept 
at  both  the  Sheriff's  office  and  at  the  Treasurer's  office.  I  am  going 
to  put  into  effect  a  policy  that  any  drug  monies  used  will  have  a 
numbered  receipt  and  a  narcotic  form  filled  out  for  both  my  office 
and  the  Treasurer's  office.  It  is  my  idea  that  I  will  take  a  notebook 
over  to  the  Treasurer's  office  to  keep  these  items.  I  will  work  hard  in 
trying  not  to  rush  through  the  cases  and  get  signatures  from  the 
informants  who  are  working  these  cases. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  response: 

1.1  We  will  write  a  letter  to  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  requesting  him  to 
investigate  the  $945  of  unaccounted  for  Federal  Drug  Forfeiture 
Funds  being  used  for  drug  buy  money  and  review  all  records  for 
remaining  drug  buys  for  propriety. 
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2.  Sheriff  Controls 
and  Procedures 


2. 1  Segregation  of  duties 


Weaknesses  exist  in  accounting  controls  and  procedures  in  the  Sheriffs 
office.  The  Sheriffs  office  received  monies  for  civil  and  criminal  fees,  carry 
and  conceal  permits,  jail  phone  commissions,  bonds,  and  other 
miscellaneous  receipts  totaling  approximately  $54,000  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2011,  and  $67,000  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2010. 
These  monies  are  handled  through  the  Sheriffs  fee  account.  Inmate  receipts 
and  disbursements  totaled  approximately  $16,000  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2011,  and  $11,000  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2010. 
These  monies  are  handled  through  the  Sheriffs  inmate  account. 

The  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  depositing,  and  disbursing  monies  and 
reconciling  the  Sheriffs  bank  accounts  are  not  adequately  segregated.  A 
bookkeeper  performs  all  of  these  duties.  While  the  Sheriff  initials  monthly 
reports,  he  indicated  he  did  not  reconcile  receipt  slips  to  deposits. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  all  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  If  proper 
segregation  of  duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  Sheriff  should  implement  a 
documented  independent  or  supervisory  review  to  ensure  the  bank  records 
are  in  agreement  with  the  accounting  records. 

2.2  Inmate  bank  account  and  Upon  incarceration,  monies  in  the  custody  of  an  inmate  are  receipted  and 
records  deposited  into  the  inmate  bank  account.  Inmate  monies  are  refunded  to  the 

inmate  upon  release. 

•  Procedures  are  not  in  place  to  properly  identify  month-end  liabilities 
and  compare  these  liabilities  to  the  reconciled  bank  account  balance.  In 
addition,  while  the  Sheriffs  office  utilizes  a  computerized  software 
system  to  track  inmate  balances,  it  is  not  accurate.  For  example,  a  listing 
of  all  inmate  account  balances  on  hand  at  December  31,  2011,  was 
generated  at  our  request  and  totaled  $15,216,  but  the  reconciled  bank 
balance  was  only  $70.  The  jailer  responsible  for  the  computerized 
inmate  records  indicated  the  records  had  been  incorrect  since  a  software 
conversion  performed  in  September  2010,  and  very  little  effort  to 
correct  the  system  had  been  made.  Because  of  concerns  with  the 
computerized  records,  we  requested  a  manual  list  of  liabilities  be 
prepared,  which  agreed  to  the  reconciled  bank  balance  at  December  3 1 , 
2011. 

Monthly  lists  of  liabilities  should  be  prepared  and  reconciled  to  cash 
balances  to  ensure  records  are  in  balance,  errors  are  detected  and 
corrected  on  a  timely  basis,  and  sufficient  cash  is  available  for  the 
payment  of  all  liabilities. 


•  Manual  one -write  receipt  slips  issued  for  inmate  monies  received  from 
October  11,  2010,  through  November  14,  2010,  could  not  be  located. 
Record  retention  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  validity  of  transactions  and 
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provide  an  audit  trail.  Section  109.270,  RSMo,  states  all  records  made 
or  received  by  officials  in  the  course  of  their  public  duties  are  public 
property  and  are  not  to  be  disposed  of  except  as  provided  by  law. 

•  Inmate  jail  records  did  not  always  include  the  inmate's  cash  on  hand  at 
the  time  of  arrest  and  were  not  always  signed  by  the  inmate  at  the  time 
of  arrest  and  release.  An  inmate's  jail  record  is  to  be  completed  and 
signed  by  the  inmate  when  booked.  The  inmate  jail  record  requires  cash 
and  personal  items  in  the  inmate's  possession  at  the  time  of  arrest  be 
documented  and  for  the  inmate  to  sign  the  jail  record  at  the  time  of 
release  indicating  personal  items  and  cash  returned  to  the  inmate.  To 
adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or 
misuse  of  funds,  documentation  of  the  collection  and  release  of  inmate 
funds  should  be  properly  completed  and  maintained. 

2.3  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund     Improvement  is  needed  in  the  handling  of  the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund, 

which  is  maintained  in  a  separate  bank  account  in  the  county  treasury. 
According  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer's  accounting  records,  receipts 
of  $95  and  disbursements  of  $31,720  were  processed  through  this  account 
during  the  period  January  1,  2010,  through  June  30,  2012.  Of  the  total 
$31,720  disbursed,  $16,745  was  comprised  of  checks  written  to  the  Sheriff 
and  deposited  into  the  fee  account  maintained  by  the  Sheriffs  office.  The 
Sheriff  spent  $16,095  from  the  fee  account  for  operating  expenses  of  his 
office.  The  following  concerns  were  noted  related  to  the  Federal  Forfeiture 
Fund  and  fee  account  disbursements: 

•  The  Sheriff  has  not  prepared  a  budget  for  the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund. 
Disbursements  of  this  fund  are  not  made  through  the  County 
Commission's  normal  disbursement  process  and  are  only  authorized  by 
the  Sheriff.  Checks  are  signed  by  the  County  Collector-Treasurer.  The 
budget  process  provides  a  means  to  allocate  and  monitor  financial 
resources,  and  disbursements  should  be  made  through  the  County 
Commission's  normal  disbursement  process. 

•  There  is  no  statutory  authority  for  the  Sheriff  to  expend  these  monies 
except  as  provided  for  in  the  official  county  budget.  (See  section  2.4.) 

•  Supporting  documentation  was  not  retained  for  three  checks  issued  from 
the  fee  account  totaling  $1,113.  In  addition,  the  payee  was  left  blank  on 
one  of  these  checks  issued  for  $592,  and  as  a  result,  there  is  no 
assurance  these  monies  were  spent  appropriately.  Also,  the  Sheriff 
indicated  he  prepared  the  invoice  and  signed  the  vendor's  name  for  the 
purchase  of  a  drug  dog  for  $400.  All  disbursements  should  be  supported 
by  a  vendor  invoice  or  other  related  supporting  documentation  to  ensure 
the  obligation  was  actually  incurred. 
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•  Invoices  related  to  some  fee  account  disbursements  were  not  paid  in  a 
timely  manner.  An  invoice  dated  May  13,  2009,  totaling  $1,245  was  not 
paid  until  June  2010,  another  invoice  dated  February  15,  2010,  totaling 
$995  was  not  paid  until  May  11,  2010,  and  freight  due  on  an  invoice 
dated  July  13,  2009,  was  not  paid  until  June  10,  2010.  Good  business 
practices  require  timely  payments  of  invoices.  Failure  to  make  timely 
payments  could  result  in  unnecessary  penalties  and  interest. 

•  The  Sheriff  did  not  include  equipment  purchased  with  forfeiture  monies 
totaling  $11,965  on  the  general  capital  asset  listing  submitted  to  the 
county  and  only  listed  the  value  of  a  vehicle  purchased  for  $11,495  as 
$2,800  on  the  listing.  To  improve  accountability  over  capital  assets, 
accurate  records  should  be  maintained. 

2.4  DARE  bank  account  The  Sheriff  maintains  a  Drug  Abuse  Resistance  Education  (DARE)  bank 

account  for  donations  outside  the  county  treasury.  According  to  bank 
records,  receipts  of  $1,659  and  disbursements  of  $835  were  processed 
through  this  account  during  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  In 
addition,  receipt  slips  or  other  records  of  donations  received  are  not 
maintained.  The  only  records  of  monies  received  are  deposit  slips.  Also, 
monthly  bank  reconciliations  are  not  performed,  and  the  three  authorized 
check  signors  on  the  account  are  no  longer  employed  by  the  county. 

There  is  no  statutory  authority  allowing  the  Sheriff  to  maintain  this  account 
outside  the  county  treasury.  Attorney  General's  Opinion  No.  45,  1992  to 
Henderson,  states  sheriffs  are  not  authorized  to  maintain  a  bank  account  for 
law  enforcement  purposes  separate  from  the  county  treasury.  Records  and 
proper  reconciliations  are  needed  to  establish  an  adequate  audit  trail,  ensure 
accounting  records  are  in  agreement  with  bank  records,  identify  errors  in  a 
timely  manner,  and  reduce  the  possibility  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds. 
Failure  to  update  authorized  check  signers  on  bank  accounts  exposes  the 
county  to  risk  of  loss. 

The  Sheriffs  office  has  not  submitted  Uniform  Crime  Reports  (UCR)  to  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety  (DPS)  since  December  2010,  and  did  not 
submit  an  equitable  sharing  agreement  and  certification  detailing  the 
equitable  sharing  (federal  forfeiture)  funds  spent  each  year  as  required  by 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice,  Asset  Forfeiture  and  Money  Laundering 
Section.  Sections  43.505.3  and  43.505.4,  RSMo,  require  law  enforcement 
agencies  to  submit  UCRs  to  the  DPS,  and  any  law  enforcement  agency  that 
violates  this  section  may  be  ineligible  to  receive  state  or  federal  funds  which 
would  otherwise  be  paid  to  such  agency  for  law  enforcement,  safety  or 
criminal  justice  purposes. 

2.6  Seized  property  and  While  the  Sheriff  maintained  a  computerized  seized  property  and  evidence 

evidence  ^e  ^ane^  to  periodically  back-up  information  maintained  on  the  system, 

and  the  Sheriff  indicated  all  information  maintained  on  the  system  was  lost 


2.5  Reporting 
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when  the  computer  system  failed  in  November  2011.  In  addition,  manual 
case  files  documenting  seized  property  and  evidence  are  not  accurate  or 
complete.  For  example,  only  one  of  three  items  listed  in  the  manual  case 
files  reviewed  was  located  in  the  evidence  room,  and  manual  case  files 
could  not  be  located  for  two  of  three  items  reviewed  and  maintained  in  the 
evidence  room.  Also,  the  Sheriffs  office  has  not  conducted  a  physical 
inventory  of  all  seized  property  and  evidence.  Further,  the  Sheriffs  office 
has  not  implemented  procedures  to  periodically  review  cases  and  dispose  of 
related  seized  property  items  which  date  back  to  the  1980s. 

Considering  the  often  sensitive  nature  of  seized  property  and  evidence, 
adequate  internal  controls  are  essential  and  would  significantly  reduce  the 
risk  of  theft  or  misuse  of  the  stored  items.  Computerized  records  are  at  risk 
of  loss  due  to  equipment  failure  or  other  electronic  disaster.  Backup  records 
should  be  periodically  prepared  to  provide  a  means  of  recreating  destroyed 
master  records.  Backup  records  should  be  stored  off-site  to  provide 
increased  assurance  that  any  lost  data  can  be  recreated.  Complete  and 
accurate  inventory  control  records  should  be  maintained  and  periodic 
physical  inventories  should  be  performed  and  the  results  compared  to  the 
inventory  records  to  ensure  seized  property  and  evidence  are  accounted  for 
properly.  In  addition,  proper  disposal  of  such  items  would  eliminate  the 
significant  risks  of  unauthorized  access,  use,  or  theft,  and  the  related 
potential  liability  of  the  county. 

Similar  conditions  Similar  conditions  to  sections  2.1,  2.2,  and  2.6  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 

previously  reported  report. 


Recommendations         The  Sheriff: 


2.1  Segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or  ensure 
adequate  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  performed 
and  documented. 


2.2  Investigate  and  resolve  any  inaccuracies  in  the  computerized  inmate 
records  and  perform  monthly  reconciliations  between  the 
computerized  list  of  liabilities  and  the  bank  balance.  The  Sheriff 
should  retain  financial  records  in  a  secure  location,  and  ensure  the 
collection  and  return  of  funds  to  the  inmates  are  recorded  on  the 
inmate's  jail  record. 

2.3  Work  with  the  County  Commission  to  adopt  a  budget  for  the 
Federal  Forfeiture  Fund,  make  all  purchases  through  the  county 
expenditure  process,  require  adequate  supporting  documentation  be 
maintained,  ensure  invoices  are  paid  in  a  timely  manner,  and 
maintain  accurate  capital  asset  records. 
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2.4  Turn  all  DARE  monies  over  to  the  County  Treasurer,  and  ensure 
receipt  slips  or  other  records  of  donations  received  are  maintained. 

2.5  Ensure  UCR  and  equitable  sharing  agreements  are  prepared  and 
submitted  as  required. 

2.6  Maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  seized  property  and  evidence 
inventory  control  log,  periodically  prepare  backup  records  and  store 
them  at  an  off-site  location,  and  perform  periodic  physical 
inventories.  In  addition,  the  Sheriff  should  develop  procedures  to 
periodically  review  cases  and  dispose  of  related  seized  property. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2.1  It  will  be  put  into  place  a  policy  in  which  all  records  are  reviewed 
by  both  my  secretary  and  myself.  Monies  also  taken  in  will  be 
deposited  by  more  than  one  person. 

2.2  My  secretary  and  I  are  looking  into  a  policy  involving  a  more 
accurate  way  of  keeping  inmate  monies  records.  I  am  looking  into 
getting  a  second  person  authorized  to  sign  checks  to  be  released  to 
the  inmates  at  the  time  of  their  release  so  no  monies  are  left  behind. 
A  policy  on  monies  that  are  left  behind  will  be  put  into  place  to  send 
into  the  State  Treasurer  of  Missouri  as  unclaimed  funds  or  monies. 

2.3  I  will  adopt  a  budget  for  the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund  to  show  all 
expenditures.  The  documentation  will  be  maintained  at  both  the 
courthouse  and  at  the  Sheriff's  office.  If  during  the  year  it  has  to  be 
amended,  an  amended  budget  will  be  added. 

2.4  All  monies  have  been  turned  over  to  the  County  Treasurer  on  the 
DARE  account. 

2.5  I  have  received  training  on  the  UCR  reporting  and  have  been 
working  on  getting  the  reports  caught  up  in  a  timely  manner. 

2.6  I  am  working  on  a  new  policy  involving  the  documenting  of 
evidence  and  seized  property.  The  computer  software  we  currently 
have  has  the  ability  to  show  the  locations  of  all  seized  property  and 
we  are  looking  into  purchasing  a  scanner  and  label  printer  or 
writer. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  response: 

2.3  We  will  formally  request  the  Sheriff  to  prepare  a  budget  for  the 
Federal  Forfeiture  Funds.  While  we  do  not  want  the  Sheriff  to  make 
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this  fund's  purchases  through  the  county  expenditure  process, 
considering  the  Commissioners  have  no  authority  in  this  area  and 
will  wait  for  the  elected  State  Auditor  to  take  appropriate  action 
when  violations  are  discovered,  we  will  request  monthly 
documentation  to  account  for  the  expenditures  of  this  fund.  We  will 
monitor  the  Sheriffs  expenditures. 

Auditor's  Comment  ^.3       It  is  the  duty  of  the  County  Commission  to  monitor  county  budgets 

and  disbursements  and  question  transactions  when  appropriate.  The 
County  Commission  should  not  wait  for  the  State  Auditor  to 
identify  concerns. 


Property  tax  reductions  were  not  sufficient  to  offset  50  percent  of  sales  tax 
monies  received  by  approximately  $655,000  at  December  31,  2011,  and 
property  tax  reduction  amounts  were  not  accurately  calculated.  Additional 
or  increased  property  tax  levy  rollbacks  will  be  required  in  future  years  to 
offset  this  liability. 

Section  67.505,  RSMo,  requires  the  county  to  reduce  property  taxes  for  a 
percentage  of  sales  taxes  collected.  Barton  County  voters  enacted  a  one-half 
cent  sales  tax  with  a  provision  to  reduce  property  taxes  by  50  percent  of 
sales  taxes  collected.  The  county  is  required  to  estimate  the  annual  property 
tax  levy  to  meet  a  50  percent  reduction  requirement  and  in  the  following 
year  calculate  any  excess  property  taxes  collected  based  upon  actual  sales 
tax  collection.  The  county  is  required  to  certify  to  the  State  Auditor's  office 
the  annual  property  tax  levy  including  the  amount  the  levy  is  required  to  be 
reduced  for  sales  tax  collections,  as  well  as  any  voluntary  reductions. 
Property  tax  levy  reductions  made  by  the  county  were  comprised  of  two 
components  (a  sales  tax  reduction  and  a  voluntary  reduction).  A  significant 
portion  of  the  county's  rollback  was  classified  as  a  voluntary  reduction 
rather  than  as  a  sales  tax  reduction;  however,  the  voluntary  portion  of  the 
reduction  in  property  taxes  collected  cannot  be  used  to  satisfy  the  required 
sales  tax  reduction.  The  following  table  presents  the  cumulative  liability 
resulting  from  the  insufficient  sales  tax  reductions. 


Year  Ended  December  31, 


For  Sales  Tax  Reductions 

2011 

2010 

2009 

Required  property  tax  revenue  reduction  $ 
Actual  property  tax  revenue  reduction 

256,295 
92,961 

253,888 
4,908 

243,001 
2,597 

Amount  not  sufficiently  reduced 

163,334 

248,980 

240,404 

Prior  years  insufficient  reduction 

491,774 

242,794 

2,390 

Total  insufficient  property  tax  revenue  reduction  $ 

655,108 

491,774 

242,794 

3.  County  Sales  Tax 


12 


Barton  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


For  2008  through  2011,  the  county  certified  the  tax  rate  ceiling,  sales  tax 
reduction,  voluntary  reduction,  and  actual  tax  levy  for  the  General  Revenue 
Fund  as  follows: 


2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

Tax  rate  ceiling 

0.0567 

0.2062 

0.2062 

0.2839 

Sales  tax  reduction 

0.0567 

0.0028 

0.0015 

0.1351 

Voluntary  reduction 

0.0000 

0.1534 

0.1547 

0.0988 

Actual  tax  levy 

0.0000 

0.0500 

0.0500 

0.0500 

The  County  Clerk  indicated  she  placed  the  decimal  incorrectly  in  her  sales 
tax  reduction  calculation  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2010,  and  2009, 
and  reduced  the  general  revenue  property  tax  levy  to  5  cents  in  each  of  these 
years  through  a  combination  of  sales  tax  and  voluntary  reductions.  In 
addition,  due  to  Section  137.073.5(4),  RSMo,  a  voluntary  reduction  taken  in 
a  non-reassessment  year  (even  year),  results  in  a  reduced  tax  rate  ceiling 
during  the  subsequent  reassessment  year.  The  General  Revenue  Fund 
ceiling  was  significantly  lowered  for  2011,  limiting  the  county's  ability  to 
correct  for  insufficient  reductions  from  prior  years.  After  identifying  these 
errors  made  by  the  county,  the  county  passed  Resolution  No.  2012-4  to 
reinstate  the  county's  tax  rate  ceiling  for  2012. 

To  ensure  property  tax  levies  are  properly  set  and  property  tax  ceilings  are 
maintained,  the  County  Clerk  should  ensure  property  tax  levies  are 
adequately  reduced  by  50  percent  of  sales  tax  revenue  and  are  accurately 
reported  as  such. 

RcCOmiriCndcltion  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  adequately  reduce  property  tax 

levies  for  50  percent  of  sales  tax  revenue,  review  and  accurately  classify  the 
property  tax  levy  reductions,  and  develop  a  plan  to  correct  for  the 
accumulation  of  prior  years'  insufficient  property  tax  levy  reductions. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  $655,000  was  never  collected  because  of  the  county's  voluntary 
reduction  in  the  levy.  Calculations  were  adjusted  and  voluntarily  rolled 
back,  but  since  the  forms  could  not  be  resubmitted  at  the  time  our  error  was 
found,  the  calculation  could  not  be  corrected.  Actual  property  tax 
collections  for  2009,  2010,  and  2011  were  $103,365,  $104,280  and  $82,726, 
respectively. 

Auditor's  Comment  Property  tax  collections  were  reduced  through  a  combination  of  sales  tax 

and  voluntary  reductions.  However,  voluntary  reductions  cannot  be 
considered  as  part  of  the  required  sales  tax  reduction  calculation. 
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The  Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  (LEST)  Fund  is  in  poor  financial 
condition,  and  neither  the  county  nor  the  Sheriff  solicited  bids  for  some 
purchases  made  from  the  LEST  Fund. 


4.1  Financial  condition  Due  to  a  deficit  balance  in  the  LEST  Fund  on  December  31,  2008,  the 

County  Commission  approved  a  $88,084  loan  from  the  Special  Road  and 
Bridge  Fund  to  the  LEST  Fund  in  2009,  with  plans  for  these  restricted  funds 
to  be  repaid  as  the  LEST  Fund  allowed.  However,  receipts  of  the  LEST 
Fund  declined  during  2010  and  2011,  while  spending  remained  fairly 
constant.  As  a  result,  the  County  Commission  subsidized  the  LEST  Fund 
from  the  General  Revenue  Fund  to  avoid  budget  deficit  conditions  in  the 
LEST  Fund,  and  the  loan  from  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  has  not 
been  repaid.  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  monies  are  restricted  by  Section 
137.555,  RSMo,  to  be  used  only  for  improving  and  maintaining  county 
roads  and  bridges. 

In  addition,  LEST  Fund  invoices  totaling  $50,088  due  in  December  2010, 
were  held  and  not  paid  until  January  2011,  and  invoices  totaling  $54,422, 
due  in  December  2009,  were  held  and  not  paid  until  January  2010,  because 
the  LEST  Fund  did  not  have  sufficient  funds  to  pay  these  bills.  In  2012,  the 
County  Commission  established  the  Law  Enforcement  Allocation  Fund  to 
better  monitor  law  enforcement  expenditures  by  allocating  funds  from  the 
Sheriffs  Discretionary  and  LEST  Funds  to  this  fund  at  the  beginning  of  the 
budget  year  to  ensure  monies  are  reserved  and  available  to  pay  for  health 
and  property  insurance,  which  are  due  in  December  of  each  year. 

The  County  Commission  and  Sheriff  should  continue  to  take  steps  to 
improve  the  financial  condition  of  the  LEST  Fund  and  establish  a  plan  to 
repay  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  loan.  Long-term  financial 
planning,  including  reducing  discretionary  spending  where  possible, 
evaluating  management  practices  to  ensure  efficient  use  of  resources,  and 
attempting  to  maximize  receipts  from  all  sources  should  be  performed. 


4.2  Bidding  Neither  the  county  nor  the  Sheriff  solicited  bids  for  prisoner  medical 

services  and  meal  supplies  costing  approximately  $57,500  and  $39,000, 
respectively,  during  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011,  or  for  a  law 
enforcement  vehicle  purchased  in  2012  costing  $16,500. 


Section  50.660,  RSMo,  provides  bidding  requirements.  Routine  use  of  a 
competitive  procurement  process  for  major  purchases  ensures  the  county 
has  made  every  effort  to  receive  the  best  and  lowest  price  and  all  interested 
parties  are  given  an  equal  opportunity  to  participate  in  county  business. 
Documentation  of  the  various  proposals  received,  the  county's  selection 
process,  and  criteria  should  be  retained  to  demonstrate  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  or  regulations  and  support  decisions  made. 
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A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  County  Commission  and  Sheriff: 

4.1  Take  action  to  improve  the  financial  condition  of  the  LEST  Fund, 
develop  a  plan  to  repay  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund,  and 
ensure  invoices  are  paid  timely.  In  addition,  the  county  should 
refrain  from  interfund  borrowing  from  restricted  funds. 

4.2  Perform  a  competitive  procurement  process  for  all  major  purchases 
and  maintain  documentation  of  decisions  made. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

4.1  We  will  work  with  the  Sheriff  to  implement  this  recommendation. 
We  anticipate  the  LEST  Fund  to  repay  some  funds  to  the  Special 
Road  and  Bridge  Fund  in  2013. 


4.2        We  will  include  major  jail  purchases  in  the  county's  annual  bidding 
process. 

The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


5.  Property  Tax 
System  Controls 
and  Procedures 


5.1  Computer  access 


4.1  I  will  be  working  with  the  County  Commission  to  work  on  and 
resolve  this  financial  issue.  I  do  believe  repayment  will  take  a  lot  of 
time. 

4.2  I  will  work  with  vendors  and  get  bids  on  any  items  purchased  to 
show  the  competitive  procurement  process. 

Controls  and  procedures  over  the  property  tax  system  need  improvement. 
As  a  result  of  the  significant  control  weaknesses  identified,  there  is  less 
assurance  property  tax  monies  have  been  accounted  for  properly. 

The  county  implemented  a  new  property  tax  system  during  the  tax  year 
ended  February  29,  2012,  and  county  officials  indicated  various  problems 
related  to  untimely  approval  of  additions  and  abatements  and  preparation  of 
the  aggregate  abstract  and  annual  settlement  were  due  to  problems 
encountered  with  this  implementation. 

Access  to  the  property  tax  system  was  not  adequately  restricted.  Employees 
of  the  County  Assessor's  office  have  access  to  make  changes  to  the  property 
tax  system  after  the  Board  of  Equalization  has  met  and  approved  the 
property  taxes  for  the  year.  As  a  result,  there  is  an  increased  risk  that 
unsupported  or  unauthorized  changes  can  be  made  to  the  property  tax 
system  after  property  taxes  have  been  approved  for  the  year.  In  addition,  the 
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County  Collector-Treasurer  and  her  deputy  also  have  access  to  the  property 
tax  system  to  make  changes  throughout  the  tax  year.  Because  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer  and  her  deputy  are  responsible  for  collecting  tax 
monies,  good  internal  controls  require  they  not  have  system  access  rights  to 
be  able  to  alter  or  delete  tax  rates,  assessed  values,  and  property  tax  billings. 

To  prevent  unauthorized  changes  to  the  property  tax  records,  access  should 
be  limited  based  on  user  needs.  Unrestricted  access  can  result  in  the  deletion 
or  alteration  of  data  files  and  programs. 

5.2  Additions  and  abatements  A  comparison  of  the  initial  addition  and  abatement  information  prepared  by 

the  County  Assessor  and  the  actual  changes  made  in  the  property  tax  system 
by  the  County  Assessor  and  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  and  her  deputy 
is  not  performed. 

Additionally,  court  orders  for  additions  and  abatements  made  in  November 
2011  through  February  2012,  were  not  reviewed  and  approved  by  the 
County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  until  August  2012,  and  adequate 
supporting  documentation  for  some  of  these  additions  and  abatements  was 
not  retained. 

Sections  137.260  and  137.270,  RSMo,  assign  responsibility  to  the  County 
Clerk  for  making  corrections  to  the  tax  books  with  the  approval  of  the 
County  Commission.  If  it  is  not  feasible  for  the  County  Clerk  to  make 
corrections  to  the  tax  books,  periodic  reviews  and  timely  approvals  of  court 
orders,  along  with  a  comparison  of  approved  additions  and  abatements  to 
actual  changes  made  to  the  property  tax  system,  would  help  ensure  changes 
are  proper. 

The  back  tax  aggregate  abstract  was  not  prepared  until  September  18,  2012, 
for  2011,  although  the  information  needed  to  prepare  the  aggregate  abstract 
should  be  available  at  the  beginning  of  March.  Section  137.295,  RSMo, 
provides  for  the  County  Clerk  to  prepare  this  report  and  forward  it  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  and  State  Tax  Commission  (STC). 

5.4  Annual  Settlement  The  County  Collector-Treasurer's  annual  settlement  for  the  year  ended 

February  29,  2012,  was  not  prepared  and  filed  until  September  4,  2012. 
Section  139.160,  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  to 
annually  settle  with  the  County  Commission  the  accounts  of  all  monies 
received  from  taxes  and  other  sources.  To  help  ensure  the  validity  of  tax 
book  charges,  collections,  and  credits,  and  for  the  County  Clerk  and  County 
Commission  to  properly  verify  these  amounts,  it  is  imperative  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer  file  annual  settlements  on  a  timely  basis. 

Similar  condition  A  condition  similar  to  section  5.3  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report, 

previously  reported 


5.3  Aggregate  abstracts 
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Recommendations  ^.1       The  County  Commission  ensure  property  tax  system  access  is 

limited  to  only  what  is  needed  for  the  users  to  perform  their  job 
duties  and  responsibilities. 


5.2  The  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  should  ensure  a 
comparison  of  approved  additions  and  abatements  to  actual  changes 
made  to  the  property  tax  system  is  performed,  review  and  approve 
additions  and  abatements  in  a  timely  manner,  and  ensure  supporting 
documentation  is  maintained  to  support  the  changes  made. 

5.3  The  County  Clerk  prepare  and  file  back  tax  aggregate  abstracts  with 
the  DOR  and  STC  in  a  timely  manner. 

5.4  The  County  Collector-Treasurer  file  annual  settlements  in  a  timely 
manner. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  provided  the  following 

written  responses: 


5. 1  Access  to  the  property  tax  system  will  be  reviewed  and  any  needed 
restrictions  will  be  considered  for  implementation  if  feasible,  as  of 
April  1,  2013. 

5.2  We  will  attempt  to  implement  this  in  the  next  tax  year. 


5.3        This  will  be  implemented. 


6.  Payroll  and  Related 
Matters 


The  County  Collector-Treasurer  provided  the  following  written  response: 

5.4  Of  course  I  acknowledge  the  importance  of  preparing  my  annual 
settlement  as  soon  as  possible  following  the  end  of  February.  It  is 
my  goal  to  do  so  each  year.  I  always  come  within  a  very  small 
dollar  amount  of  balancing  the  receipts  with  the  expenditures 
almost  immediately.  The  problem  arises  in  my  attempts  to  find  the 
reason  for  the  difference.  Obviously,  there  is  a  flaw  in  my  record 
keeping.  We  have  initiated  an  excel  program  which  should  solve  the 
problem.  I  will  make  it  a  priority  to  submit  the  annual  settlement  as 
required  by  Missouri  Statute. 

Controls  and  procedures  over  payroll  disbursements  and  other  related 
matters  need  improvement. 


6.1  Employment  The  county  did  not  document  reasons  for  classifying  some  workers  as 

classification  independent  contractors  instead  of  as  county  employees.  In  addition,  the 

county  failed  to  withhold  and  report  payroll  and  income  taxes  on  payments 
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to  these  workers.  These  payments  were  reported  to  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  (IRS)  on  1099  forms.  Payments  to  independent  contractors  totaled 
$30,212  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  and  $22,556  during  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2010. 


The  county  considers  some  individuals  hired  by  the  Sheriffs  office  and 
Public  Administrator's  office,  and  for  maintenance  purposes  to  be 
independent  contractors;  however,  these  individuals  are  supervised  and 
trained  by  county  personnel,  submit  timesheets,  and  utilize  county  owned 
equipment  to  perform  their  duties,  so  it  appears  these  individuals  should  be 
considered  county  employees.  Additionally,  the  independent  contractors 
hired  by  the  Sheriffs  office  performed  the  same  duties  as  other  Sheriffs 
office  employees,  and  some  Sheriffs  office  independent  contractors  were 
originally  paid  as  employees  and  later  as  contractors  when  no  significant 
changes  were  made  to  job  duties  and  responsibilities.  Written  contracts  were 
also  not  entered  into  with  some  of  these  independent  contractors.  Further, 
the  County  Commission  indicated  some  new  hires  are  allowed  to  choose 
their  own  compensation  method  (employee  versus  independent  contractor). 

Section  105.300,  RSMo,  defines  an  elected  or  appointed  officer  or  employee 
of  a  political  subdivision  as  an  employee  for  Social  Security  and  Medicare 
tax  purposes.  For  employees,  the  IRS  requires  employers  to  report  employee 
compensation  on  W-2  forms  and  withhold  and  remit  income  and  payroll 
taxes.  Similarly,  Chapter  143,  RSMo,  includes  requirements  for  reporting 
wages  and  withholding  state  income  taxes.  State  and  federal  laws  require 
employers  to  pay  the  employer's  share  of  Social  Security  and  Medicare  on 
the  compensation  paid  to  employees.  Proper  classification  of  employees  is 
necessary  to  ensure  compliance  with  various  state  and  federal  laws  and 
regulations.  The  failure  to  withhold  and  properly  report  payroll  and  income 
taxes  for  county  employees  makes  the  county  potentially  subject  to 
additional  tax  liabilities  along  with  penalties  and  interest. 


6.2  Overtime  grants  and 
compensatory  time 


The  county  did  not  properly  handle  overtime  related  to  grant  activities,  and 
the  county  is  not  compensating  law  enforcement  personnel  in  accordance 
with  county  policy. 


•  The  Sheriffs  office  received  several  grants  in  2010  to  fund  overtime 
incurred  to  enforce  highway  safety.  Time  worked  related  to  these  grant 
activities  was  not  recorded  on  deputies'  timesheets  and  deputies  were 
compensated  at  their  overtime  rate  (time  and  a  half),  without 
considering  overall  hours  worked  (regular  and  grant  duties).  We  noted 
instances  where  combined  hours  did  not  exceed  171  hours  in  a  28  day 
period,  and  therefore,  overtime  was  not  due.  In  addition,  these  payments 
were  not  processed  through  the  county's  payroll  system  and  reported  on 
the  deputies'  W-2  forms,  and  payroll  deductions  were  not  withheld  from 
the  payments. 
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•  The  county  did  not  compensate  law  enforcement  personnel  in 
accordance  with  county  policy.  The  county's  current  personnel  policy 
provides  for  law  enforcement  personnel  to  accrue  compensatory  leave  at 
time  and  a  half  for  any  time  worked  over  171  hours  during  a  28 
consecutive  day  period;  however,  the  county  provided  compensatory 
time  at  time  and  a  half  to  law  enforcement  personnel,  who  worked  more 
than  40  hours  per  week.  While  the  County  Commission  indicated  they 
approved  this  change,  the  county's  written  policy  was  not  updated. 

The  Internal  Revenue  Code  generally  indicates  individuals  treated  as 
employees  should  have  all  compensation  reported  on  W-2  forms.  In 
addition,  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938 
(FLSA)  and  ensure  propriety  of  payments  made,  time  worked  should  be 
properly  recorded  on  the  monthly  timesheets  and  paid  through  the  regular 
county  payroll  process.  To  ensure  employees  are  treated  equitably  and  are 
properly  compensated,  strict  compliance  with  personnel  policies  is 
necessary,  and  the  personnel  policy  should  be  updated  to  reflect  any 
changes  in  the  accrual  of  compensatory  time. 

6.3  Timesheets  and  payroll      Timesheets  and  payroll  forms  were  not  always  properly  signed  and 
forms  timesheets  were  not  prepared  and  submitted  to  the  County  Commission  by 

the  Emergency  Management  (EM)  Director. 

Timesheets  prepared  by  employees  and  independent  contractors  of  the 
Sheriffs  office  were  not  always  signed  by  the  employee/independent 
contractor  and  the  Sheriff.  In  addition,  new  hire/change  of 
position/termination  forms,  which  document  employment  dates,  rate  of  pay, 
and  how  the  employee  is  going  to  be  paid  (through  payroll  or  as  an 
independent  contractor),  were  not  always  signed  by  the 
employee/independent  contractor  and  the  Sheriff.  Sometimes,  the  Sheriff 
allowed  his  bookkeeper  to  sign  his  name  to  timesheets  and  payroll  forms. 

Further,  while  the  EM  Director  has  a  written  contract  with  the  county  to 
serve  as  EM  Director  and  be  paid  $9,600  annually,  he  does  not  prepare  and 
submit  a  timesheet  or  other  records  documenting  work  performed. 

Timesheets  and  payroll  forms  should  be  reviewed  and  signed  by  the 
employee  and  the  employee's  supervisor  to  indicate  their  agreement  to  the 
actual  time  reported  each  month.  To  ensure  the  legitimacy  of  contract 
payments,  the  County  Commission  should  require  a  timesheet  or  other 
records  of  work  performed  be  prepared  and  submitted  by  the  EM  Director. 

Similar  conditions  Similar  conditions  to  sections  6.2  and  6.3  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 

previously  reported  report. 
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Recommendations        The  County  commission: 

6.1  Ensure  all  persons  hired  are  properly  classified  as  employees  or 
independent  contractors  in  compliance  with  state  and  federal  laws 
and  regulations,  and  all  compensation  paid  is  subject  to  income  and 
payroll  taxes  and  properly  reported. 

6.2  Ensure  all  time  worked  is  recorded  on  the  employee  timesheets,  and 
overtime  is  paid  in  compliance  with  county  policy  and  the  FLSA.  In 
addition,  the  County  Commission  and  Sheriff  should  ensure  all 
salary  payments  and  wages  are  subject  to  payroll  withholdings  and 
reported  on  W-2  forms.  Prior  years'  W-2  forms  should  be  amended 
if  applicable.  Also,  the  County  Commission  should  ensure 
compliance  with  the  county's  personnel  policies,  and  revise  the 
county  personnel  policy  to  reflect  changes  in  the  accrual  of 
compensatory  time. 

6.3  Ensure  time  sheets  and  payroll  forms  are  signed  by  the  employee 
and  the  employee's  supervisor.  Additionally,  the  County 
Commission  should  ensure  the  EM  Director  prepares  and  submits  a 
timesheet  or  other  documentation  of  worked  performed. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

6.1  Payroll  procedures  will  be  reviewed.  All  wages  paid  to  persons 
performing  duties  for  the  county  are  accounted  for  through  the 
issue  of  a  W-2  or  1099. 

6.2  We  have  elected  to  not  include  grant  wages  through  the  county's 
payroll  system;  however,  we  will  review  overtime  eligibility  when 
payments  are  made.  We  will  update  our  personnel  policies  as 
needed. 

6.3  We  will  request  the  Sheriff  to  ensure  employee  and  supervisor 
signatures  are  included  on  all  timesheets.  We  will  request  the 
Emergency  Management  Director  to  submit  a  timesheet  on  a 
monthly  basis. 

The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

6.2  I  will  work  with  the  County  Commission  on  getting  each  and  every 
employee  subjected  to  payroll  and  withholdings. 

6.3  I  will  not  allow  other  employees  to  sign  my  name.  I  will  designate 
others  to  be  able  to  sign  off  on  the  time  sheets  or  other  reports  that 
need  to  be  signed  off  on. 
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Weaknesses  were  noted  in  the  controls  and  procedures  over  disbursements, 
the  Sheriff  Revolving  Fund  was  not  established  as  required  by  state  law,  and 
the  County  Commission  significantly  overestimated  disbursements  of 
several  county  funds. 

7.1  Performance  bonds  The  county  did  not  require  general  contractors  to  furnish  performance  bonds 

on  four  construction  projects  completed  during  2011  and  2010.  The  cost  of 
the  four  construction  projects  totaled  over  $204,000,  and  the  cost  for  each 
project  exceeded  $25,000.  Section  107.170,  RSMo,  requires  all  public 
entities  to  obtain  a  performance  bond  for  public  works  contracts  with  costs 
estimated  to  exceed  $25,000.  Performance  bonds  provide  assurance  for 
proper  completion  of  such  projects  and  relieve  the  county  from  any  potential 
liability  to  subcontractors  upon  default  by  the  general  contractor. 

7.2  Fuel  procedures  Controls  and  procedures  over  fuel  use  and  purchases  need  improvement. 

According  to  accounting  records,  the  county  purchased  fuel  for  the  road  and 
bridge  department  costing  $47,000  and  the  Sheriffs  office  costing  $82,000 
during  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  201 1. 

The  road  and  bridge  department  and  the  Sheriffs  office  purchase  unleaded 
fuel  at  local  fuel  stations.  The  road  and  bridge  department  also  purchases 
bulk  diesel  fuel  from  a  local  vendor.  The  county  has  a  bulk  diesel  fuel  tank 
located  at  the  road  and  bridge  department  building  and  a  mobile  tank  in  the 
back  of  a  road  and  bridge  department  truck,  which  is  used  to  haul  fuel  from 
the  road  and  bridge  department  building  to  equipment. 

•  Bulk  and  mobile  tank  fuel  use  logs  are  not  maintained  by  the  road  and 
bridge  department,  and  as  a  result,  fuel  use  is  not  reconciled  to  fuel 
purchases.  In  addition,  while  road  and  bridge  department  employees 
document  the  odometer  reading  on  vehicles  and  the  number  of  gallons 
purchased  at  the  time  unleaded  fuel  is  purchased  and  this  information  is 
submitted  to  the  road  and  bridge  department  secretary  periodically,  fuel 
use  is  not  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases. 

•  While  daily  mileage  records  are  maintained  by  the  Sheriffs  office 
employees,  fuel  use  is  not  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases.  In  addition,  our 
review  of  the  August  2012  fuel  bill  totaling  $4,263,  identified  19  fuel 
card  invoices  totaling  $1,304  could  not  be  located. 

Procedures  for  reviewing  fuel  use  and  reconciling  use  to  purchases  are 
necessary  to  ensure  the  reasonableness  and  propriety  of  fuel  use  and 
disbursements.  In  addition,  fuel  use  logs  are  necessary  to  document  the 
appropriate  use  of  equipment  and  vehicles  to  support  fuel  charges.  Further, 
all  disbursements  should  be  supported  by  a  vendor  invoice  to  ensure  the 
obligation  was  actually  incurred.  Failure  to  account  for  fuel  purchases  could 
result  in  theft  and  misuse  going  undetected. 


7.  County  Procedures 
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7.3  Written  contracts  The  county  did  not  always  enter  into  written  contracts  defining  services 

provided  and  benefits  received. 

•  The  county  did  not  enter  into  a  written  contract  for  economic 
development  funding  provided  to  the  Barton  County  Community 
Development  Corporation  totaling  $50,000  during  the  2  years  ended 
December  3 1 ,  20 1 1 . 

•  The  county  did  not  enter  into  a  written  contract  with  Jasper  County 
regarding  the  rate  to  be  charged  for  housing  Jasper  County  prisoners  in 
the  Barton  County  jail.  While  several  bills  have  been  sent  for  payment, 
as  of  September  2012,  over  $7,000  in  prisoner  board  billings  incurred 
during  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011,  is  due  from  Jasper 
County. 

•  The  county  did  not  enter  into  a  written  contract  with  the  Barton  County 
Ambulance  District  for  dispatching  services  provided. 

Written  contracts  are  necessary  to  ensure  all  parties  are  aware  of  their  duties 
and  responsibilities  and  to  prevent  misunderstandings.  Section  432.070, 
RSMo,  requires  contracts  for  political  subdivisions  to  be  in  writing. 

The  Sheriff  Revolving  Fund  was  not  established  as  required  by  state  law, 
and  the  fees  collected  for  processing  concealed  weapon  permit  applications 
or  renewals  were  disbursed  to  the  LEST  Fund,  which  is  held  by  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer.  By  not  separately  tracking  concealed  weapon  permit 
fees  collected  and  disbursed,  the  county  cannot  determine  what  portion  of 
the  LEST  Fund  represents  restricted  concealed  weapon  monies  or 
demonstrate  compliance  with  statutorily  allowed  uses.  The  Sheriffs  office 
collected  approximately  $5,400  for  concealed  weapon  permit  applications 
during  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  Section  571.101,  RSMo, 
authorizes  the  Sheriff  to  charge  non-refundable  fees  for  processing  a  first 
time  application  and  a  renewal  for  a  concealed  weapon  permit  which  shall 
be  paid  to  the  county  treasury  to  the  credit  of  the  Sheriff  Revolving  Fund. 
Section  50.535.2,  RSMo,  restricts  the  use  of  these  funds  for  the  purchase  of 
equipment,  to  provide  training,  and  to  make  necessary  expenditures  to 
process  applications  for  concealed  carry  endorsements  or  renewals. 

County  budget  preparation  procedures  do  not  ensure  the  budget  documents 
of  some  county  funds  reasonably  reflect  the  anticipated  financial  activity 
and  cash  balances,  and  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  the  budget  as  a  tool  for 
monitoring  or  controlling  disbursements.  As  noted  in  the  table  below,  the 
County  Commission  significantly  overestimated  disbursements  for  various 
funds,  and  as  a  result  the  actual  ending  cash  balances  were  much  higher  than 
the  projected  ending  cash  balances  at  December  31,  2011. 


7.4  Sheriff  Revolving  Fund 


7.5  Budgets 
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The  County  Commission  also  overestimated  disbursements  in  these  funds  in 
2012  and  2010.  Additionally,  some  disbursement  categories  that  were 
significantly  overestimated  each  year  such  as  capital  improvements  in  the 
General  Revenue  Fund,  construction  projects  in  the  Special  Road  and 
Bridge  Fund,  and  training  and  computer/software  upgrades  in  the 
Emergency  911  Fund,  would  require  formal  planning  and  bidding,  and  no 
evidence  of  any  formal  plans  or  bids  for  these  significant  projects  was 
documented  by  the  county. 

General     Special  Road 

Revenue      and  Bridge  Emergency 

Fund  Fund  911  Fund 

Budgeted  disbursements  $       1,729,789       1,397,010  582,350 

Actual  disbursements  1,143,129         611,364  105,447 

Budgeted  over  actual 

disbursements  $         586,660         785,646  476,903 


Projected  ending  cash  balance  $           5,444  8,961  1,014 

Actual  ending  cash  balance  587,102  786,519  494,071 
Actual  over  projected  ending 

cash  balance  $        581,658  777,558  493,057 


Realistic  projections  of  the  county's  uses  of  funds  are  essential  for  the 
efficient  management  of  finances  and  for  communicating  accurate  financial 
data  to  county  residents.  Significantly  overestimating  anticipated 
disbursements  is  misleading  to  the  public  and  prevents  an  accurate  estimate 
of  the  county's  financial  condition. 

Similar  conditions  Similar  conditions  to  sections  7.2  and  7.3  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 

previously  reported  report. 

Recommendations  The  County  Commission: 


7.1  Ensure  performance  bonds  are  obtained  for  construction  projects  as 
required  by  state  law. 

7.2  Require  fuel  use  logs  be  maintained,  and  ensure  these  logs  are 
reviewed  for  accuracy  and  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases.  Any 
significant  discrepancies  should  be  investigated.  In  addition,  the 
County  Commission  should  require  supporting  documentation  for 
all  fuel  purchases  be  maintained. 

7.3  Enter  into  written  contracts  defining  services  provided  and  benefits 
received  and  continue  to  pursue  collection  of  amounts  due. 


23 


Barton  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


7.4  Require  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  to  establish  the  Sheriff 
Revolving  Fund  to  ensure  monies  are  only  expended  as  allowed  by 
state  law. 

7.5  Ensure  budgets  provide  reasonable  estimates  of  anticipated 
disbursements  and  ending  cash  balances. 

Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

7.1  Payments  to  contractors  are  made  only  upon  the  completion  and 
inspection  of  each  project,  but  we  will  review  the  requirements  of 
the  law  and  will  consider  requiring  a  performance  bond. 

7.2  We  will  make  every  attempt  to  implement  a  reconciliation  process 
by  purchasing  and  installing  a  meter  on  our  pump  to  track  fuel  used 
in  a  log  book.  We  have  also  discussed  the  requirement  of  submitting 
documentation  for  fuel  purchases  monthly  with  the  Sheriff  and  his 
deputies. 

7.3  We  will  put  these  agreements  in  writing.  The  County  Commission 
will  continue  to  recommend  that  the  Sheriff  enter  into  written 
contracts  with  surrounding  county  Sheriff's  and  send  additional 
notices  in  an  attempt  to  collect  amounts  past  due. 

7.4  A  Sheriff's  Revolving  Fund  has  been  established. 

7.5  We  will  review  our  current  budgeting  procedures  and  consider 
more  reasonable  estimates  of  the  county's  budget. 

The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  response: 

7.3  I  will  get  a  written  agreement  defining  services  provided  by  other 
Sheriffs  offices  in  regards  to  the  holding  and  care  of  inmates.  This 
will  aid  in  the  collection  of  amounts  due  to  the  county. 

The  County  Collector-Treasurer  provided  the  following  written  response: 

7.4  I  have  established  a  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund  and  am  transferring 
the  misdirected  funds  to  that  account. 


Duties  are  not  adequately  segregated,  and  receipting  and  depositing 
procedures  need  improvement.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  collected 
bad  check  restitution  and  fees  and  court-ordered  restitution  totaling 
approximately  $23,000  and  $39,000  during  the  years  ended  December  31, 
2011  and  2010,  respectively. 


8.  Prosecuting 

Attorney  Controls 
and  Procedures 
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8.1  Segregation  of  duties 


8.2  Receipting  and 

depositing  procedures 


The  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  depositing,  disbursing  monies,  and 
reconciling  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  bank  account  are  not  adequately 
segregated.  The  office  manager  performs  all  of  these  duties.  While  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  he  reviewed  monthly  bank  reconciliations, 
his  review  was  not  always  documented,  and  he  indicated  he  does  not 
reconcile  receipt  slips  issued  to  deposits. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  all  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  If  proper 
segregation  of  duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  should 
implement  a  documented  independent  or  supervisory  review  to  ensure  the 
bank  records  are  in  agreement  with  the  accounting  records. 

Receipt  slips  are  not  issued  for  some  monies  received,  and  monies  received 
are  not  always  deposited  intact  and  in  a  timely  manner.  For  example,  a 
receipt  slip  was  not  issued  for  two  money  orders  dated  February  16,  2010, 
totaling  $1,328,  that  were  deposited  into  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  trust 
bank  account  on  February  18,  2010.  Additionally,  a  deposit  on  June  4,  2012, 
included  receipt  slip  number  45585  issued  on  May  29,  2012,  while  receipt 
slip  numbers  45586  and  45587  were  issued  and  deposited  on  June  1,  2012. 
In  another  example,  a  $60  money  order  received  on  June  12,  2012,  was  held 
and  not  deposited  until  July  17,  2012.  In  addition,  the  original  copies  of 
voided  receipt  slips  are  not  always  maintained. 

Failure  to  implement  adequate  receipting  and  depositing  procedures 
increases  the  risk  that  loss  or  misuse  of  monies  received  and  errors  will  go 
undetected. 


Recommendations 


A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 
The  Prosecuting  Attorney: 

8.1       Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible 


or 


ensure  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  performed  and 
documented. 


Auditee's  Response 


8.2  Require  receipt  slips  be  issued  for  all  monies  received,  ensure 
original  copies  of  voided  receipt  slips  are  retained,  and  deposit  all 
monies  received  intact  and  in  a  timely  manner. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

8.1       I  will  try  and  review  and  document  monthly  reconciliations. 
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8.2  My  office  will  try  to  ensure  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  all  monies, 
voided  receipt  slips  are  retained,  and  monies  are  deposited  intact 
and  in  a  timely  manner. 


The  Public  Administrator  charged  some  wards  $360  in  annual  fees  in 
advance  of  services  being  performed  without  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge's 
approval.  For  example,  on  April  4,  2012,  the  Public  Administrator  charged  a 
ward  $360  in  annual  fees  for  the  time  period  May  2012  to  April  2013; 
however,  the  ward  passed  away  in  May  2012.  In  another  example,  on 
May  12,  2011,  the  Public  Administrator  charged  a  ward  $360  in  annual  fees 
for  the  time  period  May  2011  to  June  2012;  however  in  June  2012,  the 
Public  Administrator  failed  to  reduce  her  billing  for  additional  fees  to  the 
ward  for  the  $360  already  charged  and  collected.  In  addition,  the  Probate 
Division  has  not  established  procedures  to  review  the  accuracy  of  fees  paid 
to  the  Public  Administrator.  The  Associate  Circuit  Judge  has  approved  the 
Public  Administrator  to  charge  a  $30  monthly  fee  on  all  estates  to  perform 
routine  monthly  record  keeping,  and  an  additional  fee  of  $45  per  hour  can 
be  charged  for  any  services  performed  in  addition  to  normal  monthly  record 
keeping. 

To  ensure  fees  are  paid  correctly,  the  Public  Administrator  should  charge 
fees  in  accordance  with  the  fee  schedule  approved  by  the  Associate  Circuit 
Judge  and  after  the  services  are  performed.  Failure  to  adequately  review 
fees  paid  to  the  Public  Administrator  by  the  Probate  Division  increases  the 
risk  that  errors  or  misuse  of  funds  could  go  undetected. 

A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

The  Public  Administrator  should  discontinue  the  practice  of  charging  fees  in 
advance,  and  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge  should  ensure  the  Probate  Division 
has  established  procedures  to  review  the  accuracy  of  fees  paid  to  the  Public 
Administrator. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Public  Administrator  provided  the  following  written  response: 

For  clarification,  fees  since  January  2009  are  paid  to  the  County  of  Barton 
based  on  the  time  expended  by  the  Public  Administrator's  office  unlike  your 
previous  audit  when  fees  had  not  been  collected  in  a  timely  manner  and 
were  payable  to  the  Public  Administrator  as  a  fee-based  office.  Those  cases 
mentioned  were  not  collected  to  prevent  a  hardship  to  the  protectees. 

In  your  first  case  noted,  my  authority  ends  upon  the  death  of  a 
ward/protectee  thus  not  allowing  the  credit  of  pre-paid  fees  to  be  taken  until 
a  later  petition  in  the  decedent  estate.  The  court  authorized  this  credit  filed 
on  the  final  petition  on  August  1,  2012. 


9.  Public 

Administrator 
Fees 


Recommendation 
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The  second  case  noted  was  indeed  an  error  that  occurred  and  noted  by  your 
office  before  our  check-and-balance  caught  the  error.  It  was  corrected 
immediately. 

Discontinuing  the  practice  of  collecting  the  county's  fees  in  advance  when 
the  annual  income  is  available  following  receipt  of  the  Missouri  property 
tax  credit  tax  refunds  would  likely  cause  the  inability  to  collect  the  fees  at  a 
later  date  due  to  funds  becoming  depleted.  After  conference  with  the 
Associate  Circuit  Judge,  the  Court's  order  allowing  the  $30  monthly 
assessment  will  be  amended  to  include  payment  in  advance  and/or  when 
funds  are  available.  Our  office  will  continue  to  track  and  account  for  the 
fees  and  allow  for  any  credit  that  might  be  due  the  ward/protectee. 

The  Associate  Circuit  Judge  indicated  he  reviewed  and  approved  the  Public 
Administrator's  response  and  did  not  feel  he  needed  to  provide  an 
additional  response. 
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Barton  County  is  a  township-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat 
is  Lamar. 

Barton  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  bridges,  and  performing  miscellaneous 
duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal  functions  of  these 
other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property  assessment,  property  tax 
collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance  of  financial  and  other 
records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county  employed  23  full-time 
employees  and  18  part-time  employees  on  December  31,  2011.  The 
townships  maintain  county  roads. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  3 1  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


 Officeholder  2012  2011 

Mike  Davis,  Presiding  Commissioner  $  29,060 

Dennis  Wilson,  Associate  Commissioner  27,060 

Bonda  Rawlings,  Associate  Commissioner  27,060 

Kathleen  Dimond,  Recorder  of  Deeds  41 ,000 

Kristina  Crockett,  County  Clerk  4 1 ,000 

Steven  H.  Kaderly,  Prosecuting  Attorney  49,000 

Mitchell  (Mitch)  Shaw,  Sheriff  45,000 

C.  Tucker  Joustra,  County  Coroner  13,000 

Teresa  E.  Moore,  Public  Administrator  41,000 
Frances  Cato,  County  Collector-Treasurer, 

year  ended  March  3 1 ,  41 ,000 
Ivan  Frieden,  County  Assessor, 

year  ended  August  31,  41,000 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


According  to  county  personnel,  the  county  was  awarded  the  following 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009  funding  during  the  2 
years  ended  December  31,  2011. 

A  $10,563  Recovery  Act:  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant 
was  awarded  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice  for  purchasing  law 
enforcement  equipment  for  the  Sheriffs  office.  During  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2011,  $10,563  was  received  and  expended  by  the  Sheriffs 
office  related  to  this  grant. 
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A  Homeless  Prevention  and  Rapid  Re -Housing  Program  Grant  was  awarded 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Social  Services  and  $41,500  was  passed  through  to  Barton 
County.  The  county  spent  $41,500  during  the  2  years  ended  December  31, 
2011,  on  this  program  which  provides  homelessness  prevention  assistance 
to  households  that  would  have  otherwise  become  homeless  and  rapid  re- 
housing assistance  to  persons  who  were  homeless. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Pineville  Municipal 
Division 


Background 


On  June  7,  2012,  the  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  received  substantial, 
credible  evidence  from  the  McDonald  County  Prosecuting  Attorney  alleging 
missing  monies  at  the  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division.  Because  of  the 
severity  of  the  allegations,  the  State  Auditor  activated  the  Auditor's  Swift 
Assessment  Program  to  gather  evidence  and  ensure  its  preservation. 


Missing  Monies 


Between  June  2010  and  May  2012,  cash  receipts  totaling  at  least  $19,648 
were  received  but  not  deposited.  In  addition,  some  essential  records 
documenting  amounts  received  and  case  and  ticket  dispositions  could  not  be 
located.  These  problems  along  with  correspondence  with  several  defendants 
indicated  additional  funds  totaling  at  least  $1,648  could  also  be  missing. 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Municipal  Division 
Procedures 


Money  handling  duties  were  not  adequately  segregated  from  recording 
transactions,  and  there  was  no  independent  supervisory  review  of  the  former 
Court  Clerk's  work.  There  was  no  independent  review  to  ensure  manual 
receipt  slips  were  properly  entered  in  the  Justice  Information  System  (JIS) 
and  subsequently  deposited,  receipts  were  not  recorded  timely  or  deposited 
timely  and  intact,  and  manual  receipt  slips  were  not  always  issued  in 
numerical  sequence.  The  method  of  payment  was  not  always  recorded  on 
manual  receipts  slips  and  did  not  always  match  the  JIS.  Receipt  slips  were 
not  issued  for  52  checks  and  money  orders  totaling  $11,006  on  hand  on 
June  7,  2012,  although  dates  on  these  items  ranged  from  December  2005  to 
May  2012.  The  former  Court  Clerk  did  not  always  issue  warrants  in 
accordance  with  the  Municipal  Judge's  procedures  and  did  not  generate  a  list 
of  unpaid  fines  and  costs  for  the  Judge's  review.  The  former  Court  Clerk 
adjusted  the  amount  of  fines  and  costs  in  the  JIS  without  obtaining 
independent  approval,  and  some  adjustments  were  not  adequately 
documented.  A  monthly  list  of  all  cases  heard  was  not  prepared  and  filed 
with  the  city,  as  required  by  state  law. 

Neither  the  city  Marshal's  office  nor  the  municipal  division  adequately 
accounted  for  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  traffic 
tickets  issued,  and  some  tickets  issued  were  not  recorded  in  the  JIS. 
Procedures  were  not  in  place  to  ensure  ticket  information  entered  in  the  JIS 
was  always  approved  by  the  City  Prosecutor.  Audit  staff  identified  48 
instances  in  which  ticket  information  entered  in  the  JIS  by  the  former  Court 
Clerk  did  not  agree  with  the  information  in  the  defendant's  case  file  or  with 
the  City  Prosecutor's  list  of  amended  and  dismissed  tickets.  The  former 
Court  Clerk  did  not  consistently  or  accurately  document  the  final  disposition 
of  each  case  on  the  court  dockets  in  the  JIS,  and  the  Municipal  Judge  did  not 
review  and  document  his  approval  of  some  court  dockets.  The  municipal 
division  and  the  city  do  not  have  adequate  ongoing  procedures  to  track 
tickets  issued  on  state  or  federal  highways  located  in  the  city,  and  the  related 
fines  and  court  costs  collected,  to  determine  whether  excess  revenues  should 
be  remitted  to  the  state  in  accordance  with  state  law. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor. 


American  Recovery  and  The  Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  did  not 

Reinvestment  Act  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited  time  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge 
Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit 
and 

Municipal  Judge 
and 

Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
City  of  Pineville,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  of  the  Fortieth  Judicial 
Circuit  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  A  request  for  an  audit  was  received  from  the 
Presiding  Circuit  Judge  after  city  officials  provided  credible  evidence  of  missing  municipal  division 
monies.  The  State  Auditor  evaluated  the  information  provided  and  determined  the  concerns  met  the 
criteria  for  activating  the  Auditor's  Swift  Assessment  Program.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was 
not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  6  months  ended  June  30,  2012,  and  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011. 
The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Determine  the  extent  of  monies  missing  from  the  municipal  division. 

4.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo,  which  restricts  the  amount 
of  fines  and  court  costs  that  may  be  retained  by  municipalities  from  traffic  violations 
occurring  on  state  and  federal  highways. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  municipal  division,  as  well  as  certain  external 
parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 
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We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  municipal  division's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  division. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  (3)  missing  monies  totaling  at  least  $19,648,  and  (4)  no  instances  of  noncompliance  with 
Section  302.341.2,  RSMo.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising 
from  our  audit  of  the  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  of  the  Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Pamela  Allison  Tillery,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Natalie  B.  McNish,  CGAP 
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Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division 

Introduction 

On  June  7,  2012,  the  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  received  substantial, 
credible  evidence  from  the  McDonald  County  Prosecuting  Attorney  alleging 
missing  monies  at  the  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division.  As  a  result,  the 
State  Auditor  immediately  activated  the  Auditor's  Swift  Assessment 
Program  (ASAP). 1 


Background 


On  June  7,  2012,  the  State  Auditor's  office  met  with  the  Presiding  Circuit 
Judge,  McDonald  County  Prosecuting  Attorney,  and  City  Prosecuting 
Attorney.  At  this  time,  the  Presiding  Circuit  Judge  formally  requested  an 
audit  of  the  municipal  division.  After  this  meeting,  auditors  conducted 
interviews  with  the  City  Clerk  and  Mayor;  gathered  and  secured  municipal 
division  records  including  manual  receipt  books  and  printed  reports  from 
the  Justice  Information  System  (JIS),  the  Missouri  Courts  automated  case 
management  system;  and  documented  a  cash  count  of  52  checks  on  hand 
dated  between  December  15,  2005,  and  May  24,  2012,  totaling  $11,006. 

According  to  the  City  Clerk,  the  former  Court  Clerk  was  hired  by  the  city  on 
May  3,  2010,  to  serve  in  the  position  of  Court  Clerk  and  Water  Clerk.  In 
November  2011,  the  duties  of  Water  Clerk  were  reassigned  to  another  city 
employee.  On  June  1,  2012,  the  former  Court  Clerk  was  terminated  for 
reasons  not  related  to  the  suspected  missing  monies.  On  June  4,  2012,  the 
City  Clerk,  began  preparing  for  a  June  19,  2012,  court  session,  and  found 
case  files  in  disarray,  undeposited  checks  payable  to  the  municipal  division 
dated  months  prior,  and  instances  where  tickets  had  never  been  entered  into 
the  JIS.  On  June  5,  2012,  the  City  Clerk  identified  monies  receipted  using 
manual  receipt  slips  which  did  not  appear  to  be  recorded  in  the  JIS  or 
deposited.  After  further  review  of  municipal  division  records,  city  officials 
contacted  the  McDonald  County  Prosecuting  Attorney. 


The  State  Auditor  activates  the  ASAP  when  there  is  substantial,  credible  evidence  to 
believe  there  is: 

(1)  Fraud,  violations  of  state  or  federal  law,  rule  or  regulation,  or  significant 
misappropriation,  mismanagement,  or  waste  of  public  resources;  or 

(2)  Significant  risk  of  loss  of  confidence  of  the  people  in  their  government  due  to  fiscal 
abuse  or  mismanagement;  and 

(3)  The  need  for  immediate  action  to  preserve  relevant  evidence  and/or  prevent 
continued  harm. 
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Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 

1.  Missing  Monies 


Undepo sited  cash  receipts 


Possible  additional  missing 
monies 


Between  June  2010  and  May  2012  municipal  division  cash  receipts  totaling 
at  least  $19,648  were  received  but  not  deposited.  In  addition,  some  essential 
records  documenting  amounts  received  and  case  and  ticket  dispositions 
could  not  be  located  by  the  municipal  division.  These  problems  with 
records,  along  with  correspondence  with  various  defendants,  indicate 
additional  funds  totaling  at  least  $1,648  could  also  be  missing.  See  the 
Supporting  Documentation  for  Missing  Cash  Receipts  section  at  the  end  of 
this  report  for  details  regarding  undeposited  cash  receipts  and  possible 
additional  missing  monies.  The  former  Court  Clerk  was  primarily 
responsible  for  receipting,  recording,  and  depositing  all  monies  received  by 
the  municipal  division;  however,  in  her  absence,  other  city  employees 
would  issue  manual  receipt  slips  for  monies  received  and  hold  those  monies 
for  recording  and  depositing  by  the  former  Court  Clerk  upon  her  return. 

Cash  receipts  totaling  $19,142  recorded  on  104  manual  receipt  slips  issued 
by  various  personnel  of  the  city  and  the  former  Court  Clerk  for  fines  and 
court  costs  were  not  recorded  in  the  Justice  Information  System  (JIS),  the 
Missouri  Courts  automated  case  management  system,  or  deposited. 

In  addition  to  this  amount,  the  former  Court  Clerk  issued  6  manual  receipt 
slips  totaling  $2,118;  however,  only  $1,612  of  this  amount  was  recorded  in 
the  JIS  and  deposited.  The  remaining  $506  was  not  deposited  and  is 
missing. 

A  review  of  available  court  records  showed  the  handling  of  various  tickets 
was  contrary  to  established  court  procedure,  records  were  incomplete,  and 
case  activity  was  unusual.  Defendants  of  these  cases  were  sent  confirmation 
letters  requesting  case  information  and  documentation  of  any  payments 
made.  The  resulting  oral  and  written  correspondence  with  various 
defendants  identified  cash  payments  totaling  at  least  $1,648  in  fines  and 
costs  which  may  have  been  made,  but  were  not  receipted  using  manual 
receipt  slips,  recorded  in  the  JIS,  or  deposited. 


•  A  defendant  indicated  a  $182  cash  payment  was  made  in  January  2011; 
however,  our  audit  work  indicated  the  related  ticket  was  not  recorded  by 
the  former  Court  Clerk  in  the  JIS  and  the  monies  were  not  deposited.  A 
photocopy  of  the  ticket  was  located  in  court  records  and  was  stamped 
paid.  The  stamp  used  was  also  utilized  by  the  city  to  record  water 
payments  received.  The  stamp  indicates  the  method  of  payment  (cash  or 
check),  "PAID",  the  date  of  payment,  and  the  "City  of  Pineville".  The 
former  Court  Clerk  was  also  responsible  for  the  collection  of  water 
payments  during  this  time  period. 

We  identified  a  photocopy  of  a  different  ticket  was  also  stamped 
"PAID"  using  this  same  stamp.  The  stamp  showed  a  received  date  of 
January  2010;  however,  the  ticket  was  issued  in  December  2010,  with  a 
court  date  in  January  2011.  This  payment  was  not  recorded  by  the 
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former  Court  Clerk  in  the  JIS.  The  fine  and  court  cost  schedule 
indicated  $140  was  due  for  the  related  offense;  however,  we  were 
unable  to  contact  the  defendant  to  confirm  if  payment  was  made  or  trace 
these  monies  to  a  deposit. 

•  A  defendant  indicated  a  $140  cash  payment  was  made  in  December 
2010,  but  no  receipt  slip  was  provided  to  the  defendant  by  the  municipal 
division.  Our  review  of  manual  receipt  slips  indicated  manual  receipt 
number  7869  was  issued  by  the  former  Court  Clerk  on  December  14, 
2010,  to  this  defendant  for  $140;  however,  the  word  "void"  was  written 
in  blue  ink  on  the  duplicate  copy  of  the  manual  receipt,  the  original 
copy  of  the  manual  receipt  slip  was  not  retained,  and  the  receipt  was  not 
recorded  in  the  JIS  or  deposited. 

Additionally,  during  our  review  of  other  manual  receipt  slips,  another 
manual  receipt  slip  was  "voided"  in  this  same  manner.  Receipt  number 
7766  was  issued  by  the  former  Court  Clerk  on  September  10,  2010,  to  a 
defendant  for  $182  cash,  and  the  duplicate  copy  of  the  manual  receipt 
slip  had  been  marked  void  in  blue  ink.  This  receipt  was  also  not 
recorded  in  the  JIS  or  deposited.  However,  we  were  unable  to  contact 
the  defendant  to  confirm  whether  payment  was  made. 

•  Two  other  defendants  indicated  cash  payments  totaling  $304  were  made 
on  tickets  dated  April  22,  2011,  and  August  17,  2010;  however,  the 
defendants  could  not  provide  any  documentation  of  payment.  The  ticket 
dated  April  22,  2011,  was  not  recorded  in  the  JIS  and  the  ticket  dated 
August  17,  2010,  was  suspended  in  the  JIS  in  May  2011  by  canceling 
future  court  activity.  When  case  activity  is  suspended,  the  case  no 
longer  appears  on  the  docket. 

•  Another  defendant  indicated  a  $700  cash  payment  was  made  on  April 
19,  2011,  the  same  date  the  JIS  indicates  the  related  case  activity  was 
suspended.  The  defendant  (an  out  of  state  resident)  also  provided 
documentation  showing  $700  in  cash  was  withdrawn  from  personal 
bank  accounts  at  a  bank  branch  in  the  City  of  Pineville  on  April  19, 
2011;  however,  the  defendant  was  unable  to  provide  a  paid  receipt.  This 
payment  was  to  be  applied  to  fines  and  costs  due  for  three  separate 
tickets  issued  to  the  defendant. 


Recommendation 


The  lack  of  segregation  of  duties,  inadequate  controls,  and  the  absence  of 
proper  oversight,  as  discussed  in  the  remainder  of  this  report,  resulted  in  the 
failure  to  detect  missing  monies  on  a  timely  basis. 

The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  work  with  law  enforcement 
officials  regarding  any  possible  criminal  prosecution  related  to  the  missing 
funds,  including  restitution.  In  addition,  an  attempt  should  be  made  to  locate 
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or  recover  the  missing  court  records  and  documents  to  determine  whether 
additional  monies  are  missing. 


Auditee's  Response 


2.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 

2. 1  Segregation  of  duties 


2.2  Receipting,  recording, 
and  depositing 
procedures 


The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Judge  provided  the  following  written 
response: 

I  can  assure  you  that  all  parties  involved  with  the  City  of  Pineville  through 
my  position,  the  clerk,  the  mayor's  office,  and  the  law  enforcement  within 
the  city  will  cooperate  fully  with  any  investigation  with  the  prosecutor's 
office  for  criminal  proceedings,  and  we  will  provide  any  assistance, 
testimony,  or  input  required  by  the  prosecutor's  office  or  the  state  to  bring 
this  matter  to  a  rightful  conclusion. 

Significant  weaknesses  were  identified  with  accounting  controls  and 
procedures  of  the  municipal  division.  According  to  the  JIS,  fines  and  costs 
collected  during  the  6  months  ended  June  30,  2012,  and  the  years  ended 
December  31,  2011,  and  2010,  were  approximately  $112,000,  $308,000, 
and  $312,000,  respectively. 

The  duties  of  receiving  and  depositing  monies  were  not  adequately 
segregated  from  recording  transactions.  The  former  Court  Clerk  was 
primarily  responsible  for  all  duties  related  to  the  collection  of  monies, 
posting  fines  and  court  costs  received  into  the  JIS,  and  deposit  preparation. 
Neither  the  Municipal  Judge  nor  other  city  officials  independent  of  the  cash 
custody  and  record  keeping  functions  provided  any  supervision  or  review  of 
the  work  performed  by  the  former  Court  Clerk. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  possible  loss  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls 
should  provide  reasonable  assurance  that  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal  controls  could  be 
improved  by  segregating  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If  proper  segregation 
of  duties  is  not  possible,  a  documented  independent  review  of  work 
performed  by  the  Court  Clerk  is  necessary. 

Receipting,  recording,  and  depositing  procedures  were  inadequate.  Manual 
receipt  slips  were  often  issued  for  monies  paid  to  the  court;  however,  no 
formal  written  policy  has  been  established  documenting  when  the  use  of 
manual  receipt  slips  is  appropriate  and  a  separate  receipt  book  was  not 
maintained  for  municipal  division  monies  received.  The  city  located  five 
receipt  books,  originally  containing  1,255  receipt  slips.  We  determined  455 
of  these  manual  receipt  slips  related  to  municipal  division  activity.  The 
remainder  were  issued  for  city  receipts,  some  were  not  used  at  all,  and  both 
copies  of  some  were  torn  from  the  book  leaving  no  documentation  of  their 
use.  The  manual  receipt  slips  used  for  municipal  division  activity  were 
dated  between  February  16,  2010  and  June  28,  2012. 
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Fines  and  court  costs  were  usually  collected,  recorded  in  the  JIS,  and 
deposited  into  the  municipal  division  bank  account  by  the  former  Court 
Clerk.  The  former  Court  Clerk  often  used  manual  receipt  slips  to  initially 
record  collections.  When  the  former  Court  Clerk  was  not  available,  fines 
and  court  costs  were  collected  by  city  personnel  including  the  City  Clerk 
and  Deputy  Clerk,  who  wrote  manual  receipt  slips  and  transmitted  the 
monies  to  the  former  Court  Clerk  for  recording  in  the  JIS  and  deposit. 

•  There  was  no  independent  review  to  ensure  manual  receipt  slips  were 
properly  recorded  in  the  JIS  and  subsequently  deposited.  At  least  110 
manual  receipt  slips  totaling  $19,648  were  either  not  recorded  or  were 
not  accurately  recorded  in  the  JIS  and  deposited.  Had  a  review  been 
performed,  the  missing  monies  may  have  been  detected. 

•  Manual  receipt  slips  were  not  recorded  in  the  JIS  on  a  timely  basis  or 
deposited  timely  or  intact.  Of  the  455  manual  receipt  slips  reviewed, 
only  345  had  date  of  receipt  documented;  of  which,  65  (19  percent) 
were  not  recorded  in  the  JIS  for  2  or  more  days.  In  addition,  while  the 
average  time  between  receipt  and  recording  was  4  days,  and  receipt  and 
deposit  was  5  days,  we  noted  examples  where  timeframes  for 
processing  and  depositing  monies  far  exceeded  these  averages.  For 
example,  one  manual  receipt  slip  issued  for  cash  on  October  10,  2010, 
was  not  recorded  in  the  JIS  and  deposited  until  February  15,  2011,  137 
days  later.  In  another  example,  a  manual  receipt  slip  issued  for  cash  on 
June  21,  2011,  was  not  recorded  in  the  JIS  and  deposited  until  August 
16,  2011,  56  days  later. 

•  Generic  rediform  manual  receipt  slips,  instead  of  official  receipt  slips, 
were  issued  for  monies  received,  manual  receipt  slips  were  not  always 
issued  in  numerical  sequence,  and  the  same  series  of  manual  receipt 
slips  were  used  to  receipt  both  municipal  division  and  city  monies.  For 
example,  receipt  number  265584  was  issued  on  August  2,  2011,  for  city 
monies  and  receipt  number  265585  was  issued  on  May  12,  2011,  for 
municipal  division  monies. 

•  The  method  of  payment  was  not  recorded  on  70  of  the  455  manual 
receipt  slips  reviewed,  and  the  method  of  payment  recorded  on  manual 
receipt  slips  did  not  agree  to  the  method  of  payment  recorded  in  the  JIS 
for  8  of  the  455  receipt  slips  reviewed.  In  addition,  the  payee  was  not 
always  documented  on  manual  receipt  slips;  the  duplicate  copy  of  some 
manual  receipt  slips  had  been  altered  to  change  the  amount  paid,  date 
paid,  method  of  payment,  and  payor;  and  some  duplicate  copies  were 
not  readable. 

•  Receipt  slips  were  not  accounted  for  properly.  In  addition  to  the  455 
manual  receipt  slips  reviewed,  we  noted  both  copies  of  60  manual 
receipt  slips  were  torn  from  the  receipt  books  and  not  retained.  Of  the 
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455  manual  receipt  slips  reviewed,  the  top  copy  of  8  blank  manual 
receipt  slips  were  torn  from  the  receipt  books  and  not  retained,  and  the 
top  copy  of  10  voided  manual  receipt  slips  were  torn  from  the  receipt 
books  and  not  retained.  Also,  manual  receipt  slips  issued  prior  to 
February  16,  2010,  could  not  be  located  by  the  municipal  division,  and 
the  numerical  sequence  of  the  JIS  receipt  slips  issued  was  not  accounted 
for  properly. 

•  Neither  manual  nor  JIS  receipt  slips  had  been  issued  for  52  checks  and 
money  orders  totaling  $  1 1 ,006  on  hand  during  a  cash  count  conducted 
on  June  7,  2012.  In  addition,  the  checks  and  money  orders  were  dated 
between  December  15,  2005,  and  May  24,  2012,  and  had  not  been 
restrictively  endorsed. 

To  adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse 
of  funds,  procedures  should  be  established  to  account  for  all  monies 
received.  The  use  of  manual  receipt  slips  should  be  limited;  however,  when 
their  use  is  necessary,  official,  prenumbered  manual  receipt  slips  should  be 
utilized  and  processes  implemented  to  account  for  the  numerical  sequence 
and  proper  and  timely  recording  in  the  JIS. 

2.3  Unpaid  fines  and  COStS       The  Municipal  Judge  indicated  procedures  for  processing  and  collecting 

monies  due  on  tickets  were  established  and  orally  communicated  to  the 
former  Court  Clerk.  However,  described  procedures  were  not  followed  by 
the  former  Court  Clerk.  According  to  the  Municipal  Judge,  if  a  defendant  is 
a  Missouri  resident  and  meets  the  Judge's  criteria  for  living  locally  (based 
upon  the  distance  between  the  address  of  a  defendant  and  the  City  of 
Pineville)  but  has  failed  to  pay  amounts  due  or  appear  in  court,  he  orders  a 
warrant  be  issued.  However,  a  warrant  had  not  been  issued  for  11  of  13 
Missouri  residents  who  met  this  criteria  and  had  failed  to  pay  amounts  due 
or  appear  in  court.  These  11  cases  were  suspended  by  the  former  Court 
Clerk  in  the  JIS  (see  MAR  finding  number  3). 

In  addition,  while  a  list  of  unpaid  fines  and  costs  is  maintained  in  the  JIS, 
the  former  Court  Clerk  did  not  generate  this  report  for  the  Municipal  Judge's 
review.  At  our  request,  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  (OSCA) 
provided  a  report  of  unpaid  fines  and  costs  which  totaled  $54,550  as  of  July 
25,  2012. 

To  ensure  proper  and  timely  follow-up  action  is  taken  on  unpaid  fines  and 
costs,  the  municipal  division  should  establish  procedures  and  confirm 
procedures  are  followed.  This  helps  maximize  municipal  division 
collections  and  provides  equitable  treatment  for  those  citizens  who  are 
paying  fines  and  court  costs  when  due. 
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2.4  Adjustments  Adjustments  in  the  JIS  were  not  properly  documented  or  reviewed  by 

someone  independent  of  receipting,  recording  and  depositing  duties.  The 
former  Court  Clerk  adjusted  the  amount  of  fines  and  costs  due  in  the  JIS 
without  obtaining  independent  approval,  and  adequate  documentation  of 
such  adjustments  was  not  retained.  Some  of  the  missing  monies  identified  in 
MAR  finding  number  1  were  concealed  by  adjustments  made  in  the  JIS.  To 
reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls  should 
provide  reasonable  assurance  adjustments  are  accounted  for  properly. 
Adjustments  should  be  supported  by  adequate  documentation  and  reviewed 
and  approved  by  someone  independent  of  cash  custody  and  record  keeping 
functions  to  ensure  such  adjustments  are  appropriate. 

2.5  Report  Of  Cases  heard         A  monthly  list  of  all  cases  heard  was  not  prepared  and  filed  with  the  city. 

Without  such  a  report,  the  city  cannot  effectively  monitor  municipal 
division  activity  and  ensure  monies  are  properly  remitted. 

Section  479.080.3,  RSMo,  requires  the  Court  Clerk  to  prepare  a  monthly  list 
of  all  cases  heard  in  the  municipal  division,  including  the  names  of  the 
defendants  and  fines  and  court  costs  imposed,  and  the  list  to  be  verified  by 
the  Court  Clerk  or  Municipal  Judge  and  filed  with  the  city. 

Recommendations  The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division: 

2.1  Segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  and  implement 
appropriate  reviews  and  monitoring  procedures. 

2.2  Establish  procedures  to  ensure  all  manual  receipt  slips  are 
subsequently  posted  to  the  JIS,  and  ensure  all  monies  are  deposited 
timely  and  intact.  The  use  of  manual  receipt  slips  should  be  limited. 
In  addition,  the  composition  of  receipt  slips  should  be  reconciled  to 
the  composition  of  deposits,  and  checks  and  money  orders  should 
be  restrictively  endorsed  upon  receipt. 

2.3  Develop  adequate  procedures  to  account  for  and  follow  up  on 
unpaid  fines  and  costs. 

2.4  Require  an  independent  review  and  approval  of  all  adjustments 
made  in  the  JIS,  and  retain  adequate  documentation  to  support 
adjustments. 

2.5  Ensure  a  monthly  list  of  cases  heard  in  the  municipal  division  is 
prepared  and  filed  with  the  city  in  accordance  with  state  law. 
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Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  ^ity  °f  Pineville  Municipal  Judge  provided  the  following  written 

response: 

I  have  in  general  terms  reviewed  the  newly  implemented  procedures 
through  employees  and  Municipal  Court  Division  in  the  City  of  Pineville 
with  the  Mayor,  the  City  Clerk  and  new  court  personnel.  I  would  certainly 
urge  and  encourage  all  parties  to  comply  with  your  suggestions  and 
recommendations  under  2.1  through  2.5,  and  if  those  procedures  have  not 
already  been  implemented  or  are  in  place,  follow  up  to  make  sure  they  are 
complied  with  and  continued  to  be  complied  with  in  the  future,  and  that  all 
those  suggestions  are  appropriate  and  would  lead  to  regular  assurance  that 
the  incidences  which  caused  this  investigation  not  re-occur  in  the  future. 


The  City  Clerk  of  Pineville  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2. 1  Due  to  a  limited  availability  of  staff,  duties  could  not  be  further 
segregated;  however,  we  have  established  documented  supervisory 
reviews  to  ensure  transactions  are  properly  recorded. 


2.2  We  have  purchased  pre-printed  official  manual  receipt  slips  to  use 
when  necessary  and  have  established  procedures  to  reconcile  the 
composition  and  amount  of  monies  recorded  on  manual  receipt 
slips  to  JIS  batch  reports  and  daily  deposits.  We  now  restrictively 
endorse  all  checks  and  money  orders  upon  receipt. 

2.3  We  have  established  procedures  to  ensure  all  follow  up  activity, 
including  the  issuance  of  warrants,  is  completed  in  a  timely  manner. 

2.4  We  will  ensure  supporting  documentation  is  maintained  for  all 
adjustments  made  in  the  future  and  will  discuss  options  for  review 
and  approval  of  adjustments  made  in  the  JIS  system  with  OSCA. 


3.  Municipal  Division 
Procedures 


2.5       We  have  implemented  procedures  to  file  a  monthly  report  with  the 
city  as  required. 

Municipal  division  procedures  related  to  ticket  accountability,  amended  and 
dismissed  charges  on  tickets,  case  dispositions,  and  monitoring  of  excess 
revenues  need  improvement. 


3 . 1  Ticket  accountability         Neither  the  city  Marshal's  office  nor  the  municipal  division  adequately 

accounted  for  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  traffic 
tickets  issued.  Although  the  Marshal's  office  maintains  a  log  to  account  for 
ticket  books  assigned  to  police  officers,  some  ticket  books  assigned  to 
officers  were  not  posted  to  the  log.  In  addition,  neither  copies  of  tickets  nor 
a  list  of  all  tickets  issued  or  voided  by  the  Marshal's  office  was  maintained. 
The  Marshal  submitted  the  tickets  to  the  Court  Clerk  and  the  Court  Clerk 
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recorded  the  tickets  issued  in  the  JIS.  The  ticket  number  is  recorded  as  the 
case  number  in  the  JIS.  The  failure  to  account  for  all  tickets  issued  helped 
conceal  the  missing  funds  noted  in  MAR  finding  number  1 . 

During  our  review  of  tickets,  we  identified  65  tickets  issued  during  the 
period  June  2010  through  June  2012  by  the  Marshal's  office  which  were  not 
recorded  in  the  JIS.  Of  these  65  tickets,  the  municipal  division  copy  of  30 
tickets  could  not  be  located,  and  19  tickets  were  filed  with  an  inaccurate 
case  number.  The  remaining  16  tickets  were  filed  with  the  Associate  Circuit 
Court,  voided,  or  dismissed  by  the  City  Prosecutor.  Using  the  police  officer 
copy  of  tickets  issued,  we  were  able  to  identify  9  of  the  30  missing  tickets 
involved  missing  funds  noted  in  MAR  finding  number  1. 

Without  a  proper  accounting  of  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate 
disposition  of  tickets  issued,  the  municipal  division  and  the  Marshal's  office 
cannot  be  assured  all  tickets  issued  are  properly  submitted  for  processing. 

Procedures  were  not  in  place  to  ensure  ticket  information  entered  in  the  JIS 
was  always  approved  by  the  City  Prosecutor  (such  as  amended  charges, 
changes  in  fines  and  costs,  and  dismissals).  We  identified  48  instances  in 
which  ticket  information  entered  in  the  JIS  by  the  former  Court  Clerk  did 
not  agree  with  the  information  in  the  defendant's  case  file  or  with  the  City 
Prosecutor's  list  of  amended  and  dismissed  tickets. 

•  For  17  tickets  shown  as  amended  in  the  JIS,  there  was  no  evidence  the 
City  Prosecutor  approved  the  amendments.  According  to  reports 
generated  by  the  OSCA,  the  former  Court  Clerk  entered  the  amended 
charges  into  the  JIS  for  16  of  these  17  tickets. 

•  For  3  tickets,  the  amended  fine  and  cost  documented  on  the  ticket 
(approved  by  the  City  Prosecutor)  or  on  the  City  Prosecutor's  list  of 
amended  tickets  did  not  agree  to  the  fine  and  cost  amount  entered  in  the 
JIS. 

•  For  13  tickets,  amended  charges  approved  by  the  City  Prosecutor  were 
not  recorded  in  the  JIS. 

•  For  15  tickets  shown  as  dismissed  in  the  JIS,  there  was  no  evidence  the 
City  Prosecutor  approved  the  dismissal. 

To  adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse 
of  funds,  a  procedure  should  be  established  to  ensure  amended  charges, 
changes  in  fines  and  costs,  and  dismissals  are  approved  by  the  City 
Prosecutor  and  properly  recorded  in  the  JIS. 

3.3  Case  disposition  The  former  Court  Clerk  did  not  consistently  or  accurately  document  the 

final  disposition  of  each  case  on  the  court  dockets  in  the  JIS.  In  addition,  the 


3.2  Amended  and  dismissed 
charges  on  tickets 
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Municipal  Judge  does  not  review  and  document  his  approval  of  court 
dockets  for  traffic  tickets  paid  at  the  violation  bureau,  and  the  Municipal 
Judge  does  not  review  or  document  his  approval  of  other  court  dockets  after 
case  dispositions  are  recorded  in  the  JIS. 

It  is  the  standard  procedure  of  the  municipal  division  to  suspend  case 
activity  in  the  JIS  for  any  traffic  violation  issued  to  out  of  state  residents, 
and  Missouri  residents  meeting  the  Judge's  criteria  of  distance  between  the 
defendant's  address  and  the  City  of  Pineville,  because  the  Judge  will  not 
issue  warrants  for  these  defendants.  When  case  activity  is  suspended,  the 
case  no  longer  appears  on  the  docket.  Neither  the  City  Prosecutor  nor  the 
Municipal  Judge  provided  adequate  oversight  or  documented  their  approval 
of  this  process  to  ensure  tickets  were  handled  properly. 

We  obtained  case  disposition  reports  from  the  OSCA  which  identified  at 
least  84  cases  that  were  suspended  because  the  former  Court  Clerk  did  not 
enter  case  activity  in  the  JIS  and  at  least  206  cases  that  were  suspended 
because  the  former  Court  Clerk  canceled  a  future  court  date  and  did  not 
reschedule  a  new  court  date.  At  least  23  of  these  cases  had  missing  monies 
noted  in  MAR  finding  number  1 . 

The  municipal  division  should  establish  procedures  to  ensure  the  proper 
disposition  of  all  cases  has  been  entered  in  the  JIS  and  has  been  reviewed 
and  approved  by  the  Municipal  Judge  and  the  City  Prosecutor. 


3.4  Monitoring  of  excess 
revenues 


The  municipal  division  and  the  city  do  not  have  adequate  ongoing 
procedures  to  track  tickets  issued  on  state  or  federal  highways  located  in  the 
city,  and  the  related  fines  and  court  costs  collected,  to  determine  whether 
excess  revenues  should  be  distributed  to  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR). 
Section  302.341.2,  RSMo,  requires  municipalities  deriving  more  than  35 
percent  of  annual  general  operating  revenue  from  fines  and  court  costs  for 
traffic  violations  occurring  on  a  state  or  federal  highway  to  remit  the  excess 
to  the  DOR,  to  be  distributed  to  schools  of  the  county. 

During  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  the  city's  total  general  operating 
revenue  decreased  nearly  $670,000  because  the  DOR  withheld  local  option 
use  tax  monies  collected  between  May  and  December  2011  to  pay  a  refund 
of  approximately  $1  million  due  to  a  specific  company.  The  city  evaluated  if 
excess  revenues  had  been  collected  and  determined  no  excess  revenues  were 
payable  to  the  DOR.  The  city's  audited  financial  statements  for  2011 
indicate  fines  and  court  costs  totaled  $271,834,  representing  approximately 
35.5  percent  of  the  city's  general  operating  revenues  of  $764,938.  However, 
fines  and  court  costs  included  violations  which  did  not  occur  on  state  or 
federal  highways.  Therefore,  it  is  important  the  city  and  the  municipal 
division  work  together  to  monitor  for  excess  revenues. 
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Procedures  to  monitor  the  location  of  each  traffic  violation  and  the  related 
fines  and  costs  are  necessary  to  ensure  compliance  with  Section  302.341.2, 
RSMo. 

Recommendations  The  City  of  pineville  Municipal  Division: 

3.1  Work  with  the  city  Marshal's  office  to  ensure  the  numerical 
sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  all  tickets  issued  are  accounted 
for  properly. 

3.2  Develop  procedures  to  ensure  all  amended  and  dismissed  tickets, 
and  tickets  for  which  fines  and  costs  have  been  adjusted,  are 
approved  by  the  City  Prosecutor  and  properly  posted  to  the  JIS. 

3.3  Ensure  the  proper  disposition  of  cases  is  documented.  The 
Municipal  Judge  should  review  and  document  his  approval  of  the 
recorded  disposition  of  all  cases.  In  addition,  the  City  Prosecutor  or 
Municipal  Judge  should  review  and  document  their  approval  of 
suspended  out  of  state  or  area  resident  tickets  recorded. 

3.4  Work  with  the  City  of  Pineville  to  track  the  collection  of  fines  and 
court  costs  for  traffic  violations  on  the  state  and  federal  highways  to 
ensure  compliance  with  the  excess  revenue  state  law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Judge  provided  the  following  written 

response: 

I  believe  these  are  all  good  ideas,  and  I  have  already  had  informal 
communication  with  the  Marshal's  office,  employees  of  the  city,  new  court 
personnel,  and  the  mayor's  personnel  to  make  sure  these  safeguards  are  in 
place  and  that  all  recommended  and  mandatory  procedures  concerning  the 
operation  of  the  municipal  court,  and  particularly  record  keeping  and 
notification  to  the  proper  local,  state,  and  out  of  state  authorities  is 
implemented. 

The  City  Clerk  of  Pineville  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

3.1  The  Marshal's  office  and  the  court  have  both  established  ticket  logs 
to  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  tickets  issued  and  filed 
with  the  court.  The  disposition  of  every  ticket  is  tracked  on  the 
court's  log  and  any  breaks  in  the  numerical  sequence  will  be 
followed  up  on  immediately. 

3.2  We  are  working  to  establish  new  procedures  with  the  city 
Prosecuting  Attorney  to  ensure  all  amendments,  dismissals,  and 
adjustments  are  properly  approved  and  recorded  in  the  JIS. 
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3.3        We  now  ensure  the  Municipal  Judge  documents  the  disposition  and 
his  approval  on  all  court  dockets  including  suspended  cases. 


3.4  We  will  continue  to  monitor  the  collection  of  fines  and  costs  for 
traffic  violations  and  ensure  compliance  with  the  excess  revenue 
state  law. 
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The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  is  in  the  Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit, 
which  consists  of  Newton  and  McDonald  Counties.  The  Honorable  Timothy 
W.  Perigo  serves  as  Presiding  Judge. 

The  municipal  division  is  governed  by  Chapter  479,  RSMo,  and  by  Supreme 
Court  Rule  No.  37.  Supreme  Court  Rule  No.  37.49  provides  that  each 
municipal  division  may  establish  a  violation  bureau  in  which  fines  and  costs 
are  collected  at  times  other  than  during  court  and  transmitted  to  the  city 
treasury. 

Personnel  At  June  30,  2012,  the  municipal  division  employees  were  as  follows: 


Title 

Name 

Municipal  Judge 

James  Paul 

Interim  Court  Clerk  (1) 

Melissa  Ziemianin 

(1)     Andrea  Faidley  served  as  Court  Clerk  from  May  3,  2010,  until  her  termination  on 
June  1,  2012. 


Financial  and  Caseload 
Information 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


JIS  Receipts 
Number  of  cases  filed 


6  Months  Ended 

June  30,  2012 

$  112,243 
861 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 

2011  2010 

307,840  312,109 
2,082  2,312 


The  Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division,  did  not 
receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  6  months  ended  June  30, 
2012,  and  2  years  ended  December  31,  201 1. 
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The  following  table  provides  supporting  documentation  for  the  cash  receipts 
totaling  $19,142  recorded  on  104  manual  receipt  slips  for  fines  and  court 
costs  that  were  not  recorded  in  the  Justice  Information  System  (JIS),  the 
Missouri  Courts  automated  case  management  system,  or  deposited  as 
discussed  in  Management  Advisory  Report  (MAR)  finding  number  1. 


Undeposited  Cash  Receipts 


Manual 

Receipt 

Amount 

Date  Received 

Number 

Receipt  Issuer 

Received 

June  30,  2010 

265334 

Former  Court  Clerk  $ 

50 

July  19,  2010 

265357 

Former  Court  Clerk 

80 

August  13,  2010 

265402 

Former  Court  Clerk 

70 

August  17,  2010 

265410 

City  Clerk 

60 

October  6,  2010 

7794 

Former  Court  Clerk 

232 

October  14,  2010 

7799 

Deputy  Clerk 

182 

October  27,  2010 

7828 

Former  Court  Clerk 

282 

October  29,  2010 

7830 

Former  Court  Clerk 

140 

November  4,  2010 

7834 

Former  Court  Clerk 

182 

November  9,  2010 

7837 

City  Clerk 

140 

November  12,  2010 

7840 

City  Clerk 

140 

November  15,  2010 

7845 

City  Clerk 

232 

November  15,  2010 

7847 

Former  Court  Clerk 

232 

November  29,  2010 

7859 

Former  Court  Clerk 

82 

December  1,  2010 

7861 

Former  Court  Clerk 

232 

December  15,  2010 

7872 

Former  Court  Clerk 

140 

December  23,  2010 

7889 

Former  Court  Clerk 

75 

January  7,  2011 

7906 

City  Clerk 

100 

January  18,2011 

265417 

Former  Court  Clerk 

115 

February  14,  2011 

265429 

Former  Court  Clerk 

117 

February  15,  2011 

265430 

Former  Court  Clerk 

175 

February  15,2011 

265432 

Former  Court  Clerk 

140 

February  15,2011 

265438 

Former  Court  Clerk 

280 

February  18,2011 

265445 

Former  Court  Clerk 

107 

February  18,2011 

265446 

Former  Court  Clerk 

115 

February  18,2011 

265447 

Former  Court  Clerk 

25 

April  18,2011 

265476 

Former  Court  Clerk 

240 

May  12,  2011 

265585 

Former  Court  Clerk 

140 

May  16,  2011 

265503 

Former  Court  Clerk 

140 

May  17,  2011 

265511 

Former  Court  Clerk 

100 

May  23,2011 

265515 

Former  Court  Clerk 

60 

June  27,2011 

265544 

Former  Court  Clerk 

200 

July  6,2011 

265563 

Former  Court  Clerk 

50 

August  2,2011 

265586 

Former  Court  Clerk 

300 

August  15,2011 

245401 

Former  Court  Clerk 

182 

August  18,2011 

234006 

Deputy  Clerk 

115 
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Supporting  Documentation  for  Missing  Cash  Receipts 


Manual 

Receipt 

Amount 

Date  Received 

Number 

Receipt  Issuer 

Received 

September  14,  2011 

245415 

Former  Court  Clerk  $ 

382 

September  16,  2011 

245417 

Former  Court  Clerk 

182 

September  20,  2011 

245419 

Former  Court  Clerk 

345 

September  20,  2011 

245425 

Deputy  Clerk 

126 

September  23,  2011 

245428 

Former  Court  Clerk 

444 

September  29,  2011 

245429 

Former  Court  Clerk 

140 

September  30,  2011 

245430 

Former  Court  Clerk 

82 

October  6,  2011 

245598 

Former  Court  Clerk 

140 

October  17,  2011 

245432 

Former  Court  Clerk 

282 

October  18,  2011 

245433 

Former  Court  Clerk 

165 

October  18,  2011 

245434 

Deputy  Clerk 

50 

October  18,2011 

245435 

Former  Court  Clerk 

208 

October  18,2011 

245436 

Deputy  Clerk 

350 

October  18,  2011 

245437 

Deputy  Clerk 

150 

October  18,  2011 

245438 

Former  Court  Clerk 

141 

October  18,2011 

245440 

Deputy  Clerk 

25 

November  3,  2011 

245442 

Former  Court  Clerk 

142 

November  4,  2011 

245443 

Former  Court  Clerk 

432 

November  4,  2011 

245599 

Former  Court  Clerk 

165 

November  15,  2011 

245449 

Deputy  Clerk 

232 

November  15,  2011 

245450 

Deputy  Clerk 

175 

November  18,  2011 

245451 

Former  Court  Clerk 

32 

November  23,  2011 

245453 

Former  Court  Clerk 

240 

December  2,  2011 

245454 

Former  Court  Clerk 

150 

December  2,  2011 

245455 

Former  Court  Clerk 

165 

December  5,  2011 

245456 

Former  Court  Clerk 

150 

December  8,  2011 

245457 

Former  Court  Clerk 

182 

December  9,  2011 

245458 

Former  Court  Clerk 

12 

December  14,  2011 

245459 

Former  Court  Clerk 

200 

December  14,  2011 

245460 

Former  Court  Clerk 

157 

December  20,  2011 

245463 

Former  Court  Clerk 

677 

December  23,  201 1 

245464 

Former  Court  Clerk 

140 

January  3,  2012 

245465 

Former  Court  Clerk 

150 

January  6,  2012 

245466 

Former  Court  Clerk 

128 

January  6,  2012 

245467 

Former  Court  Clerk 

182 

January  13,  2012 

245468 

Former  Court  Clerk 

60 

January  16,  2012 

245469 

Former  Court  Clerk 

105 

January  17,  2012 

245470 

Former  Court  Clerk 

75 

January  17,  2012 

245471 

Former  Court  Clerk 

100 

January  23,  2012 

245472 

Former  Court  Clerk 

140 

February  3,  2012 

245473 

Former  Court  Clerk 

90 

Undeposited  Cash  Receipts 
(continued) 
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Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division 

Supporting  Documentation  for  Missing  Cash  Receipts 


Undeposited  Cash  Receipts 
(continued) 


YJ CxWs              L-  1  V  \j\X 

IVldnUdl 
ivcccipi 
lNTnmhpr 

1  >  LllllLll^l 

Rpppint  Tssnpr 

A  niAi  nil 
zAlllUUllL 

Rpppi  vpH 

Fphmarv  %  901  9 

94S474 

KoriTip p  tm^iYt  i~\(*yk 

1  U1111C1  V^LMJJ.  1  V^ICIJV 

989 
zoz 

Fphniarv  Q  9019 

94S476 

Frvrmpr  Pnnrt  i^l^rlr 

1  U1111C1  v^wU.1  L  V^ICIJV 

140 

Fphrnnrv  Q  901  9 

FCUIUaiy  V,  ZA/lZ. 

94S477 

r^UllllCl  v^UUlL  v^ICIJV 

140 

Fphrnnrv  Q  9019 

1  CUlUaly  Z*v/lZ* 

94S478 

PnfTriPi'  i^rvnrt  iM^rlr 

1  LM111C1  V^LMJJ.  1  V^lCiJV 

140 

94S47Q 

PnfTriPi'  i^rvnrt  iif^vlr 

1  wllllCl  V^ULLL  I  V^lClJv 

400 

Fphrnarv  91   901  9 

i  tuiuaiy  z.  i ,        i  z. 

945480 

Formpr  f~Vmrr  f^lprlr 

1  W1111G1        V  /  LI  1  L  V^ltlJV 

40 

Fphrnnrv  99   901  9 
FCUIUaiy  ZVZV,  ZVUlz, 

94S48S 

r^UllllCl  v^UUlL  v^ICIJV 

7S 

Fphrnnrv  9^  901  9 

1  CUlUaly  z^J,  Z*l/1Z* 

94S48fS 

Pni'inpi'  i^rmrr  i^l^rlr 

1  LM111C1  V.AIL11  I  v^iClJv 

84S 

Mnrrh  16  9019 

IVldli^ll  1U,  Z.I./  1  Z. 

94S487 

PnrTnpr  i^niift  ij^rlr 

1  LM111C1  V.AIL11  I  V^lClJv 

1  fiS 

1 UJ 

March  90  901  9 

IVltll^ll  ZJ\J  ^  Z.V./  1  X. 

94S4RQ 

Formpr  f^nnrr  f^lprlr 

1  LMllitl  V- V / Ll l  l  \_, l L-l  rv 

100 

1  v./v./ 

Mnrrh  9^  901  9 

IVldl^ll  Z*J ,  Z.V7  1  Z. 

9454CH 

Pnrrripr  I^rvnrt  iJ^rlr 
1  U1111C1  V^ULLl  I  V^lCiJV 

989 

ZOZ 

Anril  3  9f)1  9 

9454QS 

Formpr  i^onrt  i^lprV 

1  LMllitl       V / Ll l  l  V^ltiJV 

913 

Z.  1 

Anril  Q  901  9 

94S4Q6 

PnrrriPi'  i^mirf"  i^l^rlr 
1  iJllllCl  V^UUl  L  V^ICIJV 

S^9 

Anril  Q  901  9 

zALM.ll         Z.V/  1  Z. 

94S4Q7 

Pnrmpr  Pnnrt  f^l^rV 

1  iJllllCl  V^iJUl  L  V^lCiJV 

489 
toz 

Anril  1  fx  901  9 
jr\UIll  1U,  zulz 

94S4Q8 

I^UllllCl  V^UUIL  v^ICIJV 

1  riS 

1  UJ 

Anril  1  (S  9019 

zT.LM.ll   1VJ,  ZulZ 

9454QQ 

Formpr  i^mirt  i^lprV 

1  Ulllltl        V / LI  1  l  V^ltlJV 

140 

Anril  17  9019 

r\  I  J1  ill/,  Z.  V./ 1  z* 

94SS00 

Kai'itip l  trti^ivt  tif^YK' 

1  *J1111C1  V, V 1  LI  1  I  V^ICIJV 

100 

Anril  17  9019 

zALM.ll  1  /  ,  Z.V./  1  Z. 

94SS09 

Fr\rrrtf»r  Pnnrt  i^l^rV 

1  OllllCl  V-VILll  l  V^lClJV 

40 

Anril  1  7  901  9 

zAJJl 11  1  /  ,  ZVU  1 ZV 

94SS0^ 

r^UllllCl  v^UUlL  v^ICIJv 

^00 

May  3,  2012 

245505 

Former  Court  Clerk 

282 

May  4,  2012 

245506 

Former  Court  Clerk 

200 

May  10,  2012 

245507 

Former  Court  Clerk 

165 

Date  not  recorded 

245513 

Former  Court  Clerk 

532 

May  15,  2012 

245515 

Former  Court  Clerk 

232 

May  15,  2012 

245516 

Former  Court  Clerk 

100 

May  22,  2012 

245517 

Former  Court  Clerk 

140 

May  22,  2012 

234120 

Former  Court  Clerk 

165 

Total 

$ 

19,142 
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Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division 

Supporting  Documentation  for  Missing  Cash  Receipts 


The  following  table  provides  supporting  documentation  of  the  6  manual 
receipt  slips  totaling  $2,118  that  were  inaccurately  recorded  in  the  JIS  as 
only  $1,612,  and  the  remaining  $506  was  not  deposited  and  is  missing  as 
discussed  in  MAR  finding  number  1 . 

Inaccurately  Recorded  and 
Undeposited  Cash  Receipts 


Number 

Manual  Receipt 
Date  Received 

Amount 

Number 

JIS  Receipt 
Date  Received 

Amount 

Difference 
Long  (Short) 

265347 

July  15,  2010 

$  240 

4082906 

August  23,  2010 

$ 

150 

$  (90) 

265413 

August  17,  2010 

718 

4082855 

August  18,2010 

532 

(186) 

7858 

November  19,  2010 

172 

4083606 

November  22,  2010 

140 

(32) 

7876 

December  16,  2010 

175 

4084131 

February  15,  2011 

143 

(32) 

265504 

May  16,  2011 

140 

4084635 

May  16,  2011 

115 

(25) 

265461 

December  19,  2011 

673 

4085943 

December  19,  2011 

532 

(141) 

Total 

$  2,118 

$ 

1,612 

$  (506) 

The  following  table  provides  supporting  documentation  of  additional 
suspected  missing  funds  based  on  correspondence  with  various  defendants 
and  other  court  records,  which  indicate  cash  payments  totaling  at  least 
$1,648  may  have  been  made  to  the  court,  but  were  not  properly  recorded 
and  deposited. 


Additional  Suspected 
Missing  Funds 


Date  of 

Ticket  number 

Payment 

Amount 

100812466 

January  2011 

$  182 

100812284 

January  2011 

140 

100812215 

December  14,  2010 

140 

090514548 

September  10,  2010 

182 

100008324 

2011 

207 

110122821 

2011 

97 

110122739,  110122740,  110122741 

April  19,  2011 

700 

Total 

$  1,648 
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Sales  and  Use  Tax 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Department  of  Revenue,  Sales  and  Use  Tax 


Individual  Consumer  Use  Tax 
and  Internet  Sales 


Missouri's  individual  consumer  use  tax  requirements  are  not  well  known  by  the 
general  public  and  are  difficult  to  enforce  and  administer.  The  audit  report 
expresses  no  opinion  on  the  economic  effect  of  collecting  the  tax  but  notes  the 
unworkable  structure  in  place  now.  Missouri  law  imposes  an  individual 
consumer  use  tax  on  the  storage,  use,  or  consumption  of  tangible  personal 
property  which  is  required  to  be  paid  unless  sales  or  use  tax  is  paid  to  the  seller 
or  the  property  is  tax  exempt.  Also,  use  tax  is  due  on  purchases  from  a  seller 
which  is  not  engaged  in  business.  A  purchaser  is  required  to  file  a  use  tax  return 
if  the  cumulative  purchases  subject  to  use  tax  exceed  $2,000  in  a  calendar  year. 
The  United  States  Supreme  Court  has  held  that  states  cannot  require  companies 
that  do  not  have  a  physical  presence  in  the  state  to  collect  state  and  local  sales 
taxes.  University  studies  have  estimated  that  Missouri  state  and  local 
governments  have  lost  and  will  continue  to  lose  sales/use  tax  revenue  of 
between  $358  million  and  $474  million  annually  by  not  collecting  taxes  on 
these  sales.  The  Streamlined  Sales  and  Use  Tax  Agreement  (Agreement)  is  a 
cooperative  effort  among  states,  local  governments,  and  businesses  to  simplify 
sales  and  use  tax  collection  and  administration  by  retailers  and  states,  intended 
to  minimize  costs  and  administrative  burdens  on  retailers  that  collect  sales  tax 
while  encouraging  out-of-state  sellers  to  collect  tax  on  sales  to  customers  in  the 
Streamlined  states.  Forty-four  states,  including  Missouri,  signed  the  Agreement, 
but  Missouri  has  not  passed  implementing  legislation. 


The  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  does  not  include  a  specific  line  that 
requires  state  individual  income  taxpayers  to  state  whether  they  made  purchases 
exceeding  $2,000  for  which  sales  or  use  tax  was  not  paid,  and,  as  a  result,  most 
taxpayers  are  not  likely  aware  of  the  consumer  use  tax  requirement.  If  the  state 
continues  to  impose  the  individual  consumer  use  tax,  there  are  additional 
enforcement  procedures  the  DOR  should  consider. 


Ongoing  Concerns 


The  DOR  does  not  track  and  report  information  regarding  some  sales  and  use 
tax  exemptions,  and  so  the  cost  in  terms  of  reduced  state  revenue  for  each 
exemption  cannot  be  determined.  DOR  records  indicate  adjustments  to  gross 
sales  receipts  totaled  over  $154  billion,  $144  billion,  and  $147  billion  in  fiscal 
years  2011,  2010,  and  2009,  respectively.  The  DOR  has  agreed  that  tracking 
exemptions  is  a  good  idea,  but  it  believes  the  recommendation  increases  the 
reporting  burden  on  vendors  and  has  indicated  the  current  sales  tax  system 
might  not  have  the  capacity  to  handle  the  additional  information.  However,  the 
DOR  and  the  Office  of  Administration  awarded  a  contract  in  February  2012  for 
a  new  Missouri  Integrated  Revenue  System  (MIRS)  which  should  not  have 
similar  limitations. 


The  state  is  foregoing  a  significant  amount  of  sales  tax  revenue  because  there  is 
no  cap  on  the  amount  of  timely  discounts  large  vendors  can  take.  Business  were 
allowed  to  keep  approximately  $102  million,  $94  million,  and  $95  million  in 
state  and  local  sales  tax  revenues  collected  from  purchases  in  fiscal  years  2011, 
2010,  and  2009,  respectively,  as  an  incentive  for  timely  submitting  state  sales 
tax  payments.  Moreover,  the  DOR  does  not  routinely  report  the  amount  of 
timely  discounts  to  the  General  Assembly. 


When  consumers  overpay  sales  or  use  taxes,  the  DOR  refunds  the  vendor  the 
overpayment  plus  interest,  but  vendors  are  not  required  to  return  these  funds  to 
the  original  purchaser,  resulting  in  a  windfall  for  the  vendor.  The  DOR  has 
previously  agreed  to  support  legislation  that  would  require  sales  and  use  tax 
refunds  and  related  interest  to  be  returned  to  the  original  purchaser,  but,  to  date, 
such  legislation  has  not  been  successful. 

The  General  Revenue  Fund  (GRF)  does  not  receive  reimbursement  from  local 
funds  for  their  proportionate  share  of  interest  paid  on  refunds  of  sales  and  use 
taxes.  Sales  and  use  tax  refunds,  including  interest,  are  made  from  the  GRF,  and 
adjustments  are  automatically  made  to  reimburse  the  GRF  for  the  principal 
amount  due  from  local  funds.  However,  adjustments  are  not  automatically  made 
to  reimburse  the  GRF  for  the  amount  of  interest  due  from  local  funds.  Although 
the  DOR  has  previously  agreed  that  local  funds  should  pay  their  proportionate 
share  of  this  interest,  the  DOR  has  not  been  able  to  develop  a  method  for 
recovering  this  interest  with  the  current  tax  system,  but  according  to  DOR 
personnel  the  new  MIRS  should  not  have  this  limitation. 

Automated  Sales  Suppression  Missouri  law  does  not  prohibit  the  creation,  sale,  purchase,  installation,  transfer, 
Device  or  Possessi°n  °f  an  automated  sales  suppression  device  (a  software  program 

commonly  known  as  a  zapper).  Zapper  software  enables  businesses  to  evade  tax 
liability  by  altering  the  electronic  sales  records  in  a  cash  register  to  make  it 
appear  that  fewer  transactions  have  occurred.  At  least  10  other  states  have 
passed  or  are  considering  similar  legislation. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


American  Recovery  and  The  Department  of  Revenue  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  for 

Reinvestment  Act  sa^es  anc*  use  tax  °Perati°ns  during  the  audited  time  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Brian  K.  Long,  Director 
Department  of  Revenue 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Department  of  Revenue,  sales  and  use  tax  collections,  as 
required  by  Sections  32.087  and  67.525,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily 
limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  201 1,  2010,  and  2009.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  department's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  department's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  department;  analysis  of  comparative  data 
obtained  from  internal  sources;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of 
internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such 
controls  have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to 
obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an 
understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we 
assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions 
could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable 
assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  department's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures 
applied  in  our  audit  of  the  department. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  a  deficiency  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant  noncompliance 
with  legal  provision,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the 
Department  of  Revenue,  sales  and  use  tax  collections. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:        John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Toni  Crab  tree,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Robyn  Vogt,  M.Acct.,  CPA 
Audit  Staff:  Corey  McComas,  M.Acct.,  CPA 

Aaron  D.  Allen 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 

Missouri's  individual  consumer  use  tax  requirements  are  not  well  known  by 
the  general  public,  require  extensive  taxpayer  record  keeping,  are  generally 
not  complied  with,  and  are  difficult  to  enforce  and  administer.  This  report 
expresses  no  opinion  on  the  economic  effect  of  collecting  the  tax  on  the 
economy  of  Missouri;  the  report  simply  notes  the  unworkable  structure  in 
place  now. 

Background  information    State  law  imposes  an  individual  consumer  use  tax  on  the  storage,  use,  or 

consumption  of  tangible  personal  property  in  Missouri.  The  consumer  use 
tax  is  required  to  be  paid  unless  sales  or  use  tax  is  paid  to  the  seller  or  the 
property  is  tax  exempt.  Also,  use  tax  should  be  paid  on  purchases  from  a 
seller  which  is  not  engaged  in  business.  A  purchaser  is  required  to  file  an 
annual  use  tax  return  with  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  if  the 
cumulative  purchases  subject  to  use  tax  exceed  $2,000  in  a  calendar  year. 
The  use  tax  is  computed  on  the  purchase  price  of  all  goods  once  purchases 
exceed  $2,000.  Consumer  use  tax  information  and  requirements  are  posted 
on  the  DOR  website. 


1.  Individual 

Consumer  Use  Tax 
and  Internet  Sales 


The  type  of  purchases  subject  to  use  tax  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  1) 
catalog  purchases,  2)  magazine  subscriptions,  3)  cross-border  purchases  of 
goods,  4)  TV  marketing  purchases,  5)  computer  software  and  hardware,  6) 
mail-order  supply  purchases,  7)  furniture  and  equipment  purchases  from 
out-of-state  sellers,  8)  purchases  of  goods  over  the  Internet  (e-commerce) 
and  by  phone,  and  9)  purchases  of  goods  from  outside  the  United  States. 
Currently,  state  law  requires  local  businesses  to  collect  sales  tax,  even  if 
they  have  an  online  business,  because  these  businesses  have  a  physical 
presence  (nexus)  in  the  state.  However,  under  a  1992  U.S.  Supreme  Court 
ruling1,  states  cannot  require  companies  that  do  not  have  nexus  to  collect 
state  and  local  sales  taxes.  As  a  result,  Missouri  cannot  require  businesses 
without  nexus  to  collect  sales  tax  on  goods  sold  to  Missouri  residents. 
Federal  legislation  has  been  proposed  that  would  enable  states  to  require 
online  retailers  to  collect  and  remit  sales  taxes,  while  also  providing 
businesses  with  an  effective  means  to  comply.  Such  legislation  includes  the 
Marketplace  Fairness  Act,  the  Main  Street  Fairness  Act,  and  the 
Marketplace  Equity  Act. 

With  the  increasing  popularity  and  usage  of  the  Internet,  e-commerce  sales 
have  grown  significantly  over  recent  years.  University  studies2  have 


1  Quill  orp  v,  North  Dakota,  504  U.S.298  (1992) 

2 

Bruce,  Donald,  William  F.  Fox,  LeAnn  Luna,  "State  and  Local  Government  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  Losses  from  Electronic  Commerce,"  University  of  Tennessee,  Center  for  Business 
and  Economic  Research,  <http://cber.bus.utk.edu/ecomm.htm>,  accessed  on  April  27,2012; 
and  Huanfm  Ting,  John  Kosash  and  Andrew  Wesemann  (2012).  "Internet  Sales  and  Use  Tax 
Issues  in  Missouri"  Report  01-2012,  University  of  Missouri  Columbia,  Institute  of  Public 
Policy,  <http://ipp.missouri.edu/Publications/306>,  accessed  on  June  5,  2012. 
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estimated  that  Missouri  state  and  local  governments  have  lost  and  will 
continue  to  lose  sales/use  tax  revenue  of  between  $358  million  and  $474 
million  annually  by  not  collecting  taxes  on  these  sales.  Both  studies  also 
noted  that  local  vendors  face  a  competitive  disadvantage  because  consumers 
that  make  purchases  online  avoid  paying  sales/use  taxes.  However,  it  is 
possible  that  if  taxes  were  collected  on  e-commerce  sales,  consumer 
purchasing  habits  could  change  resulting  in  less  revenue  for  the  state  than 
forecasted.  The  issues  of  revenue,  consumer  spending  habits,  and  the 
economic  effect  of  increased  taxation  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  report. 

Streamlined  Sales  and  Use  The  Streamlined  Sales  and  Use  Tax  Agreement  (Agreement)  is  a 
Tax  Agreement  cooperative  effort  among  states,  local  governments,  and  businesses  to 

simplify  sales  and  use  tax  collection  and  administration  by  retailers  and 
states.  The  Agreement  aims  to  minimize  costs  and  administrative  burdens 
on  retailers  that  collect  sales  tax,  while  also  encouraging  out-of-state  sellers 
to  collect  tax  on  sales  to  customers  in  the  Streamlined  states.  Forty-four 
states,  including  Missouri,  signed  the  Agreement,  originally  adopted  in 
November  2002,  and  24  of  these  states  have  passed  legislation  to  conform  to 
the  Agreement.  Legislation  was  introduced  in  Missouri  during  the  2012 
legislative  session  and  in  prior  years  to  implement  the  provisions  of  the 
Agreement;  however,  such  legislation  has  not  passed.  Participation  in  the 
Agreement  is  voluntary  for  businesses  and  consumers;  therefore,  Missouri 
cannot  require  out-of-state  sellers  without  nexus  to  collect  sales  taxes  on 
purchases  made  by  Missouri  residents.  However,  according  to  the 
University  of  Missouri  report,  each  state  that  has  entered  into  the  Agreement 
collected,  on  average,  an  additional  $30.7  million,  in  total,  in  e-commerce 
tax  revenue  between  2005  to  2010. 


Some  states  (such  as  Washington,  North  Dakota,  New  York,  Kansas,  and 
Kentucky)  have  entered  into  agreements  with  large  Internet  sellers,  to 
collect  and  remit  state  and  local  sales  taxes.  Large  Internet  sellers  have  also 
negotiated  deals  with  other  states  to  collect  sales  tax  in  the  future.  In  other 
instances,  Internet  sellers  have  agreed  to  disclose  sales  and  use  tax 
requirements  on  their  Internet  sites  for  certain  states.  Such  disclosures 
inform  customers  that  many  states  require  purchasers  to  file  a  sales  or  use 
tax  return  reporting  all  taxable  purchases  that  were  not  taxed  and  to  pay  tax 
on  those  purchases,  and  may  include  a  link  to  that  state's  website. 

Individual  income  tax  The  DOR  does  not  include  a  specific  line  that  requires  state  individual 
forms  income  taxpayers  to  state  whether  they  made  purchases  exceeding  $2,000 

for  which  sales  or  use  tax  was  not  paid.  As  a  result,  most  taxpayers  are  not 
likely  aware  of  the  consumer  use  tax  requirements  as  evidenced  by  the  small 
amount  of  consumer  use  tax  collections. 
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According  to  DOR  records,  the  following  consumer  use  tax  was  paid: 


Tax  Year 
Number  of  individual 

tax  returns 
Number  of  use  tax 

returns 
Use  tax  paid  


2011(1)  2010 

2,917,023  2,876,787 

168  190 

$205,087  301,474 


2009  2008 

3,019,358  3,080,945 

125  96 

110,784  40,714 


(1)  Tax  year  201 1  information  through  August,  2012. 


If  the  state  continues  to  impose  the  individual  consumer  use  tax,  there  are 
additional  enforcement  procedures  the  DOR  should  consider.  Our  review  of 
other  states'  procedures  noted  some  states  include  a  specific  line  on  its 
individual  income  tax  return  to  report  purchases  made  for  which  sales  or  use 
tax  was  not  paid.  In  addition,  to  reduce  taxpayer  recordkeeping  burden, 
some  states  provide  an  optional  use  tax  reporting  table  which  bases  the 
consumer's  use  tax  liability  on  a  percentage  of  adjusted  gross  income  rather 
than  actual  purchases. 

To  increase  taxpayer  compliance  with  existing  individual  consumer  use  tax 
laws,  the  DOR  should  consider  revising  individual  income  tax  forms  to 
include  a  specific  line  regarding  purchases  made  for  which  sales  or  use  tax 
was  not  paid,  and  an  optional  use  tax  reporting  table  which  bases  consumer 
use  tax  liability  on  a  percentage  of  adjusted  gross  income  rather  than  actual 
purchases. 

Recommendation  The  DOR  revise  the  individual  income  tax  forms  to  increase  taxpayer 

compliance  with  existing  individual  consumer  use  tax  laws. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Department  supports  the  collection  of  all  taxes  due  the  state  of 

Missouri,  including  use  taxes.  However,  adding  a  line  on  the  return  may  not 
have  much  impact  on  use  tax  collections,  but  it  would  delay  the  availability 
of  general  revenue  funds.  This  delay  could  be  substantial  in  the  April-May 
time  frame  when  the  majority  of  individual  income  tax  revenues  are 
received. 


Individual  income  tax  revenues  are  all  general  revenue  funds  and  currently 
are  deposited  very  quickly,  usually  the  same  or  next  day  even  during  the 
April-May  time  frame.  If  those  funds  were  combined  with  use  tax  funds,  all 
money  would  need  to  be  deposited  in  a  suspense  account  until  the  return  is 
processed  and  the  appropriate  local  and  state  fund  distribution  can  be 
determined.  This  could  delay  availability  of  the  funds  by  as  much  as  six 
weeks.  The  Department  will  continue  to  explore  other  ways  to  encourage 
compliance  with  use  tax  laws  that  do  not  negatively  affect  the  timely 
transfer  of  funds  to  the  general  revenue  fund. 
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Auditor's  Comment 


We  do  not  agree  with  the  Department's  contention  that  enforcing  existing 
consumer  use  tax  law  would  need  to  unnecessarily  delay  the  availability  of 
general  revenue  funds.  The  DOR  could  place  only  the  consumer  use  tax 
portion  in  the  suspense  account  thereby  eliminating  any  need  to  delay  the 
availability  of  general  revenue  funds. 


2.  Ongoing  Concerns 


The  DOR  does  not  track  and  report  information  regarding  some  sales  and 
use  tax  exemptions  or  routinely  report  to  the  General  Assembly  for  its 
consideration  the  amount  of  timely  discounts  taken  by  businesses.  Under 
Missouri  law,  vendors  are  not  required  to  return  sales  and  use  tax  refunds  to 
the  original  purchaser  when  applicable,  and  local  funds  are  not  paying  their 
proportionate  share  of  interest  paid  on  refunds  of  sales  and  use  taxes. 


These  issues  are  ongoing  concerns  and  have  been  reported  in  prior  audit 
reports. 


2. 1  Sales  and  use  tax  The  DOR  does  not  track  and  report  information  regarding  some  sales  and 

exemptions  use  tax  exempti°ns-  As  a  result,  the  cost  in  terms  of  reduced  state  revenue 

for  each  exemption  cannot  be  determined. 


According  to  DOR  records,  there  are  currently  150  sales  and  use  tax 
exemptions  provided  by  state  law.  The  DOR  only  tracks  exemptions  related 
to  the  3  percent  reduction  on  food  sales,  textbook  sales,  and  manufacturing 
sales. 


Vendors  remit  monthly,  quarterly,  or  annual  sales  and  use  tax  returns  to  the 
DOR.  The  returns  include  gross  sales  receipts,  adjustments  to  gross  sales 
receipts,  and  taxable  sales.  The  adjustment  amounts  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to,  exempt  sales  for  the  period  of  the  sales  tax  return  (file  period), 
and  corrections  of  errors  from  previous  file  periods. 

DOR  records  indicate  adjustments  to  gross  sales  receipts  totaled  over  $154 
billion,  $144  billion,  and  $147  billion  in  fiscal  years  2011,  2010,  and  2009, 
respectively.  Detailed  information  of  what  is  included  in  the  adjustments 
total  is  not  required  to  be  provided  on  returns,  and  according  to  DOR 
personnel,  only  taxable  sales  are  reported  on  some  returns,  with  the  gross 
sales  receipts  or  adjustment  amounts  not  included. 

Although  the  DOR  has  previously  agreed  that  tracking  exemptions  is  a 
laudable  goal,  the  DOR  believes  the  recommendation  increases  the  burden 
of  reporting  on  taxpayers  (vendor)  and  is  contrary  to  the  provision  which 
requires  simplified  returns  in  the  Streamlined  Sales  and  Use  Tax 
Agreement,  (see  MAR  finding  number  1).  The  DOR  has  indicated  that  when 
Missouri  comes  into  substantial  conformity  with  the  Agreement,  the  DOR 
will  require  filers  to  submit  a  report  of  consolidated  exempt  sales  by 
exemption  type  in  accordance  with  the  Agreement.  However,  as  previously 
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noted,  legislation  is  required  to  put  the  state  into  conformity  with  the 
Agreement  and  Missouri  has  yet  to  pass  such  legislation. 

The  DOR  has  also  indicated  the  current  sales  tax  system  would  require 
significant  reprogramming,  and  might  not  have  the  capacity  to  handle  the 
additional  information  from  tracking  and  reporting  exemptions.  In  February 
2012,  the  DOR  and  the  Office  of  Administration  awarded  a  contract  for  a 
new  Missouri  Integrated  Revenue  System  (MIRS).  According  to  DOR 
personnel,  although  the  new  system  is  currently  in  the  developmental  stages, 
it  should  not  have  similar  limitations. 


2.2  Timely  discounts 


The  DOR  does  not  routinely  report  to  the  General  Assembly  for  its 
consideration  the  amount  of  timely  discounts  taken  by  businesses.  This 
discount  was  established  for  businesses  to  recover  a  portion  of  their  costs 
for  compliance  with  state  sales  tax  laws.  However,  the  state  is  foregoing  a 
significant  amount  of  sales  taxes  revenue  because  there  is  not  a  cap  on  the 
amount  of  timely  discounts  taken  by  large  vendors. 

Approximately  $102  million,  $94  million,  and  $95  million  in  state  and  local 
sales  tax  revenues  were  collected  from  purchasers  but  retained  as  timely 
discounts  by  businesses  remitting  sales  and  use  taxes  in  fiscal  years  2011, 
2010,  and  2009,  respectively. 

Section  144.710,  RSMo,  allows  businesses  remitting  sales  and  use  taxes  to 
retain  2  percent  of  taxes  payable  to  the  DOR  if  the  business  remits  payments 
in  a  timely  manner.  These  discounts  reduce  the  amount  of  sales  and  use 
taxes  received  by  the  state  and  local  governments.  According  to  a 
November  2008  report3,  46  states  (including  the  District  of  Columbia) 
impose  state  sales  taxes,  26  states  allow  businesses  a  discount  and/or 
compensation  for  recording  and  remitting  sales  tax  collections,  and  13 
states,  including  Missouri,  have  not  established  a  ceiling  to  limit  amount  of 
taxes  businesses  can  retain.  Of  the  eight  states  contiguous  to  Missouri,  three 
(Iowa,  Kansas  and  Tennessee)  do  not  allow  businesses  to  retain  any 
compensation,  and  four  (Arkansas,  Kentucky,  Nebraska,  and  Oklahoma) 
have  established  ceilings  to  limit  the  amount  of  discount  and/or 
compensation  retained  by  businesses. 

Sales  and  use  tax  revenues  are  used  to  fund  significant  portions  of  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  For  example,  in  fiscal  year  2011,  sales  and  use 
taxes  comprise  approximately  25  percent  of  the  state's  general  revenue.  The 
General  Assembly  needs  timely  and  accurate  information  regarding 
reductions  to  sales  and  use  tax  revenues  resulting  from  timely  discounts  to 
make  informed  financial  decisions. 


'  Skimming  the  Sales  Tax,  Good  Jobs  First,  November  2008. 
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The  DOR  previously  indicated  they  provided  the  timely  discount 
information  when  requested,  and  is  willing  and  able  to  do  so. 

2.3  Refunds  State  law  does  not  require  vendors  to  return  sales  and  use  tax  refunds  and 

related  interest  to  the  original  purchaser  when  applicable,  resulting  in  a 
windfall  for  the  vendor.  In  addition,  in  many  instances,  the  vendor  may  not 
even  be  able  to  identify  the  original  purchasers  to  whom  the  refunds  are  due, 
further  increasing  the  likelihood  of  a  windfall.  The  DOR  distributed  sales 
and  use  tax  refunds,  including  interest,  of  approximately  $50  million,  $60 
million,  and  $71  million  during  fiscal  years  2011,  2010,  and  2009, 
respectively. 

Vendors  collect  sales  and  use  taxes  from  their  customers  and  remit  the  taxes 
to  the  DOR.  Section  144.190,  RSMo,  authorizes  the  DOR  to  issue  sales  and 
use  tax  refunds  due  to  an  overpayment  of  sales  or  use  taxes.  For  some 
refunds  the  vendor  is  the  original  purchaser  and  some  refunds  are  the  result 
of  taxpayer  errors,  incorrect  quarter-monthly  filer  estimates,  or  other 
circumstances  in  which  sales  and  use  taxes  were  not  collected  from  a 
purchaser,  and  as  a  result,  should  be  retained  by  the  vendor.  However,  in 
many  cases,  the  refund  is  the  result  of  an  over  collection  of  sales  tax  by  the 
vendor  and  the  refund  is  due  back  to  the  original  purchaser. 

Section  144.190.6,  RSMo,  provides,  ".  .  .  if  a  person  legally  obligated  to 
remit  the  tax  levied  pursuant  to  sections  144.010  to  144.525  has  received  a 
refund  of  such  taxes  for  a  specific  issue  and  submits  a  subsequent  claim  for 
refund  of  such  taxes  on  the  same  issue  for  a  tax  period  beginning  on  or  after 
the  date  the  original  refund  check  issued  to  such  person,  no  refund  shall  be 
allowed  .  .  .  .  "  This  section  further  provides  situations  in  which  this  section 
shall  not  apply  and  a  refund  shall  be  allowed.  These  include  the  receipt  of 
additional  information  or  an  exemption  certificate  from  the  purchaser  of  the 
item  at  issue,  a  decision  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  or  the 
Administrative  Hearing  Commission,  or  changes  in  regulations  or  policy  by 
the  DOR.  However,  Section  144.190.6,  RSMo,  does  not  provide  that 
refunds  must  be  returned  to  the  original  purchaser.  In  addition,  it  appears 
that  a  vendor  may  not  be  able  to  identify  the  original  purchaser  in  some 
cases,  such  as  cash  transactions  or  other  point  of  sale  settings  where 
purchaser  name  or  contact  information  is  not  captured.  In  these  situations, 
the  vendor  would  be  unable  to  forward  the  refund  to  the  original  purchaser 
and  would  receive  the  windfall  refund. 

The  DOR  has  previously  agreed  to  support  legislation  that  would  require 
sales  and  use  tax  refunds  and  related  interest  to  be  returned  to  the  original 
purchaser.  However,  to  date,  such  legislation  has  not  been  successful.  The 
legislation  should  also  address  how  the  refund  should  be  handled  when  the 
original  purchasers  cannot  be  identified. 
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2.4  Interest  paid  On  refunds     The  General  Revenue  Fund  (GRF)  does  not  receive  reimbursement  from 
local  funds  ^oca^  ^unc^s  f°r  tnerr  proportionate  share  of  interest  paid  on  refunds  of  sales 

and  use  taxes. 

Based  on  the  percentage  of  distributions  to  local  funds  to  total  distributions 
to  state  and  local  funds  (exclusive  of  the  GRF),  interest  payments  of 
approximately  $383,000,  $1,723,000,  $2,133,000  should  have  been 
allocated  to  local  funds  during  fiscal  years  2011,  2010,  2009,  respectively, 
and  is  due  to  the  GRF  from  local  funds. 

Sales  and  use  tax  refunds  are  issued  from  the  GRF.  To  reimburse  the  GRF, 
adjustments  are  automatically  made  in  the  DOR  tax  system  for  the  principal 
and  interest  amount  of  the  refunds  due  from  other  state  funds  and  the 
principal  amount  of  the  refunds  due  from  local  funds.  However,  adjustments 
are  not  automatically  made  to  local  funds  for  the  interest  paid  on  sales  tax 
refunds. 

Although  the  DOR  has  previously  agreed  that  local  funds  should  pay  their 
proportionate  share  of  interest  paid  on  refunds,  the  DOR  has  been  unable  to 
develop  any  alternatives  for  recovering  interest  from  local  governments 
without  the  acquisition  of  a  new  tax  system.  As  noted  above,  a  new  MIRS  is 
currently  being  developed,  and  according  to  DOR  personnel,  the  limitations 
of  the  current  tax  system  should  not  be  an  issue  with  the  new  system. 

Recommendations         The  dor: 

Ensure  the  tracking  and  reporting  of  exemptions  and  the  timely 
discount  is  a  component  of  the  new  MIRS,  so  that  the  reductions  of 
state  revenue  related  to  each  exemption  and  the  timely  discount  can 
be  determined  and  reported  to  the  General  Assembly. 

Continue  to  support  legislation  that  would  require  sales  and  use  tax 
refunds  and  related  interest  to  be  returned  to  the  original  purchaser. 
Such  legislation  should  also  address  whether  a  refund  should  be 
made  when  the  original  purchaser  is  not  known. 

Ensure  the  new  MIRS  has  the  capability  to  calculate  the 
reimbursement  to  the  GRF  for  local  funds'  proportionate  share  of 
interest  paid  on  sales  and  use  tax  refunds. 

Tracking  and  reporting  exemptions  is  an  appropriate  goal. 
Reporting  exemptions  would  substantially  increase  the  burden  on 
businesses.  Also,  based  on  prior  attempts  to  track  limited 
exemptions,  the  data  collected  is  likely  to  be  highly  inaccurate  due 
to  businesses  errors  in  reporting.  In  addition,  to  track  and  report 
exemptions,  the  Department  would  require  a  substantial  increase  in 


2.1&2 


2.3 


2.4 


Auditee's  Response       2.1  &i 
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FTE,  which  the  current  budget  does  not  support.  The  Department  is 
in  the  process  of  implementing  an  integrated  revenue  system  that 
may  be  able  to  track  at  least  some  exemptions,  but  tracking  and 
reporting  the  data  will  still  be  a  significant  burden  on  businesses 
and  the  data  collected  will  still  be  likely  to  be  inaccurate. 

The  Department  has  provided  information  regarding  the  timely 
filing  discount  when  requested  by  elected  officials  from  time-to- 
time,  but  has  not  been  requested  to  report  this  information  on  a 
regular  basis.  The  Department  is  willing  and  able  to  do  so. 

2.3  The  Department  reviews  and  makes  recommendations  with  respect 
to  existing  laws  and  proposed  legislation  every  year.  The 
Department  will  review  this  issue  and  support  appropriate 
legislation. 


2.4  This  is  a  requirement  in  the  request  for  proposal  and  is  scheduled  to 
be  implemented  when  the  sales  and  use  tax  portion  of  the  system  is 
implemented  in  2016. 


3.  Automated  Sales 


Missouri  law  does  not  prohibit  the  creation,  sale,  purchase,  installation, 
transfer,  or  possession  of  an  automated  sales  suppression  device.  This 
Suppression  Device  device  gives  retailers  the  ability  to  hide  the  amount  of  cash  transactions,  and 

thus,  evade  paying  sales  taxes  on  cash  transactions. 


An  automated  sales  tax  device,  commonly  known  as  a  zapper,  is  a  software 
program  that  falsifies  the  electronic  records  of  point  of  sale  (POS)  systems 
for  the  purpose  of  tax  evasion.  Most  often,  transactions  in  stores  and 
restaurants  are  recorded  by  a  POS  system,  rather  than  a  mechanical  cash 
register.  The  POS  system  records  are  generally  not  alterable  by  the  operator 
and  are  used  as  the  basis  of  tax  assessments  and  audits  by  tax  authorities.  To 
hide  the  removal  of  cash,  a  zapper  often  runs  untraceably  from  a  USB  flash 
drive  and  alters  the  electronic  sales  records  in  a  cash  register.  This  makes  it 
appear  that  fewer  transactions  occurred  than  was  actually  the  case.  The  use 
of  zapper  software  reduces  the  tax  liability  of  the  business. 

Due  to  concerns  about  the  potential  of  sales  tax  zappers  to  reduce  state  and 
local  government  revenues,  some  states  are  enacting  legislation  to  address 
this  type  of  fraud.  According  to  a  recent  study4,  Georgia,  Maine,  Utah,  and 
West  Virginia,  have  passed  legislation  to  subject  the  technology  (automated 
sales  suppression  device)  that  facilitates  the  fraud  to  enforcement  measures. 


Robert  T.  Ainsworth,  "An  American  Look  at  Zappers",  Boston  University  School  of  Law 
Working  Paper  No.  12-14, 

<http:www.bu.edU/law/facuity/scholarship/workpapers/2012.html#>,  accessed  on  October 
17,2012. 
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Other  states,  such  as  Florida,  Indiana,  Michigan,  New  York,  Oklahoma,  and 
Tennessee  have  similar  legislation  pending. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


According  to  DOR  management,  the  DOR  is  familiar  with  zapper 
technology  and  has  taken  steps  to  monitor  for  the  use  of  zapper s.  However, 
the  DOR  has  not  identified  any  business  using  zappers,  and  is  not  aware  of 
pending  legislation  to  address  zapper  technology. 

The  DOR  work  with  the  General  Assembly  on  legislation  to  address  the 
possession  and  use  of  automated  sales  suppression  devices  by  businesses. 

The  Department  reviews  and  makes  recommendations  with  respect  to 
existing  laws  and  proposed  legislation  every  year.  The  Department  will 
review  this  issue  and  support  appropriate  legislation. 
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The  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  was  created  by  Article  IV,  Section  12, 
Missouri  Constitution  as  the  central  collection  agency  for  state  revenues. 
The  Director  of  Revenue  is  appointed  by  the  Governor,  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  and  is  responsible  for  all  operations  and  policies. 
DOR  responsibilities  include: 

1)  Administering  and  collecting  state  taxes  and  fees,  including  sales 
and  use  tax,  motor  vehicle  sales  tax,  and  highway  use  tax. 

2)  Collecting  certain  taxes  and  fees  for  local  governments,  including 
local  sales  and  use  tax. 

3)  Titling  and  licensing  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  and  boats. 

4)  Licensing  motor  vehicle  operators. 

The  DOR  consists  of  four  divisions  and  the  Director's  office. 

Motor  Vehicle  and  Driver  Licensing  Division:  This  division  consists  of 
three  bureaus.  1)  The  Motor  Vehicle  Bureau  issues  titles  and  registers  motor 
vehicles,  trailers,  all-terrain  vehicles,  manufactured  homes,  and  marine  craft. 
In  addition,  the  bureau  issues  registration  certificates  to  motor  vehicle  and 
salvage  dealers  and  leasing  companies.  2)  The  Driver  Licensing  Bureau 
issues,  renews,  suspends,  revokes,  and  reinstates  driver  and  nondriver 
licenses  and  driving  permits.  The  bureau  also  processes  and  maintains 
records  regarding  license  issuance,  traffic  violation  point  assessments,  and 
failure  to  appear  in  court  for  traffic  violations,  and  administers  the  alcohol 
and  abuse  laws  for  alcohol/drug  offenders.  3)  The  License  Offices  Bureau 
manages  the  operations  of  the  contract  license  offices  throughout  the  state. 
These  local  offices  provide  driver  licensing  and  motor  vehicle  services.  This 
division  collects  motor  vehicles  sales  and  use  taxes. 

Taxation  Division:  This  division  consists  of  four  bureaus  which  collect 
taxes  and  administer  state  tax  law.  1)  The  Business  Tax  Bureau  administers 
sales  and  use,  financial  institutions,  insurance  premiums,  franchise,  cigarette 
and  other  tobacco  products,  motor  fuel,  corporate  income,  withholding,  and 
county  taxes  and  fees.  2)  The  Personal  Tax  Bureau  administers  individual 
income,  partnership,  fiduciary,  and  estate  taxes,  plus  the  property  tax  credit 
and  homestead  preservation  tax  credit.  3)  The  Collections  and  Tax 
Assistance  Bureau  provides  tax  assistance  to  individuals  and  businesses  and 
handles  unpaid  tax  liabilities.  4)  The  Field  Compliance  Bureau  audits 
businesses  both  in-state  and  out-of-state  to  ensure  compliance  with  the 
state's  tax  laws. 

Administration  Division:  This  division  consists  of  two  bureaus.  1)  Personnel 
Services  Bureau  is  responsible  for  the  DOR  personnel  matters,  policies  and 
procedures,  training,  and  written  communications.  2)  The  Financial  and 
General  Services  Bureau  is  responsible  for  accounting,  procurement, 
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banking,  and  general  services  such  as  telecommunications,  safety  issues, 
and  maintenance. 


Legal  Services  Division:  This  division  ensures  DOR  compliance  with  law 
and  internal  policies.  The  General  Counsel's  Office  advises  the  director  and 
divisions  on  legal  matters  and  represents  the  DOR  in  court.  The  Criminal 
Tax  Investigation  Bureau  investigates  and  develops  information  for  local 
prosecution  of  individuals  and  businesses  suspected  of  violating  laws  the 
DOR  administers.  The  Compliance  and  Investigation  Bureau  investigates 
illegal  motor  vehicle  titling  and  registration,  odometer  fraud,  and  tax  fraud 
involving  motor  fuel  sales  tax.  The  bureau  also  reviews  and  evaluates  the 
DOR  administrative,  operations,  and  internal  accounting  controls  and 
contract  license  offices. 


Director's  Office:  This  office  includes  the  Director,  Deputy  Director  and  key 
administrative  staff.  The  Director  of  Communications  works  with  the  news 
media  and  acts  as  the  DOR  spokesperson.  The  legislative  liaison  manages 
the  DOR  relationship  with  the  General  Assembly  and  other  governmental 
branches.  This  office  also  develops  fiscal  and  revenue  estimates  on 
proposed  legislation. 

The  Directors  of  Revenue  from  July  2008  to  November  2012  include: 

Omar  D.  Davis,  December  2007  to  January  2009 
Karen  King  Mitchell,  January  2009  to  July  2009 

Alana  M.  Barragan-Scott,  (Acting)  July  2009  to  November  2012  (officially 
appointed  Director  in  October  2009) 

In  December  2012,  Brian  K.  Long  was  appointed  Director. 

American  Recovery  and  The  DOR  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  for  sales  and  use  tax 

Reinvestment  Act  2009  operations  during  the  3  years  ended  June  30,  201 1. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts  and  Distributions  -  State  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 

Soil  and 


General 

Aviation 

Conservation 

Highway 

Parks 

School 

Water 

State 

State 

Total 

Revenue 

Trust 

Commission 

Department 

Sales  Tax 

District 

Sales  Tax 

Road  Bond 

State  Road 

Transportation 

(Memorandum 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Only) 

RECEIPTS 

Highway  use  tax 

$ 

0 

0 

2,078,213 

50,836,775 

831,288 

0 

831,289 

0 

12,469,685 

0 

67,047,250 

Marine  and  ATV  sales  and  use  tax 

5,457,077 

0 

222,405 

0 

88,961 

1,778,594 

88,963 

0 

0 

0 

7,636,000 

Motor  vehicle  sales  tax 

1,501,456 

0 

7,683,612 

0 

3,073,447 

30,735,246 

3,073,448 

92,205,748 

89,746,926 

2,458,820 

230,478,703 

Sales  and  use  tax 

1,799,655,636 

4,669,303 

85,834,108 

0 

34,333,282 

683,755,451 

34,333,282 

8,739,431 

8,504,938 

232,453 

2,660,057,884 

Total  Receipts 

1,806,614,169 

4,669,303 

95,818,338 

50,836,775 

38,326,978 

716,269,291 

38,326,982 

100,945,179 

110,721,549 

2,691,273 

2,965.219,837 

DISTRIBUTIONS 

Transmitted  to  State  Treasurer 

1,806,614,169 

4,669,303 

95,818,338 

50,836,775 

38,326,978 

716,269,291 

38,326,982 

100,945,179 

110,721,549 

2,691,273 

2,965.219,837 

Total  Distributions 

1,806,614,169 

4,669,303 

95,818,338 

50,836,775 

38,326,978 

716,269,291 

38,326,982 

100,945,179 

110,721,549 

2,691,273 

2,965,219,837 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISTRIBUTIONS 

$ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appendix  A-2 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts  and  Distributions  -  State  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 

Soil  and 


General 

Aviation 

Conservation 

Highway 

Parks 

School 

Water 

State 

State 

Total 

Revenue 

Trust 

Commission 

Department 

Sales  Tax 

District 

Sales  Tax 

Road  Bond 

State  Road 

Transportation 

(Memorandum 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Only) 

RECEIPTS 

Highway  use  tax 

$ 

0 

0 

1,893,291 

46,278,120 

757,319 

0 

757,320 

0 

11,360,121 

0 

61,046,171 

Marine  and  ATV  sales  and  use  tax 

5,431,651 

0 

223,480 

0 

89,392 

1,787,499 

89,393 

0 

0 

0 

7,621,415 

Motor  vehicle  sales  tax 

1,482,390 

0 

7,075,789 

0 

2,830,318 

28,304,001 

2,830,319 

84,912,003 

82,647,682 

2,264,320 

212,346,822 

Sales  and  use  tax 

1,783,069,451 

4,018,391 

84,661,629 

0 

33,864,165 

674,348,210 

33,864,165 

8,831,602 

8,594,637 

234,905 

2,631,487,155 

Total  Receipts 

1,789,983,492 

4,018,391 

93,854,189 

46,278,120 

37,541,194 

704,439,710 

37,541,197 

93,743,605 

102,602,440 

2,499,225 

2,912,501,563 

DISTRIBUTIONS 

Transmitted  to  State  Treasurer 

1,789,983,492 

4,018,391 

93,854,189 

46,278,120 

37,541,194 

704,439,710 

37,541,197 

93,743,605 

102,602,440 

2,499,225 

2,912,501,563 

Total  Distributions 

1,789,983,492 

4,018,391 

93,854,189 

46,278,120 

37,541,194 

704,439,710 

37,541,197 

93,743,605 

102,602,440 

2,499,225 

2,912.501,563 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISTRIBUTIONS 

$ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16 


Appendix  A- 3 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts  and  Distributions  -  State  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


General 

Aviation 

Conservation 

Highway 

Parks 

Revenue 

Trust 

Commission 

Department 

Sales  Tax 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

RECEIPTS 

Highway  use  tax 

$ 

0 

0 

1,726,092 

42,248,271 

690,439 

Marine  and  ATV  sales  and  use  tax 

5,165,759 

0 

212,366 

0 

84,946 

Motor  vehicle  sales  tax 

1,508,529 

0 

6,711,217 

0 

2,684,489 

Sales  and  use  tax 

1,874,358,571 

4,777,063 

87,921,543 

0 

35,167,711 

Total  Receipts 

1,881,032,859 

4,777,063 

96,571,218 

42,248,271 

38,627,585 

DISTRIBUTIONS 

Transmitted  to  State  Treasurer 

1,881,032,859 

4,777,063 

96,571,218 

42,248,271 

38,627,585 

Total  Distributions 

1,881,032,859 

4,777,063 

96,571,218 

42,248,271 

38,627,585 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISTRIBUTIONS 

$ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Soil  and 


School 

Water 

State 

State 

Total 

District 

Sales  Tax 

Road  Bond 

State  Road 

Transportation 

(Memorandum 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Only) 

0 

690,440 

0 

10,356,893 

0 

55,712,135 

1,698,576 

84,947 

0 

0 

0 

7,246,594 

26,845,675 

2,684,491 

80,537,024 

78,389,369 

2,147,653 

201,508,447 

699,861,771 

35,167,711 

10,476,221 

10,195,128 

278,649 

2,758,204,368 

728,406,022 

38,627,589 

91,013,245 

98,941,390 

2,426,302 

3,022,671,544 

728,406,022 

38,627,589 

91,013,245 

98,941,390 

2,426,302 

3,022,671,544 

728,406,022 

38,627,589 

91,013,245 

98,941,390 

2,426,302 

3,022,671,544 

0  0  0  0  0  0 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Distributions,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


Local 

Local 

Fuel  Tax 

Sales  and 

Total 

and  Bond 

Use  Tax 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

RECEIPTS 

Motor  fuel  taxes  and  fees  $ 

213,176,410 

0 

213,176,410 

Sales  tax 

30,735,249 

2,432,264,409 

2,462,999,658 

Use  tax 

4,156,561 

89,579,716 

93,736,277 

Miscellaneous  tax  (1) 

0 

(11,692,952) 

(11,692,952) 

Protested  tax 

0 

1,119,067 

1,119,067 

Motor  fuel  bond 

4,000 

0 

4,000 

Motor  fuel  pool  bond 

82,174 

0 

82,174 

Interest  income  (2) 

(10,284) 

(83,307) 

(93,591) 

1  otal  Receipts 

'l/IO    1  A  A    1  1  A 

248,144,1 10 

2,511,186,933 

2,759,331,043 

DISTRIBUTIONS 

Political  subdivisions 

247,339,106 

2,460,765,828 

2,708,104,934 

General  Revenue  Fund 

0 

24,144,780 

24,144,780 

Refunds  to  taxpayers 

8,051 

124,559 

132,610 

Forfeitures  to  state 

1,500 

0 

1,500 

Protested  taxes  and  interest 

0 

129,733 

129,733 

Total  Distributions 

247,348,657 

2,485,164,900 

2,732,513,557 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISTRIBUTIONS 

795,453 

26,022,033 

26,817,486 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

16,705,059 

259,147,336 

275,852,395 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30  $ 

17,500,512 

285,169,369 

302,669,881 

(1)  The  amount  is  a  negative  number  due  to  more  sales  and  use  taxes  distributed  from  than  deposited  to  the  Suspense  Holding  Account. 

(2)  The  amount  is  a  negative  number  due  to  bank  service  charges  exceeding  interest  earnings. 


18 


Appendix  B-2 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Distributions,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


Local 

Local 

Fuel  Tax 

Sales  and 

Total 

and  Bond 

Use  Tax 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

RECEIPTS 

Motor  fuel  taxes  and  fees  $ 

205,237,016 

0 

205,237,016 

Sales  tax 

28,304,001 

2,212,098,546 

2,240,402,547 

Use  tax 

3,786,706 

85,500,307 

89,287,013 

Miscellaneous  tax 

0 

10,220,954 

10,220,954 

Protested  tax 

0 

418,608 

418,608 

Motor  fuel  bond 

3,000 

0 

3,000 

Motor  fuel  pool  bond 

108,154 

0 

108,154 

Interest  income  (1) 

(11,724) 

(105,445) 

(117,169) 

Total  Receipts 

237,427,153 

2,308,132,970 

2,545,560,123 

DISTRIBUTIONS 

Political  subdivisions 

241,197,468 

2,239,306,614 

2,480,504,082 

General  Revenue  Fund 

0 

21,988,023 

21,988,023 

Refunds  to  taxpayers 

1,743 

851 

2,594 

Forfeitures  to  state 

0 

0 

0 

Protested  taxes  and  interest 

0 

112,389 

112,389 

Total  Distributions 

241,199,211 

2,261,407,877 

2,502,607,088 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISTRIBUTIONS 

(3,772,058) 

46,725,093 

42,953,035 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

20,477,117 

212,422,243 

232,899,360 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30  $ 

16,705,059 

259,147,336 

275,852,395 

(1)  The  amount  is  a  negative  number  due  to  bank  service  charges  exceeding  interest  earnings. 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Distributions,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


Local 
Fuel  Tax 
and  Bond 
Trust  Fund 

Local 
Sales  and 
Use  Tax 
Trust  Fund 

Total 
(Memorandum 
Only) 

RECEIPTS 

Motor  fuel  taxes  and  fees 

$  210,274,725 

0 

210,274,725 

Sales  tax 

26,845,674 

2,188,350,889 

2,215,196,563 

Use  tax 

3,452,297 

94,796,969 

98,249,266 

Miscellaneous  tax  (1) 

0 

(14,804,834) 

(14,804,834) 

Protested  tax 

0 

1,159,406 

1,159,406 

Motor  fuel  bond 

1,572 

0 

1,572 

Motor  fuel  pool  bond 

167,094 

0 

167,094 

Interest  income 

56,936 

877,584 

934,520 

Total  Receipts 

240,798,298 

2,270,380,014 

2,511,178,312 

DISTRIBUTIONS 

Political  subdivisions 

241,142,619 

2,270,286,707 

2,511,429,326 

General  Revenue  Fund 

0 

22,932,190 

22,932,190 

Refunds  to  taxpayers 

7,146 

0 

7,146 

Forfeitures  to  state 

249,965 

0 

249,965 

Protested  taxes  and  interest 

0 

386,078 

386,078 

Total  Distributions 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISTRIBUTIONS 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

241,399,730 

2,293,604,975 

2,535,004,705 

(601,432) 
21,078,549 

(23,224,961) 
235,647,204 

(23,826,393) 
256,725,753 

$  20,477,117 

212,422,243 

232,899,360 

(1)  The  amount  is  a  negative  number  due  to  more  sales  and  use  taxes  distributed  from  than  deposited  to  the  Suspense  Holding  Account. 
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Appendix  C-l 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Statement  of  Additions,  Deductions,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments  -  Custodial  Accounts 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


ADDITIONS 

Miscellaneous  tax  collections 
Protested  tax  collections 
Bond  collections 
Interest  income 

Total  Additions 


Compliance 
Clearing 
Account 
(1)  

48,905,430 
0 
0 

 (2,396) 

48,903,034 


Motor  Vehicle 
Clearing 
Account 
(1)  

793,842,378 
0 
0 

 (14,030) 

793,828,348 


Protested 
Sales  Tax 
General  Revenue 
Account 

(2) 

0 

1,073,324 
0 

 33,081 

1,106,405 


Sales  Tax 

Bond 
Account 

(2) 


0 
0 

7,238,920 
0 


7,238,920 


Total 
(Memorandum 
Only) 

842,747,808 
1,073,324 
7,238,920 

 16,655 

851,076,707 


DEDUCTIONS 

Miscellaneous  taxes  and  interest                                   43,578,259             791,179,958                          0  0  834,758,217 

Protested  taxes  and  interest                                                      0                          0                  315,010  0  315,010 

Bonds  and  interest   0_   0_   0_   5,852,054   5,852,054 

Total  Deductions                                                43,578,259             791,179,958   315,010   5,852,054  840,925,281 


ADDITIONS  OVER  (UNDER)  DEDUCTIONS  5,324,775  2,648,390  791,395  1,386,866  10,151,426 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1   8,870,503   9,711,249   4,012,315  47,365,615  69,959,682 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30  $  14,195,278  12,359,639   4,803,710  48,752,481  80,111,108 


(1)  Held  by  the  department  in  trust. 

(2)  Held  by  the  state  treasurer  in  trust. 


Appendix  C-2 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Statement  of  Additions,  Deductions,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments  -  Custodial  Accounts 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


ADDITIONS 

Miscellaneous  tax  collections 
Protested  tax  collections 
Bond  collections 
Interest  income 

Total  Additions 


Compliance 
Clearing 
Account 
(1)  

24,304,291 
0 
0 

 (3,515) 

24,300,776 


Motor  Vehicle 
Clearing 
Account 
(1)  

732,261,021 
0 
0 

 (21,708) 

732,239,313 


Protested 
Sales  Tax 
General  Revenue 
Account 

(2) 

0 

485,684 
0 

 36,858 

522,542 


Sales  Tax 

Bond 
Account 

(2) 


0 
0 

7,357,659 
0 


7,357,659 


Total 
(Memorandum 
Only) 

756,565,312 
485,684 
7,357,659 

 11,635 

764,420,290 


DEDUCTIONS 

Miscellaneous  taxes  and  interest                                   25,956,927             739,182,691                          0  0  765,139,618 

Protested  taxes  and  interest                                                        0                           0                    56,613  0  56,613 

Bonds  and  interest   0_   0_   0_   5,565,393   5,565,393 

Total  Deductions                                                25,956,927             739,182,691   56,613   5,565,393  770,761,624 


ADDITIONS  OVER  (UNDER)  DEDUCTIONS  (1,656,151)  (6,943,378)  465,929  1,792,266  (6,341,334) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1  10,526,654  16,654,627   3,546,386  45,573,349  76,301,016 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30  $   8,870,503   9,711,249   4,012,315  47,365,615  69,959,682 


(1)  Held  by  the  department  in  trust. 

(2)  Held  by  the  state  treasurer  in  trust. 


Appendix  C-3 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Statement  of  Additions,  Deductions,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments  -  Custodial  Accounts 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


ADDITIONS 

Miscellaneous  tax  collections 
Protested  tax  collections 
Bond  collections 
Interest  income 

Total  Additions 


Compliance 
Clearing 
Account 

(1) 

32,461,913 
0 
0 

 69,476 

32,531,389 


Motor  Vehicle 
Clearing 
Account 

(1) 

720,940,040 
0 
0 

 14,579 

720,954,619 


Protested 
Sales  Tax 
General  Revenue 
Account 

(2) 

0 

1,321,174 
0 

 63,656 

1,384,830 


Sales  Tax 

Bond 
Account 

(2) 


0 
0 

6,999,898 
0 


6,999,898 


Total 
(Memorandum 
Only) 

753,401,953 
1,321,174 
6,999,898 

 147,711 

761,870,736 


DEDUCTIONS 

Miscellaneous  taxes  and  interest  31,540,643 

Protested  taxes  and  interest  0 

Bonds  and  interest  0 

Total  Deductions  31,540,643 


707,686,786                          0  0  739,227,429 

0                  246,966  0  246,966 

 0_   0_   5,571,372   5,571,372 

707,686,786   246,966   5,571,372  745,045,767 


ADDITIONS  OVER  (UNDER)  DEDUCTIONS  990,746  13,267,833  1,137,864  1,428,526  16,824,969 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1   9,535,908   3,386,794   2,408,522  44,144,823  59,476,047 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30  $  10,526,654  16,654,627   3,546,386  45,573,349  76,301,016 


(1)  Held  by  the  department  in  trust. 

(2)  Held  by  the  state  treasurer  in  trust. 


Appendix  D-l 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Adrian 

$  187,080 

122,204 

64,875 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

68,349 

442,508 

Advance 

165,684 

159,805 

0 

16,513 

0 

0 

0 

0 

47,768 

389,770 

Agency 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,001 

23,001 

Airport  Drive 

180,930 

87,176 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,884 

291,990 

Alba 

10,068 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,578 

32,646 

Albany 

161,257 

161,253 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,378 

396,888 

Aldrich 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,880 

2,880 

Alexandria 

12,135 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,374 

18,509 

Allendale 

6,036 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,073 

8,109 

Allcnvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,993 

3,993 

Alma 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,321 

15,321 

Altamount 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,371 

8,371 

Altcnburg 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,865 

11,865 

Alton 

122,261 

117,488 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,650 

265,399 

Amazonia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,636 

10,636 

Amity 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,688 

2,688 

Amoret 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,102 

8,102 

Amsterdam 

11,272 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,790 

22,062 

Anderson 

209,852 

0 

99,069 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

71,268 

380,189 

Annada 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,843 

1,843 

Annapolis 

29,116 

14,558 

14,558 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,904 

70,136 

Anniston 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,944 

10,944 

Applcton  City 

179,402 

47,840 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,456 

277,698 

Arbela 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,536 

1,536 

Arbyrd 

36,039 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,274 

56,313 

Arcadia 

60,908 

14,258 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,772 

96,938 

Archie 

50,357 

0 

9,906 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,175 

94,438 

Areola 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,728 

1,728 

Argylc 

10,417 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,297 

16,714 

Arkoc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,227 

2,227 

Armstrong 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,020 

11,020 

Arnold 

4,970,223 

1,200,354 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

766,628 

6,937,205 

Arrow  Point  Village 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,107 

5,107 

Arrow  Rock 

12,530 

3,133 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,033 

18,696 

Asbury 

10,672 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,371 

19,043 

Ash  Grove 

108,821 

47,670 

0 

10,353 

0 

0 

0 

0 

54,910 

221,754 

Ashland 

275,978 

124,296 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

84,515 

484,789 

Atlanta 

12,080 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,279 

29,359 

Augusta 

28,195 

14,098 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,371 

50,664 

Aurora 

1,011,656 

505,779 

493,113 

74,521 

0 

0 

0 

0 

269,328 

2,354,397 

Auxvasse 

60,853 

13,540 

27,085 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,597 

136,075 

Ava 

333,822 

667,703 

0 

39,235 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 16,002 

1,156,762 

Avilla 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,261 

5,261 

Appendix  D-l 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Avondalc 

25,115 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,313 

45,428 

Bagncll 

11,914 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,302 

15,216 

Bakersfield 

12,205 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,944 

23,149 

Baldwin  Park 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,416 

4,416 

Ballwin 

0 

2,666,229 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,201,224 

3,867,453 

Baring 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,105 

6,105 

Barnard 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,868 

9,868 

Barnctt 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,948 

7,948 

Bates  City 

81,669 

40,834 

0 

45,249 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,408 

177,160 

Battlefield 

92,588 

0 

73,995 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

91,581 

258,164 

Bell  City 

12,225 

3,056 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,702 

32,983 

Bella  Villa 

0 

38,198 

0 

6,197 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,380 

70,775 

Belle 

115,927 

57,963 

53,571 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,608 

279,069 

Bcllcfontainc  Neighbors 

0 

616,509 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

425,764 

1,042,273 

Bcllcrivc 

0 

40,090 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,753 

49,843 

Bcllflowcr 

13,446 

5,172 

5,172 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,396 

40,186 

Bcl-Nor 

0 

88,851 

0 

14,414 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,361 

164,626 

Bel-Ridge 

0 

435,443 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

118,345 

553,788 

Belton 

2,443,209 

3,052,446 

1,221,604 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

834,402 

7,551,661 

Benton 

51,943 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,108 

80,051 

Benton  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,685 

4,685 

Berger 

3,438 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,910 

11,348 

Berkeley 

0 

1,994,882 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

386,405 

2,381,287 

Bcrnic 

115,383 

57,692 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

68,234 

241,309 

Bcrtrand 

18,414 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,415 

46,829 

Bethany 

643,978 

326,919 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

118,536 

1,089,433 

Bethel 

5,610 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,646 

10,256 

Beverly  Hills 

0 

50,908 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,154 

74,062 

Bevier 

56,259 

0 

23,887 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,762 

107,908 

Big  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,877 

4,877 

Bigclow 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,459 

1,459 

Billings 

60,286 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,893 

102,179 

Birch  Tree 

42,961 

19,655 

19,698 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,345 

106,659 

Birmingham 

10,710 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,217 

18,927 

Bismarck 

81,096 

0 

34,407 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,446 

171,949 

Blackburn 

7,865 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,905 

18,770 

Blackjack 

0 

377,645 

0 

61,264 

0 

0 

0 

0 

260,803 

699,712 

Blackwatcr 

6,841 

3,420 

3,421 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,641 

21,323 

Blairstown 

7,397 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,414 

12,811 

Bland 

25,061 

21,439 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,695 

68,195 

Blodgctt 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,176 

10,176 

Bloomflcld 

128,841 

18,406 

0 

11,353 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,954 

233,554 

Bloomsdalc 

74,746 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,089 

90,835 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Blue  Eye 

19,688 

0 

0 

Blue  Springs 

6,940,431 

0 

3,233,922 

Blythcdalc 

0 

0 

0 

Bogard 

0 

0 

0 

Bolckow 

0 

0 

0 

Bolivar 

1,664,757 

1,441,248 

780,172 

Bonne  Tcrrc 

394,060 

181,945 

181,946 

Boonvillc 

1,145,098 

542,953 

0 

Bosworth 

0 

0 

0 

Bourbon 

160,006 

0 

75,038 

Bowling  Green 

677,236 

159,688 

319,376 

Bragg  City 

0 

0 

0 

Brandsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Branson 

9,918,085 

0 

4,911,116 

Branson  West 

755,387 

377,694 

377,664 

Brashear 

9,238 

0 

0 

Braymer 

53,978 

0 

0 

Brcckcnridge 

7,694 

0 

0 

Breckcnridgc  Hills 

0 

128,442 

0 

Brentwood 

0 

6,296,281 

0 

Bridgcton 

0 

5,236,779 

0 

Brimson 

0 

0 

0 

Bronaugh 

0 

0 

0 

Brookficld 

705,187 

176,294 

329,708 

Brooklyn  Heights 

0 

0 

0 

Browning 

9,274 

0 

0 

Brownington 

0 

0 

0 

Brumley 

3,980 

0 

0 

Brunswick 

131,719 

0 

0 

Bucklin 

32,239 

0 

0 

Buckncr 

204,083 

102,042 

89,131 

Buffalo 

621,210 

0 

287,946 

Bull  Creek  Village 

13,014 

0 

0 

Bunccton 

8,186 

0 

0 

Bunker 

46,039 

0 

0 

Burgess 

0 

0 

0 

Burlington  Junction 

0 

0 

0 

Butler 

584,949 

365,561 

292,475 

Butterfield 

4,378 

0 

0 

Byrnes  Mill 

161,085 

0 

0 

Cabool 

289,886 

144,932 

0 

Cainsville 

0 

0 

0 

Cairo 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County             Alternate  County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,953 

24,641 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,846,206 

12,020,559 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,947 

8,947 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,985 

8,985 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,985 

8,985 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

351,079 

4,237,256 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

155,092 

913,043 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

314,945 

2,002,996 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,668 

14,668 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,761 

286,805 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

125,179 

1,281,479 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,257 

7,257 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,681 

6,681 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

241,105 

15,070,306 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,667 

1,526,412 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,752 

19,990 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,943 

88,921 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,433 

25,127 

43,450 

0 

0 

0 

0 

184,966 

356,858 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

295,401 

6,591,682 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

597,099 

5,833,878 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,419 

2,419 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,408 

9,408 

77,672 

0 

0 

0 

0 

183,123 

1,471,984 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,800 

4,800 

983 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,172 

22,429 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,569 

4,569 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,917 

7,897 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,519 

167,238 

1,966 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,121 

54,326 

19,073 

0 

0 

0 

0 

104,636 

518,965 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

106,786 

1,015,942 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,640 

21,654 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,363 

21,549 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,396 

62,435 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,688 

2,688 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,268 

24,268 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

161,620 

1,404,605 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,244 

19,622 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

91,235 

252,320 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

83,248 

518,066 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,207 

14,207 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,251 

11,251 

Appendix  D-l 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Caledonia 

17,723 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,067 

23,790 

Calhoun 

20,506 

8,252 

8,251 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,854 

55,863 

California 

510,476 

229,739 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

153,786 

894,001 

Callao 

5,071 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,174 

16,245 

Calvcrton  Park 

0 

73,505 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,763 

124,268 

Camden 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,025 

8,025 

Camden  Point 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,585 

18,585 

Camdenton 

1,357,186 

678,534 

663,116 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

106,710 

2,805,546 

Cameron 

1,225,054 

612,508 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

375,846 

2,213,408 

Campbell 

145,336 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,305 

217,641 

Canalou 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,363 

13,363 

Canton 

209,667 

78,626 

52,310 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

98,185 

438,788 

Cape  Girardeau 

8,832,330 

10,958,445 

4,270,426 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,357,353 

25,418,554 

Cardwcll 

17,897 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,296 

48,193 

Carl  Junction 

282,245 

104,762 

104,767 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

203,282 

695,056 

Carrollton 

377,266 

0 

188,612 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

158,279 

724,157 

Cartcrvillc 

70,144 

35,072 

26,195 

5,110 

0 

0 

0 

0 

71,037 

207,558 

Carthage 

1,890,073 

1,227,107 

891,860 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

486,434 

4,495,474 

Cam  titers  ville 

513,541 

256,741 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

259,575 

1,029,857 

Carytown 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,332 

8,332 

Cassville 

787,096 

787,096 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 10,972 

1,685,164 

Catron 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,611 

2,611 

Cedar  Hill  Lakes 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,793 

8,793 

Center 

52,258 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,729 

76,987 

Ccntcrtown 

22,375 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,868 

32,243 

Ccntcrvicw 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,561 

9,561 

Ccntcrvillc 

8,121 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,566 

14,687 

Ccntralia 

342,377 

171,188 

171,189 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

144,916 

829,670 

Chaffee 

182,088 

91,044 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

116,885 

390,017 

Chain  of  Rocks 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,494 

3,494 

Chain-O-Lakes 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,877 

4,877 

Chamois 

22,005 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,510 

39,515 

Champ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

461 

461 

Charlack 

0 

79,566 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

54,948 

134,514 

Charleston 

536,341 

0 

253,184 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

181,702 

971,227 

Chesterfield 

0 

10,630,846 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,797,132 

12,427,978 

Chilhowec 

13,087 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,633 

25,720 

Chillicothc 

1,771,884 

1,268,055 

845,413 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

344,359 

4,229,711 

Chula 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,603 

7,603 

Clarence 

77,841 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,135 

112,976 

Clark 

5,911 

2,956 

2,956 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,560 

22,383 

Clarksburg 

8,077 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,399 

22,476 

Clarksdalc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,478 

13,478 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Clarkson  Valley 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

102,716 

102,716 

Clarksvillc 

29,943 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,815 

48,758 

Clarkton 

69,124 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,070 

120,194 

Claycomo 

305,288 

59,981 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

48,651 

413,920 

Clayton 

0 

2,402,743 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

611,882 

3,014,625 

Clcarmont 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,334 

7,334 

Cleveland 

88,430 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,732 

111,162 

Clever 

119,957 

59,978 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,783 

218,718 

Cliff  Village 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,267 

1,267 

Clifton  Hill 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,761 

4,761 

Climax  Springs 

3,780 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,072 

6,852 

Clinton 

1,712,323 

1,663,942 

403,907 

183,563 

0 

0 

0 

0 

357,529 

4,321,264 

Clyde 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,841 

2,841 

Cobalt  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,257 

7,257 

Coffey 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,376 

5,376 

Cole  Camp 

130,915 

0 

53,806 

12,157 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,474 

236,352 

Collins 

38,073 

21,742 

0 

5,969 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,758 

72,542 

Columbia 

20,097,531 

9,586,356 

9,586,523 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,245,874 

42,516,284 

Commerce 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,224 

4,224 

Conception  Junction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,756 

7,756 

Concordia 

299,865 

289,949 

69,867 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

90,621 

750,302 

Coney  Island 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,609 

3,609 

Conway 

70,237 

35,118 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,530 

133,885 

Cool  Valley 

0 

81,355 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,509 

122,864 

Cooter 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,895 

16,895 

Corder 

7,597 

3,799 

0 

4,997 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,396 

32,789 

Corning 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

806 

806 

Cosby 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,491 

5,491 

Cottleville 

697,458 

348,728 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,032 

1,120,218 

Country  Club  Village 

46,164 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70,884 

117,048 

Country  Club  Hills 

0 

116,738 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,028 

169,766 

Country  Life  Acres 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,110 

3,110 

Cowgill 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,484 

9,484 

Craig 

19,895 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,865 

31,760 

Crane 

117,426 

0 

52,209 

18,347 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,374 

241,356 

Crcighton 

12,533 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,364 

24,897 

Crestwood 

0 

3,015,117 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

455,523 

3,470,640 

Creve  Coeur 

0 

1,874,538 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

633,577 

2,508,115 

Crocker 

116.216 

0 

50,481 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,666 

206,363 

Cross  Timbers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,104 

7,104 

Crystal  City 

785,313 

567,540 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

163,079 

1,515,932 

Crystal  Lake  Park 

0 

25,410 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,548 

42,958 

Crystal  Lakes 

4,949 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,707 

19,656 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Cuba 

625,429 

309,818 

312,714 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

124,027 

1,371,988 

Curryvillc 

4,999 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,638 

14,637 

Dadcvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,601 

8,601 

Dalton 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,037 

1,037 

Dardcnnc  Prairie 

1,009,406 

504,708 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

168,340 

1,682,454 

Darlington 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,339 

4,339 

Dearborn 

58,735 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,313 

79,048 

Dccpwatcr 

10,399 

5,182 

5,181 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,468 

40,230 

Dccrficld 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,880 

2,880 

DeKalb 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,868 

9,868 

Dcllwood 

0 

464,168 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

201,785 

665,953 

Delta 

27,674 

11,942 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,852 

59,468 

Dennis  Acres 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,611 

2,611 

Denver 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,536 

1,536 

Dcs  Arc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,180 

7,180 

Dcslogc 

1,007,490 

967,653 

484,012 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

184,390 

2,643,545 

De  Soto 

1,147,011 

547,838 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

244,791 

1,939,640 

Dcs  Peres 

0 

6,975,476 

0 

424,692 

0 

0 

0 

0 

329,921 

7,730,089 

Dc  Witt 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,608 

4,608 

Dexter 

1,357,291 

1,476,269 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

282,460 

3,116,020 

Diamond 

109,124 

10,474 

33,768 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,988 

184,354 

Dichlstadt 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,259 

6,259 

Diggins 

4,296 

0 

1,723 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,443 

17,462 

Dixon 

179,186 

0 

79,849 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

60,286 

319,321 

Doniphan 

490,269 

0 

230,923 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,186 

795,378 

Doolittlc 

50,018 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,729 

74,747 

Dover 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,147 

4,147 

Downing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,206 

15,206 

Drcxcl 

93,044 

46,522 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,854 

181,420 

Dudley 

37,022 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,097 

48,119 

Ducnwcg 

94,781 

68,428 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,704 

202,913 

Duqucsnc 

290,524 

76,954 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

62,974 

430,452 

Dutchtown 

6,565 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,801 

10,366 

Eaglcvillc 

118,717 

74,198 

29,679 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,326 

234,920 

East  Lynnc 

12.721 

6,360 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,520 

30,601 

Easton 

6,190 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,907 

16,097 

East  Prairie 

256,716 

226,349 

113,209 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

123,912 

720,186 

Edgar  Springs 

21,940 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,296 

29,236 

Edgcrton 

22,380 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,466 

42,846 

Edina 

134,743 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

47,345 

182,088 

Edmundson 

0 

467,273 

0 

16,502 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,255 

516,030 

Eldon 

806,103 

730,004 

291,989 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

187,961 

2,016,057 

El  Dorado  Springs 

387,330 

387,328 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

144,955 

919,613 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Ellington 

287,049 

137,358 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,126 

464,533 

Ellis  villc 

0 

1,403,499 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

349,581 

1,753,080 

Ellsinorc 

51,854 

24,774 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,939 

90,567 

Elmer 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,763 

3,763 

Elmira 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,149 

3,149 

Elmo 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,374 

6,374 

Elsberry 

152,557 

0 

68,601 

14,368 

0 

0 

0 

0 

78,602 

314,128 

Emerald  Beach 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,600 

9,600 

Eminence 

71,246 

33,761 

33,762 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,042 

159,811 

Emma 

10,023 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,331 

19,354 

Eolia 

28,073 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,703 

44,776 

Essex 

13,364 

0 

0 

1,869 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,121 

35,354 

Ethel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,840 

3,840 

Eureka 

0 

2,040,710 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

294,748 

2,335,458 

Evcrton 

26,129 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,364 

38,493 

Ewing 

22,015 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,817 

39,832 

Excelsior  Estates 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,099 

10,099 

Excelsior  Springs 

1,547,331 

1,505,496 

731,907 

266,177 

0 

0 

0 

0 

416,510 

4,467,421 

Exeter 

21,330 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,148 

48,478 

Fairfax 

35,694 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,767 

60,461 

Fair  Grove 

127,346 

95,499 

63,673 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42,507 

329,025 

Fair  Play 

23,785 

12,772 

11,013 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,051 

63,621 

Fairvicw 

9,357 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,167 

24,524 

Farbcr 

5,850 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,782 

21,632 

Farley 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,678 

8,678 

Farmington 

3,204,313 

3,103,672 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

534,662 

6,842,647 

Fayette 

208,233 

23,007 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

107,247 

338,487 

Fcnton 

0 

3,608,498 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

167,418 

3,775,916 

Ferguson 

0 

3,191,663 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

860,360 

4,052,023 

Fcrrclvicw 

27,596 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,770 

50,366 

Fcstus 

2,804,805 

1,356,803 

1,356,884 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

370,931 

5,889,423 

Fidelity 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,676 

9,676 

Fillmore 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,102 

8,102 

Fisk 

38,057 

17,482 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,939 

69,478 

Fleming 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,685 

4,685 

Flcmington 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,761 

4,761 

Flint  Hill 

75,600 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,553 

90,153 

Flordell  Hills 

0 

51,765 

0 

8,398 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,749 

95,912 

Florissant 

0 

6,339,434 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,344,901 

8,684,335 

Foley 

7,980 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,835 

14,815 

Fordland 

32,922 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,265 

59,187 

Forest  City 

9,310 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,979 

22,289 

Foristell 

265,510 

92,073 

0 

33,607 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,710 

403,900 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Forsyth 

314,520 

301,250 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

64,740 

680,510 

Fortcscuc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,958 

1,958 

Foster 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,992 

4,992 

Fountain  N'  Lakes 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,953 

4,953 

Four  Seasons 

184,024 

92,013 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

57,329 

333,366 

Frankford 

8,164 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,478 

21,642 

Franklin 

693 

347 

347 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,301 

5,688 

Frcdcricktown 

628,246 

0 

294,279 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

150,830 

1,073,355 

Frccburg 

113,804 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,243 

130,047 

Freeman 

38,072 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,006 

58,078 

Frcistatt 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,065 

7,065 

Fremont  Hills 

22,932 

0 

0 

7,159 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,924 

53,015 

Frohna 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,373 

7,373 

Frontcnac 

0 

1,933,729 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

133,742 

2,067,471 

Fulton 

1,448,850 

724,425 

724,424 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

465,698 

3,363,397 

Gainesville 

183,128 

91,544 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,268 

298,940 

Galena 

17,524 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,318 

34,842 

Gallatin 

126,597 

0 

72,254 

19,174 

0 

0 

0 

0 

68,695 

286,720 

Gait 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,560 

10,560 

Garden  City 

103,403 

44,322 

44,321 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

57,598 

249,644 

Gasconade 

2,874 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,252 

13,126 

Gentry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,878 

3,878 

Gerald 

121,096 

0 

56,519 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

44,965 

222,580 

Gcrstcr 

299 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,344 

1,643 

Gibbs 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,840 

3,840 

Gideon 

39,750 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42,738 

82,488 

Gilliam 

3,899 

487 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,793 

13,179 

Oilman  City 

16,958 

0 

404 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,591 

31,953 

Ginger  Blue 

9,106 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,106 

Gladstone 

3,125,315 

2,571,517 

1,443,153 

414,708 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,012,380 

8,567,073 

Glasgow 

97,729 

24,432 

44,089 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

48,497 

214,747 

Glcnairc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,234 

21,234 

Glcnallcn 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,568 

5,568 

Glcndalc 

0 

447,689 

0 

52,019 

0 

0 

0 

0 

221,445 

721,153 

Glen  Echo  Park 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,374 

6,374 

Glcnwood 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,795 

7,795 

Golden  City 

36,538 

20,879 

20,879 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,944 

112,240 

Goodman 

66,418 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

45,426 

111,844 

Gordonvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,319 

16,319 

Gower 

75,333 

18,834 

0 

8,883 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,720 

156,770 

Graham 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,334 

7,334 

Grain  Valley 

649,469 

541,923 

270,455 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

198,137 

1,659,984 

Granby 

196,031 

36,757 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

81,443 

314,231 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Grand  Falls  Plaza 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,993 

3,993 

Grandin 

10,785 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,062 

19,847 

Grand  Pass 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,035 

2,035 

Grandvicw 

2,498,626 

2,391,559 

1,142,229 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

955,396 

6,987,810 

Granger 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,689 

1,689 

Grant  City 

159,196 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,557 

194,753 

Grantwood 

0 

76,616 

0 

7,965 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,906 

118,487 

Gravois  Mills 

22,980 

11,032 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,987 

41,999 

Green  Castle 

0 

0 

2,160 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,827 

13,987 

Green  City 

44,801 

22,401 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,418 

93,620 

Grccndalc 

0 

47,013 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,724 

74,737 

Greenfield 

127,169 

36,320 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

52,145 

215,634 

Green  Park 

0 

392,424 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

102,371 

494,795 

Green  Ridge 

34,819 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,087 

51,906 

Grccntop 

19,237 

0 

8,010 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,396 

43,643 

Greenville 

47,494 

44,557 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,318 

109,369 

Greenwood 

212,822 

82,299 

82,300 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

151,751 

529,172 

Guilford 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,341 

3,341 

Gunn  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,264 

3,264 

Hale 

26,856 

13,428 

13,428 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,162 

71,874 

Half  Way 

8,333 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,758 

15,091 

Halls  ville 

77,147 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,554 

114,701 

Halltown 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,257 

7,257 

Hamilton 

120,836 

0 

60,418 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69,617 

250,871 

Hanlcy  Hills 

0 

1 17,499 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

81,559 

199,058 

Hannibal 

2,695,615 

3,369,204 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

681,844 

6,746,663 

Hardin 

18,485 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,577 

42,062 

Harris 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,032 

4,032 

Harrisburg 

16,760 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,065 

23,825 

Harrisonvillc 

1,953,383 

1,631,594 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

343,514 

3,928,491 

Hartsburg 

4,872 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,147 

9,019 

Hartvillc 

56,616 

28,308 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,308 

108,232 

Harwood 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,456 

3,456 

Hawk  Point 

48,626 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,625 

66,251 

Hayti 

364,472 

267,152 

169,833 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

123,144 

924,601 

Hayti  Heights 

9,376 

3,036 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,605 

42,017 

Haywood  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,177 

9,177 

Hazclwood 

0 

6,169,221 

0 

1,719,108 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,006,274 

8,894,603 

Henrietta 

27,810 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,548 

45,358 

Hcrculancum 

494,095 

494,041 

70,190 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

107,708 

1,166,034 

Hermann 

461,445 

220,122 

220,277 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

102,678 

1,004,522 

Hermitage 

120,325 

58,596 

0 

9,504 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,046 

207,471 

Higbee 

18,478 

0 

9,239 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,922 

51,639 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Higginsvillc 

554,038 

396,874 

258,674 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

179,782 

1,389,368 

High  Hill 

7,896 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,870 

16,766 

Highland  villc 

27,982 

0 

6,951 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,484 

68,417 

Hillsboro 

254,845 

95,567 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

64,318 

414,730 

Hillsdale 

0 

82,123 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,715 

138,838 

Hobcrg 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,304 

2,304 

Holcomb 

40,511 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,725 

67,236 

Holdcn 

253,976 

0 

113,815 

21,666 

0 

0 

0 

0 

96,380 

485,837 

Holland 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,446 

9,446 

Hoffiday 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,953 

4,953 

Hollister 

947,364 

473,682 

456,388 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

148,487 

2,025,921 

Holt 

56,157 

53,999 

25,921 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,551 

151,628 

Holts  Summit 

601,445 

143,912 

143,912 

110,534 

0 

0 

0 

0 

112,700 

1,112.503 

Homestead 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,950 

6,950 

Homcstown 

1,965 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,950 

8,915 

Hopkins 

28,504 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,233 

50,737 

Horncrsvillc 

25,413 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,341 

51,754 

Houston 

642,387 

232,390 

154,932 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

76,490 

1,106,199 

Houston  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,905 

10,905 

Houstonia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,560 

10,560 

Howard  villc 

3,184 

0 

0 

399 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,132 

16,715 

Hughes  villc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,681 

6,681 

Humansvillc 

46,208 

13,180 

30,515 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,325 

126,228 

Hume 

14,081 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,940 

27,021 

Humphreys 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,297 

6,297 

Hunncwcll 

4,379 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,716 

13,095 

Huntlcigh 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,403 

12,403 

Huntsdalc 

0 

292 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,649 

2,941 

Huntsville 

57,299 

0 

28,650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

59,633 

145,582 

Hurdland 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,177 

9,177 

Hurley 

2,714 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,029 

8,743 

Iatan 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,073 

2,073 

Iberia 

93,422 

44,176 

44,106 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,997 

206,701 

Independence 

17,096,387 

12,209,917 

8,043,830 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,350,103 

41,700,237 

Indian  Point 

174,247 

87,124 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,578 

283,949 

Innsbrook 

30,689 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,009 

48,698 

Ionia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,147 

4,147 

Irondale 

13,388 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,780 

30,168 

Iron  Mtn.  Lake 

12,714 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,610 

39,324 

Ironton 

217,345 

100,767 

100,768 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,484 

475,364 

Jackson 

2,010,867 

33,870 

943,156 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

458,748 

3,446,641 

Jacksonville 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,259 

6,259 

Jameson 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,608 

4,608 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

lamcsport 

43,543 

21,761 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,391 

84,695 

Jamestown 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,668 

14,668 

Jane 

9,850 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,850 

Jasper 

106,813 

53,407 

48,147 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,821 

247,188 

Jefferson  City 

9,432,706 

9,119,865 

245 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,521,968 

20,074,784 

Jennings 

0 

1,682,491 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

593,988 

2,276,479 

Jcrico  Springs 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,945 

9,945 

Joncsburg 

59,343 

26,836 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,687 

112,866 

Joplin 

17,547,442 

7,305,358 

5,853,098 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,747,291 

32,453,189 

Joscphville 

4,977 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,368 

15,345 

Junction  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,249 

12,249 

Kahoka 

250,414 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

86,051 

336,465 

Kansas  City 

65,474,525 

32,652,848 

57,224,660 

23,484,611 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,954,720 

195,791,364 

Kearney 

962,271 

433,200 

434,770 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

210,117 

2,040,358 

Kelso 

91,248 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,236 

111,484 

Kcnnctt 

1,369,812 

361,654 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

432,368 

2,163,834 

Kcytcsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,466 

20,466 

Kidder 

23,110 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,406 

33,516 

KimlxTling  City 

283,660 

262,442 

0 

43,135 

0 

0 

0 

0 

86,512 

675,749 

Kimmswick 

42,706 

0 

21,353 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,609 

67,668 

King  City 

96,467 

47,484 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,859 

182,810 

Kingdom  City 

253,487 

126,715 

126,715 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,646 

511,563 

Kingston 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,020 

11,020 

Kingsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,868 

9,868 

Kinloch 

0 

27,028 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,241 

44,269 

Kirbyvillc 

15,906 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,224 

20,130 

Kirksville 

2,499,158 

1,793,320 

1,195,553 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

664,450 

6,152,481 

Kirkwood 

0 

4,176,825 

0 

246,465 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,049,204 

5,472,494 

Knob  Nostcr 

193,143 

86,251 

86,153 

40,396 

0 

0 

0 

0 

94,537 

500,480 

Knox  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,563 

8,563 

Koshkonong 

44,402 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,872 

52,274 

La  Belle 

36,109 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,689 

61,798 

Laclede 

0 

5,444 

5,442 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,935 

26,821 

Laddonia 

0 

22,027 

22,028 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,807 

67,862 

Ladue 

0 

1,658,840 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

331,956 

1,990,796 

La  Grange 

40,346 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,399 

78,745 

Lake  Annette 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,259 

6,259 

Lake  Lafayette 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,286 

13,286 

Lake  Lotawana 

150,387 

18,799 

18,251 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

71,882 

259,319 

Lake  Mykcc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,518 

12,518 

Lake  Ozark 

760,805 

247,800 

247,799 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

57,175 

1,313,579 

Lake  St.  Louis 

2,443,217 

0 

1,221,609 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

390,476 

4,055,302 

Lakcshirc 

0 

76,452 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

52,798 

129,250 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Lakeside 

0 

0 

0 

Lake  Tapawingo 

0 

0 

0 

Lake  Waukomis 

0 

0 

0 

Lake  Winnebago 

0 

21,865 

0 

Lamar 

628,664 

314,314 

314,314 

Lamar  Heights 

0 

92,519 

0 

La  Monte 

82,494 

0 

0 

Lanagan 

14,424 

0 

0 

Lancaster 

74,553 

0 

0 

La  Plata 

96,110 

42,721 

0 

Laredo 

0 

0 

0 

La  Russell 

0 

0 

0 

Lathrop 

124,687 

62,344 

0 

Laurie 

390,048 

195,025 

190,440 

Lawson 

177,024 

163,132 

0 

Lcadington 

151,773 

151,774 

75,887 

Lcadwood 

52,866 

0 

0 

Lcasburg 

0 

0 

0 

Lcawood 

0 

0 

0 

Lebanon 

3,094,223 

1,482,741 

1,484,387 

Lee's  Summit 

12,619,296 

9,317,234 

6,020,491 

Leeton 

27,783 

13,892 

0 

Leonard 

0 

0 

0 

Leslie 

0 

0 

0 

Levasy 

2,267 

0 

0 

Lewis  &  Clark  Village 

0 

0 

0 

Lewistown 

44,711 

0 

0 

Lexington 

350,079 

326,655 

151,533 

Liberal 

33,861 

0 

0 

Liberty 

3,457,862 

3,185,318 

1,592,328 

Licking 

237,394 

118,696 

0 

Lilbourn 

62,835 

0 

0 

Lincoln 

94,071 

42,685 

0 

Linn 

225,962 

0 

0 

Linn  Creek 

70,003 

53,428 

17,117 

Linncus 

0 

0 

0 

Livonia 

0 

0 

0 

Lock  Springs 

0 

0 

0 

Lockwood 

74,587 

0 

0 

Lohman 

0 

0 

0 

Loma  Linda 

22,605 

0 

0 

Lone  Jack 

64,318 

58,030 

0 

Longtown 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County             Alternate  County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,421 

1,421 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,370 

32,370 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,211 

35,211 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,635 

56,500 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

169,914 

1,427,206 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,294 

100,813 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,856 

123,350 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,782 

30,206 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,300 

102,853 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

57,060 

195,891 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,600 

9,600 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,299 

5,299 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1) 

80,330 

267,361 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,458 

800,971 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

89,699 

429,855 

30,846 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,910 

418,190 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

44,542 

97,408 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,403 

12,403 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,712 

34,712 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

466,735 

6,528,086 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,714,783 

30,671,804 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,769 

65,444 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,534 

2,534 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,341 

3,341 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,147 

6,414 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,952 

5,952 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,847 

67,558 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

170,989 

999,256 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,912 

63,773 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,007,273 

9,242,781 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,484 

412,574 

3,532 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,033 

116,400 

13,610 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,397 

189,763 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,992 

277,954 

24,499 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,752 

175,799 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,169 

14,169 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,377 

4,377 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,649 

2,649 

6,471 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,976 

119,034 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,451 

6,451 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,468 

42,073 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,274 

142,622 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,918 

2,918 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Louisburg 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,645 

5,645 

Louisiana 

585,825 

0 

0 

115,305 

0 

0 

0 

0 

148,334 

849,464 

Lowry  City 

99,584 

11,239 

0 

6,540 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,954 

145,317 

Lucerne 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,533 

3,533 

Ludlow 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,833 

7,833 

Lupus 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,113 

1,113 

Luray 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,917 

3,917 

MacKcnzic 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,261 

5,261 

Macks  Creek 

7,704 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,252 

17,956 

Macon 

826,311 

413,138 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

212,652 

1,452,101 

Madison 

24,721 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,502 

47,223 

Maitland 

12,744 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,132 

25,876 

Maiden 

569,344 

275,428 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

183,622 

1,028,394 

Malta  Bend 

40,818 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,561 

50,379 

Manchester 

0 

3,319,601 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

735,756 

4,055,357 

Mansfield 

130,885 

74,792 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,800 

257,477 

Maplcwood 

0 

3,300,089 

0 

127,205 

0 

0 

0 

0 

354,342 

3,781,636 

Marble  Hill 

245,904 

157,822 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

57,675 

461,401 

Marcclinc 

214,088 

0 

93,878 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

98,224 

406,190 

Marionvillc 

196,303 

65,435 

65,435 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

81,136 

408,309 

Marlborough 

0 

234,501 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

85,821 

320,322 

Marquand 

8,100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,638 

17,738 

Marshall 

1,491,202 

745,578 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

477,410 

2,714,190 

Marshficld 

1,097,201 

548,522 

518,462 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

219,640 

2,383,825 

Marston 

69,833 

104,751 

0 

41,260 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,423 

239,267 

Marthas  villc 

0 

81,837 

40,919 

19,419 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,140 

174,315 

Martins  burg 

37.791 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,518 

50,309 

Maryland  Heights 

0 

3,383,020 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

988,995 

4,372,015 

Maryvillc 

1,693,639 

2,069,457 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

406,296 

4,169,392 

Matthews 

289,655 

73,826 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,231 

386,712 

Maysville 

70,811 

17,702 

35,406 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

46,539 

170,458 

Mayview 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,289 

11,289 

McBaine 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

653 

653 

McCord  Bend 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,212 

11,212 

McFall 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,184 

5,184 

McKittrick 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,765 

2,765 

Mcadvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,548 

17,548 

Memphis 

306,357 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

79,140 

385,497 

Mcndon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,987 

7,987 

Mercer 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,132 

13,132 

Merriam  Woods 

23,219 

0 

11,610 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43,851 

78,680 

Mcrwin 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,187 

3,187 

Meta 

31,811 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,561 

41,372 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Metz 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,573 

2,573 

Mexico 

1,578,095 

747,702 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

434,672 

2,760,469 

Miami 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,144 

6,144 

Middlctown 

14,667 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,641 

22,308 

Milan 

189,102 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

75,184 

264,286 

Milford 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,997 

1,997 

Millard 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,880 

2,880 

Miller 

65,318 

9,435 

18,890 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,952 

122,595 

Mill  Spring 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,409 

8,409 

Mile. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,225 

3,225 

Mindenmincs 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,705 

15,705 

Miner 

501,875 

494,012 

0 

27,080 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,549 

1,063,516 

Mineral  Point 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,939 

13,939 

Miramiquoa  Park 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,877 

4,877 

Missouri  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,328 

11,328 

Mobcrly 

2,146,549 

2,038,790 

1,019,729 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

527,635 

5,732,703 

Mokanc 

10,052 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,219 

17,271 

Molinc  Acres 

0 

178,713 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

102,217 

280,930 

Monett 

1,665,364 

1,231,666 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

283,996 

3,181,026 

Monroe  City 

310,458 

142,624 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

99,376 

552,458 

Montgomery  City 

291,705 

0 

135,628 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

93,769 

521,102 

Monticcllo 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,838 

4,838 

Montrose 

28,215 

14,107 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,012 

58,334 

Moorcsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,417 

3,417 

Morehouse 

24,254 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,975 

63,229 

Morlcy 

10,793 

10,765 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,412 

51,970 

Morrison 

4,434 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,723 

9,157 

Morrisvillc 

12,242 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,209 

25,451 

Mosby 

71,704 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,292 

80,996 

Moscow  Mills 

220,959 

0 

102,250 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

66,890 

390,099 

Mound  City 

78,604 

78,604 

78,479 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

45,809 

281,496 

Mountain  Grove 

878,062 

438,938 

420,018 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

175,635 

1,912,653 

Mountain  View 

741,644 

0 

228,533 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

93,309 

1,063,486 

Moundvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,955 

3,955 

Mount  Leonard 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,723 

4,723 

Mount  Moriah 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,491 

5,491 

Mount  Vernon 

497,785 

249,602 

247,878 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

154,247 

1,149,512 

Napoleon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,987 

7,987 

Naylor 

21,136 

8,735 

8,734 

5,148 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,423 

67,176 

Neck  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,569 

4,569 

Ncclyvillc 

19,924 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,700 

38,624 

Nelson 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,140 

8,140 

Neosho 

2,042,280 

1,948,335 

974,160 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

403,377 

5,368,152 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Nevada 

1,451,604 

1,451,344 

725,671 

Newark 

0 

0 

0 

New  Bloomfield 

26,769 

13,384 

0 

Newburg 

17,062 

6,970 

6,971 

New  Cambria 

9,122 

0 

0 

New  Florence 

88,758 

41,904 

41,904 

New  Franklin 

45,969 

22,985 

16,247 

New  Hampton 

0 

0 

0 

New  Haven 

199,780 

92,765 

92,765 

New  London 

106,752 

0 

31,323 

New  Madrid 

210,741 

105,364 

0 

New  Mcllc 

37,457 

18,728 

18,728 

Ncwtonia 

0 

0 

0 

Newtown 

0 

0 

0 

Niangua 

9,262 

0 

4,631 

Nixa 

1,920,401 

0 

960,200 

Noel 

178,346 

66,885 

83,371 

Norbornc 

29,072 

0 

14,536 

Normandy 

0 

213,923 

0 

North  Kansas  City 

2,716,977 

0 

1,353,989 

North  Lilbourn 

0 

0 

0 

Northmoor 

137,654 

0 

0 

Northwoods 

0 

367,590 

0 

Norwood 

38,409 

12,795 

0 

Norwood  Court 

0 

0 

0 

Novelty 

0 

0 

0 

Novinger 

0 

0 

0 

Oak  Grove 

940,569 

453,656 

453,662 

Oak  Grove  Village 

172,864 

86,436 

0 

Oakland 

0 

127,322 

0 

Oak  Ridge 

0 

0 

0 

Oaks 

1,431 

358 

716 

Oakvicw 

50,675 

46,610 

0 

Oakwood 

0 

0 

0 

Oakwood  Park 

0 

0 

0 

Odessa 

462,318 

462,345 

231,204 

O'Fallon 

10,044,352 

4,704,896 

4,712,123 

Old  Appleton 

0 

0 

0 

Old  Monroe 

36,050 

8,514 

8,514 

Olcan 

0 

0 

0 

Olivette 

0 

997,512 

0 

Olympian  Village 

0 

0 

0 

Oran 

58,516 

29,258 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County             Alternate  County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

330,497 

3,959,116 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,840 

3,840 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,001 

63,154 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,585 

49,588 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,524 

17,646 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,336 

201,902 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43,966 

129,167 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,401 

13,401 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

71,690 

457,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,437 

176,512 

35,622 

0 

0 

0 

0 

128,021 

479,748 

3,557 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,020 

89,490 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,870 

8,870 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,025 

8,025 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,087 

30,980 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

465,545 

3,346,146 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,830 

385,432 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,911 

74,519 

47,328 

0 

0 

0 

0 

197,868 

459,119 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

181,011 

4,251,977 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,648 

3,648 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,321 

152,975 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

178,285 

545,875 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,196 

72,400 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,741 

40,741 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,569 

4,569 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,505 

20,505 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

212,536 

2,060,423 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,668 

273,968 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

59,134 

186,456 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,756 

7,756 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,222 

7,727 

1,568 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,822 

113,675 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,564 

7,564 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,027 

7,027 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

185,004 

1,340,871 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,772,826 

21,234,197 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,149 

3,149 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,600 

62,678 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,029 

6,029 

129,243 

0 

0 

0 

0 

285,609 

1,412,364 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,689 

25,689 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

48,536 

136,310 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Oregon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,903 

35,903 

Oronogo 

69,263 

16,128 

27,372 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,477 

150,240 

Orrick 

39,766 

0 

16,357 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,136 

90,259 

Osage  Beach 

4,212,623 

2,076,799 

2,076,842 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

140,616 

8,506,880 

Osborn 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,471 

17,471 

Osceola 

80,134 

45,790 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,063 

157,987 

Osgood 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,958 

1,958 

Ottcrvillc 

30,327 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,278 

48,605 

Overland 

0 

875,480 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

646,556 

1,522,036 

Owcnsvillc 

623,660 

453,831 

302,567 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

95,996 

1,476,054 

Ozark 

2,250,400 

2,249,971 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

371,123 

4,871,494 

Pacific 

645,269 

335,347 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

253,853 

1,234,469 

Pagcdalc 

0 

311,681 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

138,849 

450,530 

Palmyra 

373,959 

267,070 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

133,128 

774,157 

Paris 

125,923 

53,910 

53,910 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

58,711 

292,454 

Park  Hills 

685,995 

626,084 

313,048 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

301,852 

1,926,979 

Parkdalc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,872 

7,872 

Parkvillc 

1,046,695 

0 

495,588 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

155,860 

1,698,143 

Parkway 

43,499 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,752 

54,251 

Parma 

22,578 

11,289 

7,616 

2,923 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,716 

77,122 

Parncll 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,564 

7,564 

Pasadena  Hills 

0 

63,775 

0 

10,346 

0 

0 

0 

0 

44,043 

118,164 

Pasadena  Park 

0 

27,189 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,777 

45,966 

Pascola 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,299 

5,299 

Passaic 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,536 

1,536 

Pattonsburg 

16,011 

0 

0 

808 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,022 

26,841 

Payncsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,494 

3,494 

Peculiar 

332,809 

312,307 

145,843 

96,446 

0 

0 

0 

0 

99,990 

987,395 

Pcncrmon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,880 

2,880 

Perry 

79,286 

0 

36,197 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,573 

141,056 

Pcrryvillc 

1,508,112 

565,539 

754,056 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

294,402 

3,122,109 

Pevely 

484,320 

221,978 

222,253 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

144,686 

1,073,237 

Phillipsburg 

8,829 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,718 

16,547 

Pickering 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,913 

5,913 

Piedmont 

435,842 

417,177 

208,580 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

76,490 

1,138,089 

Pierce  City 

83,458 

56,159 

36,399 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,182 

229,198 

Picrpont  Village 

1,872 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,872 

Pilot  Grove 

22,667 

0 

22,667 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,762 

73,096 

Pilot  Knob 

65,070 

32,535 

30,099 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,764 

154,468 

Pine  Lawn 

0 

273,281 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

161,428 

434,709 

Pincvillc 

66,458 

33,229 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,490 

129,177 

Plato 

2,946 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,946 

Platte  City 

808,331 

808,331 

302,648 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

148,449 

2,067,759 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Platte  Woods 

68,175 

0 

34,087 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,201 

120,463 

Plattsburg 

156,825 

156,691 

0 

24,258 

0 

0 

0 

0 

90,390 

428,164 

Pleasant  Hill 

653,758 

605,214 

278,459 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

214,341 

1,751,772 

Pleasant  Hope 

43,386 

9,717 

9,718 

4,010 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,042 

87,873 

Pleasant  Valley 

542,088 

344,317 

67,403 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

127,522 

1,081,330 

Pocahontas 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,877 

4,877 

Pollock 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,030 

5,030 

Polo 

30,017 

27,348 

27,348 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,348 

107,061 

Poplar  Bluff 

4,211,883 

5,081,804 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

639,375 

9,933,062 

Portage  Dcs  Sioux 

17,404 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,478 

30,882 

Portagevillc 

324,168 

146,700 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

126,523 

597,391 

Potosi 

765,342 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

102,217 

867,559 

Powcrsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,302 

3,302 

Prairie  Home 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,448 

8,448 

Prathersvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,262 

4,262 

Preston 

15,166 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,339 

19,505 

Princeton 

98,532 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,203 

138,735 

Purcell 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,708 

13,708 

Purdin 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,563 

8,563 

Purdy 

57,740 

28,836 

28,836 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42,354 

157,766 

Puxico 

124,110 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43,966 

168,076 

Queen  City 

34,817 

30,246 

15,123 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,498 

104,684 

Quitman 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,766 

1,766 

Qulin 

36,826 

18,413 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,932 

73,171 

Randolph 

38,361 

19,181 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,805 

59,347 

Ravcnwood 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,203 

17,203 

Raymondvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,972 

16,972 

Raymore 

2,012,646 

1,886,337 

943,169 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

427,991 

5,270,143 

Raytown 

2,777,600 

3,369,636 

1,251,771 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,166,857 

8,565,864 

Rayville 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,833 

7,833 

Rca 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,150 

2,150 

Rcdings  Mill 

1,712 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,105 

7,817 

Reeds 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,955 

3,955 

Reeds  Spring 

38,582 

38,485 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,855 

94,922 

Rcnick 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,486 

8,486 

Rensselaer  Village 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,568 

5,568 

Republic 

1,749,895 

1,312,334 

874,945 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

336,525 

4,273,699 

Revere 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,646 

4,646 

Rhincland 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,758 

6,758 

Richards 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,648 

3,648 

Rich  Hill 

146,225 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,100 

202,325 

Richland 

225,486 

68,797 

68,805 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69,309 

432,397 

Richmond 

936,679 

442,007 

442,150 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

234,846 

2,055,682 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Richmond  Heights 

0 

4,933,093 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

368,704 

5,301,797 

Ridgcly 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,457 

2,457 

Ridgeway 

19.477 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,351 

39,828 

Risco 

13,037 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,052 

28,089 

Ritchey 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,918 

2,918 

River  Bend 

14,392 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

384 

14,776 

Riverside 

1,030,322 

0 

0 

162,209 

0 

0 

0 

0 

114,389 

1,306,920 

Riverview 

0 

174,922 

0 

28,377 

0 

0 

0 

0 

120,802 

324,101 

Rives 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,379 

3,379 

Rocheport 

20,159 

10,080 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,987 

38,226 

Rockaway  Beach 

37,680 

15,935 

15,935 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,156 

91,706 

Rock  Hill 

0 

899,655 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

182,969 

1,082,624 

Rock  Port 

236,731 

177,549 

0 

46,683 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,566 

514,529 

Rockvillc 

8,024 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,221 

14,245 

Rogcrsvillc 

269,023 

134,512 

134,512 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

57,905 

595,952 

Rolla 

3,677,342 

3,677,325 

1,838,665 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

628,470 

9,821,802 

Roscoe 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,301 

4,301 

Rosebud 

42,409 

0 

19,966 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,977 

76,352 

Roscndalc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,912 

6,912 

Rothville 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,571 

3,571 

Rush  Hill 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,992 

4,992 

Rushvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,752 

10,752 

Russellvillc 

51.964 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,106 

81,070 

Rutlcdgc 

13,687 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,955 

17,642 

St.  Ann 

0 

1,531,174 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

522,490 

2,053,664 

St.  Charles 

10,309,731 

4,919,305 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,316,243 

17,545,279 

St.  Clair 

479,709 

239,854 

239,827 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

168,570 

1,127,960 

St.  Elizabeth 

24,292 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,404 

35,696 

St.  George 

0 

71,615 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49,457 

121,072 

St.  James 

455,027 

226,360 

227,514 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

142,228 

1,051,129 

St.  John 

0 

790,118 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

263,837 

1,053,955 

St.  Joseph 

17,423,893 

5,805,679 

4,351,587 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,841,114 

30,422,273 

St.  Louis 

47,951,607 

65,546,689 

33,160,836 

26,216,077 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,369,978 

186,245,187 

St.  Martins 

54,470 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,282 

93,752 

St.  Mary 

23,795 

0 

11,897 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,476 

50,168 

St.  Paul 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

62,743 

62,743 

St.  Peters 

12,153,402 

1,215,337 

6,076,703 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,972,960 

21,418,402 

St.  Robert 

2,214,876 

1,645,830 

1,080,406 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

105,980 

5,047,092 

St.  Thomas 

13,420 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,020 

24,440 

Stc.  Genevieve 

588,657 

272,788 

272,787 

90,650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

171,872 

1,396,754 

Saginaw 

18,393 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,598 

28,991 

Salem 

1,021,030 

510,489 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

186,387 

1,717,906 

Salisbury 

174,972 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

66,276 

241,248 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Sarcoxic 

116,390 

50,872 

50,872 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,992 

270,126 

Savannah 

560,186 

187,008 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

182,854 

930,048 

Schcll  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,982 

10,982 

Scotsdalc 

0 

5,698 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,102 

13,800 

Scott  City 

393,331 

89,944 

179,889 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

176,288 

839,452 

Sedalia 

4,905,209 

4,176,777 

2,362,073 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

780,990 

12,225,049 

Scdgewickvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,564 

7,564 

Scligman 

81,040 

51,194 

39,761 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,676 

205,671 

Senath 

63,610 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

63,358 

126,968 

Seneca 

197,877 

88,863 

88,864 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

81,981 

457,585 

Seymour 

201,559 

109,845 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70,423 

381,827 

Shclbina 

217,926 

176,668 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,608 

469,202 

Shelbyville 

35,263 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,188 

61,451 

Sheldon 

38,977 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,313 

59,290 

Sheridan 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,104 

7,104 

Shoal  Creek  Drive 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,286 

13,286 

Shoal  Creek  Estates 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,958 

1,958 

Shrewsbury 

0 

1,259,865 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

255,120 

1,514,985 

Sibley 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,324 

13,324 

Sikeston 

5,659,907 

82 

1,414,434 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

652,469 

7,726,892 

Silcx 

33,415 

0 

0 

4,640 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,910 

45,965 

Silver  Creek 

18,917 

9,458 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,346 

51,721 

Skidmore 

8,621 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,132 

21,753 

Slater 

104,251 

52,125 

52,126 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

79,984 

288,486 

Smithton 

14,978 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,583 

34,561 

Smithvillc 

765,268 

0 

344,548 

98,638 

0 

0 

0 

0 

211,730 

1,420,184 

South  Gifford 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,765 

2,765 

South  Gorin 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,491 

5,491 

South  Greenfield 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,222 

5,222 

South  Lincvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,421 

1,421 

South  West  City 

105,560 

24,824 

49,648 

47,624 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,831 

260,487 

Sparta 

88,211 

44,087 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43,928 

176,226 

Spickard 

5,232 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,095 

17,327 

Springfield 

36,245,664 

34,864,476 

4,379,483 

5,582,552 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,820,463 

86,892,638 

Stanberry 

0 

113,673 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

47,729 

161,402 

Stark  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,990 

5,990 

Steele 

164,297 

102,932 

23,625 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

86,896 

377,750 

Steelville 

239,990 

233,521 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

54,872 

528,383 

Stella 

3,827 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,835 

10,662 

Stewartsvillc 

94,936 

25,316 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,144 

149,396 

Stockton 

244,694 

183,524 

122,348 

29,513 

0 

0 

0 

0 

75,261 

655,340 

Stotcsbury 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,651 

1,651 

Stotts  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,600 

9,600 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Stoutland 

4,430 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,796 

11,226 

Stoutsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,689 

1,689 

Stover 

102461 

0 

46,944 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,170 

186,575 

Strafford 

315,162 

157,580 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70,845 

543,587 

Strasburg 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,222 

5,222 

Sturgeon 

68,846 

0 

20,738 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,248 

125,832 

Sugar  Creek 

284,039 

284,591 

0 

91,455 

0 

0 

0 

0 

147,412 

807,497 

Sullivan 

1,342,980 

671,490 

671,184 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

243,870 

2,929,524 

Summers  villc 

58,220 

0 

25,885 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,889 

104,994 

Sumner 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,453 

5,453 

Sunrise  Beach 

146,560 

73,265 

73,280 

42,390 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,131 

349,626 

Sunset  Hills 

0 

1,912,225 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

317,441 

2,229,666 

Sweet  Springs 

172,819 

53,153 

53,153 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

62,513 

341,638 

Sycamore  Hills 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,724 

27,724 

Syracuse 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,605 

6,605 

Tallapoosa 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,833 

7,833 

Tancyvillc 

11,487 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,785 

25,272 

Taos 

24,617 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,407 

58,024 

Tarkio 

238,854 

72,341 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,301 

385,496 

Thayer 

691,633 

230,150 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

84,515 

1,006,298 

Theodosia 

57,959 

0 

28,955 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,216 

96,130 

Tightwad 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,419 

2,419 

Tina 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,411 

7,411 

Tindall 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,496 

2,496 

Tipton 

185,757 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

125,218 

310,975 

Town  and  Country 

0 

2,307,237 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

418,315 

2,725,552 

Tracy 

17,894 

0 

8,946 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,179 

35,019 

Trenton 

734,867 

703,686 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

238,686 

1,677,239 

Trimble 

32,746 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,318 

50,064 

Triplett 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,457 

2,457 

Troy 

2,053,945 

0 

991,902 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

258,691 

3,304,538 

Trucsdalc 

93,374 

46,687 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,244 

155,305 

Truxton 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,686 

3,686 

Turney 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,952 

5,952 

Tuscumbia 

11.894 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,371 

20,265 

Twin  Bridges 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,613 

1,613 

Twin  Oaks 

0 

497,765 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,900 

511,665 

Umber  View  Heights 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,997 

1,997 

Union 

1,591,224 

795,641 

795,612 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

297,858 

3,480,335 

Union  Star 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,627 

16,627 

Unionvillc 

212,492 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

78,372 

290,864 

Unity  Village 

2,824 

2,118 

1,412 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,376 

11,730 

University  City 

0 

4,322,452 

0 

339,552 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,437,184 

6,099,188 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Uplands  Park 

0 

25,577 

0 

Urbana 

49,211 

0 

24,553 

Urich 

40,343 

20,172 

20,172 

Utica 

0 

0 

0 

Valley  Park 

0 

1,002,477 

0 

Van  Burcn 

184,629 

86,668 

0 

Vandalia 

274,787 

137,370 

0 

Vandivcr 

60,584 

0 

0 

Vanduscr 

0 

0 

0 

Vclda  City 

0 

89,852 

0 

Vclda  Village 

0 

0 

0 

Velda  Village  Hills 

0 

60,606 

0 

Verona 

29,374 

29,374 

0 

Versailles 

543,404 

533,476 

0 

Viburnum 

82,802 

0 

0 

Vienna 

103,308 

0 

47,507 

Village  of  Aullvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Village  of  Loch  Lloyd 

0 

0 

0 

Village  of  Pinhook 

0 

0 

0 

Village  of  Plato 

0 

0 

0 

Vinita  Park 

0 

269,061 

0 

Vinita  Terrace 

0 

16,236 

0 

Vista 

0 

0 

0 

Waco 

0 

0 

0 

Walker 

0 

0 

0 

Walnut  Grove 

35,207 

0 

0 

Wardell 

13,865 

3,466 

0 

Wardsvillc 

41,871 

0 

0 

Warrcnsburg 

2,807,027 

2,411,797 

0 

Warrcnton 

1,372,763 

343,192 

686,383 

Warsaw 

766,978 

475,281 

275,388 

Warson  Woods 

0 

177,894 

0 

Washburn 

24,100 

12,050 

12,049 

Washington 

3,546,124 

1,773,062 

1,772,881 

Watson 

0 

0 

0 

Wavcrly 

79,152 

0 

17,865 

Wayland 

83,790 

0 

0 

Wayncsvillc 

491,643 

359,472 

227,300 

Wcathcrby 

0 

0 

0 

Wcathcrby  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

Wcaublcau 

33,290 

16,645 

0 

Webb  City 

1,478,776 

1,378,238 

689,231 

Webster  Groves 

0 

2,612,337 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County             Alternate  County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


4,149 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,663 

47,389 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,628 

89,392 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,161 

99,848 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,521 

10,521 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

250,282 

1,252,759 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,447 

303,744 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

148,334 

560,491 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,187 

63,771 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,332 

8,332 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

89,852 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,854 

41,854 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

62,052 

122,658 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,417 

86,165 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

98,492 

1,175,372 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,679 

114,481 

16,080 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,114 

191,009 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,302 

3,302 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,131 

14,131 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,843 

1,843 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,765 

2,765 

11,207 

0 

0 

0 

0 

73,879 

354,147 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,212 

27,448 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2.112 

2,112 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,302 

3,302 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,560 

10,560 

2,858 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,191 

62,256 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,203 

34,534 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,477 

79,348 

274,587 

0 

0 

0 

0 

627,433 

6,120,844 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

202,783 

2,605,121 

87,084 

0 

0 

0 

0 

79,485 

1,684,216 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

76,144 

254,038 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,203 

65,402 

414,456 

0 

0 

0 

0 

508,513 

8,015,036 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,646 

4,646 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,949 

127,966 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,319 

100,109 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

134,664 

1,213,079 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,723 

4,723 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

71,921 

71,921 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,890 

69,825 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

376,767 

3,923,012 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

892,000 

3,504,337 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Wcldon  Spring 

268,677 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

202,361 

471,038 

Wcldon  Spring  Heights 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,033 

3,033 

Wellington 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,104 

30,104 

Wellston 

0 

136,780 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

94,461 

231,241 

Wells  ville 

40,891 

12,664 

20,445 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

54,641 

128,641 

Wcntworth 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,414 

5,414 

Wcntzvillc 

4,410,779 

2,829,455 

2,093,145 

381,136 

0 

0 

0 

0 

264,797 

9,979,312 

Wcstboro 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,259 

6,259 

West  Alton 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,002 

22,002 

West  Line 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,648 

3,648 

Weston 

155,934 

58,475 

77,966 

24,929 

0 

0 

0 

0 

62,628 

379,932 

Westphalia 

41,503 

0 

0 

3,578 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,288 

57,369 

West  Plains 

2,814,398 

1,407,090 

1,348,337 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

417,239 

5,987,064 

West  Sullivan 

76,511 

19,128 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,686 

99,325 

Wcstwood 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,905 

10,905 

Wheatland 

36,209 

18,104 

16,565 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,899 

85,777 

Whcaton 

62,192 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,685 

89,877 

Wheeling 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,291 

10,291 

Whiteside 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,573 

2,573 

Whitewater 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,339 

4,339 

Wilbur  Park 

0 

26,411 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,239 

44,650 

Wildwood 

0 

1,832,513 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,262,700 

3,095,213 

Willard 

355,765 

335,695 

0 

30,063 

0 

0 

0 

0 

122,607 

844,130 

Williams  villc 

29,104 

9,087 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,553 

52,744 

Willow  Springs 

275,875 

200,797 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

82,442 

559,114 

Wilson  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,336 

6,336 

Winchester 

0 

91,798 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

63,396 

155,194 

Windsor 

208,783 

89,106 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

118,536 

416,425 

Windsor  Place 

36,708 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,708 

Winiield 

155,752 

0 

73,347 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,762 

256,861 

Winona 

117,270 

52,820 

52,820 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49,534 

272,444 

Winston 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,484 

9,484 

Woods  Heights 

27,015 

0 

0 

508 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,492 

56,015 

Woodson  Terrace 

0 

1,188,768 

0 

37,785 

0 

0 

0 

0 

160,852 

1,387,405 

Wooldridgc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,805 

1,805 

Worth 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,609 

3,609 

Worthington 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,417 

3,417 

Wright  City 

291,610 

62,298 

124,595 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

58,827 

537,330 

Wyaconda 

7,097 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,904 

19,001 

Wyatt 

9,792 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,977 

23,769 

Zalma 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,571 

3,571 

COUNTIES: 

Adair  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,442,635 

1,442,188 

0 

0 

625,475 

3,510,298 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

COUNTIES: 

Andrew  County 

0 

0 

0 

276,038 

453,136 

1,087,625 

0 

0 

686,641 

2,503,440 

Atchison  County 

0 

0 

0 

243,749 

0 

1,272,365 

0 

0 

582,031 

2,098,145 

Audrain  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,134,020 

2,628,306 

0 

0 

816,053 

4,578,379 

Barry  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,734,071 

2,600,690 

0 

0 

1,208,555 

5,543,316 

Barton  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

503,240 

503,225 

0 

0 

648,390 

1,654,855 

Bates  County 

0 

0 

0 

89,862 

0 

1,096,930 

0 

0 

872,351 

2,059,143 

Benton  County 

0 

0 

0 

95,671 

814,497 

1,425,873 

0 

0 

734,969 

3,071,010 

Bollinger  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

295,429 

664,612 

0 

0 

521,086 

1,481,127 

Boone  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,662,993 

14,572,779 

0 

0 

1,564,028 

27,799,800 

Buchanan  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,065,168 

7,275,985 

0 

0 

591,277 

13,932,430 

Butler  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,834,035 

2,833,844 

0 

0 

1,141,572 

6,809,451 

Caldwell  County 

0 

0 

0 

79,829 

197,176 

591,430 

0 

0 

547,223 

1,415,658 

Callaway  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,263,363 

0 

0 

1,500,797 

4,764,160 

Camden  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,589,277 

5,379,439 

0 

0 

2,676,083 

11,644,799 

Cape  Girardeau  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,254,649 

6,253,877 

0 

0 

918,511 

13,427,037 

Carroll  County 

0 

0 

0 

111,669 

333,721 

500,509 

0 

0 

791,870 

1,737,769 

Carter  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

221,743 

221,745 

0 

0 

299,944 

743,432 

Cass  County 

0 

0 

0 

1,717,445 

5,012,068 

7,517,971 

0 

0 

1,314,740 

15,562,224 

Cedar  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

453,188 

500,428 

0 

0 

570,684 

1,524,300 

Chariton  County 

0 

0 

0 

80,097 

266,405 

666,247 

0 

0 

714,803 

1,727,552 

Christian  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,875,423 

7,185,937 

0 

0 

1,325,025 

11,386,385 

Clark  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

295,761 

831,031 

0 

0 

485,622 

1,612,414 

Clay  County 

0 

0 

0 

2,969,306 

13,684,928 

10,230,443 

0 

0 

819,309 

27,703,986 

Clinton  County 

0 

0 

0 

111,870 

528,896 

528,902 

0 

0 

650,746 

1,820,414 

Cole  County 

0 

0 

0 

1,118,340 

5,198,262 

10,400,696 

0 

0 

1,063,095 

17,780,393 

Cooper  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

831,489 

2,078,721 

0 

0 

533,421 

3,443,631 

Crawford  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

944,702 

2,122,076 

0 

0 

648,974 

3,715,752 

Dade  County 

0 

0 

0 

37,030 

219,469 

497,682 

0 

0 

521,224 

1,275,405 

Dallas  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

573,007 

1,654,715 

0 

0 

646,021 

2,873,743 

Daviess  County 

0 

0 

0 

55,375 

0 

731,058 

0 

0 

574,895 

1,361,328 

DcKalb  County 

0 

0 

0 

192,969 

629,234 

629,707 

0 

0 

550,665 

2,002,575 

Dent  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

720,471 

720,449 

0 

0 

613,256 

2,054,176 

Douglas  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

443,045 

443,040 

0 

0 

653,513 

1,539,598 

Dunklin  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,767,609 

0 

0 

791,731 

3,559,340 

Franklin  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,994,897 

12,486,603 

0 

0 

2,293,586 

19,775,086 

Gasconade  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

800,181 

1,350,716 

0 

0 

533,134 

2,684,031 

Gentry  County 

0 

0 

0 

33,410 

0 

486,845 

0 

0 

496,136 

1,016,391 

Greene  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,410,015 

30,970,411 

0 

0 

3,371,830 

55,752,256 

Grundy  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

457,360 

913,952 

0 

0 

425,707 

1.797.019 

Harrison  County 

0 

0 

0 

66,349 

0 

1,301,468 

0 

0 

717,088 

2,084,905 

Henry  County 

0 

0 

0 

118,916 

1,128,457 

1,215,298 

0 

0 

740,692 

3,203,363 

Hickory  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

277,780 

555,560 

0 

0 

440,490 

1,273,830 

Holt  County 

0 

0 

0 

131,885 

191,106 

763,643 

0 

0 

449,891 

1,536,525 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

COUNTIES: 

Howard  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

279,489 

1,015,522 

0 

0 

373,941 

1,668,952 

Howell  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,120,968 

1,848,776 

0 

0 

1,099,299 

5,069,043 

Iron  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

326,963 

474,975 

0 

0 

370,199 

1,172,137 

Jackson  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,595,510 

51,980,799 

0 

0 

1,006,512 

94,582,821 

Jasper  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,652,596 

9,043,774 

0 

0 

1,311,398 

16,007,768 

Jefferson  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,856,009 

21,957,050 

0 

0 

3,870,578 

35,683,637 

Johnson  County 

0 

0 

0 

472,078 

2,174,507 

5,589,958 

0 

0 

1,310,560 

9,547,103 

Knox  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

141,364 

423,728 

0 

0 

446,720 

1,011,812 

Laclede  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,838,171 

1,836,360 

0 

0 

796,405 

4,470,936 

Lafayette  County 

0 

0 

0 

306,421 

1,096,478 

2,466,993 

0 

0 

818,376 

4,688,268 

Lawrence  County 

0 

0 

0 

341,411 

1,199,289 

2,397,011 

0 

0 

992,265 

4,929,976 

Lewis  County 

0 

0 

0 

216,390 

276,980 

983,175 

0 

0 

444,454 

1,920,999 

Lincoln  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,848,598 

4,835,943 

0 

0 

1,118,430 

7,802,971 

Linn  County 

0 

0 

0 

85,454 

603,654 

603,657 

0 

0 

594,605 

1,887,370 

Livingston  County 

0 

0 

0 

83,929 

960,074 

480,008 

0 

0 

530,109 

2,054,120 

Macon  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

635,187 

1,111,579 

0 

0 

775,849 

2,522,615 

Madison  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

479,105 

910,086 

0 

0 

323,174 

1,712,365 

Maries  County 

0 

0 

0 

55,903 

243,421 

530,423 

0 

0 

406,489 

1,236,236 

Marion  County 

0 

0 

0 

365,570 

1,739,342 

2,174,124 

0 

0 

513,597 

4,792,633 

McDonald  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,068,706 

3,130,078 

0 

0 

716,403 

4,915,187 

Mercer  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

144,647 

468,626 

0 

0 

375,279 

988,552 

Miller  County 

0 

0 

0 

158,517 

1,529,912 

1,527,170 

0 

0 

837,273 

4,052,872 

Mississippi  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

471,713 

1,179,197 

0 

0 

369,186 

2,020,096 

Moniteau  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

515,209 

974,000 

0 

0 

500,503 

1,989,712 

Monroe  County 

0 

0 

0 

26,137 

260,530 

260,533 

0 

0 

593,913 

1,141,113 

Montgomery  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

444,917 

1,112,270 

0 

0 

575,794 

2,132,981 

Morgan  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

949,056 

1,042,501 

0 

0 

1,226,622 

3,218,179 

New  Madrid  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,439,196 

1,438,974 

0 

0 

773,597 

3,651,767 

Newton  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,321,218 

3,094,970 

0 

0 

1,107,714 

6,523,902 

Nodaway  County 

0 

0 

0 

145,844 

1,061,005 

1,060,970 

0 

0 

1,039,102 

3,306,921 

Oregon  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

427,328 

427,330 

0 

0 

481,281 

1,335,939 

Osage  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

982,102 

779,468 

0 

0 

539,631 

2,301,201 

Ozark  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

255,583 

551,351 

0 

0 

655,918 

1,462,852 

Pemiscot  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

689,069 

1,033,520 

0 

0 

548,742 

2,271,331 

Perry  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,132,602 

2,632,802 

0 

0 

564,108 

4,329,512 

Pettis  County 

0 

0 

0 

418,523 

2,966,048 

2,964,832 

0 

0 

1,038,974 

7,388,377 

Phelps  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,426,971 

2,490,564 

0 

0 

832,850 

5,750,385 

Pike  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

693,864 

2,225,242 

0 

0 

579,408 

3,498,514 

Platte  County 

0 

0 

0 

3,680,698 

7,394,884 

12,804,532 

0 

0 

1,484,822 

25,364,936 

Polk  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,541,800 

0 

0 

858,246 

3,400,046 

Pulaski  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,099,049 

1,049,355 

0 

0 

769,451 

3,917,855 

Putnam  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

731,852 

0 

0 

482,451 

1,214,303 

Ralls  County 

0 

0 

0 

234,849 

401,257 

1,203,669 

0 

0 

509,302 

2,349,077 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
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City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

COUNTIES: 

Randolph  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,233,211 

1,232,653 

0 

0 

792,948 

3,258,812 

Ray  County 

0 

0 

0 

212,118 

723,083 

1,446,174 

0 

0 

733,867 

3,115,242 

Reynolds  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

213,489 

212,058 

0 

0 

645,177 

1,070,724 

Ripley  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

139,687 

783,071 

0 

0 

405,688 

1,328,446 

St.  Charles  County 

0 

0 

0 

5,419,117 

22,038,351 

51,735,984 

0 

0 

3,847,273 

83,040,725 

St.  Clan  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

260,529 

0 

0 

0 

586,903 

847,432 

St.  Francois  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,322,855 

4,646,832 

0 

0 

766,666 

8,736,353 

St.  Louis  County 

0 

0 

172,442,357 

0 

0 

78,238,414 

149,951,149 

0 

11,682,727 

412,314,647 

Ste.  Genevieve  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

867,615 

1,971,856 

0 

0 

710,941 

3,550,412 

Saline  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,003,005 

2,277,325 

0 

0 

709,464 

3,989,794 

Schuyler  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

135,263 

405,711 

0 

0 

274,749 

815,723 

Scotland  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

511,153 

0 

0 

434,491 

945,644 

Scott  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,408,149 

3,678 

0 

0 

480,006 

3,891,833 

Shannon  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

228,724 

228,726 

0 

0 

584,041 

1,041,491 

Shelby  County 

0 

0 

0 

36,441 

253,990 

507,982 

0 

0 

516,879 

1,315,292 

Stoddard  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,322,248 

1,321,704 

0 

0 

1,018,711 

3,662,663 

Stone  County 

0 

0 

0 

376,811 

1,746,101 

4,699,402 

0 

0 

1,162,636 

7,984,950 

Sullivan  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

231,126 

941,411 

0 

0 

479,465 

1,652,002 

Taney  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,597,765 

14,848,962 

0 

0 

1,184,214 

22,630,941 

Texas  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

924,510 

1,846,467 

0 

0 

917,270 

3,688,247 

Vernon  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

932,595 

932,184 

0 

0 

914,309 

2,779,088 

Warren  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,199,133 

3,597,379 

0 

0 

702,580 

5,499,092 

Washington  County 

0 

0 

0 

128,003 

706,792 

2,742,787 

0 

0 

540,356 

4,117,938 

Wayne  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

448,844 

448,841 

0 

0 

527,689 

1,425,374 

Webster  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,254,069 

3,342,825 

0 

0 

883,825 

5,480,719 

Worth  County 

0 

0 

0 

17,277 

70,063 

174,794 

0 

0 

221,564 

483,698 

Wright  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

718,034 

717,804 

0 

0 

642,975 

2,078,813 

DISTRICTS: 

3  Trails  Village  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,455 

0 

0 

0 

39,465 

0 

43,920 

39th  Street  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,887 

0 

0 

0 

111,021 

0 

113,908 

39th  Street  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

844,446 

0 

844,446 

58  Highway  Regional  Market  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,502 

0 

0 

0 

109,517 

0 

113,019 

63  Bypass  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,445 

0 

0 

0 

42,887 

0 

45,332 

71  Highway  and  150  Highway  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

210  Highway  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

203,650 

0 

203,650 

370  MO  Bottom  Taussig  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,860,842 

0 

1,860,842 

62!)  Market  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,273 

0 

0 

0 

45,295 

0 

49,568 

620  Market  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

840  E  Taylor  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

1 100  Washington  Ave  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

1 133  Washington  Ave  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

1200  Main  South  Loop  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

700,397 

0 

700,397 

1201  Washington  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,050 

0 

0 

0 

5,804 

0 

8,854 
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Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

1225  Washington  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

67,941 

0 

67,941 

1225  Washington  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

67,941 

0 

67,941 

1717  Market  Place  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

138,547 

0 

138,547 

2017  Chouteau  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

928 

0 

0 

0 

38,147 

0 

39,075 

8750  Manchester  Road  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,646 

0 

0 

0 

46,437 

0 

48,083 

Adair  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,011,728 

0 

1,011,728 

Adams  Farm  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

675,186 

0 

675,186 

Airport  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

47,013 

0 

47,013 

American  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,877 

0 

8,877 

Andrew  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

390,088 

0 

390,088 

Antioch  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

309,445 

0 

309,445 

Antonia  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

214,927 

0 

214,927 

Arnold  Retail  Corr  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,242,267 

0 

2,242,267 

Audrain  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

469,311 

0 

469,311 

Ava  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

368,725 

0 

368,725 

Ballwin  Town  Center  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

131,645 

0 

131,645 

Barton  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

481,524 

0 

481,524 

Bcllcau  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

11,151 

0 

0 

0 

3,883 

0 

15,034 

Bclton  Town  Centre  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

583,735 

0 

583,735 

Big  Bend  Crossing  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Big  River  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

520,730 

0 

520,730 

Big  Spring  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,165 

0 

0 

0 

50,847 

0 

53,012 

Biltmorc  East  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Black  Mountain  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  < 

0 

0 

Blue  Jay  Crossing  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  < 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Boonvillc  Riverfront  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Boschcrts  Landing  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Bourbon  County  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

102,433 

0 

102,433 

Bowman  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Branson  Hills  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

774,688 

0 

774,688 

Branson  Hills  Infra  Fac  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,704 

0 

35,704 

Branson  Landing  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,182,504 

0 

1,182,504 

Branson/Lakes  Area  Tourism  Community  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,451,557 

0 

7,451,557 

Briarcliff  Parkway  Highway  9  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

97,823 

0 

97,823 

Bridgewood  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Broadway  Fairvicw  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

305,797 

0 

305,797 

Broadway  Hotel  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

11,906 

0 

0 

0 

223,292 

0 

235,198 

Broadway  Hotel  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Brooksidc  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,026 

0 

0 

0 

369,142 

0 

372,168 

Bryan  Road  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

118 

0 

0 

0 

9,146 

0 

9,264 

Brywood  Centre  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

35 

0 

0 

0 

196,256 

0 

196,291 

Caldwell  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

202,802 

0 

202,802 

Caledonia  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

13,323 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,323 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Callaway  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,627,886 

0 

1,627,886 

Cam-MO  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

542,797 

0 

542,797 

CB5421  5975  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

211,652 

0 

211,652 

Cedar  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

453,011 

0 

453,011 

Ccntcnc  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Ccntcrstatc  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

268,733 

0 

268,733 

Central  Jackson  County  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,198,055 

0 

3,198,055 

Chambers  West  Florissant  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

197 

0 

0 

0 

58,251 

0 

58,448 

Chesterfield  Valley  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,888,702 

0 

1,888,702 

City  Hospital  Laundry  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

City  Hospital  RPA2  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Cole  Camp  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

89,868 

0 

89,868 

College  Station  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

College  Station  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Columbia  Mall  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

818,857 

0 

818,857 

Commercial  Street  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

26 

0 

0 

0 

22,647 

0 

22,673 

Conlcy  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,133,301 

0 

1,133,301 

Cooper  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

367,020 

0 

367,020 

Coronado  Drive  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Country  Club  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,103,020 

0 

1,103,020 

Cozens  MLK  Grand  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,930 

0 

0 

0 

27,804 

0 

30,734 

Crackcrncck  Creek  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

314,008 

0 

314,008 

Crcstwood  Point  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Crcstwood  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,024 

0 

0 

0 

70,485 

0 

72,509 

Crocker  Highway  17  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Crossings  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,060 

0 

0 

0 

77,645 

0 

81,705 

Crossroads  Shopping  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

2,639 

0 

2,643 

Crownc  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Crownc  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

CWE  Business  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,293 

0 

0 

0 

497,555 

0 

498,848 

Dade  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

185,505 

0 

185,505 

Dardcnnc  Town  Square  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

303,933 

0 

303,933 

Daviess/Dekalb  Regional  Jail  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

872,570 

0 

872,570 

Dcs  Peres  Corners  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

487,521 

0 

487,521 

Douglas  Square  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

154,759 

0 

154,759 

Douglas  Station  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

62,961 

0 

62,961 

Downtown  Springfield  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,349 

0 

0 

0 

119,119 

0 

121,468 

East  Gateway  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

East  Highway  60  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

78,096 

0 

78,096 

East  Hills  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

7,073 

0 

0 

0 

616,477 

0 

623,550 

East  Main  &  Highway  47  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,589 

0 

0 

0 

70,259 

0 

71,848 

Elm  and  370  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,354 

0 

0 

0 

11,422 

0 

13,776 

Elm  Grove  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Euclid  Buckingham  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  « 

0 

0 

Eureka  Commercial  Park  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,601 

0 

5,601 

Eureka  Old  Town  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Eureka  Pointc  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Eureka  South  1-44  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,176 

0 

0 

0 

661 

0 

2,837 

Farris  Family  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43,860 

0 

43,860 

Fcnton  Crossing  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

405,486 

0 

405,486 

Flintlock  Shoppcs  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,455 

0 

1,455 

Flori  Drive  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Fountain  Lakes  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Fountains  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Foxwood  Village  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Francis  Place  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

322,389 

0 

322,389 

Fulton  South  Business  54  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69,324 

0 

69,324 

Georgian  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Gerald  Area  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

54,314 

0 

54,314 

Glcnwood  Watson  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

265,120 

0 

265,120 

Grandvicw  Crossing  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

36,380 

0 

0 

0 

27,586 

0 

63,966 

Gravois  Bluffs  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,150,842 

0 

3,150,842 

Grindstone  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

430,259 

0 

430,259 

Grove  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,499 

0 

0 

0 

119,725 

0 

124,224 

Hadlcy  Dean  Building  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Hanley  Eager  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

461,868 

0 

461,868 

Hanley  Road  Corridor  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,166,969 

0 

5,166,969 

Hanley  Station  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,122 

0 

72,122 

Harrisonvillc  Market  Place  A  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Harrisonvillc  Market  Place  B  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,407 

0 

53,407 

Harrisonvillc  Townc  Center  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Hawk  Ridge  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

907,402 

0 

907,402 

Hawthorne  Development  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Hayti  Ventures  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Hazclwood  Commerce  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

9,687 

0 

0 

0 

152 

0 

9,839 

Heers  Tower  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Hermann  Area  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

335,319 

0 

335,319 

High  Ridge  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,222,645 

0 

1,222,645 

Highlands  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Highway  100  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

7,465 

0 

0 

0 

6,626 

0 

14,091 

Highway  350  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,526 

0 

0 

0 

525,495 

0 

530,021 

Highway  367  and  Parker  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Highway  71/291  Partners  in  Progress  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,000,313 

0 

1,000,313 

Highway  I  and  17th  Street  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Hilltop  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

388,080 

0 

388,080 

Historic  Downtown  Branson  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

299,318 

0 

299,318 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Horseshoe  Bend  Pcd  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Hutchings  Farm  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,238 

0 

28,238 

1-44  and  Highway  47  Triangle  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

66,751 

0 

66,751 

1-470  and  350  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,999,435 

0 

1,999,435 

1-470  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

T70  and  Adams  Dairy  Parkway  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Imperial  Main  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,608 

0 

0 

0 

10,179 

0 

14,787 

Independence  Ave  Colbcrn  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Independence  Event  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,342,597 

0 

3,342,597 

Inter  City  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

71,371 

0 

71,371 

Interstate  Plaza/N  Town  Village  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

717,974 

0 

717,974 

Iron  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

327,072 

0 

327,072 

James  River  Commons  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,569 

0 

0 

0 

629,108 

0 

632,677 

Jefferson  County  EMG  Service 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,143,953 

0 

7,143,953 

Jeter  Farm  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Joachim  Plattin  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,465,506 

0 

2,465,506 

KC  International  Airport  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

44,568 

0 

0 

0 

377,278 

0 

421,846 

Kearney  West  Side  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

65,667 

0 

65,667 

Kingsmill  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Koch  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

127,331 

0 

127,331 

Laclcdcs  Landing  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

570 

0 

0 

0 

148,090 

0 

148,660 

Lake  Lotawana  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,871 

0 

0 

0 

21,253 

0 

23,124 

Lake  of  the  Woods  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Landing  Mall  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

144 

0 

0 

0 

116,428 

0 

116,572 

Landing  River  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Langsford  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

198 

0 

0 

0 

19,326 

0 

19,524 

Lebanon  Marketplace  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,106 

0 

29,106 

Lewis  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

132,934 

0 

132,934 

Liberty  Corners  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,654 

0 

18,654 

Liberty  Tri  Shop  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

20 

0 

0 

0 

45,656 

0 

45,676 

Liberty  Triangle  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

16,390 

0 

0 

0 

273,561 

0 

289,951 

Lincoln  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,848,149 

0 

1,848,149 

Lincoln  Crossing  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,869 

0 

0 

0 

69,876 

0 

73,745 

Lindbergh  E  Concord  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Linn  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

539,001 

0 

539,001 

Logan  Estates  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,092 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,092 

Loop  Trolley  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

650,633 

0 

650,633 

Loughborough  Commons  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

607,204 

0 

607,204 

Lucas  and  Hunt  Chandler  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  « 

0 

0 

M150  and  135th  Street  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

633,741 

0 

633,741 

Manchester  Ballas  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

12,421 

0 

0 

0 

1,999,087 

0 

2,011,508 

Manchester  Highlands  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,312,945 

0 

1,312,945 

Maple  Valley  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,307 

0 

0 

0 

20,116 

0 

21,423 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Maries  Osage  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

162,012 

0 

162,012 

Marion  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,714,113 

0 

1,714,113 

Mark  Twain  Mall  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

577,156 

0 

577,156 

Market  at  McKnight  1  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

117,856 

0 

117,856 

Martin  City  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,154 

0 

0 

0 

247,399 

0 

249,553 

Mayfair  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,666 

0 

0 

0 

129,709 

0 

134,375 

McNutt  Road  Corridor  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,648 

0 

15,648 

Meadows  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

347,195 

0 

347,195 

Megan  Shoppc's  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Mei  amec  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

595,690 

0 

595,690 

Mcramec  Station  Road  and  Highway  141  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

118,858 

0 

118,858 

Merchants  Laclede  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Mexico  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Mid  Rivers  Commons  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Mid  Rivers  N  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

103,348 

0 

103,348 

Mid-Missouri  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

959,300 

0 

959,300 

Midwest  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Miller  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,247,473 

0 

1,247,473 

Miner  Gateway  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,568 

0 

0 

0 

40,442 

0 

42,010 

Monroe  City  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

178,826 

0 

178,826 

Mountain  Farm  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,793 

0 

0 

0 

6,931 

0 

10,724 

New  Haven  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

129,405 

0 

129,405 

New  Longvicw  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,894 

0 

41,894 

New  Madrid  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

675,742 

0 

675,742 

Nodaway  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,061,214 

0 

1,061,214 

Noel  T.  Adams  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

426,643 

0 

426,643 

North  763  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

North  Crawford  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

550,431 

0 

550,431 

North  Oak  Village  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

211,194 

0 

211,194 

North  Oaks  Plaza  Shopping  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,025 

0 

0 

0 

83,397 

0 

84,422 

Northmoor  Associates  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,659 

0 

18,659 

Northwest  Area  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,921 

0 

0 

0 

43,202 

0 

47,123 

Northwoods  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Old  Town  Cottlcvillc  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

95,359 

0 

95,359 

Olive  Boulevard  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

392,407 

0 

392,407 

Olive  Gracscr  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

82,750 

0 

82,750 

Oregon  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

392,533 

0 

392,533 

Orpheum  Theatre  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Orrick  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

65,053 

0 

65,053 

Osage  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

282,120 

0 

282,120 

Osage  Commercial  Area  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

338 

0 

0 

0 

107,087 

0 

107,425 

Osage  Station  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,647 

0 

13,647 

Owensvillc  Area  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

360,950 

0 

360,950 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Ozark  Centre  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

333,053 

0 

333,053 

Ozark  County  Ambulance  District 

() 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

255,194 

0 

255,194 

Paddock  Forest  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

7,869 

0 

0 

0 

64,992 

0 

72.861 

Park  Hills  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Park  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Parkville  Commons  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

413,218 

0 

413,218 

Parkvillc  Old  Townc  Market  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

661 

0 

0 

0 

75,356 

0 

76,017 

Peachtree  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,707 

0 

0 

0 

3,907 

0 

6,614 

Performing  Arts  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

17,120 

0 

0 

0 

106,032 

0 

123,152 

Pcrshall  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Phoenix  Center  I  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

355,519 

0 

355,519 

Phoenix  Center  II  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

287,676 

0 

287,676 

Platte  City  Market  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

670 

0 

0 

0 

121,499 

0 

122,169 

Platte  County  MO  S  1  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,329,366 

0 

1,329,366 

Platte  County  MO  S  II  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

274,338 

0 

274,338 

Platte  Valley  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Planner  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Plaza  at  Noah's  Ark  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

438 

0 

0 

0 

39,390 

0 

39,828 

Plaza  on  Boulevard  Jennings  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

200 

0 

0 

0 

200,878 

0 

201,078 

Poplar  Bluff  Conference  Center  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Prairie  Township  Fire  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

67,179 

0 

67,179 

Prcwitt  Point  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

682,005 

0 

682,005 

Pulaski  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,750,180 

0 

1,750,180 

Qulin  Highway  N  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Railway  Exchange  Building  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,216 

0 

7,216 

Railway  Exchange  Building  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,460 

0 

5,460 

Raintrcc  150  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,198 

0 

37,198 

Raintrcc  Lake  Village  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Raintrcc  North  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

148,644 

0 

148,644 

Randolph  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,231,846 

0 

1,231,846 

Ray  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

595,546 

0 

595,546 

Raytown  Highway  351)  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Raytown  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

634 

0 

0 

0 

145,232 

0 

145,866 

Red  Bridge  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

134 

0 

0 

0 

82,606 

0 

82,740 

Residence  Inn  Downtown/St.  Louis  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,880 

0 

0 

0 

35,059 

0 

38,939 

Residence  Inn  St.  Louis  Downtown  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Richardson  Crossing  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,739 

0 

0 

0 

13,606 

0 

18,345 

Riverfront  Hotel  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

255 

0 

0 

0 

348,809 

0 

349,064 

Rock  Bridge  Center  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

154,766 

0 

154,766 

Rock  Community  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,877,665 

0 

2,877,665 

Rock  Township  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,729,011 

0 

1,729,011 

Rogers  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Russellvillc  Route  C  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

South  Metropolitan  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

991,521 

0 

991,521 

Salt  Lick  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

217,272 

0 

217,272 

Salt  River  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

193,758 

0 

193,758 

Sappington  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

381 

0 

0 

0 

23,376 

0 

23,757 

Scnath  Commercial  Street  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Shoppc's  at  Cross  Keys  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

730,802 

0 

730,802 

Shoppc's  at  Hilltop  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Shoppc's  at  Stadium  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

220,835 

0 

220,835 

Shoppc's  Old  Webster  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,874 

0 

18,874 

Shops  on  Blue  Parkway  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,792 

0 

0 

0 

109,769 

0 

114,561 

Skelly  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

109 

0 

0 

0 

20,169 

0 

20,278 

Smithvillc  Area  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

393,910 

0 

393,910 

SNI  Valley  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

539,560 

0 

539,560 

Soda  Fountain  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

403 

0 

0 

0 

23,919 

0 

24,322 

South  160  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

93,516 

0 

93,516 

South  63  Corridor  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

54,529 

0 

54,529 

South  Grand  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,119 

0 

0 

0 

87,001 

0 

89,120 

South  Manchester  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

105,830 

0 

105,830 

Southern  Hills  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

533,199 

0 

533,199 

Southern  Stone  Fire  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,525,585 

0 

1,525,585 

Southtownc  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

5,699 

0 

0 

0 

282,229 

0 

287,928 

Springdalc  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

5,551 

0 

0 

0 

27,490 

0 

33,041 

St.  Charles  Riverfront  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

44,438 

0 

0 

0 

188,890 

0 

233,328 

St.  Charles  Riverfront  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

St.  Clair  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

335,817 

0 

335,817 

St.  Clair  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

410,268 

0 

410,268 

St.  Cyr  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

St.  Francois  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,096,374 

0 

3,096,374 

St.  James  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

267,674 

0 

267,674 

St.  John  Crossing  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

71,710 

0 

71,710 

St.  John's  Church  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

558,768 

0 

558,768 

St.  Joseph  Gateway  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

St.  Louis  Convention  Center  Hotel  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

St.  Louis  Convention  Center  Hotel  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Stadium  Corridor  A  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

299,159 

0 

299,159 

Stardust  Mung  Diamond  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

437,260 

0 

437,260 

Station  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Ste.  Genevieve  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

772,293 

0 

772,293 

Steele  Highway  61  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Stcclvillc  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

181,692 

0 

181,692 

Stone  Ridge  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Stoncybrookc  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

530 

0 

0 

0 

195,383 

0 

195,913 

Strafford  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Strothcr  Interchange  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

181,140 

0 

181,140 

SucMandy  Drive  1  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

107 

0 

0 

0 

94,820 

0 

94,927 

SucMandy  Drive  2  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

7 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

7 

SucMandy  Mid  Rivers  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

9,848 

0 

0 

0 

1,237,315 

0 

1,247,163 

Sullivan  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

891,631 

0 

891,631 

Summit  Fair  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

452,056 

0 

452,056 

Sunrise  Farms  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Taney  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,295,284 

0 

3,295,284 

Toad  Cove  Complex  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Toad  Cove  Complex  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Toad  Cove  Resort  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Toad  Cove  Resort  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Tori  Pines  Commons  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,570 

0 

0 

0 

5 

0 

2,575 

Tower  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Town  and  Country  Cross  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

365,405 

0 

365,405 

Town  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

9,460 

0 

0 

0 

131,227 

0 

140,687 

Truman  Road  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

82 

0 

0 

0 

111,249 

0 

111,331 

Truman  Village  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,765 

0 

0 

0 

189 

0 

1,954 

Tuilcries  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

66,561 

0 

66,561 

Union  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

557 

0 

0 

0 

30,897 

0 

31,454 

Union  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

488,201 

0 

488,201 

University  Place  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

US  Hwy  36  Int  72  Corr  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,806,753 

0 

2,806,753 

US  Hwy  50/63  City  View  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

US  Hwy  65  Truman  Dam  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

VanFar  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

143,419 

0 

143,419 

Veteran's  Memorial  Parkway  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,255 

0 

23,255 

Viaduct  Commercial  Area  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,851 

0 

0 

0 

62,976 

0 

64,827 

Victoria  Crossings  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,613 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,613 

Waldo  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

5,334 

0 

0 

0 

539,800 

0 

545,134 

Warsaw  Lincoln  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

592,681 

0 

592,681 

Washington  Area  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,402,866 

0 

1,402,866 

Washington  Avenue  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Washington  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

621,162 

0 

621,162 

Watcrbury  Storm  Water  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

171 

0 

0 

0 

13,266 

0 

13,437 

Watson-Lacledc  Station  Road  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Wcntzvillc  Bluffs  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,813 

0 

0 

0 

18,148 

0 

22,961 

Wcntzvillc  II  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

179,988 

0 

179,988 

Wcntzvillc  III  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

105,326 

0 

105,326 

Wcntzvillc  Parkway  1  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

147,076 

0 

147,076 

Wcntzvillc  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

336,758 

0 

336,758 

Wcstport  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

992 

0 

0 

0 

299,797 

0 

300,789 

Wilson  Creek  Market  Place  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Windsor  Place  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,160 

0 

0 

0 

29,641 

0 

30,801 

Winghavcn  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

115,276 

0 

115,276 

Appendix  D-l 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


Zumbchl  Road/Hwy  94  Community  Improvement  District 
TOTAL 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

0 

0 

0 

4,179 

0 

0 

0 

46,357 

0 

50,536 

510,320,208 

446,862,707 

387,149,603 

83,172,302 

252,193,736 

490,371,717 

149,951,149 

132,921,574 

246,698,991 

2,699,641,987 

*  To  preserve  confidentiality,  sulcs  and  use  lax  distributions  for  districts  with  less  than  6  taxpayers  are  reported  as  zero  per  Department  of  Revenue  policy. 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Adrian 

$  166,757 

109,138 

57,674 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

66,746 

400,315 

Advance 

167,451 

161,842 

0 

17,862 

0 

0 

0 

0 

46,647 

393,802 

Agency 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,461 

22,461 

Airport  Drive 

170,568 

82,378 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,324 

276,270 

Alba 

9,034 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,049 

31,083 

Albany 

146,923 

146,868 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,633 

366,424 

Aldrich 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,812 

2,812 

Alexandria 

18,182 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,225 

24,407 

Allendale 

5,453 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,025 

7,478 

Allcnvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,900 

3,900 

Alma 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,962 

14,962 

Altamount 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,175 

8,175 

Altcnburg 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,587 

11.587 

Alton 

122,762 

117,884 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,049 

265,695 

Amazonia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,387 

10,387 

Amity 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,625 

2,625 

Amorct 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,912 

7,912 

Amsterdam 

10,766 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,537 

21,303 

Anderson 

197,396 

0 

93,957 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69,596 

360,949 

Annada 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,800 

1,800 

Annapolis 

25,849 

12,925 

12,925 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,624 

63,323 

Anniston 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,687 

10,687 

Applcton  City 

170,080 

45,344 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49,272 

264,696 

Arbela 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,500 

1,500 

Arbyrd 

34,041 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,799 

53,840 

Arcadia 

64,329 

15,151 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,261 

100,741 

Archie 

51,063 

0 

10,213 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,373 

94,649 

Areola 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,687 

1,687 

Argylc 

8,180 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,150 

14,330 

Arkoc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,175 

2,175 

Armstrong 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,762 

10,762 

Arnold 

4,699,935 

1,138,274 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

748,647 

6,586,856 

Arrow  Point  Village 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,987 

4,987 

Arrow  Rock 

13,017 

3,256 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,962 

19,235 

Asbury 

16,508 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,175 

24,683 

Ash  Grove 

109,769 

49,208 

0 

9,710 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,622 

222,309 

Ashland 

265,254 

119,716 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

82,533 

467,503 

Atlanta 

12,771 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,874 

29,645 

Augusta 

33,045 

16,523 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,175 

57,743 

Aurora 

980,143 

489,950 

462,332 

72,075 

0 

0 

0 

0 

263,011 

2,267,511 

Auxvasse 

60,240 

13,415 

26,836 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,786 

134,277 

Ava 

341,132 

682,262 

0 

39,559 

0 

0 

0 

0 

113,281 

1,176,234 

Avilla 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,137 

5,137 

Avondalc 

25,666 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,836 

45,502 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Bagncll 

10,092 

0 

0 

Bakers  field 

10,820 

0 

0 

Baldwin  Park 

0 

0 

0 

Ballwin 

0 

2,621,191 

0 

Baring 

0 

0 

0 

Barnard 

0 

0 

0 

Barnett 

0 

0 

0 

Bates  City 

79,315 

39,657 

0 

Battlefield 

81,298 

0 

64,098 

Bell  City 

12,933 

3,233 

0 

Bella  Villa 

0 

37,178 

0 

Belle 

111,347 

55,674 

51,186 

Bcllcfontainc  Neighbors 

0 

600,053 

0 

Bcllerive 

0 

46,804 

0 

Bcllflowcr 

12,482 

4,902 

4,902 

Bel-Nor 

0 

86,480 

0 

Bel-Ridge 

0 

381,524 

0 

Belton 

2,329,764 

2,914,587 

1,164,882 

Benton 

45,924 

0 

0 

Benton  City 

0 

0 

0 

Bcrger 

4,855 

0 

0 

Berkeley 

0 

1,546,931 

0 

Bcrnic 

106,723 

53,362 

0 

Bcrtrand 

9,497 

0 

0 

Bethany 

646,802 

277,101 

0 

Bethel 

2,104 

0 

0 

Beverly  Hills 

0 

48,362 

0 

Bevier 

57,337 

0 

24,754 

Big  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

Bigclow 

0 

0 

0 

Billings 

55,988 

0 

0 

Birch  Tree 

45,981 

20,395 

20,684 

Birmingham 

9,041 

0 

0 

Bismarck 

79,616 

0 

33,850 

Blackburn 

6,836 

0 

0 

Black  Jack 

0 

367,565 

0 

Blackwatcr 

6,725 

3,362 

3,245 

Blairstown 

5,735 

0 

0 

Bland 

25,223 

22,068 

0 

Blodgett 

0 

0 

0 

Bloomfield 

126,171 

18,016 

0 

Bloomsdalc 

78,182 

0 

0 

Blue  Eye 

18,850 

0 

0 

Blue  Springs 

6,260,095 

0 

2,933,408 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,225 

13,317 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,687 

21,507 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,312 

4,312 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,173,049 

3,794,240 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,962 

5,962 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,637 

9,637 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,762 

7,762 

11,598 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,187 

139,757 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

89,433 

234,829 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,286 

33,452 

5,366 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,761 

68,305 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,397 

268,604 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

415,777 

1,015,830 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,524 

56,328 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,012 

38,298 

12,483 

0 

0 

0 

0 

59,922 

158,885 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

115,569 

497,093 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

814,831 

7,224,064 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,448 

73,372 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,575 

4,575 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,724 

12,579 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

377,342 

1,924,273 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

66,634 

226,719 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,748 

37,245 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

115,756 

1,039,659 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,537 

6,641 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,611 

70,973 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,111 

109,202 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,762 

4,762 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,425 

1,425 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,910 

96,898 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,774 

110,834 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,025 

17,066 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,122 

168,588 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,649 

17,485 

53,056 

0 

0 

0 

0 

254,686 

675,307 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,462 

20,794 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,287 

11,022 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,186 

68,477 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,937 

9,937 

11,357 

0 

0 

0 

0 

73,196 

228,740 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,712 

93,894 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,837 

23,687 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,802,902 

10,996,405 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Blythcdale 

0 

0 

0 

Bogard 

0 

0 

0 

Bolckow 

0 

0 

0 

Bolivar 

1,675,685 

1,232,100 

789,243 

Bonne  Terre 

400,053 

187,197 

187,233 

Boonvillc 

1,048,917 

495,241 

0 

Bosworth 

0 

0 

0 

Bourbon 

150,999 

0 

72,062 

Bowling  Green 

531,704 

140,796 

281,592 

Bragg  City 

0 

0 

0 

Brandsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Branson 

9,861,796 

0 

4,888,825 

Branson  West 

767,652 

383,826 

383,764 

Brashcar 

8,663 

0 

0 

Braymcr 

57,668 

0 

0 

Brcckenridge 

8,609 

0 

0 

Brcckcnridge  Hills 

0 

125,554 

0 

Brentwood 

0 

5,331,652 

0 

Bridgcton 

0 

5,380,557 

0 

Brimson 

0 

0 

0 

Bronaugh 

0 

0 

0 

Brookficld 

715,513 

178,877 

335,252 

Brooklyn  Heights 

0 

0 

0 

Browning 

7,764 

0 

0 

Brownington 

0 

0 

0 

Brumlcy 

2,877 

0 

0 

Brunswick 

130,416 

0 

0 

Bucklin 

32,135 

0 

0 

Buckncr 

172,998 

86,480 

75,281 

Buffalo 

628,492 

0 

292,495 

Bull  Creek  Village 

11,880 

0 

0 

Bunccton 

6,770 

0 

0 

Bunker 

42,925 

0 

0 

Burgess 

0 

0 

0 

Burlington  Junction 

0 

0 

0 

Butler 

601,820 

375,997 

300,910 

Buttcrficld 

3,667 

0 

0 

Byrnes  Mill 

157,255 

0 

0 

Cabool 

294,579 

147,272 

0 

Cains  villc 

0 

0 

0 

Cairo 

0 

0 

0 

Caledonia 

16,444 

0 

0 

Calhoun 

18,941 

7,697 

7,697 

California 

487,014 

217,088 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,737 

8,737 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,774 

8,774 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,774 

8,774 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

342,844 

4,039,872 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

151,454 

925,937 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

307,558 

1,851,716 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,324 

14,324 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,547 

273,608 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

122,243 

1,076,335 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,087 

7,087 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,525 

6,525 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

235,450 

14,986,071 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,299 

1,550,541 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,499 

19,162 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,123 

91,791 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,024 

25,633 

37,628 

0 

0 

0 

0 

180,628 

343,810 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

288,472 

5,620,124 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

583,093 

5,963,650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,362 

2,362 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,187 

9,187 

67,788 

0 

0 

0 

0 

178,828 

1,476,258 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,687 

4,687 

1,389 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,887 

21,040 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,462 

4,462 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,825 

6,702 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,686 

165,102 

1,821 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,649 

53,605 

21,756 

0 

0 

0 

0 

102,182 

458,697 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

104,282 

1,025,269 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,437 

20,317 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,049 

19,819 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,012 

58,937 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,625 

2,625 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,699 

23,699 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

157,829 

1,436,556 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,887 

18,554 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

89,095 

246,350 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

81,296 

523,147 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,874 

13,874 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,987 

10,987 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,925 

22,369 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,411 

52,746 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

150,179 

854,281 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Callao 

5,436 

0 

0 

Calvcrton  Park 

0 

71,542 

0 

Camden 

0 

0 

0 

Camden  Point 

0 

0 

0 

Camdcnton 

1,368,484 

684,207 

672,729 

Cameron 

1,237,663 

618,831 

0 

Campbell 

145,864 

0 

0 

Canalou 

0 

0 

0 

Canton 

207,786 

77,920 

15,653 

Cape  Girardeau 

8,632,871 

10,690,343 

4,179,249 

Cardwcll 

16,938 

0 

0 

Carl  Junction 

270,008 

102,232 

103,109 

Carrollton 

399,464 

0 

199,730 

Cartcrvillc 

66,998 

33,499 

26,242 

Carthage 

1,885,412 

1,232,061 

895,655 

Caruthersvillc 

513,144 

256,559 

0 

Carytown 

0 

0 

0 

Cassville 

803,457 

803,330 

0 

Catron 

0 

0 

0 

Cedar  Hill  Lakes 

0 

0 

0 

Center 

43,979 

0 

0 

Ccntcrtown 

18,897 

0 

0 

Ccntervicw 

0 

0 

0 

Ccntcrvillc 

13,156 

0 

0 

Ccntralia 

336,102 

168,051 

168,051 

Chaffee 

173,339 

86,669 

0 

Chain  of  Rocks 

0 

0 

0 

Chain-O-Lakcs 

0 

0 

0 

Chamois 

25,609 

0 

0 

Champ 

0 

0 

0 

Char  lack 

0 

77,443 

0 

Charleston 

529,105 

0 

250,373 

Chesterfield 

0 

10,344,279 

0 

Chilhowce 

12,198 

0 

0 

Chillicothc 

1,747,757 

1,245,696 

830,784 

Chula 

0 

0 

0 

Clarence 

76,495 

0 

0 

Clark 

2,032 

1,016 

1,016 

Clarksburg 

5,606 

0 

0 

Clarksdalc 

0 

0 

0 

Clarkson  Valley 

0 

0 

0 

Clarksville 

33,023 

0 

0 

Clarkton 

64,034 

0 

0 

Claycomo 

280,188 

70,056 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,912 

16,348 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49,572 

121,114 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,837 

7,837 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,149 

18,149 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

104,207 

2,829,627 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

367,030 

2,223,524 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70,609 

216,473 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,049 

13,049 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

95,882 

397,241 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,325,516 

24,827,979 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,586 

46,524 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

198,514 

673,863 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

154,567 

753,761 

5,032 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69,371 

201,142 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

475,024 

4,488,152 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

253,486 

1,023,189 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,137 

8,137 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

108,369 

1,715,156 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,550 

2,550 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,587 

8,587 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,149 

68,128 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,637 

28,534 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,337 

9,337 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,412 

19,568 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

141,517 

813,721 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

114,144 

374,152 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,412 

3,412 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,762 

4,762 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,099 

42,708 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

450 

450 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,660 

131,103 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

177,440 

956,918 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,754,980 

12,099,259 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,337 

24,535 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

336,282 

4,160,519 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,425 

7,425 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,311 

110,806 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,312 

14,376 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,062 

19,668 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,162 

13,162 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100,307 

100,307 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,374 

51,397 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49,872 

113,906 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

47,510 

397,754 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Clayton 

0 

2,366,203 

0 

Clcarmont 

0 

0 

0 

Cleveland 

70,494 

0 

0 

Clever 

101,298 

50,648 

0 

Cliff  Village 

0 

0 

0 

Clifton  Hill 

0 

0 

0 

Climax  Springs 

3,023 

0 

0 

Clinton 

1,656,121 

1,608,876 

390,408 

Clyde 

0 

0 

0 

Cobalt  City 

0 

0 

0 

Coffey 

0 

0 

0 

Cole  Camp 

126,230 

0 

51,849 

Collins 

34,394 

10,391 

0 

Columbia 

19,188,055 

9,149,685 

9,150,013 

Commerce 

0 

0 

0 

Conception  Junction 

0 

0 

0 

Concordia 

273,924 

264,862 

63,962 

Coney  Island 

0 

0 

0 

Conway 

70,917 

35,458 

0 

Cool  Valley 

0 

82,423 

0 

Cooter 

0 

0 

0 

Cordcr 

7,946 

3,973 

0 

Corning 

0 

0 

0 

Cosby 

0 

0 

0 

Cottlevillc 

702,524 

351,239 

0 

Country  Club  Village 

46,397 

0 

0 

Country  Club  Hills 

0 

104,979 

0 

Country  Life  Acres 

0 

0 

0 

Cowgill 

0 

0 

0 

Craig 

16,405 

0 

0 

Crane 

113,942 

0 

50,878 

Crcighton 

14,243 

0 

0 

Crcstwood 

0 

3,076,688 

0 

Crcvc  Cocur 

0 

1,767,990 

0 

Crocker 

110,465 

0 

47,622 

Cross  Timbers 

0 

0 

0 

Crystal  City 

783,338 

485,643 

0 

Crystal  Lake  Park 

0 

24,731 

0 

Crystal  Lakes 

4,104 

0 

0 

Cuba 

632,691 

22,853 

316,414 

Curryvillc 

5,934 

0 

0 

Dadcvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Dalton 

0 

0 

0 

Dardcnnc  Prairie 

981,505 

490,752 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

597,530 

2,963,733 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,162 

7,162 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,199 

92,693 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,873 

189,819 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,237 

1,237 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,650 

4,650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,000 

6,023 

182,145 

0 

0 

0 

0 

349,144 

4,186,694 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,775 

2,775 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,087 

7,087 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,250 

5,250 

9,499 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,548 

226,126 

3,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,600 

54,385 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,169,741 

40,657,494 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,125 

4,125 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,575 

7,575 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

88,495 

691,243 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,525 

3,525 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,861 

134,236 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,535 

122,958 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,499 

16,499 

4,881 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,012 

32,812 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

787 

787 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,362 

5,362 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,296 

1,126,059 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69,221 

115,618 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,785 

156,764 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,037 

3,037 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,262 

9,262 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,587 

27,992 

19,059 

0 

0 

0 

0 

52,122 

236,001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,074 

26,317 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

444,838 

3,521,526 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

618,716 

2,386,706 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,735 

196,822 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,937 

6,937 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

159,254 

1,428,235 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,137 

41,868 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,362 

18,466 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

121,118 

1,093,076 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,412 

15,346 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,399 

8,399 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,012 

1,012 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

164,391 

1,636,648 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Darlington 

0 

0 

0 

Dearborn 

49,431 

0 

0 

Dccpwatcr 

9,005 

4,493 

4,492 

Dccrricld 

0 

0 

0 

DeKalb 

0 

0 

0 

Dcllwood 

0 

455,185 

0 

Delta 

23,575 

10,020 

0 

Dennis  Acres 

0 

0 

0 

Denver 

0 

0 

0 

Dcs  Arc 

0 

0 

0 

Dcslogc 

1,025,282 

989,797 

494,898 

De  Soto 

1,183,739 

569,404 

0 

Des  Peres 

0 

6,699,783 

0 

Dc  Witt 

0 

0 

0 

Dexter 

1,245,981 

1,352,634 

0 

Diamond 

76,255 

0 

23,077 

Dichlstadt 

0 

0 

0 

Diggins 

5,417 

0 

2,294 

Dixon 

173,166 

0 

77,903 

Doniphan 

468,469 

0 

219,443 

Doolittle 

51,805 

0 

0 

Dover 

0 

0 

0 

Downing 

0 

0 

0 

Drcxcl 

94,691 

47,345 

0 

Dudley 

38,681 

0 

0 

Ducnwcg 

80,465 

49,781 

0 

Duqucsnc 

290,373 

77,011 

0 

Dutchtown 

6,387 

0 

0 

Eaglcvillc 

133,667 

83,542 

33,417 

East  Lynnc 

12,214 

6,107 

0 

Easton 

6,465 

0 

0 

East  Prairie 

241,936 

213,024 

106,461 

Edgar  Springs 

22,963 

0 

0 

Edgerton 

23,137 

0 

0 

Edina 

132,373 

0 

0 

Edmundson 

0 

472,955 

0 

Eldon 

806,062 

726,408 

290,630 

El  Dorado  Springs 

375,879 

375,878 

0 

Ellington 

298,277 

143,395 

0 

Ellisvillc 

0 

1,332,691 

0 

Ellsinorc 

46,213 

21,963 

0 

Elmer 

0 

0 

0 

Elmira 

0 

0 

0 

Elmo 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,237 

4,237 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,836 

69,267 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,011 

37,001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,812 

2,812 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,637 

9,637 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

197,052 

652,237 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,386 

52,981 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,550 

2,550 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,500 

1,500 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,012 

7,012 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

180,065 

2,690,042 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

239,049 

1,992,192 

413,870 

0 

0 

0 

0 

322,182 

7,435,835 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,500 

4,500 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

275,835 

2,874,450 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,261 

129,593 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,112 

6,112 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,174 

18,885 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

58,872 

309,941 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,446 

760,358 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,149 

75,954 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,050 

4,050 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,849 

14,849 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,873 

182,909 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,837 

49,518 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,773 

169,019 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,497 

428,881 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,712 

10,099 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,037 

262,663 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,249 

29,570 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,674 

16,139 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

121,006 

682,427 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,125 

30,088 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,986 

43,123 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

46,235 

178,608 

6,736 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,498 

511,189 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

183,552 

2,006,652 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

141,555 

893,312 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,185 

480,857 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

341,381 

1,674,072 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,612 

81,788 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,675 

3,675 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,075 

3,075 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,225 

6,225 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Elsbcrry 

151,553 

0 

68,449 

Emerald  Beach 

0 

0 

0 

Eminence 

93,300 

44,703 

44,703 

Emma 

9,687 

0 

0 

Eolia 

28,513 

0 

0 

Essex 

11,235 

0 

0 

Ethel 

0 

0 

0 

Eureka 

0 

2,079,532 

0 

Evcrton 

26,596 

0 

0 

Ewing 

23,685 

0 

0 

Excelsior  Estates 

0 

0 

0 

Excelsior  Springs 

1,449,655 

1,414,269 

690,042 

Exeter 

21,878 

0 

0 

Fairfax 

31,127 

0 

0 

Fair  Grove 

129,085 

96,791 

64,542 

Fair  Play 

22,617 

12,076 

10,541 

Fairview 

9,341 

0 

0 

Farbcr 

6,745 

0 

0 

Farley 

0 

0 

0 

Farmington 

3,218,257 

3,132,815 

0 

Fayette 

205,702 

23,188 

0 

Fcnton 

0 

3,559,418 

0 

Ferguson 

0 

3,253,760 

0 

Fcrrclvicw 

15,845 

0 

0 

Festus 

2,828,767 

1,373,069 

1,373,480 

Fidelity 

0 

0 

0 

Fillmore 

0 

0 

0 

Fisk 

42,590 

19,804 

0 

Fleming 

0 

0 

0 

Flcmington 

0 

0 

0 

Flint  Hill 

77,273 

0 

0 

Flordell  Hills 

0 

50,383 

0 

Florissant 

0 

6,116,981 

0 

Foley 

8,907 

0 

0 

Fordland 

27,477 

0 

0 

Forest  City 

4,696 

0 

0 

Foristell 

272,395 

94,424 

0 

Forsyth 

308,502 

296,784 

0 

Fortescuc 

0 

0 

0 

Foster 

0 

0 

0 

Fountain  N'  Lakes 

0 

0 

0 

Four  Seasons 

175,828 

87,914 

0 

Frankfbrd 

9,117 

0 

0 

Franklin 

1,114 

557 

557 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


30,054 

0 

0 

0 

0 

76,758 

326,814 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,374 

9,374 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,549 

203,255 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,112 

18,799 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,312 

44,825 

1,745 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,649 

32,629 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,750 

3,750 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

287,834 

2,367,366 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,074 

38,670 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,399 

41,084 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,862 

9,862 

242,781 

0 

0 

0 

0 

406,740 

4,203,487 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,511 

48,389 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,186 

55,313 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,510 

331,928 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,674 

60,908 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,812 

24,153 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,412 

22,157 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,474 

8,474 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

522,122 

6,873,194 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

104,732 

333,622 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

163,491 

3,722,909 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

840,179 

4,093,939 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,236 

38,081 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

362,230 

5,937,546 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,449 

9,449 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,912 

7,912 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,612 

76,006 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,575 

4,575 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,650 

4,650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,212 

91,485 

7,272 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,911 

92,566 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,014,173 

8,131,154 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,675 

15,582 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,649 

53,126 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,674 

17,370 

27,574 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,412 

406,805 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

63,222 

668,508 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,912 

1,912 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,875 

4,875 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,837 

4,837 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,984 

319,726 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,162 

22,279 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,200 

6,428 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Frcdcricktown 

669,120 

0 

314,945 

Frccburg 

103,793 

0 

0 

Freeman 

42,978 

0 

0 

Freistatt 

0 

0 

0 

Fremont  Hills 

24,315 

0 

0 

Frohna 

0 

0 

0 

Frontcnac 

0 

1,868,136 

0 

Fulton 

1,430,700 

715,351 

715,350 

Gainesville 

189,003 

94,409 

0 

Galena 

19,702 

0 

0 

Gallatin 

130,717 

0 

74,556 

Gait 

0 

0 

0 

Garden  City 

87,404 

36,617 

36,633 

Gasconade 

3,770 

0 

0 

Gentry 

0 

0 

0 

Gerald 

120,742 

0 

56,762 

Gerstcr 

208 

0 

0 

Gibbs 

0 

0 

0 

Gideon 

38,184 

0 

0 

Gilliam 

3,475 

434 

0 

Gilman  City 

13,513 

0 

0 

Ginger  Blue 

9,142 

0 

0 

Gladstone 

2,879,120 

2,009,094 

1,339,691 

Glasgow 

99,084 

24,771 

45,225 

Glenairc 

0 

0 

0 

Glcnallcn 

0 

0 

0 

Glcndalc 

0 

431,649 

0 

Glen  Echo  Park 

0 

0 

0 

Glcnwood 

0 

0 

0 

Golden  City 

33,125 

18,928 

18,928 

Goodman 

58,110 

0 

0 

Gordonvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Gower 

67,841 

16,961 

0 

Graham 

0 

0 

0 

Grain  Valley 

602,197 

502,551 

251,131 

Granby 

186,139 

34,888 

0 

Grand  Falls  Plaza 

0 

0 

0 

Grandin 

11,173 

0 

0 

Grand  Pass 

0 

0 

0 

Grand  view 

2,501,382 

2,402,167 

1,151,950 

Granger 

0 

0 

0 

Grant  City 

154,976 

0 

0 

Grantwood 

0 

76,490 

0 

Gravois  Mills 

24,961 

753 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

147,292 

1,131,357 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,862 

119,655 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,536 

62,514 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,900 

6,900 

6,186 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,386 

52,887 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,200 

7,200 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

130,605 

1,998,741 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

454,775 

3,316,176 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,699 

307,111 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,912 

36,614 

23,940 

0 

0 

0 

0 

67,084 

296,297 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,312 

10,312 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,247 

216,901 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,012 

13,782 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,787 

3,787 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43,910 

221,414 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,312 

1,520 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,750 

3,750 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,735 

79,919 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,587 

12,496 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,249 

27,762 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,142 

376,357 

0 

0 

0 

0 

988,634 

7,592,896 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

47,360 

216,440 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,736 

20,736 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,437 

5,437 

45,049 

0 

0 

0 

0 

216,251 

692,949 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,225 

6,225 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,612 

7,612 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,148 

104,129 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

44,360 

102,470 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,937 

15,937 

10,275 

0 

0 

0 

0 

52,460 

147,537 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,162 

7,162 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

193,489 

1,549,368 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

79,533 

300,560 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,900 

3,900 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,849 

20,022 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,987 

1,987 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

932,987 

6,988,486 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,650 

1,650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,723 

189,699 

6,898 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,111 

1 16,499 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,800 

33,514 

Appendix  D-2 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Green  Castle 

0 

0 

410 

Green  City 

44,263 

22,131 

0 

Grccndalc 

0 

44,940 

0 

Greenfield 

129,102 

36,738 

0 

Green  Park 

0 

351,473 

0 

Green  Ridge 

36,021 

0 

0 

Grccntop 

19,681 

0 

8,311 

Greenville 

44,945 

41,684 

0 

Greenwood 

199,577 

79,281 

79,281 

Guilford 

0 

0 

0 

Gunn  City 

0 

0 

0 

Hale 

27,048 

13,524 

13,524 

Half  Way 

8,983 

0 

0 

Halls  villc 

71,043 

0 

0 

Halltown 

0 

0 

0 

Hamilton 

125,853 

0 

62,926 

Hanley  Hills 

0 

1 14,946 

0 

Hannibal 

2,785,214 

3,481,360 

0 

Hardin 

17,880 

0 

0 

Harris 

0 

0 

0 

Harrisburg 

16,972 

0 

0 

Harrisonville 

1,917,712 

1,311,611 

0 

Hartsburg 

4,839 

0 

0 

Hart  villc 

66,332 

33,165 

0 

Harwood 

0 

0 

0 

Hawk  Point 

48,344 

0 

0 

Hayti 

337,740 

247,642 

157,576 

Hayti  Heights 

9,522 

3,170 

0 

Haywood  City 

0 

0 

0 

Hazelwood 

0 

5,964,005 

0 

Henrietta 

31,405 

0 

0 

Hcrculaneum 

504,770 

503,580 

0 

Hermann 

442,173 

160,067 

210,540 

Hermitage 

123,419 

60,323 

0 

Higbec 

17,103 

0 

8,552 

Higgins  villc 

540,749 

387,739 

253,643 

High  Hill 

6,117 

0 

0 

Highlandvillc 

28,444 

0 

0 

Hillsboro 

235,533 

88,325 

0 

Hillsdale 

0 

79,931 

0 

Hobcrg 

0 

0 

0 

Holcomb 

37,678 

0 

0 

Holdcn 

240,870 

0 

107,902 

Holland 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,549 

11,959 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,799 

92,193 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,073 

72,013 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,922 

216,762 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

99,970 

451,443 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,687 

52,708 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,012 

44,004 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,912 

103,541 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

148,192 

506,331 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,262 

3,262 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,187 

3,187 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,736 

71,832 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,600 

15,583 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,673 

107,716 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,087 

7,087 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

67,984 

256,763 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

79,646 

194,592 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

665,851 

6,932,425 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,024 

40,904 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,937 

3,937 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,900 

23,872 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

335,457 

3,564,780 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,050 

8,889 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,761 

122,258 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,375 

3,375 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,211 

65,555 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

120,256 

863,214 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,911 

41,603 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,962 

8,962 

1,407,045 

0 

0 

0 

0 

982,672 

8,353,722 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,137 

48,542 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

105,182 

1,113,532 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100,270 

913,050 

7,766 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,599 

210,107 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,361 

49,016 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

175,565 

1,357,696 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,662 

14,779 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,698 

61,142 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

62,809 

386,667 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,384 

135,315 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,250 

2,250 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,099 

63,777 

18,888 

0 

0 

0 

0 

94,120 

461,780 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,224 

9,224 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Holliday 

0 

0 

0 

Hollistcr 

869,580 

434,790 

419,078 

Holt 

51,461 

49,780 

24,051 

Holts  Summit 

567,472 

136,151 

136,151 

Homestead 

0 

0 

0 

Homcstown 

1,957 

0 

0 

Hopkins 

13,509 

0 

0 

Homcrsvillc 

25,693 

0 

0 

Houston 

643,700 

232,953 

155,344 

Houston  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

Houstonia 

0 

() 

0 

Howardvillc 

2,948 

0 

0 

Hughcsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Humans  villc 

47,952 

13,638 

31,040 

Hume 

10,685 

0 

0 

Humphreys 

0 

0 

0 

Hunncwell 

4,438 

0 

0 

Huntlcigh 

0 

0 

0 

Huntsdalc 

0 

463 

0 

Huntsvillc 

59,523 

0 

29,761 

Hurdland 

0 

0 

0 

Hurley 

2,818 

0 

0 

Iatan 

0 

0 

0 

Iberia 

90,551 

42,825 

42,717 

Independence 

16,659,929 

11,925,676 

7,862,758 

Indian  Point 

158,463 

79,231 

0 

Innsbrook 

26,930 

0 

0 

Ionia 

0 

0 

0 

Irondalc 

12,994 

0 

0 

Iron  Mtn.  Lake 

8,481 

0 

0 

Ironton 

223,208 

104,116 

104,156 

Jackson 

1,996,070 

0 

933,547 

Jacksonville 

0 

0 

0 

Jameson 

0 

0 

0 

Jamesport 

42,857 

21,363 

0 

Jamestown 

0 

0 

0 

Jane 

7,088 

0 

0 

Jasper 

96,439 

48,220 

42,660 

Jefferson  City 

8,958,521 

8,658,537 

23 

Jennings 

0 

1,617,800 

0 

Jcrico  Springs 

0 

0 

0 

Jonesburg 

61,527 

28,010 

0 

Joplin 

17,093,253 

7,117,052 

5,703,111 

Josephvillc 

5,629 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,837 

4,837 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

145,005 

1,868,453 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,187 

140,479 

367,108 

0 

0 

0 

0 

110,056 

1,316,938 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,787 

6,787 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,787 

8,744 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,711 

35,220 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,724 

51,417 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,696 

1,106,693 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,649 

10,649 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,312 

10,312 

264 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,824 

16,036 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,525 

6,525 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,473 

128,103 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,637 

23,322 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,150 

6,150 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,512 

12,950 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,112 

12,112 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,587 

3,050 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

58,234 

147,518 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,962 

8,962 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,887 

8,705 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,025 

2,025 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,411 

200,504 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,248,070 

40,696,433 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,049 

259,743 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,587 

44,517 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,050 

4,050 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,387 

29,381 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,986 

34,467 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,159 

486,639 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

447,988 

3,377,605 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,112 

6,112 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,500 

4,500 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,936 

83,156 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,324 

14,324 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,088 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,910 

225,229 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,486,269 

19,103,350 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

580,056 

2,197,856 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,712 

9,712 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,061 

115,598 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,706,307 

31,619,723 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,124 

15,753 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Junction  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,962 

11.962 

Kahoka 

247,090 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

84,033 

331,123 

Kansas  City 

62,243,556 

31,103,785 

54,432,870 

25,361,672 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,557,040 

189,698,923 

Kearney 

904,628 

411,003 

411,174 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

205,189 

1,931,994 

Kelso 

93,265 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,761 

113,026 

Kcnnctt 

1,261,236 

360,355 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

422,227 

2,043,818 

Keytesvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,986 

19,986 

Kidder 

21,504 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,162 

31,666 

Kimbcrling  City 

314,073 

296,047 

0 

49,127 

0 

0 

0 

0 

84,483 

743,730 

Kimmswick 

40,416 

0 

20,208 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,525 

64,149 

King  City 

123,859 

33,883 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,948 

195,690 

Kingdom  City 

254,271 

127,163 

126,916 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,537 

512,887 

Kingston 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,762 

10,762 

Kingsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,637 

9,637 

Kinloch 

0 

29,785 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,837 

46,622 

Kirbyvillc 

12,856 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,125 

16,981 

Kirks  villc 

2,451,519 

1,760,827 

1,174,070 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

648,865 

6,035,281 

Kirkwood 

0 

4,246,595 

0 

213,442 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,024,594 

5,484,631 

Knob  Nostcr 

179,699 

80,688 

80,688 

37,674 

0 

0 

0 

0 

92,320 

471,069 

Knox  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,362 

8,362 

Koshkonong 

39,726 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,687 

47,413 

La  Belle 

37,276 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,086 

62,362 

Laclede 

0 

4,419 

4,429 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,562 

24,410 

Laddonia 

0 

22,126 

22,126 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,249 

67,501 

Ladue 

0 

1,642,680 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

324,170 

1,966,850 

La  Grange 

43,018 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,498 

80,516 

Lake  Annette 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,112 

6.112 

Lake  Lafayette 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,974 

12.974 

Lake  Lotawana 

136,139 

17,018 

16,490 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70,196 

239,843 

Lake  Mykcc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,224 

12,224 

Lake  Ozark 

762,870 

249,322 

249,333 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,834 

1,317,359 

Lake  St.  Louis 

2,172,372 

0 

1,086,186 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

381,317 

3,639,875 

Lakeshire 

0 

74,412 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,560 

125,972 

Lakeside 

15 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,387 

1,402 

Lake  Tapawingo 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,611 

31.611 

Lake  Waukomis 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,386 

34,386 

Lake  Winnebago 

0 

15,773 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,823 

49,596 

Lamar 

617,480 

308,701 

308,701 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

165,928 

1,400,810 

Lamar  Heights 

0 

94,654 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,100 

102,754 

La  Monte 

80,758 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,898 

120,656 

Lanagan 

12,948 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,412 

28,360 

Lancaster 

68,539 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,636 

96,175 

La  Plata 

97,068 

42,371 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,722 

195,161 

Laredo 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,374 

9,374 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

La  Russell 

0 

0 

0 

Lathrop 

119,259 

59,763 

0 

Laurie 

397,430 

198,716 

193,733 

Lawson 

177,760 

165,710 

0 

Leadington 

142,351 

142,274 

71,138 

Leadwood 

48,055 

0 

0 

Lcasburg 

0 

0 

0 

Lcawood 

0 

0 

0 

Lebanon 

3,012,182 

1,452,391 

1,453,674 

Lee's  Summit 

11,766,533 

8,693,925 

5,621,409 

Leeton 

29,485 

14,742 

0 

Leonard 

0 

0 

0 

Leslie 

0 

0 

0 

Levasy 

2,047 

0 

0 

Lewis  &  Clark  Village 

0 

0 

0 

Lcwistown 

46,226 

0 

0 

Lexington 

349,369 

324,932 

149,719 

Liberal 

34,393 

0 

0 

Liberty 

3,271,291 

3,035,595 

1,510,340 

Licking 

238,351 

119,176 

0 

Lilbourn 

50,609 

0 

0 

Lincoln 

87,443 

39,705 

0 

Linn 

215,590 

0 

0 

Linn  Creek 

60,775 

45,229 

14,841 

Linneus 

0 

0 

0 

Livonia 

0 

0 

0 

Lock  Springs 

0 

0 

0 

Lockwood 

69,020 

0 

0 

Lohman 

0 

0 

0 

Loma  Linda 

22,396 

0 

0 

Lone  Jack 

50,963 

45,376 

0 

Longtown 

0 

0 

0 

Louisburg 

0 

0 

0 

Louisiana 

632,617 

0 

0 

Lowry  City 

1 19,447 

13,754 

0 

Lucerne 

0 

0 

0 

Ludlow 

0 

0 

0 

Lupus 

0 

0 

0 

Luray 

0 

0 

0 

MacKcnzic 

0 

0 

0 

Macks  Creek 

7,174 

0 

0 

Macon 

808,296 

404,001 

0 

Madison 

22,673 

0 

0 

Maitland 

12,456 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,175 

5,175 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

78,446 

257,468 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,861 

814,740 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

87,595 

431,065 

32,850 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,724 

396,337 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43,498 

91,553 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,112 

12.112 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,898 

33,898 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

455,788 

6,374,035 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,651,106 

28,732,973 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,211 

67,438 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,475 

2,475 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,262 

3,262 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,050 

6,097 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,812 

5,812 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,311 

68,537 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

166,978 

990,998 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,211 

63,604 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

983,647 

8,800,873 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,159 

412,686 

3,023 

0 

0 

0 

0 

48,860 

102,492 

18,385 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,473 

184,006 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,772 

266,362 

23,819 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,499 

155,163 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,837 

13,837 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,275 

4,275 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,587 

2,587 

6,473 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,085 

112,578 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,300 

6,300 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,011 

41,407 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,799 

116,138 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,850 

2,850 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,512 

5,512 

68,793 

0 

0 

0 

0 

144,855 

846,265 

8,395 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,298 

168,894 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,450 

3,450 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,650 

7,650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,087 

1,087 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,825 

3,825 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,137 

5,137 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,012 

17,186 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

207,664 

1,419,961 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,974 

44,647 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,824 

25,280 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Maiden 

566,397 

275,036 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

179,315 

1,020,748 

Malta  Bend 

19,868 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,337 

29,205 

Manchester 

0 

2,629,663 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

718,498 

3,348,161 

Mansfield 

127,677 

72,959 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,585 

251,221 

Maplcwood 

0 

2,986,679 

0 

81,338 

0 

0 

0 

0 

346,031 

3,414,048 

Marble  Hill 

236,046 

118,023 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,322 

410,391 

Marcelinc 

193,414 

0 

83,932 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

95,920 

373,266 

Marionvillc 

195,642 

65,214 

65,214 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

79,233 

405,303 

Marlborough 

0 

255,025 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

83,808 

338,833 

Marquand 

10,227 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,412 

19,639 

Marshall 

1,452,516 

726,256 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

466,212 

2,644,984 

Marshfield 

1,080,814 

540,296 

512,207 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

214,488 

2,347,805 

Marston 

59,492 

89,169 

0 

190,114 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,874 

361,649 

Marthasville 

0 

72,063 

36,031 

14,117 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,386 

153,597 

Martinsburg 

35,329 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,224 

47,553 

Maryland  Heights 

0 

3,367,022 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

965,798 

4,332,820 

Maryville 

1,644,859 

2,010,897 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

396,766 

4,052,522 

Matthews 

248,364 

63,164 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,686 

334,214 

Maysvillc 

60,434 

15,108 

30,215 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

45,447 

151,204 

Mayvicw 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,024 

11,024 

McBainc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

637 

637 

McCord  Bend 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,949 

10,949 

McFall 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,062 

5,062 

McKittrick 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,700 

2,700 

Mcadvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,137 

17,137 

Memphis 

290,543 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

77,283 

367,826 

Mcndon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,800 

7,800 

Mercer 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,824 

12,824 

Merriam  Woods 

31,443 

0 

15,721 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42,823 

89,987 

Mcrwin 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,112 

3,112 

Mcta 

25,016 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,337 

34,353 

Mctz 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,512 

2,512 

Mexico 

1,569,729 

744,808 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

424,477 

2,739,014 

Miami 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,000 

6,000 

Middlctown 

15,646 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,462 

23,108 

Milan 

193,629 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

73,421 

267,050 

Milford 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,950 

1,950 

Millard 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,812 

2,812 

Miller 

67,683 

9,981 

20,001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,273 

125,938 

Mill  Spring 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,212 

8,212 

Milo 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,150 

3,150 

Mindcnmincs 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,337 

15,337 

Miner 

492,243 

484,873 

0 

18,425 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,598 

1,035,139 

Mineral  Point 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,612 

13,612 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Miramiquoa  Park 

0 

0 

0 

Missouri  City 

0 

0 

0 

Mobcrly 

2,080,116 

1,977,324 

989,058 

Mokanc 

9,434 

0 

0 

Molinc  Acres 

0 

172,854 

0 

Monctt 

1,659,466 

1,228,896 

0 

Monroe  City 

308,216 

140,454 

0 

Montgomery  City 

286,128 

0 

134,148 

Monticcllo 

0 

0 

0 

Montrose 

27,099 

13,549 

0 

Mooresvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Morehouse 

24,380 

0 

0 

Morlcy 

4,092 

799 

0 

Morrison 

4,992 

0 

0 

Morris  villc 

12,210 

0 

0 

Mosby 

51,395 

0 

0 

Moscow  Mills 

223,304 

0 

103,299 

Mound  City 

76,018 

76,018 

75,947 

Mountain  Grove 

882,837 

441,390 

419,749 

Mountain  View 

731,955 

0 

226,621 

Moundvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Mount  Leonard 

0 

0 

0 

Mount  Moriah 

0 

0 

0 

Mount  Vernon 

490,255 

291,046 

198,863 

Napoleon 

0 

0 

0 

Naylor 

21,749 

8,958 

8,958 

Neck  City 

0 

0 

0 

Ncclyvillc 

19,662 

0 

0 

Nelson 

0 

0 

0 

Neosho 

1,983,457 

1,901,735 

951,248 

Nevada 

1,380,605 

1,380,329 

690,165 

Newark 

0 

0 

0 

New  Bloomficld 

24,078 

12,039 

0 

Ncwburg 

18,970 

8,169 

8,169 

New  Cambria 

6,823 

0 

0 

New  Florence 

87,438 

41,418 

41,418 

New  Franklin 

45,533 

22,767 

14,448 

New  Hampton 

0 

0 

0 

New  Haven 

192,084 

90,130 

90,130 

New  London 

98,225 

0 

28,622 

New  Madrid 

205,695 

102,847 

0 

New  Mcllc 

43,906 

21,953 

21,953 

Newtonia 

0 

0 

0 

Newtown 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,762 

4,762 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,062 

11,062 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

515,259 

5,561,757 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,050 

16,484 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

99,820 

272,674 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

277,335 

3,165,697 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

97,045 

545,715 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

91,570 

511,846 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,725 

4,725 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,637 

56,285 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,337 

3,337 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,060 

62,440 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,698 

34,589 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,612 

9,604 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,899 

25,109 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,074 

60,469 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

65,321 

391,924 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

44,735 

272,718 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

171,516 

1,915,492 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

91,120 

1,049,696 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,862 

3,862 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,612 

4,612 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,362 

5,362 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

150,629 

1,130,793 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,800 

7,800 

4,425 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,874 

66,964 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,462 

4,462 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,261 

37,923 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,949 

7,949 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

393,916 

5,230,356 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

322,745 

3,773,844 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,750 

3,750 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,461 

58,578 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,149 

53,457 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,324 

15,147 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,648 

198,922 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42,935 

125,683 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,087 

13,087 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70,009 

442,353 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,535 

164,382 

32,365 

0 

0 

0 

0 

125,018 

465,925 

5,871 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,762 

104,445 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,662 

8,662 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,837 

7,837 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Niangua 

10,094 

0 

5,047 

Nixa 

1,850,727 

0 

925,363 

Noel 

169,141 

63,467 

79,412 

Norbornc 

35,478 

0 

17,585 

Normandy 

0 

217,203 

0 

North  Kansas  City 

2,691,530 

0 

1,326,926 

North  Lilbourn 

0 

0 

0 

Northmoor 

111,010 

0 

0 

Northwoods 

0 

362,082 

0 

Norwood 

37,362 

14,623 

0 

Norwood  Court 

0 

0 

0 

Novelty 

0 

0 

0 

Novingcr 

0 

0 

0 

Oak  Grove 

913,240 

437,294 

437,294 

Oak  Grove  Village 

166,718 

83,291 

0 

Oakland 

0 

125,699 

0 

Oak  Ridge 

0 

0 

0 

Oaks 

1,850 

463 

925 

Oakview 

50,852 

47,699 

0 

Oakwood 

0 

0 

0 

Oakwood  Park 

0 

0 

0 

Odessa 

511,255 

510,802 

255,585 

O'Fallon 

9,373,599 

4,404,532 

4,426,075 

Old  Appleton 

0 

0 

0 

Old  Monroe 

34,193 

8,060 

8,061 

Olean 

0 

0 

0 

Olivette 

0 

1,049,596 

0 

Olympian  Village 

0 

0 

0 

Oran 

55,739 

27,869 

0 

Oregon 

0 

0 

0 

Oronogo 

61,620 

0 

24,427 

Orrick 

36,401 

0 

14,969 

Osage  Beach 

4,149,213 

2,048,947 

2,049,000 

Osborn 

0 

0 

0 

Osceola 

81,622 

46,642 

0 

Osgood 

0 

0 

0 

Ottcrville 

29,219 

0 

0 

Overland 

0 

854,418 

0 

Owens  villc 

629,274 

458,216 

305,536 

Ozark 

2,228,114 

2,227,702 

0 

Pacific 

692,213 

346,700 

0 

Pagcdalc 

0 

300,682 

0 

Palmyra 

366,079 

260,516 

0 

Paris 

124,586 

54,475 

54,490 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,687 

31,828 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

454,625 

3,230,715 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,497 

367,517 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,186 

83,249 

40,987 

0 

0 

0 

0 

193,227 

451,417 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

176,765 

4,195,221 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,562 

3,562 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,962 

125,972 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

174,103 

536,185 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,699 

72,684 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,785 

39,785 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,462 

4,462 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,024 

20,024 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

207,551 

1,995,379 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,324 

264,333 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

57,747 

183,446 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,575 

7,575 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,100 

8,338 

4,613 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,474 

117,638 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,387 

7,387 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,862 

6,862 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

180,665 

1,458,307 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,731,244 

19,935,450 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,075 

3,075 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,374 

59,688 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,887 

5,887 

148,268 

0 

0 

0 

0 

278,910 

1,476,774 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,086 

25,086 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

47,397 

131,005 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,061 

35,061 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,598 

122,645 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,336 

84,706 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

137,317 

8,384,477 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,061 

17,061 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,311 

159,575 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,912 

1,912 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,849 

47,068 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

631,391 

1,485,809 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

93,745 

1,486,771 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

362,418 

4,818,234 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

247,899 

1,286,812 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

135,593 

436,275 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

130,005 

756,600 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

57,334 

290,885 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Park  Hills 

678,214 

625,335 

312,674 

Parkdalc 

0 

0 

0 

Parkvillc 

969,207 

0 

462,610 

Parkway 

40,418 

0 

0 

Parma 

21,889 

10,944 

7,516 

Parnell 

0 

0 

0 

Pasadena  Hills 

0 

62,074 

0 

Pasadena  Park 

0 

26,463 

0 

Pascola 

0 

0 

0 

Passaic 

0 

0 

0 

Pattonsburg 

13,047 

0 

0 

Paynes  villc 

0 

0 

0 

Peculiar 

316,982 

298,950 

140,459 

Pcncrmon 

0 

0 

0 

Perry 

88,963 

0 

40,940 

Pcrryvillc 

1,548,643 

580,740 

774,321 

Pevely 

500,478 

233,518 

233,824 

Phillipsburg 

7,607 

0 

0 

Pickering 

0 

0 

0 

Piedmont 

445,454 

426,025 

213,003 

Pierce  City 

65,620 

37,505 

37,472 

Picrpont  Village 

1,909 

0 

0 

Pilot  Grove 

23,162 

0 

23,162 

Pilot  Knob 

71,501 

35,751 

33,642 

Pine  Lawn 

0 

270,121 

0 

Pincvillc 

67,090 

33,545 

0 

Plato 

3,590 

0 

0 

Platte  City 

791,592 

791,591 

295,509 

Platte  Woods 

67,905 

0 

33,952 

Plattsburg 

154,607 

154,607 

0 

Pleasant  Hill 

626,419 

580,051 

267,871 

Pleasant  Hope 

46,183 

10,485 

10,485 

Pleasant  Valley 

427,956 

267,406 

53,483 

Pocahontas 

0 

0 

0 

Pollock 

0 

0 

0 

Polo 

27,941 

25,380 

25,380 

Poplar  Bluff 

4,162,899 

5,032,366 

0 

Portage  Dcs  Sioux 

18,006 

0 

0 

Portagcvillc 

305,676 

141,471 

0 

Potosi 

777,224 

0 

0 

Powcrsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Prairie  Home 

0 

0 

0 

Prathcrs  villc 

0 

0 

0 

Preston 

15,786 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

294,771 

1,910,994 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,687 

7,687 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

152,204 

1,584,021 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,499 

50,917 

7,719 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,948 

80,016 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,387 

7,387 

8,960 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43,010 

1  14.044 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,336 

44,799 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,175 

5,175 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,500 

1,500 

1,541 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,787 

24,375 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,412 

3,412 

95,874 

0 

0 

0 

0 

97,645 

949,910 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,812 

2,812 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,974 

154,877 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

287,497 

3,191,201 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

141,292 

1,109,112 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,537 

15,144 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,775 

5,775 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,696 

1,159,178 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,935 

192,532 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,909 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,111 

73,435 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,136 

167,030 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

157,641 

427,762 

,328,094 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,798 

1,457,527 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,590 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

144,967 

2,023,659 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,774 

119,631 

25,477 

0 

0 

0 

0 

88,270 

422,961 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

209,314 

1,683,655 

4,692 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,549 

92,394 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

124,531 

873,376 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,762 

4,762 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,912 

4,912 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,824 

100,525 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

624,379 

9,819,644 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,162 

31,168 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

123,556 

570,703 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

99,820 

877,044 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,225 

3,225 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,249 

8,249 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,162 

4,162 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,237 

20,023 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Princeton 

97,257 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,260 

136,517 

Purccll 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,387 

13,387 

Purdin 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,362 

8,362 

Purdy 

102,987 

1,844 

1,844 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,360 

148,035 

Puxico 

123,533 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42,935 

166,468 

Queen  City 

31,198 

26,708 

13,357 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,924 

95,187 

Quitman 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,725 

1,725 

Qulin 

31,714 

15,857 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,511 

65,082 

Randolph 

36,986 

18,493 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,762 

57,241 

Ravcnwood 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,799 

16,799 

Raymondvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,574 

16,574 

Raytnore 

1,986,585 

1,858,969 

929,485 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

417,952 

5,192,991 

Raytown 

2,604,691 

2,622,430 

1,183,598 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,139,488 

7,550,207 

Rayvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,650 

7,650 

Rca 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,100 

2,100 

Rcdings  Mill 

1,510 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,962 

7,472 

Reeds 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,862 

3,862 

Reeds  Spring 

37,418 

37,313 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,436 

92,167 

Renick 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,287 

8,287 

Rensselaer  Village 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,437 

5,437 

Republic 

1,643,410 

1,232,475 

821,705 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

328,632 

4,026,222 

Revere 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,537 

4,537 

Rhincland 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,600 

6,600 

Richards 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,562 

3,562 

Rich  Hill 

145,207 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

54,784 

199,991 

Richland 

209,969 

64,759 

64,788 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

67,684 

407,200 

Richmond 

936,929 

441,210 

441,538 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

229,337 

2,049,014 

Richmond  Heights 

0 

4,456,581 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

360,055 

4,816,636 

Ridgcly 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,400 

2,400 

Ridgcway 

15,543 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,874 

35,417 

Risco 

12,036 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,699 

26,735 

Ritchey 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,850 

2,850 

River  Bend 

14,590 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

375 

14.965 

Riverside 

1,014,133 

0 

0 

183,263 

0 

0 

0 

0 

111,706 

1,309,102 

Riverview 

0 

170,254 

0 

24,575 

0 

0 

0 

0 

117,969 

312,798 

Rives 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,300 

3,300 

Rochcport 

19,065 

9,533 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,800 

36,398 

Rockaway  Beach 

32,578 

13,557 

13,557 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,636 

81,328 

Rock  Hill 

0 

875,403 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

178,678 

1,054,081 

Rock  Port 

216,668 

162,495 

0 

36,827 

0 

0 

0 

0 

52,310 

468,300 

Rockvillc 

7,613 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,075 

13,688 

Rogers  villc 

268,884 

134,443 

134,442 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,547 

594,316 

Rolla 

3,605,631 

3,605,326 

1,802,785 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

613,729 

9,627,471 

Roscoc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,200 

4,200 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Rosebud 

40,220 

0 

18,974 

Roscndalc 

0 

0 

0 

Rothvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Rush  Hill 

0 

0 

0 

Rushville 

0 

0 

0 

Russcllvillc 

39,244 

0 

0 

Rutlcdgc 

14,062 

0 

0 

St.  Ann 

0 

1,748,255 

0 

St.  Charles 

9,952,433 

4,777,509 

0 

St.  Clair 

431,849 

215,915 

215,867 

St.  Elizabeth 

23,204 

0 

0 

St.  George 

0 

69,704 

0 

St.  James 

442,876 

67,123 

221,396 

St.  John 

0 

756,731 

0 

St.  Joseph 

16,869,725 

5,622,091 

4,205,877 

St.  Louis 

47,425,387 

64,657,851 

25,866,242 

St.  Martins 

56,502 

0 

0 

St.  Mary 

22,558 

0 

11,279 

St.  Paul 

0 

0 

0 

St.  Peters 

11,667,734 

1,166,703 

5,833,870 

St.  Robert 

2,231,724 

1,286,825 

1,091,982 

St.  Thomas 

12,777 

0 

0 

Stc.  Genevieve 

589,324 

274,335 

274,336 

Saginaw 

17,227 

0 

0 

Salem 

1,042,886 

521,351 

0 

Salisbury 

172,411 

0 

0 

Sarcoxic 

92,993 

39,516 

39,516 

Savannah 

564,686 

188,166 

0 

Schell  City 

0 

0 

0 

Scotsdalc 

0 

5,542 

0 

Scott  City 

361,106 

82,329 

164,658 

Scott  City  (Disbutcd) 

42 

0 

0 

Sedalia 

4,375,023 

3,712,631 

2,095,707 

Scdgcwickvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Scligman 

85,663 

42,832 

42,831 

Senath 

52,003 

0 

0 

Seneca 

189,783 

86,014 

86,015 

Seymour 

195,083 

106,287 

0 

Shclbina 

208,031 

167,190 

0 

Shclbyvillc 

33,642 

0 

0 

Sheldon 

37,857 

0 

0 

Sheridan 

0 

0 

0 

Shoal  Creek  Drive 

0 

0 

0 

Shoal  Creek  Estates 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,649 

72,843 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,750 

6,750 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,487 

3,487 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,875 

4,875 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,499 

10,499 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,423 

67,667 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,862 

17,924 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

510,235 

2,258,490 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,261,915 

16,991,857 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

164,616 

1,028,247 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,137 

34,341 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

48,297 

118,001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

138,892 

870,287 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

257,648 

1,014,379 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,774,475 

29,472,168 

33 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,656,864 

177,055,077 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,360 

94,862 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,137 

47,974 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,272 

61,272 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,926,683 

20,594,990 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

103,494 

4,714,025 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,762 

23,539 

38 

0 

0 

0 

0 

167,841 

1,385,374 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,349 

27,576 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

182,015 

1,746,252 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

64,721 

237,132 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,772 

222,797 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

178,565 

931,417 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,724 

10,724 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,912 

13,454 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

172,153 

780,246 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

762,671 

10,946,032 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,387 

7,387 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,886 

204,212 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,872 

113,875 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80,058 

441,870 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

68,771 

370,141 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,858 

448,079 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,574 

59,216 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,836 

57,693 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,937 

6,937 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,974 

12,974 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,912 

1,912 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Shrewsbury 

0 

1,205,042 

0 

Sibley 

0 

0 

0 

Sikeston 

5,600,040 

251 

1,399,556 

Silcx 

32,368 

0 

0 

Silver  Creek 

18,661 

9,330 

0 

Skidmorc 

7,862 

0 

0 

Slater 

102,533 

51,267 

51,267 

Smithton 

15,206 

0 

0 

SmithviUe 

718,593 

0 

332,435 

South  Gifford 

0 

0 

0 

South  Gorin 

0 

0 

0 

South  Greenfield 

0 

0 

0 

South  Lincvillc 

0 

0 

0 

South  West  City 

102,033 

23,932 

48,202 

Sparta 

90,505 

45,058 

0 

Spiekard 

4,359 

0 

0 

Springfield 

35,438,295 

10,131,045 

4,287,239 

Stanbcrry 

0 

106,820 

0 

Stark  City 

0 

0 

0 

Steele 

162,589 

81,226 

0 

Steelville 

228,577 

222,373 

0 

Stella 

3,134 

0 

0 

Stcwartsvillc 

81,082 

21,646 

0 

Stockton 

232,050 

173,922 

116,025 

Stotcsbury 

0 

0 

0 

Stotts  City 

0 

0 

0 

Stoutland 

4,825 

0 

0 

Stoutsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Stover 

101,556 

0 

46,716 

Strafford 

317,584 

158,791 

0 

Strasburg 

0 

0 

0 

Sturgeon 

63,437 

0 

19,056 

Sugar  Creek 

273,785 

270,941 

0 

Sullivan 

1,335,631 

667,806 

667,496 

Summers  ville 

55,320 

0 

24,759 

Sumner 

0 

0 

0 

Sunrise  Beach 

143,819 

71,911 

71,910 

Sunset  Hills 

0 

1,922,283 

0 

Sweet  Springs 

156,950 

48,748 

48,749 

Sycamore  Hills 

0 

0 

0 

Syracuse 

0 

0 

0 

Tallapoosa 

0 

0 

0 

Taneyvillc 

12,049 

0 

0 

Taos 

21,205 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

249,136 

1,454,178 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,012 

13,012 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

637,165 

7,637,012 

5,399 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,724 

45,491 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,799 

50,790 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,824 

20,686 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

78,108 

283,175 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,124 

34,330 

86,991 

0 

0 

0 

0 

206,764 

1,344,783 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,700 

2,700 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,362 

5,362 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,100 

5,100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,387 

1,387 

205,899 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,061 

412,127 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42,898 

178,461 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,812 

16,171 

,025,073 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,683,942 

59,565,594 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

46,610 

153,430 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,850 

5,850 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

84,858 

328,673 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,585 

504,535 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,675 

9,809 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,461 

131,189 

30,862 

() 

0 

0 

0 

73,496 

626,355 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,612 

1,612 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,374 

9,374 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,637 

11,462 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,650 

1,650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,298 

184,570 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69,184 

545,559 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,100 

5,100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,398 

117,891 

97,758 

0 

0 

0 

0 

143,955 

786,439 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

238,150 

2,909,083 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,399 

100,478 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,325 

5,325 

47,401 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,799 

348,840 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

309,996 

2,232,279 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,047 

315,494 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,073 

27,073 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,450 

6,450 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,650 

7,650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,462 

25,511 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,623 

53,828 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Tarkio 

221,298 

66,515 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,558 

360,371 

Thayer 

580,106 

125,043 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

82,533 

787,682 

Thcodosia 

55,115 

0 

27,557 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,999 

91,671 

Tightwad 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,362 

2,362 

Tina 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,237 

7,237 

Tindall 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,437 

2,437 

Tipton 

174,053 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

122,281 

296,334 

Town  and  Country 

0 

2,381,806 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

408,503 

2,790,309 

Tracy 

17,576 

0 

8,788 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,987 

34,351 

Trenton 

706,311 

674,529 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

233,087 

1,613,927 

Trimble 

32,317 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,912 

49,229 

Triplett 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,400 

2,400 

Troy 

2,122,868 

0 

1,028,178 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

252,624 

3,403,670 

Trucsdalc 

84,096 

42,003 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,887 

140,986 

Truxton 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,600 

3,600 

Turncy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,812 

5,812 

Tuscumbia 

12,364 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,175 

20,539 

Twin  Bridges 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,575 

1,575 

Twin  Oaks 

0 

502,820 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,574 

516,394 

Umber  View  Heights 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,950 

1,950 

Union 

1,523,987 

761,974 

761,994 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

290,872 

3,338,827 

Union  Star 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,237 

16,237 

Unionvillc 

204,507 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

76,533 

281,040 

Unity  Village 

2,291 

1,718 

1,145 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,250 

10,404 

University  City 

0 

4,311,190 

0 

294,057 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,403,474 

6,008,721 

Uplands  Park 

0 

24,894 

0 

3,593 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,249 

45,736 

Urbana 

41,969 

0 

20,909 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,262 

78,140 

Urich 

41,102 

20,551 

20,551 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18.711 

100,915 

Utica 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,274 

10,274 

Valley  Park 

0 

846,463 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

244,412 

1,090,875 

Van  Buren 

167,277 

78,007 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,686 

276,970 

Vandalia 

281,143 

140,571 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

144,855 

566,569 

Vandivcr 

64,487 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,112 

67,599 

Vanduscr 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,137 

8,137 

Velda  City 

0 

87,453 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

87,453 

Vclda  Village 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,873 

40,873 

Velda  Village  Hills 

0 

58,987 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

60,597 

119,584 

Verona 

26,774 

26,681 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,773 

80,228 

Versailles 

540,897 

531,161 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

96,182 

1,168,240 

Viburnum 

63,609 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,936 

94,545 

Vienna 

101,213 

0 

46,848 

13,399 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,549 

185,009 

Village  of  Aullvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,225 

3,225 

Village  of  Bradleyville 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,912 

2,912 

Village  of  Loch  Lloyd 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,799 

13,799 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Village  of  Pinhook 

0 

0 

0 

Village  of  Plato 

0 

0 

0 

Vinita  Park 

0 

209,404 

0 

Vinita  Terrace 

0 

15,802 

0 

Vista 

0 

0 

0 

Waco 

0 

0 

0 

Walker 

0 

0 

0 

Walnut  Grove 

33,643 

0 

0 

Wardcll 

13,622 

3,404 

0 

Wardsville 

37,096 

0 

0 

Warrcnsburg 

2,709,473 

2,331,944 

0 

Warrcnton 

1,368,088 

342,022 

684,045 

Warsaw 

762,875 

472,489 

273,160 

Warson  Woods 

0 

164,136 

0 

Washburn 

22,618 

11,309 

11,309 

Washington 

3,467,442 

1,733,721 

1,733,699 

Watson 

0 

0 

0 

Wavcrly 

81,413 

0 

18,776 

Wayland 

63,866 

0 

0 

Waynes  ville 

451,036 

328,907 

206,810 

Weatherby 

0 

0 

0 

Wcalherby  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

Wcaubleau 

29,316 

14,657 

0 

Webb  City 

1,464,646 

1,376,412 

688,769 

Webster  Groves 

0 

2,561,206 

0 

Wcldon  Spring 

246,394 

0 

0 

Wcldon  Spring  Heights 

0 

0 

0 

Wellington 

0 

0 

0 

Wellston 

0 

133,128 

0 

Wells  ville 

43,538 

13,142 

21,769 

Wentworth 

0 

0 

0 

Wcntzvillc 

4,163,358 

2,081,680 

1,976,953 

Wcstboro 

0 

0 

0 

West  Alton 

0 

0 

0 

West  Line 

0 

0 

0 

Weston 

151,255 

56,720 

75,627 

Westphalia 

38,574 

0 

0 

West  Plains 

2,797,410 

1,398,552 

1,341,521 

West  Sullivan 

65,208 

16,302 

0 

Westwood 

0 

0 

0 

Wheatland 

33,370 

16,684 

15,369 

Whcaton 

61,616 

0 

0 

Wheeling 

0 

0 

0 

Whiteside 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,800 

1,800 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,700 

2,700 

8,171 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,146 

289,721 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,949 

26,751 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,062 

2,062 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,225 

3,225 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,312 

10,312 

2,814 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,624 

60,081 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,799 

33,825 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,598 

73,694 

!75,960 

0 

0 

0 

0 

612,717 

5,930,094 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

198,027 

2,592,182 

82,601 

0 

0 

0 

0 

77,621 

1,668,746 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,358 

238,494 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,799 

62,035 

164,179 

0 

0 

0 

0 

496,586 

7,895,627 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,537 

4,537 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,223 

130,412 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,937 

79,803 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

131,505 

1,118,258 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,612 

4,612 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70,234 

70,234 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,424 

63,397 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

367,930 

3,897,757 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

871,078 

3,432,284 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

197,614 

444,008 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,962 

2,962 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,398 

29,398 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

92,245 

225,373 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,360 

131,809 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,287 

5,287 

170,520 

0 

0 

0 

0 

258,586 

8,851,097 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,112 

6,112 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,486 

21,486 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,562 

3,562 

138,899 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,159 

583,660 

3,650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,999 

54,223 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

407,453 

5,944,936 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,600 

85,110 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,649 

10,649 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,549 

79,972 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,036 

88,652 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,049 

10,049 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,512 

2,512 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Whitewater 

0 

0 

0 

Wilbur  Park 

0 

25,706 

0 

Wildwood 

0 

1,783,601 

0 

Willard 

346,481 

329,405 

0 

Williamsvillc 

27,529 

8,736 

0 

Willow  Springs 

282,113 

205,647 

0 

Wilson  City 

0 

0 

0 

Winchester 

0 

89,348 

0 

Windsor 

207,254 

95,559 

0 

Windsor  Place 

34,842 

0 

0 

Winfleld 

153,663 

0 

72,169 

Winona 

109,205 

49,669 

49,669 

Winston 

0 

0 

0 

Woods  Heights 

25,412 

0 

0 

Woodson  Terrace 

0 

1,128,218 

0 

Wooldridgc 

0 

0 

0 

Worth 

0 

0 

0 

Worthington 

0 

0 

0 

Wright  City 

277,112 

60,311 

120,621 

Wyaconda 

7,091 

0 

0 

Wyatt 

10,599 

0 

0 

Zalma 

0 

0 

0 

COUNTIES: 

Adair  County 

0 

0 

0 

Andrew  County 

0 

0 

0 

Atchison  County 

0 

0 

0 

Audrain  County 

0 

0 

0 

Barry  County 

0 

0 

0 

Barton  County 

0 

0 

0 

Bates  County 

0 

0 

0 

Benton  County 

0 

0 

0 

Bollinger  County 

0 

0 

0 

Boone  County 

0 

0 

0 

Buchanan  County 

0 

0 

0 

Butler  County 

0 

0 

0 

Caldwell  County 

0 

0 

0 

Callaway  County 

0 

0 

0 

Camden  County 

0 

0 

0 

Cape  Girardeau  County 

0 

0 

0 

Carroll  County 

0 

0 

0 

Carter  County 

0 

0 

0 

Cass  County 

0 

0 

0 

Cedar  County 

0 

0 

0 

Chariton  County 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,237 

4,237 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,811 

43,517 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,233,083 

3,016,684 

37,506 

0 

0 

0 

0 

119,731 

833,123 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,212 

50,477 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80,508 

568,268 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,187 

6,187 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,909 

151,257 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

115,756 

418,569 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,842 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,111 

252,943 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

48,372 

256,915 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,262 

9,262 

378 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,823 

53,613 

32,722 

0 

0 

0 

0 

157,079 

1,318,019 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,762 

1,762 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,525 

3,525 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,337 

3,337 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

57,447 

515,491 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,624 

18,715 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,649 

24,248 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,487 

3,487 

0 

1,409,297 

1,408,202 

0 

0 

608,715 

3,426,214 

240,844 

452,333 

1,085,577 

0 

0 

656,518 

2,435,272 

200,979 

0 

1,133,935 

0 

0 

554,857 

1,889,771 

0 

1,128,958 

2,463,887 

0 

0 

778,664 

4,371,509 

0 

1,730,654 

2,594,616 

0 

0 

1,169,477 

5,494,747 

0 

492,235 

492,196 

0 

0 

632,962 

1,617,393 

80,497 

0 

1,068,027 

0 

0 

850,242 

1,998,766 

103,194 

791,407 

1,407,939 

0 

0 

713,370 

3,015,910 

0 

288,473 

650,323 

0 

0 

506,582 

1,445,378 

0 

11,147,937 

15,840,365 

0 

0 

1,520,637 

28,508,939 

0 

5,887,312 

7,062,394 

0 

0 

567,386 

13,517,092 

0 

2,798,103 

2,797,915 

0 

0 

1,129,907 

6,725,925 

500,313 

223,468 

670,172 

0 

0 

522,683 

1,916,636 

0 

0 

3,088,361 

0 

0 

1,457,815 

4,546,176 

0 

3,579,086 

5,363,854 

0 

0 

2,547,876 

11,490,816 

0 

6,099,435 

6,088,319 

0 

0 

885,386 

13,073,140 

376,816 

326,017 

488,961 

0 

0 

759,340 

1,951,134 

0 

207,553 

207,554 

0 

0 

290,068 

705,175 

1,655,546 

4,871,638 

7,301,665 

0 

0 

1,285,217 

15,114,066 

0 

429,404 

472,788 

0 

0 

556,668 

1,458,860 

494,821 

260,688 

652,136 

0 

0 

679,706 

2,087,351 

Appendix  D-2 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

COUNTIES: 

Christian  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,787,419 

6,352,473 

0 

0 

1,276,411 

10,416,303 

Clark  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

278,231 

556,419 

0 

0 

472,419 

1,307,069 

Clay  County 

0 

0 

0 

2,827,257 

13,148,371 

9,825,284 

0 

0 

805,218 

26,606,130 

Clinton  County 

0 

0 

0 

301,844 

494,886 

494,894 

0 

0 

625,759 

1,917,383 

Cole  County 

0 

0 

0 

1,184,966 

4,916,228 

9,851,695 

0 

0 

1,032,832 

16,985,721 

Cooper  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

755,554 

1,888,855 

0 

0 

519,302 

3,163,711 

Crawford  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

921,355 

2,066,051 

0 

0 

632,158 

3,619,564 

Dade  County 

0 

0 

0 

41,040 

213,477 

486,779 

0 

0 

508,005 

1,249,301 

Dallas  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

558,510 

1,612,241 

0 

0 

622,489 

2,793,240 

Daviess  County 

0 

0 

0 

55,411 

0 

691,125 

0 

0 

549,629 

1,296,165 

DcKalb  County 

0 

0 

0 

88,990 

629,395 

629,524 

0 

0 

537,544 

1,885,453 

Dent  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

732,794 

732,203 

0 

0 

597,338 

2,062,335 

Douglas  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

435,455 

435,459 

0 

0 

635,137 

1,506,051 

Dunklin  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,724,233 

0 

0 

773,471 

3,497,704 

Franklin  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,914,203 

12,277,576 

0 

0 

2,218,522 

19,410,301 

Gasconade  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

791,672 

1,335,259 

0 

0 

517,135 

2,644,066 

Gentry  County 

0 

0 

0 

42,628 

0 

526,998 

0 

0 

485,845 

1,055,471 

Greene  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,856,115 

30,250,958 

0 

0 

3,254,899 

54,361,972 

Grundy  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

431,887 

863,137 

0 

0 

415,208 

1,710,232 

Harrison  County 

0 

0 

0 

81,928 

0 

1,300,540 

0 

0 

699,277 

2,081,745 

Henry  County 

0 

0 

0 

1 14,223 

1,094,388 

1,181,402 

0 

0 

721,228 

3,111,241 

Hickory  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

267,535 

535,073 

0 

0 

428,065 

1,230,673 

Holt  County 

0 

0 

0 

90,871 

183,148 

648,161 

0 

0 

434,329 

1,356,509 

Howard  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

278,997 

1,014,776 

0 

0 

362,137 

1,655,910 

Howell  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,080,616 

1,815,841 

0 

0 

1,066,127 

4,962,584 

Iron  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

309,781 

627,034 

0 

0 

362,681 

1,299,496 

Jackson  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,341,894 

49,271,171 

0 

0 

995,938 

89,609,003 

Jasper  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,529,413 

8,837,338 

0 

0 

1,296,061 

15,662,812 

Jefferson  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,548,613 

21,282,412 

0 

0 

3,698,269 

34,529,294 

Johnson  County 

0 

0 

0 

459,448 

2,116,220 

5,018,182 

0 

0 

1,273,614 

8,867,464 

Knox  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

137,319 

411,850 

0 

0 

435,551 

984,720 

Laclede  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,792,875 

1,790,994 

0 

0 

770,486 

4,354,355 

Lafayette  County 

0 

0 

0 

273,198 

1,092,253 

2,457,245 

0 

0 

810,516 

4,633,212 

Lawrence  County 

0 

0 

0 

322,919 

1,184,075 

2,365,354 

0 

0 

964,446 

4,836,794 

Lewis  County 

0 

0 

0 

202,406 

277,480 

988,188 

0 

0 

430,838 

1,898,912 

Lincoln  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,910,184 

4,970,039 

0 

0 

1,065,512 

7,945,735 

Linn  County 

0 

0 

0 

76,366 

588,621 

588,626 

0 

0 

578,576 

1,832,189 

Livingston  County 

0 

0 

0 

92,941 

940,491 

469,766 

0 

0 

514,900 

2,018,098 

Macon  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

617,917 

1,081,434 

0 

0 

756,976 

2,456,327 

Madison  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

507,440 

966,364 

0 

0 

313,602 

1,787,406 

Maries  County 

0 

0 

0 

43,195 

227,035 

452,700 

0 

0 

395,246 

1,118,176 

Marion  County 

0 

0 

0 

401,160 

1,771,358 

2,213,935 

0 

0 

495,631 

4,882,084 

McDonald  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,287,116 

3,745,912 

0 

0 

701,863 

5,734,891 

Mercer  County 

0 

() 

0 

0 

136,034 

438,414 

0 

0 

366,642 

941,090 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

COUNTIES: 

Miller  County 

0 

0 

0 

143,587 

1,500,101 

1,498,526 

0 

0 

811,452 

3,953,666 

Mississippi  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

452,978 

1,132,386 

0 

0 

359,348 

1,944,712 

Moniteau  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

489,236 

926,693 

0 

0 

487,183 

1,903,112 

Monroe  County 

0 

0 

0 

26,619 

256,545 

256,548 

0 

0 

579,673 

1,119,385 

Montgomery  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

432,394 

1,080,846 

0 

0 

547,104 

2,060,344 

Morgan  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

948,148 

1,036,782 

0 

0 

1,200,333 

3,185,263 

New  Madrid  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,406,364 

1,390,920 

0 

0 

751,380 

3,548,664 

Newton  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,224,940 

2,966,510 

0 

0 

1,073,161 

6,264,611 

Nodaway  County 

0 

0 

0 

126,543 

1,006,869 

1,006,830 

0 

0 

1,009,179 

3,149,421 

Oregon  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

418,069 

418,071 

0 

0 

464,262 

1,300,402 

Osage  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

905,251 

719,648 

0 

0 

521,825 

2,146,724 

Ozark  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

258,431 

552,610 

0 

0 

637,772 

1,448,813 

Pemiscot  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

681,095 

1,021,600 

0 

0 

540,406 

2,243,101 

Perry  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,132,090 

2,456,743 

0 

0 

547,622 

4,136,455 

Pettis  County 

0 

0 

0 

430,635 

2,654,294 

2,653,641 

0 

0 

1,012,732 

6,751,302 

Phelps  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,380,811 

1,785,423 

0 

0 

806,805 

4,973,039 

Pike  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

676,065 

2,163,635 

0 

0 

568,847 

3,408,547 

Platte  County 

0 

0 

0 

3,951,003 

7,123,273 

12,223,695 

0 

0 

1,318,268 

24,616,239 

Polk  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,568,385 

0 

0 

833,394 

3,401,779 

Pulaski  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,036,249 

1,018,249 

0 

0 

736,430 

3,790,928 

Putnam  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

699,009 

0 

0 

469,177 

1,168,186 

Ralls  County 

0 

0 

0 

322,706 

412,071 

1,235,302 

0 

0 

492,634 

2,462,713 

Randolph  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,211,700 

1,211,109 

0 

0 

756,976 

3,179,785 

Ray  County 

0 

0 

0 

165,642 

723,672 

1,447,351 

0 

0 

715,124 

3,051,789 

Reynolds  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

177,550 

185,537 

0 

0 

628,474 

991,561 

Ripley  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

433,717 

0 

0 

388,689 

822,406 

St.  Charles  County 

0 

0 

0 

5,534,614 

21,221,774 

49,215,359 

0 

0 

3,901,846 

79,873,593 

St.  Clair  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

256,010 

0 

0 

0 

564,867 

820,877 

St.  Francois  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,298,857 

4,652,173 

0 

0 

744,545 

8,695,575 

St.  Louis  County 

0 

0 

108,960,198 

0 

0 

63,569,818 

145,150,146 

0 

12,066,404 

329,746,566 

Stc.  Genevieve  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

792,023 

1,583,373 

0 

0 

668,946 

3,044,342 

Saline  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

966,039 

2,190,192 

0 

0 

685,099 

3,841,330 

Schuyler  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

137,434 

412,041 

0 

0 

267,242 

816,717 

Scotland  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

471,746 

0 

0 

421,179 

892,925 

Scott  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,978,238 

5,222 

0 

0 

466,937 

3,450,397 

Shannon  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

235,371 

235,366 

0 

0 

568,529 

1,039,266 

Shelby  County 

0 

0 

0 

55,706 

246,050 

492,088 

0 

0 

504,580 

1,298,424 

Stoddard  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,238,852 

1,239,934 

0 

0 

993,630 

3,472,416 

Stone  County 

0 

0 

0 

329,034 

1,652,442 

4,438,432 

0 

0 

1,112,448 

7,532,356 

Sullivan  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

233,005 

814,850 

0 

0 

465,367 

1,513,222 

Taney  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,477,896 

14,567,408 

0 

0 

1,117,136 

22,162,440 

Texas  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

919,994 

1,837,282 

0 

0 

890,315 

3,647,591 

Vernon  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

883,063 

881,348 

0 

0 

891,239 

2,655,650 

Warren  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,174,137 

3,522,416 

0 

0 

682,639 

5,379,192 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

COUNTIES: 

Washington  County 

0 

0 

0 

199,687 

681,803 

2,649,912 

0 

0 

526,115 

4,057,517 

Wayne  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

455,711 

455,712 

0 

0 

513,995 

1,425,418 

Webster  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,225,085 

3,262,875 

0 

0 

858,780 

5,346,740 

Worth  County 

0 

0 

0 

21,421 

65,188 

160,966 

0 

0 

196,050 

443,625 

Wright  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

722,148 

722,009 

0 

0 

626,269 

2,070,426 

DISTRICTS: 

39th  Street  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,056 

0 

0 

0 

105,173 

0 

107,229 

39th  Street  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

231,456 

0 

231,456 

58  Highway  Regional  Market  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,821 

0 

0 

0 

102,163 

0 

104,984 

63  Bypass  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,050 

0 

0 

0 

39,827 

0 

43,877 

71  Highway  and  150  Highway  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

210  Highway  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

370  MO  Bottom  Taussig  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

542,391 

0 

542,391 

620  Market  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

6,661 

0 

0 

0 

55,681 

0 

62,342 

620  Market  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

840  E  Taylor  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

1 100  Washington  Ave  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

292 

0 

292 

1 133  Washington  Ave  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

1200  Main  South  Loop  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

207,181 

0 

207,181 

1201  Washington  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

13,514 

0 

0 

0 

907 

0 

14,421 

1225  Washington  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,415 

0 

5,415 

1225  Washington  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,415 

0 

5,415 

1717  Market  Place  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,900 

0 

40,900 

2017  Chouteau  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,643 

0 

0 

0 

40,188 

0 

43,831 

8750  Manchester  Road  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,546 

0 

0 

0 

40,714 

0 

42,260 

Adair  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

987,623 

0 

987,623 

Adams  Farm  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

124,914 

0 

124,914 

Airport  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

46,357 

0 

46,357 

American  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,813 

0 

7,813 

Andrew  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

377,953 

0 

377,953 

Antioch  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

295,526 

0 

295,526 

Antonia  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

92,220 

0 

92,220 

Arnold  Retail  Corr  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

621,524 

0 

621,524 

Ava  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

389,495 

0 

389,495 

Ballwin  Town  Center  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,167 

0 

33,167 

Barton  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

472,704 

0 

472,704 

Belleau  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

10,466 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,466 

Bclton  Town  Centre  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

146,461 

0 

146,461 

Big  Bend  Crossing  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Big  River  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

524,311 

0 

524,311 

Big  Spring  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,910 

0 

0 

0 

54,936 

0 

56,846 

Blue  Jay  Crossing  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Boonvillc  Riverfront  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Boscherts  Landing  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Bourbon  County  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

95,484 

0 

95,484 

Bowman  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Branson  Hills  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

711,332 

0 

711,332 

Branson  Hills  Infra  Fac  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Branson  Landing  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

199,657 

0 

199,657 

Branson/Lakes  Area  Tourism  Community  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,089,429 

0 

7,089,429 

Briarcliff  Parkway  Highway  9  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,720 

0 

25,720 

Bridgcwood  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Broadway  Fairvicw  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

101,276 

0 

101,276 

Broadway  Hotel  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,843 

0 

0 

0 

246,241 

0 

250,084 

Broadway  Hotel  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Brooksidc  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,552 

0 

0 

0 

377,704 

0 

379,256 

Bryan  Road  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

326 

0 

0 

0 

5,072 

0 

5,398 

Brywood  Centre  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

60,714 

0 

60,714 

Caldwell  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

230,432 

0 

230,432 

Caledonia  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

13,341 

0 

0 

0 

6,410 

0 

19,751 

Callaway  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,542,778 

0 

1,542,778 

Cam-MO  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

543,644 

0 

543,644 

CB5421  5975  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

68,620 

0 

68,620 

Cedar  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

427,870 

0 

427,870 

Centerstate  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

68,258 

0 

68,258 

Central  Jackson  County  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,887,236 

0 

2,887,236 

Chambers  West  Florissant  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

128 

0 

0 

0 

45,143 

0 

45,271 

Chesterfield  Valley  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

520,233 

0 

520,233 

City  Hospital  RPA2  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Cole  Camp  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

82,364 

0 

82,364 

College  Station  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

College  Station  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Columbia  Mall  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

222,562 

0 

222,562 

Conlcy  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

302,232 

0 

302,232 

Cooper  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

196,317 

0 

196,317 

Coronado  Drive  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Country  Club  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

264,840 

0 

264,840 

Cozens  MLK  Grand  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

10,962 

0 

0 

0 

22,381 

0 

33,343 

Crackerncck  Creek  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Crcstwood  Point  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Crcstwood  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

764 

0 

0 

0 

56,827 

0 

57,591 

Crossings  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,163 

0 

0 

0 

65,576 

0 

69,739 

Dade  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

182,179 

0 

182,179 

Dardcnnc  Town  Square  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

82,020 

0 

82,020 

Daviess/Dekalb  Regional  Jail  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

857,842 

0 

857,842 

Dcs  Peres  Corners  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

156,766 

0 

156,766 

Douglas  Square  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

44,651 

0 

44,651 

Douglas  Station  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,702 

0 

15,702 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Downtown  Springfield  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,041 

0 

0 

0 

114,673 

0 

116,714 

East  Highway  60  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

71,482 

0 

71,482 

East  Hills  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

30,376 

0 

0 

0 

564,281 

0 

594,657 

East  Main  &  Highway  47  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,788 

0 

0 

0 

64,819 

0 

68,607 

Elm  and  370  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,024 

0 

0 

0 

13,867 

0 

17,891 

Elm  Grove  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Eureka  Commercial  Park  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Eureka  Old  Town  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Eureka  Pointc  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Eureka  South  1-44  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,646 

0 

0 

0 

793 

0 

3,439 

Farris  Family  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,904 

0 

15,904 

Fcnton  Crossing  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

101,331 

0 

101,331 

Fountain  Lakes  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Fountains  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Foxwood  Village  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Francis  Place  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

76,748 

0 

76,748 

Fulton  South  Business  54  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,310 

0 

19,310 

Georgian  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Glcnwood  Watson  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

65,680 

0 

65,680 

Grandview  Crossing  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

39,967 

0 

0 

0 

28,325 

0 

68,292 

Gravois  Bluffs  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

908,544 

0 

908,544 

Grindstone  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

135,050 

0 

135,050 

Grove  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

5,134 

0 

0 

0 

133,754 

0 

138,888 

Hanlcy  Eager  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

142,055 

0 

142,055 

Hanlcy  Road  Corridor  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,326,751 

0 

1,326,751 

Hanley  Station  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Harrisonville  Market  Place  A  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,680 

0 

13,680 

Harrisonville  Market  Place  B  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Harrisonville  Townc  Center  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Hawk  Ridge  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

263,663 

0 

263,663 

Hawthorne  Development  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Hayti  Ventures  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Hazclwood  Community  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

6,304 

0 

0 

0 

143 

0 

6,447 

Hccrs  Tower  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,849 

0 

2,849 

Herman  Area  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

333,917 

0 

333,917 

High  Ridge  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,175,870 

0 

1,175,870 

Highlands  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Highway  100  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

8,948 

0 

0 

0 

5,164 

0 

14,112 

Highway  350  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

5,134 

0 

0 

0 

205,629 

0 

210,763 

Highway  367  and  Parker  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Highway  71/291  Partners  in  Progress  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

306,939 

0 

306,939 

Hilltop  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

366,666 

0 

366,666 

Historic  Downtown  Branson  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

312,316 

0 

312,316 

Horseshoe  Bend  Pcd  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Hutchings  Farm  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,518 

0 

8,518 

T470  and  350  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

552,893 

0 

552,893 

T470  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

T70  and  Adams  Dairy  Parkway  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Imperial  Main  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

5,371 

0 

0 

0 

22,772 

0 

28,143 

Independence  Ave  Colbcrn  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Independence  Event  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,260,907 

0 

3,260,907 

Inter  City  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80,200 

0 

80,200 

Interstate  Plaza/N  Town  Village  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

232,899 

0 

232,899 

Iron  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

312,410 

0 

312,410 

James  River  Commons  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

7,365 

0 

0 

0 

472,461 

0 

479,826 

Jefferson  County  EMG  Service 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,887,078 

0 

3,887,078 

Jeter  Farm  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Joachim  Plattin  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,463,629 

0 

2,463,629 

KC  International  Airport  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

31,649 

0 

0 

0 

407,773 

0 

439,422 

Kearney  West  Side  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

54,528 

0 

54,528 

Kingsmill  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Koch  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Lacledcs  Landing  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

159,292 

0 

159,292 

Lake  Lotawana  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,163 

0 

0 

0 

20,070 

0 

22,233 

Lake  of  the  Woods  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Landing  Mall  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

96,181 

0 

96,181 

Langsford  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

968 

0 

0 

0 

9,054 

0 

10,022 

Lebanon  Marketplace  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Liberty  Tri  Shop  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

7,152 

0 

0 

0 

47,374 

0 

54,526 

Liberty  Triangle  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,882 

0 

0 

0 

124,409 

0 

128,291 

Lincoln  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,909,550 

0 

1,909,550 

Lincoln  Crossing  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,913 

0 

0 

0 

64,807 

0 

69,720 

Linn  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

527,331 

0 

527,331 

Logan  Estates  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,463 

0 

0 

0 

53 

0 

1,516 

Loop  Trolley  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

197,650 

0 

197,650 

Loughborough  Commons  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

621,523 

0 

621,523 

Lucas  and  Hunt  Chandler  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

M150  and  135th  Street  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

166,263 

0 

166,263 

Manchester  Ballas  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

16,364 

0 

0 

0 

1,858,784 

0 

1,875,148 

Manchester  Highlands  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

369,975 

0 

369,975 

Maple  Valley  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

16,043 

0 

16,043 

Maries  Osage  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

143,185 

0 

143,185 

Marion  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,753,782 

0 

1,753,782 

Mark  Twain  Mall  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

131,653 

0 

131,653 

Market  at  McKnight  1  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,736 

0 

29,736 

Martin  City  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,595 

0 

0 

0 

264,914 

0 

267,509 

Mayfaii  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,116 

0 

0 

0 

118,288 

0 

120,404 

Meadows  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49,836 

0 

49,836 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Megan  Shoppc's  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Mcramcc  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

603,824 

0 

603,824 

Meramcc  Station  Road  and  Highway  141  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,761 

0 

33,761 

Merchants  Laclede  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Mexico  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Mid  Rivers  Commons  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Mid  Rivers  N  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,517 

0 

34,517 

Mid-Missouri  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

938,318 

0 

938,318 

Midwest  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,717 

0 

13,717 

Miller  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,215,911 

0 

1,215,911 

Miner  Gateway  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,258 

0 

0 

0 

40,079 

0 

42,337 

Monroe  City  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

176,916 

0 

176,916 

Mountain  Farm  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,876 

0 

0 

0 

8,276 

0 

10,152 

New  Haven  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

126,611 

0 

126,611 

New  Longvicw  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

New  Madrid  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

657,430 

0 

657,430 

Nodaway  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,006,407 

0 

1,006,407 

Noel  T.  Adams  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

420,118 

0 

420,118 

North  763  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

North  Crawford  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

535,832 

0 

535,832 

North  Oak  Village  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

34,683 

0 

0 

0 

170,927 

0 

205,610 

North  Oaks  Plaza  Shopping  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

734 

0 

0 

0 

90,353 

0 

91,087 

Northwest  Area  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,439 

0 

0 

0 

24,333 

0 

25,772 

Northwoods  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Old  Town  Cottlcville  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

48,687 

0 

48,687 

Olive  Boulevard  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

106,046 

0 

106,046 

Olive  Gracscr  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

71 

0 

71 

Oregon  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

381,366 

0 

381,366 

Orphcum  Theatre  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,801 

0 

6,801 

Orrick  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1) 

0 

0 

62,935 

0 

62,935 

Osage  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

264,112 

0 

264,112 

Osage  Commercial  Area  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

849 

0 

0 

0 

1 14,070 

0 

114,919 

Osage  Station  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Owensville  Area  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

356,275 

0 

356,275 

Ozark  Centre  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

95,793 

0 

95,793 

Ozark  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,590 

0 

72,590 

Paddock  Forest  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

12,679 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

12,679 

Park  Hills  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Park  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Parkvillc  Commons  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

123,488 

0 

123,488 

Parkvillc  Old  Townc  Market  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

593 

0 

0 

0 

65,716 

0 

66,309 

PC  I  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

346,547 

0 

346,547 

Pcachtrcc  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

6,067 

0 

0 

0 

4,140 

0 

10,207 

Performing  Arts  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

15,505 

0 

0 

0 

169,660 

0 

185,165 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Pershall  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Phoenix  Center  II  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

266,079 

0 

266,079 

Platte  City  Market  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

776 

0 

0 

0 

115,298 

0 

116,074 

Platte  County  MO  S  1  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

312,430 

0 

312,430 

Platte  County  MO  S  II  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

67,974 

0 

67,974 

Platte  Valley  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Plattncr  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Plaza  at  Noah's  Ark  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

771 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

771 

Plaza  on  Boulevard  Jennings  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

576 

0 

0 

0 

205,013 

0 

205,589 

Prairie  Township  Fire  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

65,797 

0 

65,797 

Prcwitt  Point  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

169,877 

0 

169,877 

Pulaski  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,682,694 

0 

1,682,694 

Raintrcc  150  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,733 

0 

41,733 

Raintrcc  Lake  Village  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,436 

0 

5,436 

Raintrcc  N  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

45,962 

0 

45,962 

Randolph  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,210,353 

0 

1,210,353 

Ray  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

594,331 

0 

594,331 

Raytown  Highway  350  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Raytown  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,602 

0 

0 

0 

159,214 

0 

161,816 

Red  Bridge  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

368 

0 

0 

0 

88,043 

0 

88,411 

Residence  Inn  Downtown/St.  Louis  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43,612 

0 

43,612 

Residence  Inn  St.  Louis  Downtown  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Richardson  Crossing  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,993 

0 

0 

0 

16,145 

0 

21,138 

Riverfront  Hotel  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Rock  Bridge  Center  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Rock  Community  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,727,313 

0 

2,727,313 

Rock  Township  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,629,499 

0 

1,629,499 

Rogers  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

South  Metropolitan  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

968,453 

0 

968,453 

Salt  Lick  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

47,324 

0 

47,324 

Salt  River  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

187,344 

0 

187,344 

Sappington  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

188 

0 

0 

0 

25,255 

0 

25,443 

Shoppe's  at  Cross  Keys  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

223,419 

0 

223,419 

Shoppe's  at  Hilltop  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Shoppe's  at  Stadium  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,795 

0 

56,795 

Shoppe's  Old  Webster  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,239 

0 

4,239 

Shops  on  Blue  Parkway  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,744 

0 

0 

0 

96,264 

0 

99,008 

Skelly  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

19,098 

0 

19,098 

SmithviUe  Area  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

379,360 

0 

379,360 

SNI  Valley  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

517,309 

0 

517,309 

Soda  Fountain  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

753 

0 

0 

0 

27,900 

0 

28,653 

South  160  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

88,596 

0 

88,596 

South  Grand  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,076 

0 

0 

0 

89,571 

0 

93,647 

South  Manchester  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,522 

0 

30,522 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Southern  Hills  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

315,421 

0 

315,421 

Southern  Stone  Fire  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,447,894 

0 

1,447,894 

Southtownc  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,533 

0 

0 

0 

193,809 

0 

198,342 

Springdalc  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

8,851 

0 

0 

0 

29,067 

0 

37,918 

St.  Charles  Riverfront  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

33,838 

0 

0 

0 

252,964 

0 

286,802 

St.  Charles  Riverfront  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

St.  Clair  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

307,040 

0 

307,040 

St.  Clair  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

381,727 

0 

381,727 

St.  Cyr  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

St.  Francois  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,109,190 

0 

3,109,190 

St.  James  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

250,724 

0 

250,724 

St.  John  Crossing  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,517 

0 

18,517 

St.  John's  Church  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

147,182 

0 

147,182 

St.  Joseph  Gateway  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Stadium  Corridor  A  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

83,323 

0 

83,323 

Stardust  Mung  Diamond  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

139,300 

0 

139,300 

Station  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,204 

0 

12,204 

Stc.  Genevieve  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

703,687 

0 

703,687 

Stcclvillc  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

168,325 

0 

168,325 

Stone  Ridge  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Stoncybrookc  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

778 

0 

0 

0 

167,972 

0 

168,750 

Strafford  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Strothcr  Interchange  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,414 

0 

53,414 

SucMandy  Drive  1  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

88,116 

0 

88,116 

SueMandy  Drive  2  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

20 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

20 

SucMandy  Mid  Rivers  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

5,050 

0 

0 

0 

806,334 

0 

811,384 

Sullivan  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

885,911 

0 

885,911 

Summit  Fair  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

230,144 

0 

230,144 

Sunrise  Farms  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Taney  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,234,798 

0 

3,234,798 

Three  Trails  Village  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

5,505 

0 

0 

0 

67,058 

0 

72,563 

Toad  Cove  Complex  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Toad  Cove  Complex  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Toad  Cove  Resort  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Toad  Cove  Resort  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Tori  Pines  Commons  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

6,562 

0 

0 

0 

68 

0 

6,630 

Tower  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Town  and  Country  Cross  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

111,254 

0 

111,254 

Town  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

12,512 

0 

0 

0 

131,146 

0 

143,658 

Truman  Road  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

90,676 

0 

90,676 

Truman  Village  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,940 

0 

0 

0 

513 

0 

3,453 

Tuileries  Plaza  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,668 

0 

20,668 

Union  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

850 

0 

0 

0 

28,604 

0 

29,454 

US  Hwy  36  Int  72  Corr  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,809,923 

0 

2,809,923 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 

City  Public  Mass  County  St.  Louis  Local 


City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

US  Hwy  50/63  City  View  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

US  Hwy  65  Truman  Dam  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

VanFar  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,565 

0 

41,565 

Veteran's  Memorial  Parkway  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Viaduct  Commercial  Area  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,715 

0 

0 

0 

60,331 

0 

62,046 

Victoria  Crossings  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,520 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,520 

Waldo  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,693 

0 

0 

0 

407,453 

0 

411,146 

Warsaw  Lincoln  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

582,534 

0 

582,534 

Washington  Area  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,368,900 

0 

1,368,900 

Washington  Avenue  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Washington  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

605,994 

0 

605,994 

Watson-Laclcdc  Station  Road  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

662 

0 

0 

0 

37,061 

0 

37,723 

Wcntzvillc  Bluffs  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,177 

0 

0 

0 

23,979 

0 

26,156 

Wcntzvillc  II  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,618 

0 

53,618 

Wcntzvillc  III  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,600 

0 

27,600 

Wcntzvillc  Parkway  1  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,567 

0 

37,567 

Wcntzvillc  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

102,179 

0 

102,179 

Wcstport  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,003 

0 

0 

0 

331,026 

0 

332,029 

Windsor  Place  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

772 

0 

0 

0 

30,369 

0 

31,141 

Winghavcn  Transportation  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,635 

0 

28,635 

Zumbchl  Road/Hwy  94  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,219 

0 

0 

0 

51,236 

0 

55,455 

TOTAL 

$  494,114,916 

406,187,606 

309,356,852 

85,656,010 

243,579,669 

461,883,388 

145,150,146 

91,205,142 

241.197,481 

2,478,331,210 

*  To  preserve  confidentiality,  sales  and  use  tux  distributions  for  districts  with  less  than  6  taxpayers  are  reported  as  zero  per  Department  of  Revenue  policy. 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Adrian 

$  165,255 

108,330 

57,003 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

66,802 

397,390 

Advance 

165,235 

159,332 

0 

18,657 

0 

0 

0 

0 

46,687 

389,911 

Agency 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,480 

22,480 

Airport  Drive 

193,135 

93,144 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,343 

309,622 

Alba 

12,898 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,067 

34,965 

Albany 

150,708 

150,651 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,694 

374,053 

Aldrich 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,815 

2,815 

Alexandria 

18,376 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,230 

24,606 

Allendale 

4,976 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,027 

7,003 

Allcnvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,903 

3,903 

Alma 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,974 

14,974 

Altamount 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,181 

8,181 

Altcnburg 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,597 

11.597 

Alton 

115,332 

111,081 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,070 

251,483 

Amazonia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,396 

10,396 

Amity 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,627 

2,627 

Amorct 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,919 

7,919 

Amsterdam 

10,898 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,546 

21,444 

Anderson 

196,811 

0 

93,310 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69,655 

359,776 

Annada 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,801 

1,801 

Annapolis 

30,023 

15,012 

15,011 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,634 

71,680 

Anniston 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,696 

10,696 

Applcton  City 

178,248 

47,555 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49,314 

275,117 

Arbela 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,501 

1,501 

Arbyrd 

32,273 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,815 

52,088 

Arcadia 

73,500 

17,368 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,279 

112,147 

Archie 

52,065 

0 

10.286 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,401 

95,752 

Areola 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,689 

1,689 

Argylc 

9,008 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,155 

15,163 

Arkoc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,177 

2,177 

Armstrong 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,771 

10,771 

Arnold 

4,662,081 

1,128,905 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

749,275 

6,540,261 

Arrow  Point  Village 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,991 

4,991 

Arrow  Rock 

13,799 

3,450 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,965 

20,214 

Asbury 

13,990 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,181 

22.171 

Ash  Grove 

114,305 

50,249 

0 

10,159 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,667 

228,380 

Ashland 

268,243 

122,136 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

82,602 

472,981 

Atlanta 

9,722 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,888 

26,610 

Augusta 

38,289 

19,145 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,181 

65,615 

Aurora 

1,027,889 

514,129 

482,169 

18,989 

0 

0 

0 

0 

263,232 

2,306,408 

Auxvasse 

58,408 

13,119 

26,245 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,814 

131,586 

Ava 

342,123 

684,375 

0 

33,240 

0 

0 

0 

0 

113,376 

1,173,114 

Avilla 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,141 

5,141 

Avondalc 

27,551 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,853 

47,404 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Bagncll 

11,889 

0 

0 

Bakers  field 

11,722 

0 

0 

Baldwin  Park 

0 

0 

0 

Ballwin 

0 

2,704,860 

0 

Baring 

0 

0 

0 

Barnard 

0 

0 

0 

Barnett 

0 

0 

0 

Bates  City 

62,991 

31,496 

0 

Battlefield 

73,505 

0 

56,259 

Bell  City 

11,834 

2,978 

0 

Bella  Villa 

0 

40,043 

0 

Belle 

131,892 

65,945 

54,312 

Bcllcfontainc  Neighbors 

0 

646,278 

0 

Bcllerive 

0 

35,231 

0 

Bcllflowcr 

12,845 

5,108 

5,108 

Bel-Nor 

0 

93,141 

0 

Bel-Ridge 

0 

406,308 

0 

Belton 

2,527,121 

3,157,845 

1,263,561 

Benton 

41,925 

0 

0 

Benton  City 

0 

0 

0 

Bcrger 

4,366 

0 

0 

Berkeley 

0 

1,630,363 

0 

Bcrnic 

111,372 

55,686 

0 

Bcrtrand 

0 

0 

0 

Bethany 

676,237 

289,493 

0 

Bethel 

0 

0 

0 

Beverly  Hills 

0 

54,023 

0 

Bevier 

61,004 

0 

26,073 

Big  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

Bigclow 

0 

0 

0 

Billings 

61,701 

0 

0 

Birch  Tree 

50,026 

1,626 

23,228 

Birmingham 

7,406 

0 

0 

Bismarck 

84,008 

0 

36,439 

Blackburn 

6,480 

0 

0 

Black  Jack 

0 

395,880 

0 

Blackwatcr 

8,009 

4,004 

2,052 

Blairstown 

8,393 

0 

0 

Bland 

22,104 

19,386 

0 

Blodgett 

0 

0 

0 

Bloomfield 

120,364 

17,195 

0 

Bloomsdalc 

79,414 

0 

0 

Blue  Eye 

12,189 

0 

0 

Blue  Springs 

6,229,486 

0 

2,906,024 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,227 

15,116 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,696 

22,418 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,316 

4,316 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,174,034 

3,878,894 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,967 

5,967 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,645 

9,645 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,769 

7,769 

14,466 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,195 

118,148 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

89,508 

219,272 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,301 

32,113 

6,498 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,783 

72,324 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,440 

302,589 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

416,127 

1,062,405 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,532 

44,763 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,025 

39,086 

15,116 

0 

0 

0 

0 

59,972 

168,229 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

115,666 

521,974 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

815,515 

7,764,042 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,471 

69,396 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,579 

4,579 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,731 

12,097 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

377,659 

2,008,022 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

66,690 

233,748 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,772 

27,772 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

115,853 

1,081,583 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,541 

4,541 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,630 

76,653 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,134 

114,211 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,766 

4,766 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,426 

1,426 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,945 

102,646 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,794 

98,674 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,031 

15,437 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,168 

175,615 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,658 

17,138 

64,246 

0 

0 

0 

0 

254,900 

715,026 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,468 

21,533 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,292 

13,685 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,204 

62,694 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,945 

9,945 

14,657 

0 

0 

0 

0 

73,257 

225,473 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,725 

95,139 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,841 

17,030 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,804,416 

10,939,926 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Blythcdale 

0 

0 

0 

Bogard 

0 

0 

0 

Bolckow 

0 

0 

0 

Bolivar 

1,723,790 

1,267,793 

812,339 

Bonne  Terre 

426,717 

199,752 

199,752 

Boonvillc 

1,008,903 

478,342 

0 

Bosworth 

0 

0 

0 

Bourbon 

163,117 

0 

78,098 

Bowling  Green 

498,634 

127,271 

254,562 

Bragg  City 

0 

0 

0 

Brandsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Branson 

10,262,327 

0 

5,091,554 

Branson  West 

816,776 

408,387 

408,387 

Brashcar 

8,972 

0 

0 

Braymcr 

51,359 

0 

0 

Brcckenridge 

8,352 

0 

0 

Brcckcnridge  Hills 

0 

130,567 

0 

Brentwood 

0 

5,516,673 

0 

Bridgcton 

0 

6,079,816 

0 

Brimson 

0 

0 

0 

Bronaugh 

0 

0 

0 

Brookficld 

733,062 

183,271 

344,600 

Brooklyn  Heights 

0 

0 

0 

Browning 

8,301 

0 

0 

Brownington 

0 

0 

0 

Brumlcy 

3,858 

0 

0 

Brunswick 

130,548 

0 

0 

Bucklin 

32,819 

0 

0 

Buckncr 

174,358 

87,179 

74,705 

Buffalo 

669,164 

0 

310,496 

Bull  Creek  Village 

10,519 

0 

0 

Bunccton 

8,641 

0 

0 

Bunker 

41,750 

0 

0 

Burgess 

0 

0 

0 

Burlington  Junction 

0 

0 

0 

Butler 

625,423 

390,546 

312,810 

Buttcrficld 

3,939 

0 

0 

Byrnes  Mill 

168,624 

0 

0 

Cabool 

326,439 

163,218 

0 

Cains  villc 

0 

0 

0 

Cairo 

0 

0 

0 

Caledonia 

14,657 

0 

0 

Calhoun 

18,766 

7,672 

3,556 

California 

479,351 

214,937 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,744 

8,744 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,782 

8,782 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,782 

8,782 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

343,132 

4,147,054 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

151,581 

977,802 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

307,817 

1,795,062 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,336 

14,336 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,590 

291,805 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

122,346 

1,002,813 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,093 

7,093 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,530 

6,530 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

235,647 

15,589,528 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,312 

1,648,862 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,508 

19,480 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,152 

85,511 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,038 

25,390 

45,565 

0 

0 

0 

0 

180,779 

356,911 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

288,714 

5,805,387 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

583,583 

6,663,399 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,364 

2,364 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,195 

9,195 

66,130 

0 

0 

0 

0 

178,978 

1,506,041 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,691 

4,691 

1,224 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,897 

21,422 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,466 

4,466 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,828 

7,686 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,715 

165,263 

2,439 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,665 

54,923 

33,647 

0 

0 

0 

0 

102,268 

472,157 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

104,369 

1,084,029 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,444 

18,963 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,060 

21,701 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,025 

57,775 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,627 

2,627 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,719 

23,719 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

157,961 

1,486,740 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,899 

18,838 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

89,170 

257,794 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

81,364 

571,021 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,886 

13,886 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,996 

10,996 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,930 

20,587 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,427 

48,421 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

150,305 

844,593 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Callao 

4,886 

0 

0 

Calvcrton  Park 

0 

77,054 

0 

Camden 

0 

0 

0 

Camden  Point 

0 

0 

0 

Camdcnton 

1,429,438 

714,720 

699,174 

Cameron 

1,263,691 

631,847 

0 

Campbell 

141,628 

0 

0 

Canalou 

0 

0 

0 

Canton 

232,460 

87,173 

0 

Cape  Girardeau 

8,626,400 

8,892,993 

4,188,669 

Cardwcll 

16,872 

0 

0 

Carl  Junction 

273,157 

104,467 

104,459 

Carrollton 

407,662 

0 

203,818 

Cartcrvillc 

70,397 

35,198 

26,958 

Carthage 

1,889,710 

1,244,162 

903,931 

Caruthersvillc 

517,689 

258,805 

0 

Carytown 

0 

0 

0 

Cassville 

834,457 

834,456 

0 

Catron 

0 

0 

0 

Cedar  Hill  Lakes 

0 

0 

0 

Center 

57,382 

0 

0 

Ccntcrtown 

22,251 

0 

0 

Ccntervicw 

0 

0 

0 

Ccntcrvillc 

18,124 

0 

0 

Ccntralia 

332,960 

166,470 

166,470 

Chaffee 

170,938 

85,469 

0 

Chain  of  Rocks 

0 

0 

0 

Chain-O-Lakcs 

0 

0 

0 

Chamois 

22,981 

0 

0 

Champ 

0 

0 

0 

Char  lack 

0 

83,408 

0 

Charleston 

527,346 

0 

248,777 

Chesterfield 

0 

11,211,637 

0 

Chilhowce 

13,806 

0 

0 

Chillicothc 

1,820,131 

1,294,847 

863,296 

Chula 

0 

0 

0 

Clarence 

78,828 

0 

0 

Clark 

0 

0 

0 

Clarksburg 

5,110 

0 

0 

Clarksdalc 

0 

0 

0 

Clarkson  Valley 

0 

0 

0 

Clarksville 

31,181 

0 

0 

Clarkton 

57,737 

0 

0 

Claycomo 

294,205 

73,656 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,921 

15,807 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49,614 

126,668 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,844 

7,844 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,164 

18,164 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

104,294 

2,947,626 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

367,338 

2,262,876 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70,668 

212,296 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,060 

13,060 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

95,963 

415,596 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,326,629 

23,034,691 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,611 

46,483 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

198,681 

680,764 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

154,696 

766,176 

7,776 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69,429 

209,758 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

475,423 

4,513,226 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

253,699 

1,030,193 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,144 

8,144 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

108,460 

1,777,373 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,552 

2,552 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,594 

8,594 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,169 

81,551 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,645 

31,896 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,345 

9,345 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,417 

24,541 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

141,636 

807,536 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

114,240 

370,647 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,415 

3,415 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,766 

4,766 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,113 

40,094 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

450 

450 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,705 

137.113 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

177,589 

953,712 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,756,453 

12,968,090 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,347 

26,153 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

336,564 

4,314,838 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,431 

7,431 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,339 

113.167 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,321 

10,321 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,073 

19,183 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,173 

13,173 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100,391 

100,391 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,389 

49,570 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49,914 

107,651 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

47,550 

415,411 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Clayton 

0 

2,563,290 

0 

Clcarmont 

0 

0 

0 

Cleveland 

58,499 

0 

0 

Clever 

78,500 

39,250 

0 

Cliff  Village 

0 

0 

0 

Clifton  Hill 

0 

0 

0 

Climax  Springs 

1,844 

0 

0 

Clinton 

1,705,208 

1,660,968 

406,445 

Clyde 

0 

0 

0 

Cobalt 

0 

0 

0 

Coffey 

0 

0 

0 

Cole  Camp 

142,633 

0 

58,116 

Collins 

36,937 

10,552 

0 

Columbia 

19,527,445 

9,348,162 

9,349,099 

Commerce 

0 

0 

0 

Conception  Junction 

0 

0 

0 

Concordia 

303,809 

294,767 

71,427 

Coney  Island 

0 

0 

0 

Conway 

68,438 

34,220 

0 

Cool  Valley 

0 

86,842 

0 

Cooter 

0 

0 

0 

Cordcr 

5,956 

2,978 

0 

Corning 

0 

0 

0 

Cosby 

0 

0 

0 

Cottlevillc 

722,866 

361,412 

0 

Country  Club  Village 

45,453 

0 

0 

Country  Club  Hills 

0 

83,297 

0 

Country  Life  Acres 

0 

0 

0 

Cowgill 

0 

0 

0 

Craig 

11,928 

0 

0 

Crane 

130,317 

0 

59,089 

Crcighton 

12,914 

0 

0 

Crcstwood 

0 

3,520,444 

0 

Crcvc  Cocur 

0 

1,836,089 

0 

Crocker 

105,914 

0 

44,928 

Cross  Timbers 

0 

0 

0 

Crystal  City 

829,724 

392,546 

0 

Crystal  Lake  Park 

0 

26,637 

0 

Crystal  Lakes 

3,917 

0 

0 

Cuba 

627,570 

0 

313,785 

Curryville 

18,974 

0 

0 

Dadcvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Dalton 

0 

0 

0 

Dardcnc  Prairie 

994,129 

497,065 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

598,032 

3,161,322 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,168 

7,168 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,217 

80,716 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,905 

155,655 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,238 

1,238 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,654 

4,654 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,002 

4,846 

176,977 

0 

0 

0 

0 

349,437 

4,299,035 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,777 

2,777 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,093 

7,093 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,254 

5,254 

9,743 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,580 

249,072 

3,233 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,605 

57,327 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,172,402 

41,397,108 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,128 

4,128 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,581 

7,581 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

88,569 

758,572 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,528 

3,528 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,884 

130,542 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,569 

127,411 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,513 

16,513 

4,054 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,025 

29,013 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

788 

788 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,367 

5,367 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,357 

1,156,635 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69,279 

114,732 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,828 

135,125 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,040 

3,040 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,270 

9,270 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,597 

23,525 

15,851 

0 

0 

0 

0 

52,166 

257,423 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,084 

24,998 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

445,212 

3,965,656 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

619,236 

2,455,325 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,768 

189,610 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,943 

6,943 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

159,388 

1,381,658 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,151 

43,788 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,374 

18,291 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

121,220 

1,062,575 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,420 

28,394 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,407 

8,407 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,013 

1,013 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

164,529 

1,655,723 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Darlington 

0 

0 

0 

Dearborn 

47,327 

0 

0 

Dccpwatcr 

8,598 

370 

370 

Dccrricld 

0 

0 

0 

DeKalb 

0 

0 

0 

Dcllwood 

0 

472,495 

0 

Delta 

25,563 

11,121 

0 

Dennis  Acres 

0 

0 

0 

Denver 

0 

0 

0 

Dcs  Arc 

0 

0 

0 

Dcslogc 

1,045,114 

1,008,802 

504,754 

De  Soto 

1,211,246 

583,601 

0 

Des  Peres 

0 

6,556,845 

0 

Dc  Witt 

0 

0 

0 

Dexter 

1,322,361 

1,444,022 

0 

Diamond 

71,156 

0 

21,271 

Dichlstadt 

0 

0 

0 

Diggins 

12,368 

0 

5,520 

Dixon 

171,517 

0 

75,626 

Doniphan 

487,975 

0 

228,003 

Doolittle 

48,590 

0 

0 

Dover 

0 

0 

0 

Downing 

0 

0 

0 

Drcxcl 

99,072 

49,536 

0 

Dudley 

46,481 

0 

0 

Ducnwcg 

92,539 

46,269 

0 

Duqucsnc 

349,018 

91,093 

0 

Dutchtown 

7,196 

0 

0 

Eaglcvillc 

131,855 

82,409 

32,964 

East  Lynnc 

10,068 

5,034 

0 

Easton 

7,888 

0 

0 

East  Prairie 

259,517 

175,883 

115,250 

Edgar  Springs 

23,343 

0 

0 

Edgerton 

20,324 

0 

0 

Edina 

138,099 

0 

0 

Edmundson 

0 

584,524 

0 

Eldon 

838,779 

758,369 

303,398 

El  Dorado  Springs 

402,070 

401,953 

0 

Ellington 

292,275 

139,890 

0 

Ellisvillc 

0 

1,365,462 

0 

Ellsinorc 

58,317 

28,103 

0 

Elmer 

0 

0 

0 

Elmira 

0 

0 

0 

Elmo 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,241 

4,241 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,853 

67,180 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,027 

28,365 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,815 

2,815 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,645 

9,645 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

197,217 

669,712 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,403 

56,087 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,552 

2,552 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,501 

1,501 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,018 

7,018 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

180,216 

2,738,886 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

239,250 

2,034,097 

11 

0 

0 

0 

0 

322,453 

7,270,699 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,503 

4,503 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

276,067 

3,042,450 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,286 

122,713 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,117 

6,117 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,184 

29,072 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

58,921 

306,064 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,507 

788,485 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,169 

72,759 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,053 

4,053 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,862 

14,862 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,907 

189,515 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,846 

57,327 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,805 

177,613 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,548 

501,659 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,715 

10,911 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,047 

259,275 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,259 

26,361 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,683 

17,571 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

121,107 

671,757 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,131 

30,474 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,003 

40,327 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

46,274 

184,373 

)2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,525 

638,011 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

183,707 

2,084,253 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

141,674 

945,697 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,218 

471,383 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

341,668 

1,707,130 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,623 

100,043 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,678 

3,678 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,077 

3,077 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,230 

6,230 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Elsbcrry 

148,392 

0 

67,844 

Emerald  Beach 

0 

0 

0 

Eminence 

78,885 

37,734 

37,734 

Emma 

9,228 

0 

0 

Eolia 

29,062 

0 

0 

Essex 

13,854 

0 

0 

Ethel 

0 

0 

0 

Eureka 

0 

2,143,207 

0 

Evcrton 

26,570 

0 

0 

Ewing 

23,874 

0 

0 

Excelsior  Estates 

0 

0 

0 

Excelsior  Springs 

1,514,379 

1,473,486 

716,406 

Exeter 

22,215 

0 

0 

Fairfax 

33,047 

0 

0 

Fair  Grove 

135,055 

101,127 

67,528 

Fair  Play 

25,158 

13,310 

11,856 

Fairview 

11,223 

0 

0 

Farbcr 

6,521 

0 

0 

Farley 

0 

0 

0 

Farmington 

3,307,693 

3,205,023 

0 

Fayette 

218,676 

24,315 

0 

Fcnton 

0 

3,817,673 

0 

Ferguson 

0 

3,553,270 

0 

Fcrrclvicw 

15,188 

0 

0 

Festus 

3,048,799 

1,483,167 

1,484,111 

Fidelity 

0 

0 

0 

Fillmore 

0 

0 

0 

Fisk 

45,265 

21,261 

0 

Fleming 

0 

0 

0 

Flcmington 

0 

0 

0 

Flint  Hill 

109,757 

0 

0 

Flordell  Hills 

0 

54,264 

0 

Florissant 

0 

6,539,845 

0 

Foley 

10,661 

0 

0 

Fordland 

29,459 

0 

0 

Forest  City 

6,580 

0 

0 

Foristell 

217,906 

86,748 

0 

Forsyth 

339,807 

328,237 

0 

Fortescuc 

0 

0 

0 

Foster 

0 

0 

0 

Fountain  N'  Lakes 

0 

0 

0 

Four  Seasons 

181,155 

90,578 

0 

Frankfbrd 

8,704 

0 

0 

Franklin 

1,386 

693 

693 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


16,933 

0 

0 

0 

0 

76,823 

309,992 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,382 

9,382 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,566 

174,919 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,120 

18,348 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,325 

45,387 

1,700 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,665 

35,219 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,753 

3,753 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

288,076 

2,431,283 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,084 

38,654 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,414 

41,288 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,870 

9,870 

226,897 

0 

0 

0 

0 

407,082 

4,338,250 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,533 

48,748 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,206 

57,253 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,545 

345,255 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,687 

66,011 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,824 

26,047 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,425 

21,946 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,482 

8,482 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

522,560 

7,035,276 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

104,820 

347,811 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

163,628 

3,981,301 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

840,885 

4,394,155 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,255 

37,443 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

362,534 

6,378,611 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,457 

9,457 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,919 

7,919 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,623 

80,149 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,579 

4,579 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,654 

4,654 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,224 

123,981 

8,806 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,940 

98,010 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,895,125 

8,434,970 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,680 

17,341 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,670 

55,129 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,685 

19,265 

37,641 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,422 

354,717 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

63,275 

731,319 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,914 

1,914 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,879 

4,879 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,841 

4,841 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,031 

327,764 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,173 

21.877 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,203 

6,975 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Frcdcricktown 

662,999 

0 

310,234 

Frccburg 

116,376 

0 

0 

Freeman 

32,059 

0 

0 

Freistatt 

0 

0 

0 

Fremont  Hills 

20,967 

0 

0 

Frohna 

0 

0 

0 

Frontcnac 

0 

1,970,721 

0 

Fulton 

1,507,084 

753,542 

753,542 

Gainesville 

193,168 

6,743 

0 

Galena 

21,749 

0 

0 

Gallatin 

129,936 

0 

73,322 

Gait 

0 

0 

0 

Garden  City 

94,401 

40,187 

40,186 

Gasconade 

3,178 

0 

0 

Gentry 

0 

0 

0 

Gerald 

128,313 

0 

61,111 

Gerstcr 

168 

0 

0 

Gibbs 

0 

0 

0 

Gideon 

38,402 

0 

0 

Gilliam 

3,864 

483 

0 

Gilman  City 

15,754 

0 

0 

Ginger  Blue 

12,343 

0 

0 

Gladstone 

2,985,012 

2,073,133 

1,382,099 

Glasgow 

107,761 

26,941 

49,253 

Glenairc 

0 

0 

0 

Glcnallcn 

0 

0 

0 

Glcndalc 

0 

458,279 

0 

Glen  Echo  Park 

0 

0 

0 

Glcnwood 

0 

0 

0 

Golden  City 

30,540 

17,452 

17,452 

Goodman 

57,305 

0 

0 

Gordonvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Gower 

72,113 

18,029 

0 

Graham 

0 

0 

0 

Grain  Valley 

653,059 

416,863 

275,231 

Granby 

204,530 

38,337 

0 

Grand  Falls  Plaza 

0 

0 

0 

Grandin 

10,724 

0 

0 

Grand  Pass 

0 

0 

0 

Grand  view 

2,744,762 

2,638,786 

1,267,481 

Granger 

0 

0 

0 

Grant  City 

157,843 

0 

0 

Grantwood 

0 

84,452 

0 

Gravois  Mills 

32,823 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

147,416 

1,120,649 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,875 

132,251 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,553 

51,612 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,905 

6,905 

5,154 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,405 

48,526 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,206 

7,206 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

130,715 

2,101,436 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

455,157 

3,469,325 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,719 

223,630 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,926 

38,675 

22,034 

0 

0 

0 

0 

67,140 

292,432 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,321 

10,321 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,294 

231,068 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,020 

13,198 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,790 

3,790 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43,947 

233,371 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,313 

1,481 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,753 

3,753 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,770 

80,172 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,594 

12,941 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,261 

30,015 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,343 

440,514 

0 

0 

0 

0 

989,464 

7,870,222 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

47,400 

231,355 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,754 

20,754 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,442 

5,442 

54,551 

0 

0 

0 

0 

216,432 

729,262 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,230 

6,230 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,618 

7,618 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,176 

98,620 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

44,397 

101,702 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,950 

15,950 

9,408 

0 

0 

0 

0 

52,504 

152,054 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,168 

7,168 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

193,652 

1,538,805 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

79,600 

322,467 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,903 

3,903 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,857 

19,581 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,989 

1,989 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

933,770 

7,584,799 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,651 

1,651 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,752 

192,595 

8,352 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,138 

125,942 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,806 

40,629 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Green  Castle 

0 

0 

0 

Green  City 

53,699 

26,850 

0 

Grccndalc 

0 

48,635 

0 

Greenfield 

126,085 

19,836 

0 

Green  Park 

0 

402,868 

0 

Green  Ridge 

31,943 

0 

0 

Grccntop 

20,570 

0 

4,456 

Greenville 

44,026 

40,709 

0 

Greenwood 

237,479 

96,790 

96,790 

Guilford 

0 

0 

0 

Gunn  City 

0 

0 

0 

Hale 

25,311 

12,655 

12,655 

Half  Way 

12,129 

0 

0 

Halls  villc 

69,116 

0 

0 

Halltown 

0 

0 

0 

Hamilton 

120,310 

0 

60,155 

Hanley  Hills 

0 

123,800 

0 

Hannibal 

2,882,375 

3,602,151 

0 

Hardin 

18,482 

0 

0 

Harris 

0 

0 

0 

Harrisburg 

17,497 

0 

0 

Harrisonville 

1,997,915 

952,568 

0 

Hartsburg 

3,696 

0 

0 

Hart  villc 

66,750 

33,375 

0 

Harwood 

0 

0 

0 

Hawk  Point 

53,226 

0 

0 

Hayti 

336,388 

246,495 

156,671 

Hayti  Heights 

8,166 

2,674 

0 

Haywood  City 

0 

0 

0 

Hazelwood 

0 

6,385,670 

0 

Henrietta 

64,740 

0 

0 

Hcrculaneum 

475,265 

498,694 

0 

Hermann 

469,720 

111,883 

223,771 

Hermitage 

127,890 

62,547 

0 

Higbec 

19,163 

0 

9,582 

Higgins  villc 

568,838 

406,416 

265,265 

High  Hill 

9,186 

0 

0 

Highlandvillc 

29,924 

0 

0 

Hillsboro 

250,862 

94,073 

0 

Hillsdale 

0 

86,089 

0 

Hobcrg 

0 

0 

0 

Holcomb 

27,038 

0 

0 

Holdcn 

256,938 

0 

115,657 

Holland 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,559 

11,559 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,820 

106,369 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,096 

75,731 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,965 

196,886 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100,053 

502,921 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,701 

48,644 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,025 

41,051 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,926 

101,661 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

148,316 

579,375 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,265 

3,265 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,190 

3,190 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,751 

68,372 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,605 

18,734 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,704 

105,820 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,093 

7,093 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

68,041 

248,506 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

79,712 

203,512 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

666,410 

7,150,936 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,043 

41,525 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,941 

3,941 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,905 

24,402 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

335,738 

3,286,221 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,053 

7,749 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,780 

122,905 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,378 

3,378 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,226 

70,452 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

120,357 

859,911 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,935 

39,775 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,969 

8,969 

1,787,768 

0 

0 

0 

0 

983,497 

9,156,935 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,151 

81,891 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

105,270 

1,079,229 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100,354 

905,728 

6.917 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,615 

215,969 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,381 

52,126 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

175,713 

1,416,232 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,669 

17,855 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,726 

62,650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

62,862 

407,797 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,431 

141,520 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,252 

2,252 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,120 

53,158 

24,711 

0 

0 

0 

0 

94,199 

491,505 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,232 

9,232 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Holliday 

0 

0 

0 

Hollistcr 

966,092 

483,047 

468,897 

Holt 

54,433 

52,365 

25,148 

Holts  Summit 

576,272 

139,235 

139,235 

Homestead 

0 

0 

0 

Homcstown 

1,318 

0 

0 

Hopkins 

0 

0 

0 

Homcrsvillc 

39,814 

0 

0 

Houston 

651,825 

234,684 

156,518 

Houston  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

Houstonia 

0 

0 

0 

Howardvillc 

2,648 

0 

0 

Hughcsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Humans  villc 

55,474 

15,797 

31,943 

Hume 

15,854 

0 

0 

Humphreys 

0 

0 

0 

Hunncwell 

4,297 

0 

0 

Huntlcigh 

0 

0 

0 

Huntsdalc 

0 

217 

0 

Huntsvillc 

61,846 

0 

30,923 

Hurdland 

0 

0 

0 

Hurley 

3,359 

0 

0 

Iatan 

0 

0 

0 

Iberia 

89,058 

51,345 

2,652 

Independence 

17,680,350 

14,056,693 

6,851,198 

Indian  Point 

175,834 

87,917 

0 

Innsbrook 

29,321 

0 

0 

Ionia 

0 

0 

0 

Irondalc 

11,987 

0 

0 

Iron  Mtn.  Lake 

11,155 

0 

0 

Ironton 

244,608 

114,543 

114,490 

Jackson 

2,105,923 

0 

983,875 

Jacksonville 

0 

0 

0 

Jameson 

0 

0 

0 

Jamesport 

46,663 

23,313 

0 

Jamestown 

0 

0 

0 

Jane 

8,736 

0 

0 

Jasper 

90,851 

45,425 

39,477 

Jefferson  City 

9,277,934 

9,009,897 

1 

Jennings 

0 

1,745,446 

0 

Jcrico  Springs 

0 

0 

0 

Jonesburg 

66,934 

30,774 

0 

Joplin 

18,200,720 

7,575,677 

6,070,778 

Josephvillc 

4,790 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,841 

4,841 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

145,126 

2,063,162 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,199 

147,145 

107,298 

0 

0 

0 

0 

110,149 

1,072,189 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,793 

6,793 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,793 

8,111 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,729 

21,729 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,745 

65,559 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,759 

1,117,786 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,658 

10,658 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,321 

10,321 

404 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,835 

15,887 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,530 

6,530 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,503 

138,717 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,647 

28,501 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,155 

6,155 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,519 

12,816 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,122 

12,122 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,589 

2,806 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

58,283 

151,052 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,969 

8,969 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,892 

9,251 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,027 

2,027 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,432 

167,487 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,251,637 

42,839,878 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,067 

285,818 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,601 

46,922 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,053 

4,053 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,400 

28,387 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,008 

37,163 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,206 

528,847 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

448,364 

3,538,162 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,117 

6,117 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,503 

4,503 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,952 

88,928 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,336 

14,336 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,736 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,942 

213,695 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,487,517 

19,775,349 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

580,543 

2,325,989 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,720 

9,720 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,083 

123,791 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,707,740 

33,554,915 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,133 

14,923 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Junction  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,972 

11.972 

Kahoka 

246,840 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

84,103 

330,943 

Kansas  City 

66,396,030 

32,971,815 

57,873,865 

29,172,422 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,570,943 

202,985,075 

Kearney 

1,000,560 

455,874 

455,894 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

205,361 

2,117,689 

Kelso 

86,726 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,778 

106,504 

Kcnnctt 

1,279,952 

365,473 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

422,582 

2,068,007 

Keytesvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,003 

20,003 

Kidder 

24,153 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,170 

34,323 

Kimbcrling  City 

331,011 

311,686 

0 

67,221 

0 

0 

0 

0 

84,554 

794,472 

Kimmswick 

47,406 

0 

23,703 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,528 

74,637 

King  City 

99,417 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,980 

137,397 

Kingdom  City 

267,914 

133,957 

133,859 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,541 

540,271 

Kingston 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,771 

10.771 

Kingsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,645 

9,645 

Kinloch 

0 

30,031 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,851 

46,882 

Kirbyvillc 

11,919 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,128 

16,047 

Kirks  villc 

2,520,501 

1,805,801 

1,204,148 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

649,410 

6,179,860 

Kirkwood 

0 

4,336,954 

0 

258,461 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,025,455 

5,620,870 

Knob  Nostcr 

163,815 

72,529 

72,529 

49,204 

0 

0 

0 

0 

92,397 

450,474 

Knox  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,369 

8,369 

Koshkonong 

33,780 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,693 

41,473 

La  Belle 

37,900 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,107 

63,007 

Laclede 

0 

5,048 

5,047 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,575 

25,670 

Laddonia 

0 

19,010 

19,010 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,268 

61,288 

Ladue 

0 

1,605,987 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

324,442 

1,930,429 

La  Grange 

44,047 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,529 

81,576 

Lake  Annette 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,117 

6,117 

Lake  Lafayette 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,985 

12,985 

Lake  Lotawana 

152,595 

19,074 

18,567 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70,255 

260,491 

Lake  Mykcc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,235 

12,235 

Lake  Ozark 

805,872 

263,022 

263,023 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,881 

1,387,798 

Lake  St.  Louis 

2,094,496 

0 

1,047,250 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

381,637 

3,523,383 

Lakeshire 

0 

80,144 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,603 

131,747 

Lakeside 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,389 

1,389 

Lake  Tapawingo 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,637 

31,637 

Lake  Waukomis 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34,414 

34,414 

Lake  Winnebago 

0 

16,823 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,852 

50,675 

Lamar 

642,620 

321,228 

321,228 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

166,068 

1,451,144 

Lamar  Heights 

0 

99,060 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,106 

107.166 

La  Monte 

82,659 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,931 

122,590 

Lanagan 

15,250 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,425 

30,675 

Lancaster 

70,784 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,659 

98,443 

La  Plata 

104,476 

23,702 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,769 

183,947 

Laredo 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,382 

9,382 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

La  Russell 

0 

0 

0 

Lathrop 

116,819 

58,493 

0 

LaTour 

0 

0 

0 

Laurie 

420,794 

210,397 

204,672 

Lawson 

184,058 

169,157 

0 

Lcadington 

149,882 

149,855 

74,928 

Lcadwood 

49,534 

0 

0 

Lcasburg 

0 

0 

0 

Leawood 

0 

0 

0 

Lebanon 

3,049,208 

1,474,850 

1,476,918 

Lee's  Summit 

12,314,728 

9,119,595 

5,837,113 

Leeton 

27,544 

13,772 

0 

Leonard 

0 

0 

0 

Leslie 

0 

0 

0 

Levasy 

2,326 

0 

0 

Lewis  &  Clark 

0 

0 

0 

Lcwistown 

46,064 

0 

0 

Lexington 

376,101 

351,512 

48,229 

Liberal 

34,809 

0 

0 

Liberty 

3,494,225 

3,235,508 

871,507 

Licking 

239,369 

119,684 

0 

Lilbourn 

51,630 

0 

0 

Lincoln 

95,358 

44,105 

0 

Linn 

230,948 

0 

0 

Linn  Creek 

74,449 

55,512 

18,287 

Linncus 

0 

0 

0 

Livonia 

0 

0 

0 

Lock  Springs 

0 

0 

0 

Lockwood 

80,835 

0 

0 

Lohman 

0 

0 

0 

Loma  Linda 

21,865 

0 

0 

Lone  Jack 

47,858 

44,946 

0 

Longtown 

0 

0 

0 

Louisburg 

0 

0 

0 

Louisiana 

786,358 

0 

0 

Lowry  City 

111,091 

12,723 

0 

Lucerne 

0 

0 

0 

Ludlow 

0 

0 

0 

Lupus 

0 

0 

0 

Luray 

0 

0 

0 

MacKcnzic 

0 

0 

0 

Macks  Creek 

9,669 

0 

0 

Macon 

823,532 

229,199 

0 

Madison 

23,557 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,179 

5,179 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

78,512 

253,824 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,029 

2,029 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,882 

860,745 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

87,669 

440,884 

35,724 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,731 

418,120 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43,534 

93,068 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,122 

12,122 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,927 

33,927 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

456,170 

6,457,146 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,653,332 

29,924,768 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,231 

64,547 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,477 

2,477 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,265 

3,265 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,053 

6,379 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,817 

5,817 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,330 

68,394 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

167,119 

942,961 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,235 

64,044 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

984,473 

8,585,713 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,206 

414,259 

2,323 

0 

0 

0 

0 

48,901 

102,854 

15,007 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,505 

192,975 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,815 

281,763 

27,660 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,508 

186,416 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,848 

13,848 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,278 

4,278 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,589 

2,589 

6,889 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,117 

124,841 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,305 

6,305 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,027 

40,892 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,815 

112,619 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,852 

2,852 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,517 

5,517 

63,338 

0 

0 

0 

0 

144,976 

994,672 

9,710 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,321 

160,845 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,453 

3,453 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,656 

7,656 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,088 

1,088 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,828 

3,828 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,141 

5,141 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,020 

19,689 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

207,838 

1,260,569 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,992 

45,549 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Maitland 

7,997 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,835 

20,832 

Maiden 

590,145 

286,756 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

179,466 

1,056,367 

Malta  Bend 

15,602 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,345 

24,947 

Manchester 

0 

1,936,454 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

719,102 

2,655,556 

Mansfield 

126,234 

72,134 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,627 

248,995 

Maplcwood 

0 

3,200,884 

0 

78,390 

0 

0 

0 

0 

346,322 

3,625,596 

Marble  Hill 

243,837 

121,918 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,369 

422,124 

Marcelinc 

192,259 

0 

83,660 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

96,000 

371,919 

Marionvillc 

215,848 

71,950 

71,950 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

79,300 

439,048 

Marlborough 

0 

263,443 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

83,878 

347,321 

Marquand 

9,505 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,420 

18,925 

Marshall 

1,507,806 

760,191 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

466,604 

2,734,601 

Marshfield 

1,133,736 

566,849 

533,754 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

214,668 

2,449,007 

Marston 

61,835 

92,575 

0 

123,492 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,893 

300,795 

Marthasvillc 

0 

75,685 

37,884 

16,700 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,412 

161,681 

Martinsburg 

38,467 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,235 

50,702 

Maryland  Heights 

0 

3,718,529 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

966,609 

4,685,138 

Maryville 

1,661,496 

1,681,277 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

397,099 

3,739,872 

Matthews 

270,904 

66,881 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,705 

360,490 

Maysvillc 

62,227 

15,557 

31,114 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

45,486 

154,384 

Mayview 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,034 

11,034 

McBainc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

638 

638 

McCord  Bend 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,959 

10,959 

McFall 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,066 

5,066 

McKittrick 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,702 

2,702 

Mcadvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,151 

17,151 

Memphis 

320,195 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

77,348 

397,543 

Mcndon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,806 

7,806 

Mercer 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,835 

12,835 

Mcrriam  Woods 

21,382 

0 

10,180 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42,859 

74,421 

Merwin 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,115 

3,115 

Mcta 

23,732 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,345 

33,077 

Mctz 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,514 

2,514 

Mexico 

1,618,265 

767,229 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

424,833 

2,810,327 

Miami 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,005 

6,005 

Middlctown 

15,397 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,468 

22,865 

Milan 

195,064 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

73,483 

268,547 

Milford 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,951 

1,951 

Millard 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,815 

2,815 

Miller 

68,691 

10,157 

20,314 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,297 

127,459 

Mill  Spring 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,219 

8,219 

Milo 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,152 

3,152 

Mindcnmincs 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,349 

15,349 

Miner 

508,532 

501,549 

0 

18,860 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,631 

1,068,572 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Mineral  Point 

0 

0 

0 

Miramiquoa  Park 

0 

0 

0 

Missouri  City 

0 

0 

0 

Mobcrly 

2,150,065 

2,055,836 

1,028,564 

Mokanc 

10,141 

0 

0 

Molinc  Acres 

0 

189,737 

0 

Monctt 

1,756,420 

1,300,678 

0 

Monroe  City 

323,325 

146,409 

0 

Montgomery  City 

293,299 

0 

138,897 

Monticcllo 

0 

0 

0 

Montrose 

29,780 

14,889 

0 

Moorcsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Morehouse 

23,011 

0 

0 

Morlcy 

7,151 

0 

0 

Morrison 

5,688 

0 

0 

Morris  villc 

12,932 

0 

0 

Mosby 

69,561 

0 

0 

Moscow  Mills 

248,609 

0 

116,900 

Mound  City 

80,167 

80,167 

78,977 

Mountain  Grove 

943,665 

471,791 

450,564 

Mountain  View 

750,546 

0 

232,755 

Mound  villc 

0 

0 

0 

Mount  Leonard 

0 

0 

0 

Mount  Moriah 

0 

0 

0 

Mount  Vernon 

510,085 

509,630 

0 

Napoleon 

0 

0 

0 

Naylor 

17,335 

8,551 

8,551 

Neck  City 

0 

0 

0 

Ncclyvillc 

16,579 

0 

0 

Nelson 

0 

0 

0 

Neosho 

2,153,638 

2,067,331 

1,033,418 

Nevada 

1,447,942 

1,447,731 

723,866 

Newark 

0 

0 

0 

New  Bloomticld 

25,500 

12,746 

0 

Newburg 

16,482 

7,042 

7,042 

New  Cambria 

7,051 

0 

0 

New  Florence 

93,895 

44,786 

44,786 

New  Franklin 

43,839 

21,920 

15,596 

New  Hampton 

0 

0 

0 

New  Haven 

215,482 

101,458 

101,461 

New  London 

85,849 

0 

24,758 

New  Madrid 

214,320 

107,057 

0 

New  Mcllc 

40,711 

20,355 

20,356 

Ncwtonia 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,623 

13,623 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,766 

4,766 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,071 

11.071 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

515,692 

5,750,157 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,055 

17.196 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

99,903 

289,640 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

277,568 

3,334,666 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

97,126 

566,860 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

91,647 

523,843 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,729 

4,729 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,650 

60,319 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,340 

3,340 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,092 

61,103 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,723 

36,874 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,616 

10,304 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,910 

25,842 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,082 

78,643 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

65,376 

430,885 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

44,773 

284,084 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

171,660 

2,037,680 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

91,197 

1,074,498 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,865 

3,865 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,616 

4.616 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,367 

5,367 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

150,756 

1,170,471 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,806 

7,806 

6,773 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,893 

64,103 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,466 

4,466 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,277 

34,856 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,956 

7,956 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

394,247 

5,648,634 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

323,016 

3,942,555 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,753 

3,753 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,480 

60,726 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,164 

48,730 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,332 

15,383 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,672 

212,139 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42,971 

124,326 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,098 

13,098 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70,067 

488,468 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,567 

148,174 

78,414 

0 

0 

0 

0 

125,123 

524,914 

8,544 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,771 

100,737 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,669 

8,669 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Newtown 

0 

0 

0 

Niangua 

12,182 

0 

6,091 

Nixa 

1,964,898 

0 

982,450 

Noel 

169,663 

63,630 

79,712 

Norbornc 

37,512 

0 

18,599 

Normandy 

0 

227,162 

0 

North  Kansas  City 

3,120,326 

0 

1,539,588 

North  Lilbourn 

0 

0 

0 

Northmoor 

131,423 

0 

0 

Northwoods 

0 

391,007 

0 

Norwood 

26,017 

13,009 

0 

Norwood  Court 

0 

0 

0 

Novelty 

0 

0 

0 

Novingcr 

0 

0 

0 

Oak  Grove 

945,416 

455,939 

455,957 

Oak  Grove  Village 

101,468 

29,295 

0 

Oakland 

0 

128,983 

0 

Oak  Ridge 

0 

0 

0 

Oaks 

1,219 

93 

610 

Oakview 

52,225 

48,404 

0 

Oakwood 

0 

0 

0 

Oakwood  Park 

0 

0 

0 

Odessa 

530,200 

529,916 

265,060 

O'Fallon 

9,582,007 

2,446,927 

4,515,210 

Old  Applcton 

0 

0 

0 

Old  Monroe 

35,389 

8,427 

8,428 

Olean 

0 

0 

0 

Olivette 

0 

1,200,179 

0 

Olympian  Village 

0 

0 

0 

Oran 

56,254 

28,124 

0 

Oregon 

0 

0 

0 

Oronogo 

63,604 

0 

25,619 

Orrick 

39,699 

0 

16,580 

Osage  Beach 

4,447,172 

2,201,627 

2,201,650 

Osborn 

0 

0 

0 

Osceola 

81,832 

46,769 

0 

Osgood 

0 

0 

0 

Otterville 

32,463 

0 

0 

Overland 

0 

879,785 

0 

Owens  villc 

645,434 

470,288 

313,580 

Ozark 

2,413,271 

2,412,024 

0 

Pacific 

750,102 

385,378 

0 

Pagcdalc 

0 

338,727 

0 

Palmyra 

383,382 

270,235 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax            Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,844 

7,844 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,701 

34,974 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

455,007 

3,402,355 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,544 

368,549 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,211 

86,322 

49,632 

0 

0 

0 

0 

193,389 

470,183 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

176,914 

4,836,828 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,565 

3,565 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,974 

146,397 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

174,249 

565,256 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,716 

59,742 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,819 

39,819 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,466 

4,466 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,041 

20,041 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

207,725 

2,065,037 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,336 

145,099 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

57,795 

186,778 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,581 

7,581 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,104 

7,026 

6,598 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,486 

121,713 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,393 

7,393 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,868 

6,868 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

180,817 

1,505,993 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,732,697 

18,276,841 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,077 

3,077 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,382 

61,626 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,892 

5,892 

220,658 

0 

0 

0 

0 

279,144 

1,699,981 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,107 

25,107 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

47,437 

131,815 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,090 

35,090 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,629 

125,852 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33,364 

89,643 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

137,433 

8,987,882 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,076 

17.076 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,337 

159,938 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,914 

1,914 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,864 

50,327 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

631,921 

1,511,706 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

93,824 

1,523,126 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

362,722 

5,188,017 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

248,107 

1,383,587 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

135,706 

474,433 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

130,115 

783,732 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Paris 

129,725 

57,089 

57,089 

Park  Hills 

696,112 

644,783 

322,398 

Parkdalc 

0 

0 

0 

Parkvillc 

1,018,722 

0 

485,876 

Parkway 

41,544 

0 

0 

Parma 

22,017 

11,009 

7,838 

Parnell 

0 

0 

0 

Pasadena  Hills 

0 

66,854 

0 

Pasadena  Park 

0 

28,502 

0 

Pascola 

0 

0 

0 

Passaic 

0 

0 

0 

Pattonsburg 

16,661 

0 

0 

Paynesvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Peculiar 

323,590 

304,776 

142,984 

Penermon 

0 

0 

0 

Perry 

87,712 

0 

40,158 

Pcrryvillc 

1,532,921 

574,846 

766,460 

Pevely 

557,361 

260,676 

262,635 

Phillipsburg 

9,290 

0 

0 

Pickering 

0 

0 

0 

Piedmont 

455,787 

333,564 

216,589 

Pierce  City 

71,580 

40,902 

40,903 

Picrpont  Village 

1,515 

0 

0 

Pilot  Grove 

35,757 

0 

35,755 

Pilot  Knob 

73,614 

36,807 

34,743 

Pine  Lawn 

0 

291,706 

0 

Pincvillc 

151,281 

75,640 

0 

Plato 

5,989 

0 

0 

Platte  City 

801,392 

801,392 

299,919 

Platte  Woods 

72,694 

0 

36,347 

Plattsburg 

167,782 

167,605 

0 

Pleasant  Hill 

619,062 

569,673 

260,255 

Pleasant  Hope 

44,597 

10,098 

10,098 

Pleasant  Valley 

410,920 

160,696 

51,366 

Pocahontas 

0 

0 

0 

Pollock 

0 

0 

0 

Polo 

28,415 

25,649 

25,650 

Poplar  Bluff 

4,313,920 

5,183,903 

0 

Portage  Dcs  Sioux 

17,354 

0 

0 

Portagcvillc 

319,808 

148,055 

0 

Potosi 

815,413 

0 

0 

Powersvillc 

0 

0 

0 

Prairie  Home 

0 

0 

0 

Prathcrsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

57,382 

301,285 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

295,019 

1,958,312 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,693 

7,693 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

152,332 

1,656,930 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,508 

52,052 

4,603 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,975 

77,442 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,393 

7,393 

10,850 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43,046 

120,750 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,352 

46,854 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,179 

5,179 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,501 

1,501 

2,074 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,795 

28,530 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,415 

3,415 

143,417 

0 

0 

0 

0 

97,727 

1,012,494 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,815 

2,815 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,995 

152,865 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

287,738 

3,161,965 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

141,411 

1,222,083 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,543 

16,833 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,779 

5,779 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,759 

1,080,699 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,978 

205,363 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1.515 

28,344 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,134 

126,990 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,158 

171,322 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

157,774 

449,480 

961,578 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,823 

1,217,322 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,989 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

145,089 

2,047,792 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,789 

126,830 

23,815 

0 

0 

0 

0 

88,344 

447,546 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

209,489 

1,658,479 

4,355 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,566 

89,714 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

124,635 

747,617 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,766 

4,766 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,916 

4,916 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,842 

101,556 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

624,903 

10,122,726 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,173 

30,527 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

123,659 

591,522 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

99,903 

915,316 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,227 

3,227 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,256 

8,256 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,166 

4,166 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Preston 

15,455 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,241 

19,696 

Princeton 

99,222 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,293 

138,515 

Purccll 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,398 

13,398 

Purdin 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,369 

8,369 

Purdy 

110,466 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41,395 

151,861 

Puxico 

127,384 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42,971 

170,355 

Queen  City 

32,216 

27,492 

13,747 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,944 

97,399 

Quitman 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,726 

1,726 

Qulin 

25,856 

12,928 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,526 

56,310 

Randolph 

34,738 

17,369 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,764 

53,871 

Ravcnwood 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,813 

16,813 

Raytnondvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,588 

16,588 

Rayraore 

2,010,341 

1,898,289 

949,144 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

418,303 

5,276,077 

Raytown 

2,606,415 

1,878,502 

1,192,047 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,140,445 

6,817,409 

Rayvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,656 

7,656 

Rca 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,102 

2,102 

Rcdings  Mill 

1,529 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,967 

7,496 

Reeds 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,865 

3,865 

Reeds  Spring 

42,990 

41,082 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,451 

101,523 

Renick 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,294 

8,294 

Rensselaer 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,442 

5,442 

Republic 

1,751,921 

1,313,924 

875,961 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

328,908 

4,270,714 

Revere 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,541 

4,541 

Rhincland 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,605 

6,605 

Richards 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,565 

3,565 

Rich  Hill 

150,431 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

54,830 

205,261 

Richland 

210,739 

64,251 

64,251 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

67,741 

406,982 

Richmond 

985,859 

358,970 

461,110 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

229,530 

2,035,469 

Richmond  Heights 

0 

4,708,898 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

360,358 

5,069,256 

Ridgcly 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,402 

2,402 

Ridgcway 

16,734 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,891 

36,625 

Risco 

12,827 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,711 

27,538 

Ritchcy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,852 

2,852 

River  Bend 

19,085 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

375 

19,460 

Riverside 

995,917 

0 

0 

181,476 

0 

0 

0 

0 

111,800 

1,289,193 

Rivcrvicw 

0 

183,369 

0 

29,758 

0 

0 

0 

0 

118,068 

331,195 

Rives 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,303 

3,303 

Rochcport 

17,681 

8,841 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,806 

34,328 

Rockaway  Beach 

41,727 

18,428 

18,415 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,654 

100,224 

Rock  Hill 

0 

895,936 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

178,828 

1,074,764 

Rock  Port 

220,882 

165,492 

0 

42,177 

0 

0 

0 

0 

52,354 

480,905 

Rockvillc 

8,805 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,080 

14,885 

Rogcrsvillc 

275,492 

137,746 

134,983 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56,594 

604,815 

Rolla 

3,698,315 

3,698,185 

1,849,144 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

614,245 

9,859,889 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Roscoe 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,203 

4,203 

Rosebud 

43,449 

0 

20,778 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,661 

77,888 

Roscndalc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,755 

6,755 

Rothvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,490 

3,490 

Rush  Hill 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,879 

4,879 

Rushvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,508 

10,508 

Russcllvillc 

40,851 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,447 

69,298 

Rutlcdgc 

14,020 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,865 

17,885 

St.  Ann 

0 

2,107,847 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

510,663 

2,618,510 

St.  Charles 

10,763,710 

5,166,805 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,263,814 

18,194,329 

St.  Clair 

464,905 

232,447 

232,346 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

164,754 

1,094,452 

St.  Elizabeth 

23,903 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,146 

35,049 

St.  George 

0 

75,073 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

48,338 

123,411 

St.  James 

443,629 

0 

221,815 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

139,009 

804,453 

St.  John 

0 

858,934 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

257,865 

1,116,799 

St.  Joseph 

17,659,847 

5,884,572 

3,910,474 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,776,804 

30,231,697 

St.  Louis 

49,711,503 

64,273,546 

27,111,171 

31,275,917 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,665,332 

186,037,469 

St.  Martins 

44,008 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38,393 

82,401 

St.  Mary 

21,705 

0 

10,853 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,149 

46,707 

St.  Paul 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,323 

61,323 

St.  Peters 

12,040,794 

1,203,906 

6,020,399 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,928,301 

21,193,400 

St.  Robert 

2,132,866 

1,066,089 

1,040,886 

0 

() 

0 

0 

0 

103,581 

4,343,422 

St.  Thomas 

11,342 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,771 

22,113 

Stc.  Genevieve 

610,676 

283,221 

283,221 

132,297 

0 

0 

0 

0 

167,982 

1,477,397 

Saginaw 

18,515 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,358 

28,873 

Salem 

1,069,825 

534,846 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

182,168 

1,786,839 

Salisbury 

177,908 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

64,776 

242,684 

Sarcoxic 

106,136 

45,766 

45,766 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50,815 

248,483 

Savannah 

575,729 

191,838 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

178,715 

946,282 

Schell  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,733 

10,733 

Scotsdale 

0 

6,258 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,919 

14,177 

Scott  City 

381,660 

88,166 

176,332 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

172,298 

818,456 

Sedalia 

4,584,181 

3,892,419 

2,197,615 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

763,312 

11,437,527 

Sedgewickvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,393 

7,393 

Scligman 

81,508 

40,754 

40,754 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,913 

195,929 

Senath 

46,740 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,924 

108,664 

Seneca 

199,695 

91,000 

91,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80,125 

461,820 

Seymour 

181,653 

98,092 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

68,829 

348,574 

Shclbina 

221,334 

63,277 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,920 

357,531 

Shclbyvillc 

35,032 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,595 

60,627 

Sheldon 

37,843 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,853 

57,696 

Sheridan 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,943 

6,943 

Shoal  Creek  Drive 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,985 

12,985 

Shoal  Creek  Estates 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,914 

1,914 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Shrewsbury 

0 

1,367,986 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

249,346 

1,617,332 

Sibley 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,023 

13,023 

Sikeston 

5,836,559 

293 

1,458,610 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

637,700 

7,933,162 

Silcx 

33,082 

0 

0 

8,070 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,731 

48,883 

Silver  Creek 

47,190 

6,455 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,818 

76,463 

Skidmorc 

11,426 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,835 

24,261 

Slater 

97,261 

48,631 

48,630 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

78,174 

272,696 

Smithton 

14,202 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,140 

33,342 

SmithviUe 

728,818 

0 

328,740 

97,576 

0 

0 

0 

0 

206,937 

1,362,071 

South  Gifford 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,702 

2,702 

South  Gorin 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,367 

5,367 

South  Greenfield 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,104 

5,104 

South  Lincvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,389 

1,389 

South  West  City 

97,246 

22,786 

45,573 

44,019 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,088 

241,712 

Sparta 

90,737 

45,387 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42,934 

179,058 

Spiekard 

3,964 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,822 

15,786 

Springfield 

38,391,190 

9,276,874 

4,638,398 

4,440,085 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,688,715 

62,435,262 

Stanbcrry 

0 

115,332 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

46,649 

161,981 

Stark  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,855 

5,855 

Steele 

165,517 

82,733 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

84,929 

333,179 

Steelville 

234,452 

228,207 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,630 

516,289 

Stella 

3,664 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,680 

10,344 

Stcwartsvillc 

79,756 

21,267 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,485 

129,508 

Stockton 

232,437 

173,959 

116,217 

28,581 

() 

0 

0 

0 

73,558 

624,752 

Stotcsbury 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,614 

1,614 

Stotts  City 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,382 

9,382 

Stoutland 

5,459 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,643 

12,102 

Stoutsvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,651 

1,651 

Stover 

99,968 

0 

46,395 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,328 

182,691 

Strafford 

327,153 

163,575 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69,242 

559,970 

Strasburg 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,104 

5,104 

Sturgeon 

66,991 

0 

20,416 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,428 

122,835 

Sugar  Creek 

327,621 

332,639 

0 

65,316 

0 

0 

0 

0 

144,076 

869,652 

Sullivan 

1,420,193 

710,053 

716,628 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

238,349 

3,085,223 

Summers  ville 

57,877 

0 

26,161 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,416 

104,454 

Sumner 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,329 

5,329 

Sunrise  Beach 

162,730 

85,061 

81,365 

57,658 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,811 

400,625 

Sunset  Hills 

0 

2,426,074 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

310,256 

2,736,330 

Sweet  Springs 

150,517 

45,916 

45,916 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,098 

303,447 

Sycamore  Hills 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,096 

27,096 

Syracuse 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,455 

6,455 

Tallapoosa 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,656 

7,656 

Taneyvillc 

14,029 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,473 

27,502 

Taos 

16,990 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,651 

49,641 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

CITIES: 

Tarkio 

241,809 

41,322 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,619 

355,750 

Thayer 

457,685 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

82,602 

540,287 

Thcodosia 

55,340 

0 

27,678 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,007 

92,025 

Tightwad 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,364 

2,364 

Tina 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,243 

7,243 

Tindall 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,439 

2,439 

Tipton 

188,741 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

122,384 

311,125 

Town  and  Country 

0 

3,163,010 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

408,846 

3,571,856 

Tracy 

17,379 

0 

8,690 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,994 

34,063 

Trenton 

745,541 

708,657 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

233,283 

1,687,481 

Trimble 

38,653 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,926 

55,579 

Triplett 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,402 

2,402 

Troy 

2,193,817 

0 

1,061,662 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

252,836 

3,508,315 

Trucsdalc 

108,393 

55,587 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,899 

178,879 

Truxton 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,603 

3,603 

Turncy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,817 

5,817 

Tuscumbia 

12,238 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,181 

20,419 

Twin  Bridges 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,576 

1,576 

Twin  Oaks 

0 

557,258 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,586 

570,844 

Umber  View  Heights 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,951 

1,951 

Union 

1,612,094 

805,635 

806,047 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

291,116 

3,514,892 

Union  Star 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,250 

16,250 

Unionvillc 

214,256 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

76,598 

290,854 

Unity  Village 

2,423 

1,818 

1,211 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,254 

10,706 

University  City 

0 

4,577,658 

0 

356,079 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,404,652 

6,338,389 

Uplands  Park 

0 

26,812 

0 

4,351 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,263 

48,426 

Urbana 

43,101 

0 

21,530 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,274 

79,905 

Urich 

43,337 

21,668 

21,670 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,727 

105,402 

Utica 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,283 

10,283 

Valley  Park 

0 

771,303 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

244,617 

1,015,920 

Van  Buren 

156,741 

73,071 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,712 

261,524 

Vandalia 

272,317 

136,159 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

144,976 

553,452 

Vandivcr 

78,221 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,115 

81,336 

Vanduscr 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,144 

8,144 

Velda  City 

0 

94,191 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

94,191 

Vclda  Village 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40,907 

40,907 

Velda  Village  Hills 

0 

63,532 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

60,648 

124,180 

Verona 

34,846 

34,846 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,796 

96,488 

Versailles 

569,975 

561,295 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

96,263 

1,227,533 

Viburnum 

56,014 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,962 

86,976 

Vienna 

105,822 

0 

49,272 

14,674 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,568 

193,336 

Village  of  Aullvillc 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,227 

3,227 

Village  of  Bradleyville 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,190 

3,190 

Village  of  Loch  Lloyd 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,811 

13,811 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Village  of  Pinhook 

0 

0 

0 

Village  of  Plato 

0 

0 

0 

Vinita  Park 

0 

314,664 

0 

Vinita  Terrace 

0 

17,020 

0 

Vista 

0 

0 

0 

Waco 

0 

0 

0 

Walker 

0 

0 

0 

Walnut  Grove 

38,654 

0 

0 

Wardcll 

12,707 

3,406 

0 

Wardsville 

36,490 

0 

0 

Warrcnsburg 

2,818,996 

2,422,871 

0 

Warrcnton 

1,438,307 

359,577 

719,154 

Warsaw 

755,284 

467,518 

268,872 

Warson  Woods 

0 

191,422 

0 

Washburn 

23,374 

11,687 

11,687 

Washington 

3,647,453 

1,823,727 

1,825,477 

Watson 

0 

0 

0 

Wavcrly 

79,032 

0 

17,912 

Wayland 

63,349 

0 

0 

Waynes  ville 

403,051 

294,797 

186,546 

Weatherby 

0 

0 

0 

Wcalherby  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

Wcaubleau 

38,265 

18,973 

0 

Webb  City 

1,483,048 

1,394,097 

698,502 

Webster  Groves 

0 

2,727,408 

0 

Wcldon  Spring 

285,282 

0 

0 

Wcldon  Spring  Heights 

0 

0 

0 

Wellington 

0 

0 

0 

Wellston 

0 

143,384 

0 

Wells  ville 

45,325 

13,466 

22,663 

Wentworth 

0 

0 

0 

Wcntzvillc 

4,220,572 

2,110,278 

2,015,533 

Wcstboro 

0 

0 

0 

West  Alton 

0 

0 

0 

West  Line 

0 

0 

0 

Weston 

177,572 

66,560 

88,786 

Westphalia 

40,953 

0 

0 

West  Plains 

2,904,841 

1,452,243 

1,385,124 

West  Sullivan 

84,394 

21,098 

0 

Westwood 

0 

0 

0 

Wheatland 

33,614 

16,815 

15,453 

Whcaton 

68,447 

0 

0 

Wheeling 

0 

0 

0 

Whiteside 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,801 

1.801 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,702 

2,702 

15,953 

0 

0 

0 

0 

72,207 

402,824 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,959 

27,979 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,064 

2,064 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,227 

3,227 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,321 

10,321 

4,294 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,644 

66,592 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,813 

32,926 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,629 

73,119 

252,308 

0 

0 

0 

0 

613,231 

6,107,406 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

198,193 

2,715,231 

62,172 

0 

0 

0 

0 

77,686 

1,631,532 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,421 

265,843 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,813 

63,561 

506,070 

0 

0 

0 

0 

497,003 

8,299,730 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,541 

4,541 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,249 

127,193 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,950 

79,299 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

131,616 

1,016,010 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,616 

4,616 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70,293 

70,293 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,440 

76,678 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

368,239 

3,943,886 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

871,809 

3,599,217 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

197,780 

483,062 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,965 

2,965 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29,423 

29,423 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

92,322 

235,706 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

53,404 

134,858 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,292 

5,292 

491,914 

0 

0 

0 

0 

258,803 

9,097,100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,117 

6,117 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21,504 

21,504 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,565 

3,565 

317,884 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,210 

712,012 

11,708 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,009 

64,670 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

407,795 

6,150,003 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,603 

109,095 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,658 

10,658 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,561 

80,443 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,059 

95,506 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,058 

10,058 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,514 

2,514 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

CITIES: 

Whitewater 

0 

0 

0 

Wilbur  Park 

0 

27,686 

0 

Wildwood 

0 

1,920,998 

0 

Willard 

364,487 

345,564 

0 

Williamsvillc 

28,627 

8,422 

0 

Willow  Springs 

288,726 

210,437 

0 

Wilson  City 

0 

0 

0 

Winchester 

0 

96,231 

0 

Windsor 

210,171 

122,898 

0 

Windsor  Place 

37,780 

0 

0 

Winfleld 

162,045 

0 

76,615 

Winona 

109,848 

49,903 

49,903 

Winston 

0 

0 

0 

Woods  Heights 

26,100 

0 

0 

Woodson  Terrace 

0 

1,227,857 

0 

Wooldridgc 

0 

0 

0 

Worth 

0 

0 

0 

Worthington 

0 

0 

0 

Wright  City 

261,687 

56,413 

112,827 

Wyaconda 

7,197 

0 

0 

Wyatt 

10,589 

0 

0 

Zalma 

0 

0 

0 

COUNTIES: 

Adair  County 

0 

0 

0 

Andrew  County 

0 

0 

0 

Atchison  County 

0 

0 

0 

Audrain  County 

0 

0 

0 

Barry  County 

0 

0 

0 

Barton  County 

0 

0 

0 

Bates  County 

0 

0 

0 

Benton  County 

0 

0 

0 

Bollinger  County 

0 

0 

0 

Boone  County 

0 

0 

0 

Buchanan  County 

0 

0 

0 

Butler  County 

0 

0 

0 

Caldwell  County 

0 

0 

0 

Callaway  County 

0 

0 

0 

Camden  County 

0 

0 

0 

Cape  Girardeau  County 

0 

0 

0 

Carroll  County 

0 

0 

0 

Carter  County 

0 

0 

0 

Cass  County 

0 

0 

0 

Cedar  County 

0 

0 

0 

Chariton  County 

0 

0 

0 

County  St.  Louis  Local 

Local  Option           County              Alternate              County  Districts  Fuel  Tax  Total 

Use  Tax             Sales  Tax            Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  and  Fee  (Memorandum 

Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund          Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Only) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,241 

4,241 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,826 

45,512 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,234,119 

3,155,117 

33,037 

0 

0 

0 

0 

119,831 

862,919 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,224 

51,273 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80,576 

579,739 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,192 

6,192 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61,961 

158,192 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

115,853 

448,922 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,780 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,134 

265,794 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

48,413 

258,067 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,270 

9,270 

388 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,847 

54,335 

39,624 

0 

0 

0 

0 

157,211 

1,424,692 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,764 

1,764 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,528 

3,528 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,340 

3,340 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

57,495 

488,422 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,634 

18,831 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,661 

24,250 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,490 

3,490 

0 

1,435,813 

1,125,341 

0 

0 

581,009 

3,142,163 

118,319 

471,815 

1,132,253 

0 

0 

641,571 

2,363,958 

336,658 

0 

1,128,185 

0 

0 

537,885 

2,002,728 

0 

1,142,160 

3,139,168 

0 

0 

778,605 

5,059,933 

0 

1,816,939 

2,725,340 

0 

0 

1,161,010 

5,703,289 

0 

509,135 

509,056 

0 

0 

634,100 

1,652,291 

134,816 

0 

1,354,773 

0 

0 

848,270 

2,337,859 

84,948 

731,763 

1,465,772 

0 

0 

711,554 

2,994,037 

0 

288,550 

652,311 

0 

0 

506,898 

1,447,759 

0 

11,351,462 

18,707,923 

0 

0 

1,520,513 

31,579,898 

0 

6,150,922 

7,378,485 

0 

0 

567,081 

14,096,488 

0 

2,852,960 

2,852,507 

0 

0 

1,139,276 

6,844,743 

99,972 

194,167 

600,548 

0 

0 

523,108 

1,417,795 

0 

0 

3,337,630 

0 

0 

1,462,734 

4,800,364 

0 

3,833,098 

5,740,641 

0 

0 

2,508,467 

12,082,206 

0 

6,234,702 

6,223,979 

0 

0 

873,927 

13,332,608 

206,447 

327,335 

490,911 

0 

0 

761,719 

1,786,412 

0 

211,528 

211,529 

0 

0 

288,665 

711,722 

503,577 

5,025,298 

7,536,286 

0 

0 

1,279,810 

14,344,971 

0 

445,706 

485,849 

0 

0 

556,309 

1,487,864 

169,157 

261,246 

699,443 

0 

0 

680,530 

1,810,376 

Appendix  D-3 


Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

COUNTIES: 

Christian  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,998,840 

5,997,651 

0 

0 

1,251,022 

10,247,513 

Clark  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

264,900 

529,788 

0 

0 

470,643 

1,265,331 

Clay  County 

0 

0 

0 

3,047,659 

13,855,974 

10,337,003 

0 

0 

804,853 

28,045,489 

Clinton  County 

0 

0 

0 

143,049 

484,108 

484,108 

0 

0 

624,467 

1,735,732 

Cole  County 

0 

0 

0 

789,527 

391,903 

10,162,969 

0 

0 

1,030,362 

12,374,761 

Cooper  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

776,191 

1,940,478 

0 

0 

518,782 

3,235,451 

Crawford  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

940,452 

2,113,589 

0 

0 

632,429 

3,686,470 

Dade  County 

0 

0 

0 

61,588 

219,357 

500,487 

0 

0 

509,389 

1,290,821 

Dallas  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

594,369 

1,714,819 

0 

0 

622,902 

2,932,090 

Daviess  County 

0 

0 

0 

53,575 

0 

714,103 

0 

0 

548,852 

1,316,530 

DcKalb  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

640,022 

640,140 

0 

0 

535,949 

1,816,111 

Dent  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

739,142 

739,058 

0 

0 

597,635 

2,075,835 

Douglas  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

439,065 

439,055 

0 

0 

631,749 

1,509,869 

Dunklin  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,757,178 

0 

0 

776,615 

3,533,793 

Franklin  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,206,643 

10,626,783 

0 

0 

2,183,663 

18,017,089 

Gasconade  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

817,952 

1,382,449 

0 

0 

516,310 

2,716,711 

Gentry  County 

0 

0 

0 

29,072 

0 

479,819 

0 

0 

481,230 

990,121 

Greene  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,468,268 

32,548,495 

0 

0 

3,220,436 

58,237,199 

Grundy  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

454,181 

906,985 

0 

0 

415,860 

1,777,026 

Harrison  County 

0 

0 

0 

52,544 

0 

1,340,954 

0 

0 

700,487 

2,093,985 

Henry  County 

0 

0 

0 

113,458 

1,123,858 

666,616 

0 

0 

720,754 

2,624,686 

Hickory  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

262,842 

525,683 

0 

0 

426,215 

1,214,740 

Holt  County 

0 

0 

0 

107,553 

187,400 

655,856 

0 

0 

432,372 

1,383,181 

Howard  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

286,568 

1,042,335 

0 

0 

361,116 

1,690,019 

Howell  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,127,201 

1,303,873 

0 

0 

1,066,959 

4,498,033 

Iron  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

374,434 

553,615 

0 

0 

366,203 

1,294,252 

Jackson  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42,020,791 

52,436,768 

0 

0 

994,633 

95,452,192 

Jasper  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,830,377 

9,322,136 

0 

0 

1,282,602 

16,435,115 

Jefferson  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,905,352 

22,107,351 

0 

0 

3,670,377 

35,683,080 

Johnson  County 

0 

0 

0 

433,135 

2,159,600 

4,224,090 

0 

0 

1,268,739 

8,085,564 

Knox  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

129,723 

389,171 

0 

0 

435,605 

954,499 

Laclede  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,835,380 

1,832,167 

0 

0 

767,568 

4,435,115 

Lafayette  County 

0 

0 

0 

306,195 

1,150,268 

2,587,521 

0 

0 

820,512 

4,864,496 

Lawrence  County 

0 

0 

0 

346,398 

1,264,043 

2,524,903 

0 

0 

959,308 

5,094,652 

Lewis  County 

0 

0 

0 

194,367 

294,550 

980,039 

0 

0 

430,132 

1,899,088 

Lincoln  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,971,857 

5,292,069 

0 

0 

1,051,458 

8,315,384 

Linn  County 

0 

0 

0 

86,075 

593,562 

593,563 

0 

0 

578,842 

1,852,042 

Livingston  County 

0 

0 

0 

109,240 

983,336 

491,593 

0 

0 

524,837 

2,109,006 

Macon  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

644,754 

1,128,410 

0 

0 

756,604 

2,529,768 

Madison  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

506,197 

961,787 

0 

0 

313,374 

1,781,358 

Maries  County 

0 

0 

0 

38,124 

235,940 

469,610 

0 

0 

397,004 

1,140,678 

Marion  County 

0 

0 

0 

466,042 

1,792,632 

2,240,479 

0 

0 

494,161 

4,993,314 

McDonald  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,172,103 

3,443,055 

0 

0 

700,248 

5,315,406 

Mercer  County 

0 

() 

0 

0 

139,866 

452,766 

0 

0 

368,720 

961,352 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

COUNTIES: 

Miller  County 

0 

0 

0 

169,074 

1,588,917 

1,586,145 

0 

0 

806,984 

4,151,120 

Mississippi  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

462,039 

1,154,788 

0 

0 

359,581 

1,976,408 

Moniteau  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

503,224 

942,073 

0 

0 

486,512 

1,931,809 

Monroe  County 

0 

0 

0 

40,426 

263,313 

263,311 

0 

0 

580,344 

1,147,394 

Montgomery  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

448,311 

1,120,618 

0 

0 

546,696 

2,115,625 

Morgan  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,001,970 

1,110,760 

0 

0 

1,200,035 

3,312,765 

New  Madrid  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,453,761 

1,433,094 

0 

0 

756,986 

3,643,841 

Newton  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,433,778 

3,244,975 

0 

0 

1,073,538 

6,752,291 

Nodaway  County 

0 

0 

0 

140,445 

1,014,109 

1,109,373 

0 

0 

1,006,837 

3,270,764 

Oregon  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

414,589 

414,591 

0 

0 

459,513 

1,288,693 

Osage  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

934,885 

741,936 

0 

0 

520,215 

2,197,036 

Ozark  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

256,043 

546,521 

0 

0 

636,533 

1,439,097 

Pemiscot  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

678,130 

1,017,099 

0 

0 

542,524 

2,237,753 

Perry  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,143,766 

2,228,273 

0 

0 

544,673 

3,916,712 

Pettis  County 

0 

0 

0 

407,434 

2,647,650 

2,627,118 

0 

0 

1,053,183 

6,735,385 

Phelps  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,418,961 

1,814,279 

0 

0 

804,434 

5,037,674 

Pike  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

734,097 

2,341,647 

0 

0 

569,701 

3,645,445 

Platte  County 

0 

0 

0 

4,945,715 

7,327,746 

12,423,010 

0 

0 

1,198,854 

25,895,325 

Polk  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,641,389 

0 

0 

820,270 

3,461,659 

Pulaski  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,931,642 

965,830 

0 

0 

721,970 

3,619,442 

Putnam  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

729,652 

0 

0 

468,745 

1,198,397 

Ralls  County 

0 

0 

0 

260,846 

437,710 

1,311,575 

0 

0 

490,746 

2,500,877 

Randolph  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,263,505 

1,263,982 

0 

0 

677,610 

3,205,097 

Ray  County 

0 

0 

0 

215,720 

748,584 

1,497,170 

0 

0 

716,260 

3,177,734 

Reynolds  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

236,940 

14,476 

0 

0 

641,879 

893,295 

Ripley  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

442,533 

0 

0 

386,938 

829,471 

St.  Charles  County 

0 

0 

0 

6,437,687 

21,898,616 

50,761,793 

0 

0 

3,991,926 

83,090,022 

St.  Clair  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

257,318 

0 

0 

0 

566,096 

823,414 

St.  Francois  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,421,739 

4,842,557 

0 

0 

741,379 

9,005,675 

St.  Louis  County 

0 

0 

117,062,626 

0 

0 

31,205,663 

156,546,119 

0 

12,526,815 

317,341,223 

Stc.  Genevieve  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

799,437 

1,596,882 

0 

0 

646,539 

3,042,858 

Saline  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,000,265 

1,926,559 

0 

0 

685,711 

3,612,535 

Schuyler  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

131,506 

302,292 

0 

0 

267,136 

700,934 

Scotland  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

513,143 

0 

0 

420,552 

933,695 

Scott  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,639,306 

731,632 

0 

0 

467,684 

2,838,622 

Shannon  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

223,732 

223,591 

0 

0 

568,629 

1,015,952 

Shelby  County 

0 

0 

0 

61,586 

245,054 

489,959 

0 

0 

504,943 

1,301,542 

Stoddard  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,289,007 

1,288,713 

0 

0 

987,880 

3,565,600 

Stone  County 

0 

0 

0 

370,805 

1,809,822 

4,813,622 

0 

0 

1,086,642 

8,080,891 

Sullivan  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

228,552 

799,153 

0 

0 

464,090 

1,491,795 

Taney  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,836,322 

15,683,021 

0 

0 

1,069,597 

23,588,940 

Texas  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

941,088 

1,881,206 

0 

0 

872,462 

3,694,756 

Vernon  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

914,550 

912,908 

0 

0 

888,562 

2,716,020 

Warren  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,233,871 

3,701,610 

0 

0 

677,840 

5,613,321 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

COUNTIES: 

Washington  County 

0 

0 

0 

201,662 

713,274 

2,785,006 

0 

0 

526,544 

4,226,486 

Wayne  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

441,536 

441,537 

0 

0 

510,465 

1,393,538 

Webster  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,266,325 

3,376,095 

0 

0 

854,829 

5,497,249 

Worth  County 

0 

0 

0 

12,467 

66,337 

163,955 

0 

0 

186,461 

429,220 

Wright  County 

0 

0 

0 

0 

752,167 

752,078 

0 

0 

625,572 

2,129,817 

DISTRICTS: 

39th  Street  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,145 

0 

0 

0 

104,885 

0 

106,030 

58  Highway  Regional  Market  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,278 

0 

0 

0 

69,693 

0 

72,971 

63  Bypass  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,785 

0 

0 

0 

37,384 

0 

40,169 

620  Market  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,558 

0 

0 

0 

56,587 

0 

61,145 

1201  Washington  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,909 

0 

0 

0 

48 

0 

1,957 

2017  Chouteau  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,319 

0 

0 

0 

34,719 

0 

38,038 

8750  Manchester  Road  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,792 

0 

0 

0 

44,249 

0 

48,041 

Adair  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,006,676 

0 

1,006,676 

Airport  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51,864 

0 

51,864 

American  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,752 

0 

2,752 

Andrew  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 12,090 

0 

1 12,090 

Antioch  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

281,902 

0 

281,902 

Ava  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

391,804 

0 

391,804 

Barton  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

490,758 

0 

490,758 

Bclleau  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,777 

0 

0 

0 

3,515 

0 

8,292 

Big  River  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

555,814 

0 

555,814 

Big  Spring  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

6,048 

0 

0 

0 

51,580 

0 

57,628 

Bourbon  County  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,223 

0 

8,223 

Branson  Hills  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

595,082 

0 

595,082 

Branson  Hills  Infra  Fac  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Branson/Lakes  Area  Tourism  Community  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,262,564 

0 

7,262,564 

Bridgcwood  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Broadway  Hotel  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

5,913 

0 

0 

0 

271,145 

0 

277,058 

Brooksidc  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,037 

0 

0 

0 

378,263 

0 

380,300 

Bryan  Road  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

718 

0 

0 

0 

8,481 

0 

9,199 

Caldwell  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

180,709 

0 

180,709 

Caledonia  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

20,314 

0 

0 

0 

58,725 

0 

79,039 

Callaway  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,665,555 

0 

1,665,555 

Cam-MO  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

590,311 

0 

590,311 

Cedar  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

442,904 

0 

442,904 

Central  Jackson  County  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

815,205 

0 

815,205 

Chambers  W.  Florissant  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

408 

0 

0 

0 

46,185 

0 

46,593 

Cole  Camp  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

90,416 

0 

90,416 

College  Station  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Cozens  MLK  Grand  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,163 

0 

0 

0 

25,849 

0 

30,012 

Crcstwood  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,658 

0 

0 

0 

56,411 

0 

59,069 

Crossings  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,505 

0 

0 

0 

60,623 

0 

65,128 

Dade  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

184,466 

0 

184,466 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Davicss/Dckalb  Regional  Jail  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

874,836 

0 

874,836 

Downtown  Springfield  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,913 

0 

0 

0 

119,632 

0 

122,545 

East  Highway  60  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

78,714 

0 

78,714 

East  Hills  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

8,588 

0 

0 

0 

359,156 

0 

367,744 

East  Main  &  Highway  47  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,565 

0 

0 

0 

66,335 

0 

68,900 

Elm  and  370  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

14,699 

0 

0 

0 

29,441 

0 

44,140 

Eureka  Pointc  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Eureka  South  1-44  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,749 

0 

0 

0 

526 

0 

4,275 

Fountains  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Grandview  Crossing  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

41,156 

0 

0 

0 

38,625 

0 

79,781 

Grove  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

672 

0 

0 

0 

39,914 

0 

40,586 

Hazelwood  Community  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

7,585 

0 

0 

0 

197 

0 

7,782 

Hecrs  Tower  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Herman  Area  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

349,959 

0 

349,959 

High  Ridge  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,264,251 

0 

1,264,251 

Highway  100  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,599 

0 

0 

0 

7,799 

0 

12,398 

Highway  350  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

5,540 

0 

0 

0 

30,090 

0 

35,630 

Hilltop  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

397,047 

0 

397,047 

Historic  Downtown  Branson  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

306,124 

0 

306,124 

1-470  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  » 

0 

0 

Imperial  Main  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

5,436 

0 

0 

0 

983 

0 

6,419 

Independence  Event  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,695,241 

0 

2,695,241 

Inter  City  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

77,933 

0 

77,933 

Iron  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

371,808 

0 

371,808 

James  River  Commons  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

17,463 

0 

0 

0 

69 

0 

17,532 

Jeter  Farm  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Joachim  Plattin  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

773,421 

0 

773,421 

KC  International  Airport  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

54,198 

0 

0 

0 

438,025 

0 

492,223 

Kearney  West  Side  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

58,830 

0 

58,830 

Laclcdcs  Landing  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

119 

0 

0 

0 

10,291 

0 

10,410 

Lake  Lotawana  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

6,525 

0 

0 

0 

17,612 

0 

24,137 

Langsfbrd  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

999 

0 

0 

0 

6,498 

0 

7,497 

Lebanon  Marketplace  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Liberty  Tri  Shop  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

898 

0 

0 

0 

63,106 

0 

64,004 

Liberty  Triangle  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,713 

0 

0 

0 

107,034 

0 

1 10,747 

Lincoln  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,786,304 

0 

1,786,304 

Lincoln  Crossings  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

5,326 

0 

0 

0 

68,197 

0 

73,523 

Linn  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

533,861 

0 

533,861 

Logan  Estates  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

771 

0 

0 

0 

977 

0 

1,748 

Loughborough  Commons  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

620,090 

0 

620,090 

Manchstcr  Ballas  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

8,702 

0 

0 

0 

1,666,298 

0 

1,675,000 

Maries  Osage  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

153,879 

0 

153,879 

Marion  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,795,230 

0 

1,795,230 

Martin  City  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,120 

0 

0 

0 

247,796 

0 

251,916 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


City 

Public  Mass 

County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

City 

Alternate 

Transportation 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

DISTRICTS: 

Mayfair  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

2,753 

0 

0 

0 

116,158 

0 

118,911 

Mcramcc  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

637,865 

0 

637,865 

Midwest  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

(1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Mid-Missouri  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

985,223 

0 

985,223 

Miller  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,298,948 

0 

1,298,948 

Miner  Gateway  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,634 

0 

0 

0 

22,891 

0 

24,525 

Monroe  City  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

180,513 

0 

180,513 

Mountain  Farm  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

134 

0 

0 

0 

7,314 

0 

7,448 

New  Haven  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74,136 

0 

74,136 

New  Madrid  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

681,188 

0 

681,188 

Nodaway  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

918,064 

0 

918,064 

Noel  T.  Adams  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

440,037 

0 

440,037 

North  Crawford  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

37,645 

0 

37,645 

North  Oak  Village  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

21,893 

0 

0 

0 

164,507 

0 

186,400 

North  Oaks  Plaza  Shopping  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

(1 

809 

0 

0 

0 

96,664 

0 

97,473 

Northwest  Area  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,535 

0 

0 

0 

32,262 

0 

33,797 

Oregon  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30,355 

0 

30,355 

Orrick  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

67,146 

0 

67,146 

Osage  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

273,460 

0 

273,460 

Osage  Commercial  Area  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

149 

0 

0 

0 

41,871 

0 

42,020 

Owcnsvillc  Area  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

370,730 

0 

370,730 

Paddock  Forest  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

3,408 

0 

0 

0 

16,422 

0 

19,830 

Parkvillc  Old  Townc  Market  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

289 

0 

0 

0 

76,088 

0 

76,377 

PC  I  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

17,850 

0 

0 

0 

333,339 

0 

351,189 

Pcachtrcc  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

4,513 

0 

0 

0 

6,148 

0 

10,661 

Performing  Arts  Community  Development  District 

0 

0 

0 

19,581 

0 

0 

0 

217,066 

0 

236,647 

Phoenix  Center  II  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

248,920 

0 

248,920 

Platte  City  Market  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

167 

0 

0 

0 

59,560 

0 

59,727 

Plaza  at  Noahs  Ark  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

1,900 

0 

0 

0 

38,773 

0 

40,673 

Plaza  on  Boulevard  Jennings  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

290 

0 

0 

0 

207,069 

0 

207,359 

Prairie  Township  Fire  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

93,501 

0 

93,501 

Pulaski  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,605,975 

0 

1,605,975 

Raintrcc  150  Center  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49,306 

0 

49,306 

Randolph  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,253,525 

0 

1,253,525 

Ray  County  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

624,359 

0 

624,359 

Raytown  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,255 

0 

1,255 

Red  Bridge  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,773 

0 

5,773 

Residence  Inn  Downtown/St.  Louis  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

46,423 

0 

46,423 

Richardson  Crossing  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

8,149 

0 

0 

0 

35,221 

0 

43,370 

Rock  Community  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,742,361 

0 

2,742,361 

Rock  Township  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,668,577 

0 

1,668,577 

Rogers  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

Saint  Clair  Fire  Protection  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

213,690 

0 

213,690 

Salt  River  Ambulance  District 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

189,280 

0 

189,280 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 

Combined  Schedule  of  Distributions  -  Local  Funds 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2009 


DISTRICTS: 

Sappington  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

Shops  on  Blue  Parkway  Community  Improvement  District 

Simon  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

Smithvillc  Area  Fire  Protection  District 

SNI  Valley  Fire  Protection  District 

Soda  Fountain  Square  Community  Improvement  District 

South  160  Community  Improvement  District 

South  Grand  Community  Improvement  District 

South  Metropolitan  Fire  Protection  District 

Southern  Stone  Fire  District 

Southtownc  Community  Improvement  District 

Springdalc  Community  Development  District 

St.  Charles  Riverfront  Community  Development  District 

St.  Clair  Ambulance  District 

St.  James  Ambulance  District 

St.  Francois  County  Ambulance  District 

Stc.  Genevieve  County  Ambulance  District 

Stcclvillc  Ambulance  District 

Stoncybrookc  Community  Improvement  District 

SucMandy  Mid  Rivers  Community  Improvement  District 

Sullivan  Fire  Protection  District 

Sunrise  Farms  Community  Improvement  District 

Taney  County  Ambulance  District 

Three  Trails  Village  Community  Development  District 

Toad  Cove  Complex  Community  Improvement  District 

Tori  Pines  Commons  Community  Improvement  District 

Town  Plaza  Community  Improvement  District 

Truman  Road  Community  Improvement  District 

Truman  Village  Community  Improvement  District 

Union  Community  Improvement  District 

US  Hwy  36  Int  72  Corr  Transportation  Development  District 

Viaduct  Commercial  Area  Community  Improvement  District 

Victoria  Crossings  Community  Improvement  District 

Warsaw  Lincoln  Ambulance  District 

Washington  Area  Ambulance  District 

Washington  County  Ambulance  District 

Watson-Laclcdc  Station  Road  Community  Improvement  District 
Wcntzvillc  Bluffs  Community  Improvement  District 
Wcstport  Community  Development  District 
Windsor  Place  Community  Improvement  District 
Zumbehl  Road/Hwy  94  Community  Improvement  District 
TOTAL 


City  Public  Mass 

City  Alternate  Transportation 

Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax  Sales  Tax 

Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund  Trust  Fund 


0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

 0  0  0_ 

$     517,035,487        416,783,834  323,821,778 


*  To  preserve  confidentiality,  sales  and  use  tax  distributions  for  districts  with  less  than  6  taxpayers  are  reported  as  zero  per  Department  of  Revenue  policy. 


County 

St.  Louis 

Local 

Local  Option 

County 

Alternate 

County 

Districts 

Fuel  Tax 

Total 

Use  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

Sales  Tax 

and  Fee 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Only) 

208 

0 

0 

0 

22,859 

0 

23,067 

10,376 

0 

0 

0 

97,009 

0 

107,385 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

373,193 

0 

373,193 

0 

0 

0 

0 

534,862 

0 

534,862 

3,879 

0 

0 

0 

3,793 

0 

7,672 

0 

0 

0 

0 

104,610 

0 

104,610 

4,088 

0 

0 

0 

91,873 

0 

95,961 

0 

0 

0 

0 

995,913 

0 

995,913 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,582,844 

0 

1,582,844 

3,333 

0 

0 

0 

137,773 

0 

141,106 

6,704 

0 

0 

0 

26,782 

0 

33,486 

23,197 

0 

0 

0 

328,955 

0 

352,152 

0 

0 

0 

0 

324,681 

0 

324,681 

0 

0 

0 

0 

253,606 

0 

253,606 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,217,288 

0 

3,217,288 

0 

0 

0 

0 

711,149 

0 

711,149 

0 

0 

0 

0 

164,856 

0 

164,856 

1,654 

0 

0 

0 

170,395 

0 

172,049 

6,096 

0 

0 

0 

520,181 

0 

526,277 

0 

0 

0 

0 

915,062 

0 

915,062 

0  * 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,107,219 

0 

3,107,219 

2,148 

0 

0 

0 

83,198 

0 

85,346 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  * 

0 

0 

13,726 

0 

0 

0 

810 

0 

14,536 

11.765 

0 

0 

0 

101,786 

0 

113,551 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,699 

0 

7,699 

2,165 

0 

0 

0 

1,620 

0 

3,785 

1,561 

0 

0 

0 

26,972 

0 

28,533 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,861,227 

0 

2,861,227 

893 

0 

0 

0 

72,300 

0 

73,193 

5,933 

0 

0 

0 

12,329 

0 

18,262 

0 

0 

0 

0 

599,740 

0 

599,740 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,437,993 

0 

1,437,993 

0 

0 

0 

0 

641,937 

0 

641,937 

406 

0 

0 

0 

30,685 

0 

31,091 

6,936 

0 

0 

0 

203,794 

0 

210,730 

2,204 

0 

0 

0 

365,272 

0 

367,476 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,283 

0 

2,283 

1,248 

0 

0 

0 

60,006 

0 

61,254 

95,505,159 

248,022,094 

444,258,490 

156,546,119 

67,897,728 

241,142,623 

2,511,013,312 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Sales  and  Use  Tax 
Description  of  Sales  and  Use  Tax  Funds  and  Accounts 

Sales  and  use  tax  receipts  collected  from  businesses,  motor  vehicle  sales  tax  receipts  collected  from 
businesses  and  individuals,  and  highway  use  tax  receipts  collected  on  vehicles  purchased  outside  of 
Missouri  but  titled  in  Missouri,  are  deposited  into  various  state  and  local  funds.  Marine  and  ATV  sales 
and  use  tax  collections  are  deposited  into  the  same  funds  as  state  sales  and  use  tax.  Motor  vehicle  leasing 
sales  tax  collections  are  deposited  into  the  same  funds  as  motor  vehicle  sales  tax. 

For  operating  purposes,  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  has  been  charged  with  the  responsibility  of 
administering  transactions  in  the  funds  and  accounts  listed  below. 

State  Funds 

The  State  Treasurer,  as  fund  custodian,  and  the  Office  of  Administration  provide  administrative  control 
over  fund  resources  within  the  authority  prescribed  by  the  General  Assembly  for  all  state  funds. 

General  Revenue  Fund:  This  fund,  authorized  by  Section  144.700,  RSMo,  receives  75  percent  of  the 
collections  from  the  4  percent  state  sales  and  use  tax.  This  fund  also  receives  payments  from  common 
carriers  in  interstate  air  transportation,  as  authorized  by  Section  144.807,  RSMo.  In  addition,  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  pays  all  motor  vehicle  sales  tax  refunds  and  receives  motor  vehicle  sales  tax  collections  as 
reimbursement  from  other  state  funds  for  their  applicable  share  of  the  refunds. 

Aviation  Trust  Fund:  This  fund,  authorized  by  Section  144.805,  RSMo,  receives  sales  and  use  tax  on 
aviation  jet  fuel  from  common  carriers.  These  taxes  are  paid  as  a  result  of  exemptions  to  General  Revenue 
sales  tax.  The  exemptions  are  a  result  of  direct-pay  agreements  between  common  carriers  and  the  DOR. 

Conservation  Commission  Fund:  This  fund,  authorized  by  Article  IV,  Section  43(a),  Missouri 
Constitution,  receives  collections  of  the  0.125  percent  state  sales  and  use  tax,  motor  vehicle  sales  tax,  and 
highway  use  tax. 

Highway  Department  Fund:  This  fund,  as  authorized  by  Section  144.440,  RSMo,  receives  75  percent  of 
the  collections  from  the  4  percent  highway  use  tax. 

Parks  Sales  Tax  Fund:  This  fund,  authorized  by  Article  IV,  Section  47(a)  and  47(b),  Missouri 
Constitution,  receives  50  percent  of  the  collections  from  a  0.1  percent  state  sales  and  use  tax,  motor 
vehicle  sales  tax,  and  highway  use  tax. 

School  District  Fund:  This  fund,  authorized  by  Section  144.701,  RSMo,  receives  25  percent  of  the 
collections  from  the  4  percent  state  sales  and  use  tax  and  12.5  percent  of  the  collections  from  the  4 
percent  motor  vehicle  sales  tax. 

Soil  and  Water  Sales  Tax  Fund:  This  fund,  authorized  by  Article  IV,  Section  47(a)  and  47(b),  Missouri 
Constitution,  receives  50  percent  of  the  collections  from  a  0.1  percent  state  sales  and  use  tax,  motor 
vehicle  sales  tax,  and  highway  use  tax. 

State  Road  Bond  Fund:  This  fund,  authorized  by  Article  IV,  Section  30(b),  Missouri  Constitution 
(Amendment  3),  receives  37.5  percent  of  the  collections  from  the  4  percent  motor  vehicle  sales  tax. 
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State  Road  Fund  and  State  Transportation  Fund:  These  funds,  authorized  by  Section  144.070,  RSMo,  and 
Article  IV,  Section  30(b),  Missouri  Constitution,  receive  37.5  percent  of  the  collections  from  the  4 
percent  motor  vehicle  sales  tax.  In  addition,  as  authorized  by  Section  144.440,  RSMo,  the  State  Road 
Fund  receives  18.75  percent  of  the  collections  of  the  4  percent  highway  use  tax. 

Local  Funds 

Actual  tax  proceeds  for  local  funds  are  deposited  into  interest43earing  bank  accounts  until  distributed. 
Subsequently  99  percent  of  the  collections  and  earned  interest  are  distributed  to  the  various  political 
subdivisions  with  the  remaining  1  percent  going  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  for  a  collection  fee,  except 
for  the  Local  Fuel  Tax  and  Bond  Trust  Fund  which  receives  all  of  the  collections.  The  DOR  has  sole 
responsibility  for  maintaining  and  disbursing  fund  resources  for  all  local  funds. 

Local  Fuel  Tax  and  Bond  Trust  Fund:  This  fund,  authorized  by  Section  144.440,  RSMo,  receives  12.5 
percent  of  the  collections  from  the  4  percent  motor  vehicle  sales  tax  and  6.25  percent  of  the  collections 
from  the  4  percent  highway  use  tax.  In  addition,  this  fund  receives  collections  from  the  motor  fuel  tax 
authorized  by  Section  142.803,  RSMo,  and  distributed  to  counties  and  incorporated  cities. 

Local  Sales  and  Use  Tax  Trust  Fund: 

This  fund: 

•  Receives  collections  generated  from  local  sales  taxes  imposed  by  local  political  subdivisions,  as 
authorized  by  Chapters  66,  67,  70,  92,  94,  162,  190,  238,  321,  and  644,  RSMo. 

•  Receives  collections  generated  by  a  use  tax,  authorized  by  Section  144.757,  RSMo,  based  on  the  local 
sales  tax  in  effect,  upon  all  transactions  subject  to  taxes  imposed  under  Sections  144.600  to  144.745, 
RSMo,  except  as  otherwise  provided.  Net  taxes  and  interest  are  subsequently  distributed  to  the 
counties  and  cities. 

•  Receives  collections  from  motor  vehicle  sales  and  use  tax  paid  under  protest.  Protested  motor  vehicle 
sales  and  use  taxes  and  the  related  earned  interest,  are  either  returned  to  the  taxpayer  or  remitted  to 
the  state  and  the  appropriate  political  subdivisions,  based  upon  decisions  reached  by  the  DOR,  the 
Administrative  Hearing  Commission,  or  various  courts. 

•  Receives  collections  from  local  sales  and  use  taxes  paid  under  protest.  These  monies  paid  under 
protest  are  either  returned  to  the  taxpayer  or  remitted  to  the  state  and  the  appropriate  political 
subdivisions,  based  upon  decisions  reached  by  the  DOR,  the  Administrative  Hearing  Commission,  or 
various  courts. 

•  Receives  collections  from  Web/Internet  based  sales  and  use  tax  filings.  These  collections  are  paid 
through  ACH  debit  transactions  initiated  by  the  taxpayer  through  a  DOR  approved  service  provider. 
The  DOR  transfers  the  collections  to  the  appropriate  state  and  local  funds  after  processing  the 
corresponding  sales  tax  returns. 

•  Receives  unidentified  sales  and  use  tax  collections  when  these  collections  are  unable  to  post  to  the 
automated  Missouri  Integrated  Tax  System  (MITS).  When  these  collections  become  identifiable,  they 
are  posted  to  MITS  and  are  then  transferred  to  the  appropriate  sales  tax  funds. 
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Custodial  Accounts 


The  DOR  has  been  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  administering  transactions  in  the  custodial  accounts. 
Except  for  the  Protested  Sales  Tax  General  Revenue  Account  and  Sales  Tax  Bond  Account  held  by  the 
State  Treasurer,  actual  custody  of  accounts'  resources  ultimately  rests  with  the  DOR.  Collections  for  the 
custodial  accounts  held  by  the  DOR  are  deposited  in  interest-bearing  bank  accounts. 

Compliance  Clearing  Account:  This  account  receives  tax  payments  from  taxpayer  audits.  The  DOR  holds 
these  payments  in  this  account  pending  final  audit  review.  Depending  on  the  results  of  the  audit  review, 
the  DOR  transfers  the  tax  payment  to  the  appropriate  state  and  local  funds  or  issues  a  refund  to  the 
taxpayer. 

Motor  Vehicle  Clearing  Account:  This  account  receives  collections  from  motor  vehicle  agent  offices  and 
the  central  office  for  various  taxes  and  fees.  These  receipts  are  subsequently  transferred  to  various  state 
and  local  funds. 

Protested  Sales  Tax  General  Revenue  Account:  This  account  receives  the  3  percent  General  Revenue 
Fund  portion  of  the  state  sales  taxes  paid  under  protest.  These  protested  monies  are  deposited  in  the 
General  Revenue  Fund.  However,  these  protested  monies  are  reported  by  the  DOR  in  this  account. 

Sales  Tax  Bond  Account:  This  account,  authorized  by  Section  144.087,  RSMo,  receives  cash  bonds 
posted  by  taxpayers.  All  bond  collections  are  deposited  in  the  General  Revenue  Fund  and  reported  by  the 
DOR  in  this  account.  Cash  bonds  and  related  interest  are  refunded  to  the  taxpayer  after  2  years  if  they  are 
determined  to  have  satisfactory  tax  compliance  and  if  their  bond  was  posted  before  January  1,  1984.  If  the 
bond  was  posted  on  or  after  January  1,  1984,  the  Attorney  General  has  ruled  that  no  interest  should  be 
refunded.  In  the  event  of  uncollectible  sales  tax  liabilities,  the  bonds  and  related  interest,  if  any,  are 
forfeited  to  the  DOR  which  subsequently  distributes  the  monies  to  the  state  and  the  appropriate  political 
subdivisions. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Oregon  County 


Sheriff's  Controls  and  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  reports,  significant  weaknesses  continue  to  exist 

Procedures  m  tne  Sheriffs  accounting  controls  and  procedures.  Accounting  duties  are 

not  adequately  segregated,  the  Sheriff  does  not  provide  adequate  oversight, 
and  accounting  records  are  not  maintained  in  an  accurate,  complete,  and 
organized  manner.  Some  entries  on  receipt  slips  and  accounting  records 
were  not  legible,  and  error  correction  fluid  was  used  on  many  records. 
Receipt  slips  were  not  issued  for  some  monies  received,  monies  were  often 
not  recorded  on  receipt  slips  and  receipt  ledgers  immediately  when  received, 
the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  was  not  accounted  for  properly, 
generic  receipt  slips  were  utilized,  and  the  method  of  payment  was  not 
always  accurately  indicated  on  receipt  slips.  Checks  were  not  restrictively 
endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt,  receipts  were  often  not  deposited  intact 
or  timely,  and  some  receipts  were  not  deposited.  Bond  forms  are  not 
prenumbered,  copies  of  bond  forms  issued  are  not  always  maintained,  and 
receipt  slips  were  not  obtained  when  transmitting  bond  monies  directly  to 
the  Circuit  Court.  The  composition  of  receipt  slips  issued  is  not  reconciled 
to  amounts  deposited  or  transmitted,  and  bank  reconciliations  are  not 
prepared  timely.  Monthly  lists  of  liabilities  are  not  prepared,  so  liabilities 
are  not  reconciled  to  the  balance  in  the  Sheriffs  office  bank  account,  and  an 
unidentified  balance  of  almost  $6,000  has  accumulated  in  the  bank  account. 
Some  monies  received  were  not  disbursed  on  a  timely  basis,  and  some  had 
never  been  disbursed. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  Sheriffs  office  does  not  adequately 
bill,  pursue  collection  of,  or  track  amounts  due  to  the  office  for  inmate  board 
bills  and  transportation.  Audit  staff  identified  three  board  bills  totaling  $680 
which  had  been  prepared  but  not  mailed,  and  $8,821  in  unbilled  housing  and 
medical  expenses  for  one  inmate.  The  Sheriff  does  not  attempt  to  collect 
unpaid  bills  by  following  up  with  phone  calls  or  letters.  A  schedule  of  civil 
paper  service  fees  and  mileage  has  not  been  established  and  the  Sheriffs 
office  lacks  a  procedure  to  track  and  follow  up  on  payee  under/ 
overpayments. 

The  Public  Administrator  did  not  request  fees  for  his  services  during  2011 
and  2010  for  some  wards  and  estates,  including  the  three  wards/estates  with 
the  largest  cash  balances.  For  those  wards  and  estates  in  which  fees  are 
petitioned  from  the  court,  the  Public  Administrator  estimates  a  fee  amount 
but  does  not  prepare  any  documentation  to  support  the  fees.  Caregivers  are 
given  checks  for  spending  money,  groceries,  and  other  personal  items,  but 
the  Public  Administrator  does  not  always  obtain  adequate  supporting 
documentation,  making  it  difficult  to  ensure  monies  are  appropriately  spent 
on  behalf  of  the  wards.  Attorneys  are  not  required  to  submit  invoices  or 
other  documentation  supporting  fees  charged  for  preparing  annual 
settlements  and  providing  other  services  on  behalf  of  wards  and  estates. 


Sheriff's  Accounts  Receivable 
and  Paper  Service  Fees 


Public  Administrator's 
Controls  and  Procedures 


Senior  Citizens  Board  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  Senior  Citizens  Board  has  contracts 

with  the  entities  to  which  it  provides  funding  which  are  not  signed  by  the 
appropriate  parties  and  do  not  specify  the  amount  of  funding  to  be  provided, 
the  services  to  be  performed,  and  the  length  of  the  contract. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  compensatory  time  earned  by  Sheriffs 
office  deputies  and  dispatchers  is  not  calculated  in  accordance  with  county 
policy  or  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  so  some  employees  earned 
more  compensatory  time  than  required  and  some  earned  less.  The  County 
Clerk  does  not  maintain  centralized  records  of  compensatory  time  for 
Sheriffs  office  employees,  and  neither  the  Sheriff  nor  the  County  Clerk 
conducted  an  adequate  review  of  compensatory  time  earned  and  used  and 
the  balances  recorded  on  employee  timesheets,  so  errors  were  not  detected. 

Passwords  are  not  required  to  be  periodically  changed  in  some  county 
offices,  and  a  security  control  is  not  in  place  in  some  county  offices  to  shut 
down  computers  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity  and  to  detect  or  prevent 
incorrect  login  attempts.  Data  is  not  backed  up  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney, 
the  Sheriff  does  not  store  backup  data  at  a  secure  off-site  location,  and 
backup  data  for  some  county  offices  is  not  tested.  The  county  does  not  have 
formal  emergency  contingency  plans  in  the  event  of  a  disaster  or  other 
disruption  of  services. 

Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.*  However,  the 
audit  revealed  serious  shortcomings  with  the  Sheriffs  office. 


American  Recovery  and  Oregon  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the 

Reinvestment  Act  audited  time  Period- 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


Sheriff's  Employee 
Compensatory  Time 


Computer  Controls 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if  applicable, 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the  prior 
recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have  not 
been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous  findings 
that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will  not  be 
implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Oregon  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Oregon  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Nichols,  Stopp  &  VanHoy,  LLC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit 
the  financial  statements  of  Oregon  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  scope  of  our 
audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  objectives 
of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence 
regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal 
provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that 
illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Oregon 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Kim  Spraggs,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Julie  M.  Moore,  MBA 
Audit  Staff:  Albert  Borde-Koufie,  MBA 

Janielle  Robinett 

Peter  Studer 
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Oregon  County 
^Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Despite  similar  concerns  noted  in  our  prior  audits,  significant  weaknesses 
continue  to  exist  in  the  Sheriffs  accounting  controls  and  procedures. 

Deposits  into  the  Sheriffs  bank  account  totaled  approximately  $64,600 
during  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  As  a  result  of  the  significant 
control  weaknesses  identified  below,  there  is  little  assurance  all  monies 
were  deposited  and  accounted  for  properly. 

1 . 1  Segregation  of  duties         Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated,  and  the  Sheriff  does  not 

provide  adequate  oversight  of  financial  functions  and  records.  The  Sheriffs 
secretary  is  responsible  for  receipting,  recording,  depositing,  and  disbursing 
monies;  and  reconciling  the  bank  account.  Although  the  Sheriff  signs  the 
monthly  turnover  report  to  the  County  Treasurer  and  some  bank 
reconciliations,  he  indicated  he  does  not  review  the  accuracy  of  the 
accounting  records.  As  a  result,  his  procedures  were  not  adequate  to  identify 
the  various  errors  and  discrepancies  noted  below. 


1.  Sheriffs  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  Sheriff  should  implement  a  documented 
independent  or  supervisory  review  to  ensure  bank  records  are  in  agreement 
with  accounting  records. 

1 .2  Accounting  records  Accounting  records  are  not  maintained  in  an  accurate,  complete,  and 

organized  manner.  The  Sheriffs  secretary  could  not  readily  locate  some 
documents  requested  during  the  audit  and  indicated  some  records  were 
located  at  her  home.  The  secretary  stated  she  occasionally  performs 
accounting  duties  at  home  in  the  evenings  because  she  lacks  the  necessary 
time  to  perform  the  duties  during  the  day.  Furthermore,  some  entries  on 
receipt  slips,  receipt  ledgers,  and  monthly  turnover  reports  were  not  legible; 
and  error  correction  fluid  was  used  on  many  records  including  deposit  slips, 
check  registers,  receipt  ledgers,  and  receipt  slips. 

Complete  and  accurate  accounting  records  are  essential  to  properly  reflect 
financial  activity,  ensure  validity  of  transactions,  and  provide  an  adequate 
audit  trail.  Accounting  records  should  be  legible  and  maintained  in  an 
organized  manner,  and  the  Sheriff  should  prohibit  employees  from  taking 
records  home. 


1.3  Receipting,  recording, 
and  depositing  monies 


Procedures  for  receipting,  recording,  and  depositing  monies  are  not 
sufficient.  As  a  result,  some  receipts  were  not  deposited  and/or  accounted 
for  properly. 

Receipt  slips  were  not  issued  for  some  monies  received  and  monies  were 
often  not  recorded  on  receipt  slips  and  receipt  ledgers  immediately  when 
received.  The  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  was  not  accounted  for 
properly,  generic  (rather  than  official)  receipt  slips  were  utilized,  and  the 
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same  receipt  slip  number  sequences  used  for  monies  received  were  also 
used  for  tracking  inmate  property.  The  method  of  payment  (cash,  check, 
money  order)  was  not  always  accurately  indicated  on  receipt  slips  and 
checks  were  not  restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt. 
Furthermore,  receipts  were  often  not  deposited  intact  or  timely.  Most 
deposits  were  made  at  the  end  of  the  month,  and  some  receipts  were  not 
deposited. 

•  Our  review  of  November  and  December  2011  receipt  slips  and  deposits 
determined  cash  and  check  receipts  totaling  $125  were  receipted,  but 
not  deposited;  and  checks  totaling  $90  were  deposited,  but  not 
receipted.  Receipt  slips  numbered  18148  through  18189  indicate  $678 
in  cash  was  received  in  the  month  of  November  2011;  however,  only 
$653  in  cash  was  transmitted  to  the  Circuit  Clerk  or  deposited  on 
November  30,  2011,  a  difference  of  $25.  Cash  deposits  for  December 
2011  totaled  $5  less  than  receipt  slips  issued  for  cash  during  the  month. 
The  Sheriffs  secretary  located  two  envelopes  containing  $30  in  cash  in 
her  locked  box/files  which  she  indicated  could  be  the  undeposited  cash 
noted  in  these  2  months.  Receipt  slips  numbered  734002,  734009,  and 
734019  were  issued  for  checks  totaling  $95  in  December  2011; 
however,  these  checks  were  not  deposited.  Also,  two  checks  totaling 
$90  received  for  civil  fees  in  November  2011  were  deposited,  but  not 
receipted.  The  Sheriff  and  his  secretary  could  not  explain  why  the  above 
receipts  were  not  deposited  or  receipted. 

•  Cash  counts  also  identified  significant  problems.  A  cash  count 
performed  on  May  11,  2012,  included  13  receipts  received  between 
May  4,  2012,  and  May  11,  2012,  totaling  $905.  These  monies  were  not 
deposited  until  May  31,  2012.  Receipt  slips  had  not  been  issued  for 
seven  of  these  receipts.  Receipt  slips  were  later  issued  on  May  15,  2012, 
and  May  17,  2012,  for  six  of  the  receipts;  however,  a  receipt  slip  was 
not  issued  for  a  $300  cash  bond  receipt.  Another  cash  count  performed 
on  July  23,  2012,  included  39  receipts  received  between  July  2,  2012, 
and  July  23,  2012,  totaling  $2,074.  These  monies  were  not  deposited 
until  July  30,  2012,  and  July  31,  2012.  Two  checks  had  not  been 
receipted  at  the  time  of  the  cash  count.  In  addition,  receipt  slip  number 
265234  had  been  issued  for  a  $50  cash  receipt  on  July  12,  2012; 
however,  this  cash  was  not  on  hand  at  the  time  of  the  cash  count,  and 
was  not  subsequently  deposited.  The  Sheriff  and  his  secretary  could  not 
explain  why  the  $50  cash  receipt  was  not  on  hand  and  not  deposited,  or 
why  a  receipt  slip  was  not  issued  for  the  $300  cash  bond  receipt. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  monies  received,  procedures 
should  be  established  to  ensure  all  monies  received  are  properly  receipted, 
promptly  recorded,  and  deposited  intact  and  timely. 
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1.4  Bonds  Bond  forms  are  not  prenumbered  and  copies  of  bond  forms  issued  are  not 

always  maintained.  In  addition,  some  bond  monies  collected  were 
transmitted  directly  to  the  Circuit  Court;  however,  the  Sheriffs  office  did 
not  obtain  receipt  slips  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  these  transmittals. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  bond  monies,  and  to  provide 
assurance  all  bond  monies  are  accounted  for  properly,  procedures  to  account 
for  all  bond  forms  and  transmittal  of  bonds  to  the  Circuit  Court  should  be 
established. 

1.5  Reconciliations  The  composition  of  receipt  slips  issued  is  not  reconciled  to  amounts 

deposited  or  transmitted.  Such  reconciliations  would  have  identified  the 
monies  not  receipted  and/or  deposited  as  previously  noted.  Monthly  receipt 
ledgers  and  reports  of  fees  are  not  complete,  accurate,  prepared  on  a  timely 
basis,  or  reconciled  to  receipt  slips  and  deposits  or  transmittals.  As  of 
July  23,  2012,  no  receipts  had  been  recorded  on  the  June  or  July  2012 
receipt  ledgers. 

Without  accurate  and  up-to-date  receipt  records,  and  a  detailed 
reconciliation  of  these  records,  there  is  no  assurance  all  monies  have  been 
recorded  and  deposited. 

1.6  Bank  account  Bank  reconciliations  are  not  prepared  timely,  monthly  lists  of  liabilities  are 

not  prepared,  and  unidentified  amounts  have  accumulated  in  the  Sheriffs 
bank  account. 

Bank  reconciliations  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  prepare  bank  reconciliations  on  a  monthly 

basis.  As  of  May  2012,  the  Sheriffs  office  had  not  prepared  a  formal  bank 
reconciliation  since  November  201 1. 

Liabilities  The  Sheriffs  office  discontinued  preparing  monthly  lists  of  liabilities  during 

2010;  therefore,  liabilities  are  not  reconciled  to  the  balance  in  the  Sheriffs 
bank  account.  According  to  the  Sheriffs  secretary,  all  fees  collected  during 
the  month  are  supposed  to  be  distributed  each  month  and  the  bank  account 
should  show  a  zero  balance  each  month;  however,  she  has  not  properly 
distributed  monies  during  the  past  several  years,  and  unidentified  monies 
have  accumulated  in  the  bank  account. 

At  our  request,  the  Sheriffs  secretary  compared  accounting  records  to  bank 
records  as  of  December  31,  2011,  and  identified  liabilities  totaling  $1,057. 
The  liabilities  consisted  of  civil  fees  totaling  $570,  which  had  not  been 
disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer  and  civil  paper  service  fee  refunds 
totaling  $487  due  to  two  attorneys  (see  MAR  finding  number  2.2).  In 
addition,  as  noted  below,  our  review  identified  receipts  totaling  $367,  which 
were  not  disbursed  from  the  bank  account.  Even  after  identifying  these 
additional  liabilities,  there  was  an  unidentified  balance  in  the  bank  account 
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totaling  $5,863  as  of  December  31,  2011.  This  unidentified  balance  has 
increased  significantly  since  our  prior  audit. 

The  preparation  and  review  of  monthly  bank  reconciliations  is  necessary  to 
ensure  accounting  records  are  in  balance  and  to  identify  errors  in  a  timely 
manner.  Additionally,  liabilities  should  be  identified  monthly  and  reconciled 
to  cash  balances  to  ensure  sufficient  cash  is  available  for  the  payment  of  all 
amounts  due  and  all  monies  in  the  bank  account  can  be  identified.  Prompt 
follow  up  on  discrepancies  is  necessary  to  resolve  errors  and  ensure  monies 
are  properly  disbursed. 

1 .7  Disbursements  The  Sheriffs  office  lacks  adequate  procedures  to  ensure  monies  received  are 

properly  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer  and/or  other  parties.  As  a  result, 
some  monies  were  not  disbursed  on  a  timely  basis,  and  some  monies  had 
never  been  disbursed.  Our  review  identified  $367  received  during 
November  and  December  2011,  which  was  not  disbursed  to  the  County 
Treasurer  and/or  refunded  to  attorneys  as  of  October  2012.  In  addition,  the 
$300  cash  bond  included  in  the  May  11,  2012,  cash  count  for  which  a 
receipt  slip  was  not  issued  (see  section  1.3),  had  not  been  disbursed  to 
Dunklin  County  as  of  October  2012.  Also,  the  Sheriffs  secretary  indicated 
in  late  2011  and  early  2012,  she  researched  and  identified  receipts  received 
from  October  2007  to  June  2010,  totaling  approximately  $2,280,  which  had 
not  been  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer.  She  subsequently  disbursed 
these  amounts  to  the  County  Treasurer.  Sufficient  procedures  and  adequate 
records  are  necessary  to  ensure  all  monies  received  are  disbursed  properly 
and  timely. 

Recommendations         The  sheriff: 

1.1  Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  performed  and 
documented. 

1.2  Ensure  accounting  records  are  maintained  in  an  accurate,  complete, 
and  organized  manner.  In  addition,  the  Sheriff  should  prohibit 
employees  from  taking  records  home  and  discontinue  the  practice  of 
using  error  correction  fluid  to  correct  records. 

1.3  Ensure  official  prenumbered  receipt  slips  are  issued  immediately  for 
all  receipts,  the  method  of  payment  is  accurately  indicated  on  all 
receipt  slips,  checks  are  restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon 
receipt,  and  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  is  accounted  for 
properly.  In  addition,  the  Sheriff  should  ensure  receipts  are 
deposited  intact  and  in  a  timely  manner. 

1.4  Issue  prenumbered  bond  forms  for  all  bond  monies  received  and 
account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  bond  forms.  In  addition,  the 
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Sheriff  should  ensure  receipt  slips  are  obtained  for  all  bond  monies 
transmitted  to  the  Circuit  Court. 

1.5  Ensure  receipt  records  are  accurately  and  timely  maintained  and 
reconciled,  including  the  composition  of  receipt  slips  issued,  to  the 
composition  of  deposits  and  transmittals. 

1.6  Prepare  bank  reconciliations  monthly  and  reconcile  bank  balances 
to  monthly  lists  of  liabilities.  Any  differences  should  be  investigated 
and  resolved.  Any  unidentified  monies  should  be  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  state  law. 

1.7  Establish  procedures  to  ensure  all  monies  are  disbursed  to  the 
County  Treasurer  and  other  parties  on  a  timely  basis. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

1.1  I  currently  review  the  deposits  weekly  and  the  bank  reconciliations 
monthly.  I  also  review  the  receipt  ledger  on  a  monthly  basis. 

1.2  We  have  organized  all  of  the  records.  Employees  are  now 
prohibited  from  taking  records  home  and  we  have  discontinued  the 
practice  of  using  error  correction  fluid  to  correct  records. 

1.3  We  now  use  a  QuickBooks  system,  and  issue  receipt  slips 
immediately  upon  receipt.  Manual  receipt  slips  are  only  issued  for 
after-hours  receipts  and  those  monies  are  placed  in  a  locked  drop 
box.  The  method  of  payment  is  indicated  on  all  manual  receipt  slips 
and  in  the  QuickBooks  system,  and  checks  are  restrictively 
endorsed  immediately  on  receipt.  We  have  started  maintaining  a 
separate  receipt  slip  book  for  non-cash  items.  Effective 
immediately,  we  will  implement  a  procedure  to  account  for  the 
numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips.  We  are  now  depositing  every 
Friday  and  are  reconciling  the  receipt  records  to  the  deposits. 

1.4  We  are  now  depositing  all  bond  monies  and  issuing  checks  to  the 
court.  We  will  immediately  implement  a  procedure  to  maintain  a 
bond  log  and  pre-number  all  bond  forms. 

1.5  We  currently  maintain  a  monthly  ledger  of  receipts  to  prepare  the 
County  Treasurer  report  and  reconcile  the  ledger  to  the 
QuickBooks  system.  Within  the  next  2  months,  we  will  implement  a 
procedure  to  reconcile  the  composition  of  receipt  slips  to  deposits. 

1.6  Monthly  bank  reconciliations  are  now  prepared.  We  have  also 
investigated  and  resolved  the  unidentified  balance. 
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1.7  Disbursements  to  the  County  Treasurer  are  now  performed 
monthly,  and  disbursements  to  other  parties  are  performed 
immediately. 

2.  Sheriff  s  Accounts 
Receivable  and 
Paper  Service  Fees 


As  similarly  noted  in  our  prior  audit,  the  Sheriffs  procedures  over  accounts 
receivable  and  paper  service  fees  are  in  need  of  improvement. 


2. 1  Accounts  receivable  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  adequately  bill,  pursue  collection  of,  or  track 

amounts  due  to  the  office  for  inmate  board  bills  and  transportation.  Due  to 
poor  record  keeping,  the  Sheriffs  office  was  unable  to  determine  total 
amounts  due  to  his  office. 

Board  bills  The  Sheriffs  office  has  not  established  procedures  to  ensure  amounts  are 

properly  billed  and  collected  from  other  counties  and  the  City  of  Alton  for 
the  housing  of  inmates. 

Procedures  provide  that  other  entities  are  to  be  billed  $40  per  day  for 
housing  an  inmate  plus  any  medical  expenses  incurred  on  behalf  of  the 
inmate.  However,  our  review  noted  instances  where  these  entities  were  not 
properly  and  timely  billed.  Our  review  of  2011  and  2010  board  bill  files 
identified  three  board  bills  for  housing  provided  in  2011,  totaling  $680, 
which  had  been  prepared  but  not  mailed  as  of  August  2012.  We  also 
identified  $8,821  in  unbilled  housing  and  medical  expenses  provided  for  one 
inmate.  The  inmate  was  held  from  November  2008  through  October  2010, 
but  the  Sheriffs  office  had  not  billed  Shannon  County  for  housing  provided 
from  July  through  December  2009,  and  certain  medical  expenses  as  of 
September  2012.  The  Sheriffs  secretary  indicated  board  bills  are  prepared 
when  she  has  time,  but  could  provide  no  explanation  for  the  billing 
discrepancies  noted. 

Also,  the  Sheriffs  office  does  not  perform  additional  collection  efforts  such 
as  follow-up  phone  calls  or  letters  for  unpaid  bills.  For  example,  a  $400 
board  bill  covering  the  period  June  7  to  17,  2011,  had  not  been  paid  or 
followed  up  on  as  of  September  2012.  The  Sheriffs  office  was  unaware  of 
this  outstanding  amount  due  and  the  unbilled  amounts  noted  above. 

Procedures  such  as  independent  reconciliations  of  board  bill  records  to  jail 
records  and  payments  received  should  be  established  to  ensure  housing  is 
properly  and  timely  billed,  and  payments  received  are  proper.  Unpaid  board 
bills  should  be  monitored  and  appropriate  follow-up  action  should  be  taken 
to  ensure  payment  is  properly  received.  Failure  to  monitor  unpaid  amounts 
due  may  result  in  a  loss  of  revenue  to  the  county. 
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The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  have  proper  procedures  to  ensure 
reimbursement  claims  for  the  transportation  of  inmates  to  the  Department  of 
Corrections  (DOC)  are  accurately  and  timely  submitted,  and  the  county  was 
not  reimbursed  for  transportation  for  at  least  one  inmate  due  to  the  failure  to 
timely  submit  the  applicable  claim. 

Five  reimbursement  claims  totaling  $2,358  for  transportation  provided  in 
2010,  and  19  claims  totaling  $8,027  for  transportation  provided  in  2011, 
were  not  submitted  to  the  DOC  until  March  and  April  2012.  At  that  time, 
the  Sheriffs  secretary  identified  another  reimbursement  totaling  $468  for 
transportation  provided  in  January  2009,  for  which  it  was  too  late  to  submit 
a  claim.  Due  to  poor  record  keeping,  we  were  unable  to  determine  whether 
additional  transportation  reimbursements  had  not  been  claimed. 

Section  33.120,  RSMo,  requires  all  such  claims  be  submitted  to  the  state 
within  2  years  after  reimbursable  expenses  have  been  accrued.  Failure  to 
prepare  or  submit  timely  reimbursement  claims  to  the  state  results  in  a  loss 
of  revenue  to  the  county. 

2.2  Civil  paper  service  fees      The  Sheriffs  office  lacks  sufficient  procedures  to  appropriately  charge  and 

collect  civil  paper  service  fees  and  mileage.  During  2011  and  2010,  the 
Sheriffs  office  transmitted  approximately  $10,000  per  year  in  civil  paper 
service  fees  to  the  County  Treasurer. 

A  schedule  of  fees  and  mileage  by  location  has  not  been  established  to 
determine  the  amount  to  charge  for  each  civil  paper  service  performed. 
Payees  estimate  the  cost  of  the  service  and  pay  a  deposit  to  the  Sheriffs 
office  prior  to  the  service  being  performed.  However,  the  Sheriffs  office 
does  not  properly  determine,  track,  or  follow  up  on  payee 
under/overpayments.  The  log  of  civil  papers  served  maintained  by  the 
Sheriffs  office  is  not  always  accurately  updated  with  fees  and  mileage  due, 
or  deposits  and  additional  payments  received.  Sheriffs  office  procedures 
provide  that  the  court  be  informed  of  any  unpaid  civil  paper  service  fees  to 
be  pursued  and  collected  by  the  court.  However,  because  the  Sheriffs  office 
does  not  maintain  an  up-to-date  record  of  unpaid  civil  service  fees,  the 
Sheriffs  office  does  not  always  inform  the  court  of  the  unpaid  fees  due. 

Our  review  of  records  associated  with  10  civil  papers  served  noted  one 
payee  underpaid  $9,  and  two  payees  overpaid  approximately  $5  each.  The 
Sheriffs  office  had  not  identified  or  followed  up  on  these 
under/overpayments.  Upon  our  inquiries  regarding  the  overpayments,  the 
Sheriffs  secretary  identified  additional  overpayments  totaling  $487  received 
from  two  attorneys  during  the  period  February  to  December  2009,  which 
were  held  in  the  Sheriffs  bank  account  and  had  not  been  refunded  as  of 
August  2012.  The  Sheriffs  secretary  indicated  additional  overpayments 
have  been  received  and  refunds  are  due  various  payees;  however,  these 
amounts  have  not  yet  been  determined. 


Transportation 
reimbursements 
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Establishing  a  fee  schedule,  collecting  fees  in  accordance  with  the  schedule, 
and  maintaining  a  complete  and  accurate  civil  papers  log,  would  help  to 
ensure  the  correct  fee  and  mileage  is  collected  for  each  service  performed, 
and  identify  any  under/overpayments. 

Recommendations         The  sheriff: 

2.1  Establish  procedures  to  ensure  all  amounts  owed  to  the  Sheriffs 
office  for  inmate  board  and  transportation  are  properly  and  timely 
billed,  and  implement  procedures  to  track  and  pursue  collection  of 
amounts  owed. 

2.2  Establish  a  civil  paper  service  fee  schedule  and  adequate  procedures 
to  ensure  correct  fees  and  mileage  are  collected  for  each  service 
performed.  In  addition,  the  Sheriffs  office  should  perform  a 
comprehensive  review  of  civil  paper  service  records,  identify 
additional  amounts  due  and  refunds  payable  to  each  payee,  and 
work  with  those  payees  to  resolve  these  amounts. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

2. 1  We  have  implemented  a  spreadsheet  to  track  all  costs  and  payments 
for  board  bills  and  established  procedures  to  follow  up  on  unpaid 
board  bills.  We  have  also  researched  old  board  bills  back  to  2010 
and  2011  and  have  followed  up  on  those  bills.  In  addition,  we  have 
implemented  a  spreadsheet  to  track  all  costs  and  payments  for 
transportation.  We  have  researched,  billed,  and  followed  up  on  old 
transportation  costs  that  previously  had  not  been  billed. 

2.2  We  have  established  a  schedule  of  paper  service  fees  and  mileage 
and  procedures  to  ensure  fees  are  billed  and  collected.  We  have 
reviewed  all  paper  service  records,  and  resolved  all  outstanding 
amounts  due  and  refunds  payable. 


Some  procedures  in  the  Public  Administrator's  office  need  improvement. 
During  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011,  the  Public  Administrator  was 
the  court  appointed  personal  representative  for  approximately  50  individuals 
(wards)  and  decedent  estates  of  the  Associate  Circuit  Court,  Probate 
Division. 


The  Public  Administrator  does  not  petition  the  court  to  approve  fees  from 
the  accounts  of  some  wards  and  estates,  and  does  not  document  criteria  used 
to  determine  the  fees  charged.  Since  the  Public  Administrator  receives  a 
salary,  any  fees  requested  by  the  Public  Administrator  and  approved  by  the 
court  are  deposited  in  the  county  treasury.  Fees  totaling  $10,000  from  15 


3.  Public 

Administrator's 
Controls  and 
Procedures 

3.1  Fees 
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wards  and  estates  were  paid  to  the  county  in  2011,  and  fees  totaling  $3,700 
were  paid  to  the  county  from  9  wards  and  estates  in  2010. 

Our  review  of  three  of  the  wards  and  estates  with  the  largest  cash  balances 
as  of  December  31,  2011,  noted  the  Public  Administrator  did  not  request 
any  fees  for  his  services  during  2011  or  2010.  The  Public  Administrator 
indicated  these  three  wards/estates  lacked  adequate  funds  to  pay  the  fees; 
however,  based  on  available  funds  and  financial  activities  of  the 
wards/estates,  it  appears  funds  were  available  to  pay  fees  for  his  services. 
Furthermore,  although  the  Public  Administrator  indicated  fees  can  be 
requested  when  ward/estate  funds  become  available,  he  does  not  track  those 
fees  that  have  not  been  petitioned  from  the  court. 

In  addition,  for  those  wards  and  estates  in  which  fees  are  petitioned  from  the 
court,  the  Public  Administrator  indicated  he  estimates  a  fee  amount  based 
on  the  amount  of  services  provided  and  available  funds.  However,  no 
documentation  supporting  the  determination  of  the  fee  amount  is  prepared. 
Public  Administrator  fees  averaged  approximately  $570,  and  ranged  from 
$100  to  $3,554,  per  ward  or  estate  during  the  2  years  ended  December  31, 
2011. 

To  ensure  fees  are  properly  assessed  and  transmitted  to  the  county,  the 
Public  Administrator  should  work  with  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge  to 
ensure  fees  are  petitioned  from  the  court  for  all  applicable  wards  and  estates, 
approved,  properly  monitored,  and  collected  to  the  extent  possible.  In 
addition,  to  ensure  fees  charged  to  each  ward  and  estate  are  fair,  reasonable, 
and  properly  assessed,  the  Public  Administrator  should  maintain 
documentation  supporting  the  criteria  used  to  determine  the  fee  amount. 

3.2  Supporting  Adequate  supporting  documentation  is  not  obtained  for  some  disbursements. 

documentation 

•  Adequate  supporting  documentation  is  not  obtained  to  support  some 
checks  issued  to  caregivers  for  spending  money  and  purchases  of 
groceries  and  other  personal  items.  As  a  result,  there  is  no  evidence 
monies  are  appropriately  spent  on  behalf  of  the  wards.  A  review  of 
annual  settlements  covering  a  12-month  period  for  three  wards  who 
received  spending  monies  noted  the  caregivers  received  18  checks 
totaling  $5,974,  14  checks  totaling  $4,335,  and  3  checks  totaling  $370. 

•  Attorney  fees  are  paid  for  preparing  annual  settlements  and  providing 
other  services  on  behalf  of  wards  and  estates.  The  Public  Administrator 
indicated  although  these  fees  are  approved  by  the  court,  the  attorneys 
are  not  required  to  submit  invoices  or  other  documentation  supporting 
the  services  provided. 

To  ensure  payments  are  valid  and  proper,  the  Public  Administrator  should 
maintain  adequate  supporting  documentation  for  disbursements. 
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Recommendations 


Auditee's  Response 


4.  Senior  Citizens 
Board 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Public  Administrator: 

3.1  Work  with  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge  to  ensure  fees  are  assessed 
and  paid  to  the  county  as  appropriate  and  document  the  criteria  used 
to  determine  fee  amounts. 

3.2  Ensure  disbursements  are  supported  by  adequate  documentation. 
The  Public  Administrator  provided  the  following  responses: 

3.1  I  will  work  with  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge  to  ensure  appropriate 
fees  are  assessed  and  documentation  is  established  as  the  Associate 
Circuit  Judge  requires. 

3.2  I  plan  to  implement  a  procedure  where  wards  document  that  monies 
were  spent  on  their  behalf.  I  will  work  with  attorneys  to  better 
document  their  services. 

As  similarly  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  written  contracts  between  the 
Senior  Citizen's  Board  and  the  entities  to  which  it  provides  funding  are  not 
sufficient. 

The  2011  and  2010  contracts  with  not-for-profit  (NFP)  corporations  were 
not  signed  by  the  appropriate  parties  and  did  not  specify  the  amount  of 
funding  to  be  provided,  the  services  to  be  performed,  and  the  length  of  the 
contract.  The  Senior  Citizens  Board  distributed  approximately  $43,800  in 
201 1  and  $40,200  in  2010  to  several  NFP  corporations. 

Section  432.070,  RSMo,  requires  government  contracts  to  be  in  writing. 
Written  contracts,  signed  by  the  parties  involved,  should  specify  the  services 
to  be  performed  and  the  manner  and  amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid. 
Written  contracts  are  necessary  to  ensure  all  parties  are  aware  of  their  duties 
and  responsibilities  and  to  prevent  misunderstandings. 

The  Senior  Citizens  Board  enter  into  written  contracts  with  each  not-for- 
profit  corporation  that  are  signed  by  both  parties  and  clearly  detail  the 
compensation  to  be  paid  or  benefits  received,  services  to  be  performed,  and 
the  length  of  the  contract. 

The  Senior  Citizens  Board  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  Senior  Citizens  Board  on  January  28,  2013,  approved  a  new  contract  to 
become  effective  October  1,  2013,  with  requests  from  the  not-for-profit 
corporations.  These  contracts  will  be  for  year  2014. 
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5.  Sheriff  s  Employee 
Compensatory 
Time 

5.1  Compensatory  time 
calculations 


As  similarly  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  controls  over  Sheriffs  office 
employee  compensatory  time  and  related  records  need  improvement. 
Sheriffs  office  employees  calculate  and  record  their  compensatory  time 
earned,  used,  and  balances  on  their  timesheets  which  are  reviewed  by  the 
Sheriff  and  submitted  to  the  County  Clerk's  office. 

Compensatory  time  earned  by  Sheriffs  office  deputies  and  dispatchers  is  not 
calculated  in  accordance  with  county  policy  or  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
of  1938  (FLSA). 

We  reviewed  timesheets  of  deputies  and  dispatchers  for  2011,  noting 
numerous  instances  where  compensatory  time  was  not  calculated  correctly. 
These  errors  caused  some  employees  to  earn  more  compensatory  time  than 
they  would  have  earned  if  the  compensatory  time  was  calculated  correctly, 
and  some  employees  to  earn  less. 

•  Employees  earned  compensatory  time  when  they  worked  more  than  40 
hours  in  a  week;  however,  county  policy  requires  law  enforcement 
personnel  to  work  more  than  171  hours  in  a  28-day  period  before 
compensatory  time  is  earned. 

•  Employees  earned  compensatory  time  as  straight  time  off.  The  county 
policy  and  FLSA  require  the  county  provide  compensatory  time  at  time 
and  one-half. 

•  Some  employees  included  nonworking  time  (vacation,  sick  leave, 
compensatory  time  taken,  and  holidays)  in  total  hours  worked  when 
calculating  compensatory  time  earned,  which  is  not  allowed  by  county 
policy  and  not  required  by  the  FLSA. 

•  One  dispatcher  earned  compensatory  time  for  working  on  days  not 
designated  as  county  holidays,  while  county  policy  only  provides  for 
compensatory  time  for  working  on  designated  holidays.  For  example, 
the  dispatcher's  December  2011  timesheet  indicated  he  earned  32  hours 
of  compensatory  time  for  working  on  4  days  identified  as  holidays 
(December  24,  25,  26,  and  31),  when  only  8  hours  was  actually  earned 
because  county  policy  only  designates  one  holiday  (December  25)  that 
month. 


•    Some  compensatory  time  calculations  contained  mathematical  errors. 

Compliance  with  county  policy  and  the  FLSA  is  necessary  to  ensure 
compensatory  time  is  properly  calculated  and  appropriate  payment  made 
and/or  time  off  given,  and  to  limit  any  potential  liability  for  compensatory 
time  not  properly  calculated. 
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5.2  Oversight  Although  maintained  for  all  other  county  employees,  the  County  Clerk  does 

not  maintain  centralized  records  of  compensatory  time  for  Sheriffs  office 
employees.  In  addition,  an  adequate  review  of  compensatory  time  earned, 
used,  and  balances  recorded  on  employee  timesheets  was  not  performed  by 
the  Sheriff  or  County  Clerk.  As  a  result,  the  compensatory  time  errors  noted 
above  were  not  detected. 

When  we  brought  the  errors  noted  above  to  the  Sheriffs  attention,  the 
Sheriffs  office  began  requiring  written  approval  of  compensatory  time 
earned  and  monitoring  compensatory  time  calculations.  The  Sheriff 
indicated  office  personnel  reviewed  all  employee  compensatory  time 
recorded  on  2011  and  2012  timesheets  and  identified  significant  concerns 
regarding  the  dispatcher's  compensatory  time  calculations,  and  disciplinary 
action  was  taken  against  the  dispatcher  based  on  those  concerns. 

Without  an  adequate  review  process  and  centralized  compensatory  time 
records,  the  County  Commission  cannot  ensure  employee  compensatory 
time  balances  are  accurate  and  in  compliance  with  county  policy. 
Centralized  records  also  limit  the  potential  for  disputes  over  liabilities  for 
employees  leaving  county  employment,  and  demonstrate  compliance  with 
the  FLSA. 

Recommendations  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  Sheriff: 

5.1  Ensure  compensatory  time  is  calculated  for  Sheriffs  office 
employees  in  accordance  with  the  FLSA  and  county  policy. 

5.2  Maintain  centralized  compensatory  time  records  and  review  for 
accuracy. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following 

responses: 

5.1  The  county  policy  was  revised  effective  November  2012,  to  provide 
compensatory  time  to  law  enforcement  personnel  who  work  more 
than  43  hours  during  a  1-week  period,  in  compliance  with  FLSA.  As 
of  November  2012,  compensatory  time  calculations  for  all  Sheriffs 
office  employees  are  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  County  Clerk 
and  County  Commission. 

5.2  As  of  November  2012,  all  Sheriff's  office  employee  compensatory 
time  records  are  maintained  in  the  County  Clerk's  office.  The 
County  Clerk  reviews  all  compensatory  time  calculations  on  the 
timesheets,  and  all  errors  and  corrections  are  noted  and 
documented  on  the  timesheets.  After  all  corrections  are  made,  the 
timesheets  are  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  County  Commission. 
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The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 


6.  Computer  Controls 


6.1  User  Passwords 


5.1  We  have  established  procedures  to  review  all  timesheets  and  ensure 
compensatory  time  is  calculated  correctly. 

5.2  Compensatory  time  records  are  maintained  in  the  County  Clerk's 
records.  We  are  also  maintaining  a  spreadsheet  of  compensatory 
time  for  all  Sheriffs  office  employees. 

Controls  over  county  computer  systems  are  not  sufficient  to  prevent 
unauthorized  access,  or  to  restore  key  systems  in  the  event  of  a  disaster  or 
systems  failure.  As  a  result,  county  records  are  unprotected  and  susceptible 
to  damage  or  theft. 

Passwords  are  not  required  to  be  periodically  changed  in  county  offices, 
other  than  the  County  Treasurer  and  County  Clerk  who  change  their 
passwords  only  two  or  three  times  a  year.  Changing  passwords  periodically 
limits  access  to  data  files  and  programs  to  only  those  individuals  who  need 
access  for  completion  of  job  responsibilities,  and  reduces  the  possibility  of 
unauthorized  users. 


6.2  Computer  inactivity 


6.3  Data  backup 


6.4  Contingency  plan 


A  security  control  is  not  in  place  in  county  offices,  other  than  the  County 
Treasurer  and  County  Clerk,  to  shut  down  computers  after  a  certain  period 
of  inactivity  and  detect  or  prevent  incorrect  login  attempts.  As  a  result, 
unauthorized  individuals  could  access  an  unattended  computer  and  have 
unrestricted  access  to  programs  and  data  files.  To  help  protect  computer 
files,  security  controls  should  be  implemented  to  shut  down  the  system  after 
a  certain  period  of  inactivity  and  to  detect  and  prevent  incorrect  login 
attempts. 

Data  is  not  backed  up  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney,  and  the  Sheriff  does  not 
store  backup  data  at  a  secure  off-site  location.  In  addition,  backup  data 
maintained  by  county  offices,  other  than  the  County  Collector,  is  not  always 
tested  to  help  prevent  loss  of  information  and  ensure  all  essential  county 
information  and  computer  systems  can  be  recovered  following  a  disaster  or 
computer  failure. 

Preparation  of  backup  data,  preferably  on  a  daily  or  at  least  weekly  basis, 
periodic  testing  to  ensure  it  is  adequate,  and  secure  off-site  storage  would 
provide  increased  assurance  county  data  could  be  recreated  if  necessary. 

The  county  does  not  have  formal  emergency  contingency  plans  and  has  not 
made  formal  arrangements  for  the  use  of  backup  facilities  in  the  event  of  a 
disaster  or  other  disruption  of  services. 

Contingency  plans  should  include  plans  for  a  variety  of  situations,  such  as 
short-  and  long-term  plans  for  backup  hardware,  software,  facilities, 
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personnel,  and  power  usage.  Involvement  of  users  in  contingency  planning 
is  important  since  users  will  likely  be  responsible  for  maintaining  at  least  a 
portion  of  the  backups  under  various  contingencies.  The  major  benefit  of  a 
thorough  contingency  plan  is  the  ability  of  the  county  to  recover  rapidly 
from  disaster  or  extraordinary  situations  that  might  cause  considerable  loss 
or  disruption  to  the  county.  Because  of  the  degree  of  reliance  on  data 
processing,  the  need  for  contingency  planning  is  evident. 

Recommendations  The  County  Commission  work  with  county  officials  to: 

Require  passwords  which  are  periodically  changed  to  prevent 
unauthorized  access  to  the  county's  computers  and  data. 

Establish  a  security  control  requiring  computers  to  shut  down  after  a 
certain  period  of  inactivity  and  report  incorrect  login  attempts  after 
a  certain  number  of  tries. 

Ensure  backup  data  is  prepared,  stored  in  a  secure  off-site  location, 
and  tested  on  a  regular  basis. 

Develop  formal  contingency  plans  for  the  various  computer 
systems. 

County   Commission  and  County   Clerk  provided  the  following 
responses: 

6.1- 

6.3  We  will  work  with  the  various  county  officials  on  implementing  the 
audit  recommendations. 

6.4  We  will  work  with  the  various  county  officials  on  establishing 
contingency  plans. 


6.1 
6.2 

6.3 
6.4 

Auditee's  Response  The 
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Oregon  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat  is 
Alton. 

Oregon  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  40  full-time  employees  and  13  part-time  employees  on 
December  31,  2011. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  a  Senate  Bill  40  Board  and  a  Senior 
Citizens  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  3 1  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder 

2012 

2011 

Patrick  Ledgerwood,  Presiding  Commissioner 

$ 

24,440 

Johnny  D.  Wrenfrow,  Associate  Commissioner 

22,440 

Edward  Casey,  Associate  Commissioner 

22,440 

April  Bridges,  Recorder  of  Deeds 

34,000 

Tracy  Bridges,  County  Clerk 

34,000 

Fred  O'Neill,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

41,000 

George  R.  Underwood,  Sheriff 

39,000 

Kim  Hollis,  County  Treasurer 

34,000 

Tom  Clary,  County  Coroner 

9,500 

Mike  Crawford,  Public  Administrator 

34,000 

Jerry  Richardson,  County  Collector  (1), 

year  ended  February  29, 

36,095 

Charles  Lon  Alford,  County  Assessor, 

year  ended  August  3 1 , 

34,000 

Scott  Simer,  County  Surveyor  (2) 

(1)  Includes  $2,095  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  city  property  taxes. 

(2)  Compensation  on  a  fee  basis. 


American  Recovery  and  Oregon  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  2 

Reinvestment  Act  2009         years  ended  December  31, 2011. 
(Federal  Stimulus) 
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Missouri  State  Auditor 

2012  ANNUAL  REPORT 
Office  of  The  Missouri  State  Auditor 


-A  MESSAGE  FROM 
THE  STATE  AUDITOR 


The  Citizens  of  Missouri 

The  Honorable  Jeremiah  "Jay"  Nixon 

The  Missouri  General  Assembly 

Following,  please  find  the  State  Auditor's  office  annual  report  of  the  146  reports  issued, 
201  bonds  registered,  and  35  initiative  petitions  received  in  2012. 

During  2012,  this  office  continued  to  identify  instances  of  theft  and  misuse  of  public 
monies,  leading  to  criminal  charges  against  those  responsible,  and  uncovered  wasted 
public  resources  and  violations  of  law  and  policy  in  several  state  agencies,  counties, 
municipal  courts  and  other  political  subdivisions. 

We  released  the  Fiscal  Year  201 1  Statewide  Single  Audit,  auditing  the  $1 1 .24  billion  in 
federal  funds  spent  on  major  programs  by  state  agencies. 

Shortly  after  taking  office,  I  established  the  Auditor's  Swift  Assessment  Program  rapid 
response  team  and  the  Auditor's  Follow-up  Team  to  Effect  Recommendations,  which 
have  continued  to  improve  accountability  in  Missouri  government.  This  year,  I  activated 
the  rapid  response  team  to  address  allegations  of  theft  in  the  Pineville  court,  the 
findings  of  which  were  released  in  a  February  2013  report,  and  released  22  follow-up 
reports  detailing  the  implementation  of  audit  recommendations. 

I  want  to  thank  the  professional  dedicated  employees  of  the  State  Auditor's  office  for 
their  service  to  the  citizens  of  Missouri.  I  look  forward  to  another  productive  year 
improving  government  efficiency  and  accountability. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
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OVERVIEW  OF  THE  MISSOURI  STATE 

AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 


Missouri  State  Auditor  Thomas  A.  Schweich 


DUTI  ES  OF  THE  STATE  AUDITOR 


The  Missouri  Constitution  and  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  give  the 
Missouri  State  Auditor  the  authority  to  audit  all  state  agencies;  boards  and 
commissions;  the  state  court  system;  school  districts;  counties  that  do  not 
have  a  county  auditor;  and  other  political  subdivisions,  upon  petition  by  the 
voters  of  those  subdivisions. 

All  audits  are  conducted  in  an  impartial,  nonpartisan  manner,  in  accordance 
with  government  auditing  standards  issued  by  the  United  States 
Government  Accountability  Office.  State  auditors  adhere  to  the  rigorous 
standards  of  the  auditing  profession  and  exercise  the  highest  levels  of 
integrity  and  ethics.  Audit  findings  and  recommendations  are  based  upon 
reliable  evidence,  free  from  preconceived  notions  and  the  influence  of 
personal  opinions. 
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AUDITS  PERFORMED 


Audits  of  state  and  local  government  are  performed  by  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

1)  State  Government  Audits:  The  State  Auditor  conducts  audits  of  state 
agencies,  programs,  and  activities;  boards  and  commissions; 
statewide  elected  officials;  the  General  Assembly;  the  judiciary;  the 
state's  financial  statements;  and  federal  awards  expended  by  the 
state.  The  State  Auditor  may  also  conduct  audits  of  Department  of 
Revenue  contract  license  offices. 

2)  Local  Government  Audits:  For  counties  that  do  not  have  a  county 
auditor,  the  State  Auditor  is  required  to  conduct  an  audit  at  least 
once  every  four  years.  The  State  Auditor  also  conducts  an  audit  in  a 
county  collector's  office  after  a  vacancy  occurs.  In  addition,  the  State 
Auditor  conducts  audits  of  Transportation  Development  Districts  and 
may  conduct  audits  of  school  districts. 

Qualified  voters  of  a  political  subdivision,  such  as  cities,  school 
districts,  water  districts,  etc.,  may  request  an  audit  through  the 
petition  process.1 

For  a  complete  listing  of  audits  released  in  2012,  please  see  page  22. 


1  The  number  of  verified  signatures  required  for  a  petition  audit  is  determined  by  RSMO  §29.230,  as 
depicted  in  the  following  table: 


No.  of  Votes  in  Last 
Election  for  Governor 

Below  1,000 
1,000  to  4,999 
5,000  to  49,999 
50,000  or  more 


The  Greater  of 


Percent 
25%  of  registered  voters 
15%  of  actual  votes 
10%  of  actual  votes 
5%  of  actual  votes 


Minimum 


200 
750 
5,000 
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Fl  SCAL  NOTES 


The  State  Auditor's  office  is  responsible  for  assessing  the  fiscal  impact  of 
initiative  petitions  proposing  constitutional  or  statutory  changes  that 
citizens  file  with  the  Secretary  of  State.  The  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note 
summary  for  each  petition  states  the  initiative's  estimated  costs  or  savings, 
if  any,  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities.  Once  the  Secretary  of  State 
certifies  the  official  ballot  title,  summary  statement  of  the  measure,  and  the 
fiscal  note  summary,  an  initiative  petition  can  be  circulated  publicly  for 
signatures.  Proposals  that  obtain  the  required  number  of  signatures  within 
statutory  time  limits  will  be  voted  on  by  the  public  at  the  next  statewide 
General  Election.2 

The  office  is  also  responsible  for  assessing  the  fiscal  impact  of  joint 
resolutions  adopted  by  the  Missouri  General  Assembly,  proposing 
constitutional  amendments  or  bills  without  a  fiscal  note  summary  which  are 
to  be  referred  to  a  public  vote.  The  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  for 
each  joint  resolution  or  bill  states  the  measure's  estimated  costs  or  savings, 
if  any,  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities. 

During  2012,  the  State  Auditor's  office  received  notification  to  prepare 
fiscal  notes  and  fiscal  note  summaries  for  35  initiative  petitions  or  joint 
resolutions.  For  a  complete  listing  of  initiative  petitions  received  by  the 
State  Auditor's  office  in  2012,  please  see  page  36. 


BOND  REGI  STRATI  ON 


The  State  Auditor's  office  is  responsible  for  reviewing  and  registering 
general  obligation  bonds  issued  by  political  subdivisions  in  Missouri  to 
ensure  those  bonds  comply  with  both  state  law  and  the  conditions  of  the 
contracts  under  which  the  bonds  were  issued.  For  a  complete  listing  of 

Petitions  proposing  amendments  to  the  constitution  require  signatures  of  8  percent  of  the  legal  voters 
in  each  of  two-thirds  of  the  congressional  districts  in  the  state,  and  petitions  proposing  laws  must  be 
signed  by  5  percent  of  such  voters. 
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bonds  registered  in  2012  with  the  State  Auditor's  office,  please  see  page 
28. 


REVI  EW  OF  PROPERTY  TAX  RATES 


State  law  requires  the  Missouri  State  Auditor  annually  to  certify  all  taxing 
jurisdictions  throughout  Missouri  as  to  their  compliance  with  state  law  and 
the  tax  limitation  provisions  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  through  24, 
Constitution  of  Missouri,  commonly  known  as  the  Hancock  Amendment. 
The  State  Auditor's  office  property  tax  rate  report  states  whether  a  taxing 
jurisdiction  has  met  its  obligation  to  set  an  overall  tax  rate  at  a  level 
approved  by  voters  and  within  the  limits  set  by  Missouri  law.  The  Review  of 
2012  Property  Tax  Rates  is  Report  No.  2013-012  and  is  available  on  our 
website. 

NOTE:  The  State  Auditor's  office  does  not  have  the  authority  to  reduce 
the  tax  rate  of  any  taxing  jurisdiction.  Additionally,  the  State  Auditor's 
office  has  no  authority  to  determine  or  review  individual  tax  assessments. 
Chapter  138,  RSMo,  governs  the  appeals  process  for  assessed  valuations  of 
individual  taxpayers. 


STATEMENTS  AND  TESTI  MONY 


The  State  Auditor  is  often  called  upon  to  advise  the  governor,  legislature, 
and  citizens  on  matters  pertaining  to  state  government  operations. 

State  Auditor  Schweich  and  Deputy  State  Auditor  Harry  Otto  frequently 
testify  before  Missouri  legislative  committees  regarding  audits  undertaken 
by  this  office  and  the  estimated  costs  associated  with  proposed  legislation. 
In  2012,  the  office  testified  before  several  legislative  committees  on  a 
variety  of  topics,  including  tax  credits,  the  initiative  petition  process,  the 
Missouri  Employers  Mutual  audit  report,  and  certain  findings  in  the  2011 
Statewide  Single  Audit. 
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NEW  I  Nl  Tl  ATI  VES  Wl  THI  N  THE  OFFI  CE 


Shortly  after  taking  office,  Auditor  Schweich  started  the  Auditor's  Swift 
Assessment  Program  (ASAP)  to  rapidly  respond  to  credible  allegations  of 
waste,  fraud,  or  abuse  of  public  monies.  ASAP  is  only  activated  if  there  is 
reason  to  believe  evidence  may  be  destroyed  and  the  ASAP  guidelines  are 
met. 

Auditor  Schweich  also  formed  the  Auditor's  Follow-up  Team  to  Effect 
Recommendations  (AFTER).  Every  finding  in  an  audit  report  is  followed  by 
a  recommendation  to  bring  the  entity  into  compliance  with  the  law  and 
accepted  accounting  practices  and  to  improve  government  accountability, 
transparency,  and  efficiency.  When  applicable,  the  AFTER  returns  after  an 
audit  and  reports  on  the  status  of  audit  recommendations  for  findings 
requiring  immediate  management  attention. 

In  order  to  facilitate  transparency  and  increase  accountability,  Auditor 
Schweich  also  instituted  the  Citizens  Summary  and  a  rating  scale.  The 
Citizens  Summary  provides  readers  with  a  short,  plain  language  summary 
of  each  audit,  and  the  rating  scale  rates  the  audited  entity  as  Excellent, 
Good,  Fair,  or  Poor,  so  readers  can  tell  at  a  glance  how  the  entity  is 
performing  overall  in  the  audited  areas. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  website  at  http://auditor.mo.gov  contains  a 
wealth  of  information  and  many  helpful  links.  All  audit  reports  issued  and 
bonds  registered  with  the  office  from  1999  to  present  and  all  initiative 
petitions  received  by  the  office  from  2003  to  present  are  available  on  the 
website.  Reports  are  searchable,  listed  chronologically,  and  categorized  by 
subject  and  by  region.  The  website  also  includes  news  releases, 
employment  opportunities,  and  links  for  information  on  petition  audits, 
federal  stimulus  monies  tracking,  and  various  forms. 
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2012  AUDIT  HIGHLIGHTS 


ELECTED  OFFICIALS 


The  State  Auditor  is  required  by  state  law  to 
conduct  audits  of  the  offices  of  other  statewide 
elected  officials.  In  2012,  the  State  Auditor's 
office  released  reports  of  the  Office  of  the  State 
Treasurer;  the  Office  of  the  Attorney  General; 
and  the  Office  of  the  Governor.  Summaries  of 
these  reports  follow. 

Office  of  the  State  Treasurer 

The  State  Auditor's  office  is  required  to  conduct  an  annual  audit  of  the 
Office  of  State  Treasurer.  The  audit  report  includes  an  unqualified  opinion 
on  the  financial  statements  of  the  Office  of  State  Treasurer.  No  findings 
resulted  from  our  audit,  and,  overall,  the  Office  of  the  State  Treasurer 
received  a  rating  of  Excellent. 

(Report  No.  2012-010) 

Office  of  the  Attorney  General 

The  State  Auditor  found  the  Attorney  General  retained  the  power  to  reject 
responses  or  solicit  new  responses  for  contingency  fee  contracts  and 
accepted  campaign  contributions  from  law  firms  that  submitted  proposals. 
The  Office  of  the  Attorney  General  (AGO)  did  not  always  prepare  and 
retain  documentation  related  to  its  selection  of  legal  and  expert  witness 
services,  and  policies  and  procedures  related  to  timekeeping,  tracking  costs 
per  case,  and  performance  appraisals  need  improvement.  The  audit  also 
noted  the  AGO  had  some  weaknesses  in  internal  control  procedures  and 
had  not  developed  a  formal,  written  contingency  plan  for  resuming  normal 
business  operations  and  recovering  computer  systems  and  data  in  the 
event  of  a  disaster.  In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  the 
Office  of  the  Attorney  General  was  Fair. 

(Report  No.  2012-055) 
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Office  of  the  Governor 

In  2011,  the  State  Auditor's  office  issued  a  letter  report  regarding  Governor 
Nixon's  announced  withholdings  (Report  No.  2011-043).  The  Governor 
declined  to  take  the  recommended  action,  and  the  matter  is  currently 
pending  before  the  Missouri  Supreme  Court.  In  2012,  the  State  Auditor 
issued  its  regularly  scheduled  audit  of  the  Office  of  the  Governor  and  found 
the  Governor's  office  charged  approximately  $1.7  million  of  its  office 
expenses  to  other  state  agencies.  The  Governor's  office  also  lacked 
documentation  to  support  why  lodging  expenses  were  higher  than 
appeared  necessary,  and  it  spent  $92,800  in  out-of-state  flights  without 
evaluating  whether  commercial  flights  would  be  more  economical.  State 
law  is  unclear  regarding  the  use  of  state  resources  by  the  Governor's  office 
for  political  and  personal  purposes,  the  Governor's  office  lacks  adequate 
capital  asset  records  and  procedures,  and  some  entities  were  not  charged 
for  holding  an  event/function  at  the  mansion.  In  the  areas  audited,  the 
overall  performance  of  the  Office  of  the  Governor  was  rated  Fair. 

(Report  No.  2012-095) 


STATE  AGENCI  ES 


The  State  Auditor  conducted  various  audits  of  state 
agencies  in  2012,  including  audits  of  entire  departments, 
audits  of  divisions  within  a  department,  and  audits  of 
certain  functions,  such  as  information  technology,  within 
a  given  department  or  division.  Summaries  of  some  of 
these  audits  are  provided  below. 

Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 
Program 

The  State  Auditor  released  an  audit  of  the  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  (DNR),  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Program  (SWCP)  and  found 
the  SWCP  needed  to  improve  its  procedures  for  reviewing  and  monitoring 
operations  of  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Districts.  The  SWCP  did  not 
document  its  review  of  district  board  minutes,  did  not  adequately 
document  project  approvals  in  board  minutes,  and  did  not  adequately 
monitor  district  administrative  grant  expenditures.  The  SWCP  received  an 
overall  audit  rating  of  Good. 

(Report  No.  2012-007) 
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Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  State  Parks 

The  State  Auditor  determined  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources, 
Division  of  State  Parks  (DSP),  needed  to  improve  its  procedures  for 
monitoring  state  park  operations.  In  addition,  the  DSP  lacked  adequate 
control  over  cash  handling  and  procurement  cards.  The  DSP  did  not 
maintain  complete  records  of  capital  assets  and  had  not  updated  its 
policies  and  procedures  manual  in  a  timely  manner.  In  the  areas  audited, 
the  DSP  received  an  overall  audit  rating  of  Fair. 

(Report  No.  2012-024) 

Office  of  Administration,  Information  Technology  Services 
Division 

The  State  Auditor  found  the  Office  of  Administration,  Information 
Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD)  used  over  $2.6  million  in  state  General 
Revenue  Fund  monies,  rather  than  the  designated  appropriated  monies,  for 
Unified  Communication  (UC)  system  costs  and  lease/purchase  payments. 
Had  the  ITSD  properly  billed  users,  state  agencies  may  have  recovered  as 
much  as  $1,274  million  in  federal  reimbursements.  The  ITSD  created  an 
invoice  for  services  that  were  not  performed  and  then  issued  a  credit  to 
reverse  the  transaction  to  prevent  General  Revenue  Fund  appropriation 
spending  authority  from  lapsing.  The  advance  lease  payment  made  with 
the  funds  saved  the  state  future  interest  payments,  but  the  method  used 
was  deceptive  and  circumvented  the  legislative  appropriation  process.  As 
noted  in  prior  audits,  the  ITSD  does  not  have  current  agreements  with 
state  agencies  the  division  serves,  so  ITSD  management  does  not  have 
minimum  performance  targets  and  cannot  determine  if  the  IT  services  it 
provides  meet  the  needs  and  expectations  of  state  agency  customers. 
Overall,  the  performance  of  the  ITSD  was  rated  Fair. 

(Report  No.  2012-073) 

Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registrations,  Division  of  Finance 

After  gaining  access  to  additional  information,  the  State  Auditor's  office 
issued  a  continuation  of  its  audit  of  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial 
Institutions  and  Professional  Registrations,  Division  of  Finance  (DOF) 
released  in  May  2011  (Report  No.  2011-17).  The  audit  determined  DOF 
personnel  are  now  ensuring  savings  and  loan  association  examinations  are 
performed   timely   and    have   made   improvements   in  documenting 
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examination  procedures  and  supervisory  reviews.  The  DOF  had  also  made 
improvements  in  the  accuracy  and  completeness  of  its  examination  reports 
but  had  not  yet  implemented  the  prior  recommendation  to  update  its 
written  agreements  with  the  federal  agencies  and  had  not  worked  with  the 
General  Assembly  to  transfer  over-assessments  from  the  state's  General 
Revenue  Fund  to  the  Division  of  Finance  Fund  to  reduce  future  bank 
assessments.  In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  the  DOF  was 
rated  Good. 

(Report  No.  2012-097) 

Department  of  Economic  Development,  Division  of  Business  and 
Community  Services 

The  Department  of  Economic  Development  (DED),  Division  of  Business  and 
Community  Services  (BCS)  failed  to  perform  adequate  due  diligence  for 
various  projects,  including  the  Mamtek  USA  project.  In  addition,  state  law 
does  not  prohibit  the  same  project  costs  from  being  claimed  under  more 
than  one  tax  credit  program,  and  developers  can  "stack"  tax  credits 
without  generating  additional  economic  activity  or  state  benefit.  The  audit 
also  determined  that,  for  the  two  years  ended  J  une  30,  2011,  the  DED  paid 
over  $149,000  for  approximately  160  flights  of  the  Governor's  office,  of 
which  the  BCS  was  allocated  $79,815  in  costs.  The  overall  performance  of 
the  BCS  in  the  areas  audited  was  rated  Fair. 

(Report  No.  2012-117) 

Missouri  State  Public  Defender 

Audit  staff  reviewed  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  (MSPD)  caseload 
protocol  calculation  procedures  and  noted  significant  concerns  with  the 
methodology  and  data  used  to  calculate  key  components  and  the  final 
calculation  as  to  whether  maximum  caseload  has  been  exceeded.  The 
MSPD  also  lacked  sufficient  policies  and  procedures  for  determining 
indigence  and  did  not  always  properly  charge  applicable  costs  to 
defendants.  The  MSPD  also  had  not  considered  possible  opportunities  to 
increase  collections  and  to  reduce  costs  associated  with  employee  travel, 
transcripts  on  appeal,  contract  attorneys  and  professional  consultants,  and 
conflict  case  management.  The  overall  performance  of  the  MSPD  in  the 
areas  audited  was  rated  Fair. 

(Report  No.  2012-129) 
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COURTS 


In  2012,  the  State  Auditor  conducted  audits  of  various 
municipal  courts,  a  circuit  court,  and  the  Missouri  Court  of 
Appeals,  Eastern  District.  The  State  Auditor  has  the 
discretion  to  audit  courts  as  he  deems  advisable  and  will 
also  generally  audit  the  local  municipal  court  when  an 
audit  petition  is  received.  Below  are  summaries  of  several 
court  audits. 

Missouri  Court  of  Appeals,  Eastern  District 

The  State  Auditor  noted  that  the  Missouri  Court  of  Appeals,  Eastern 
District,  did  not  always  comply  with  its  administrative  bid  policy.  In  addition 
the  court  needed  to  improve  its  policies  and  procedures  regarding  payroll 
and  personnel,  receipts  and  deposits,  accounts  receivable  and  capital  and 
library  assets.  Overall,  in  the  areas  audited,  the  court's  performance  was 
Good. 

(Report  No.  2012-020) 

Nineteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Cole  County  Civil  and  Criminal  Division 

After  a  request  from  the  Presiding  Judge,  the  State  Auditor  audited  the 
Cole  County  civil  and  criminal  division  operations  and  determined  at  least 
$14,669  was  received  by  the  Circuit  Court  Criminal  Division  but  not 
deposited.  The  Circuit  Clerk  had  failed  to  implement  recommendations 
made  by  the  Court  Administrator,  the  office  of  State  Courts  Administrator 
and  the  Presiding  Judge,  and  the  audit  revealed  significant  weaknesses  in 
accounting  controls  and  procedures.  The  court  should  also  improve  its  law 
library  fund  controls  and  procedures  and  its  parking  ticket  procedures,  and 
the  Circuit  Clerk  should  work  to  properly  disburse  the  more  than  $100,000 
held  in  each  of  two  inactive  bank  accounts.  In  the  areas  audited,  the  court 
received  an  overall  rating  of  Poor. 

(Report  No.  2012-030) 

Sixteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Lone  Jack  Municipal  Division 

The  State  Auditor  determined  the  court  owed  at  least  an  additional 
$119,353  to  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  for  the  3  years  ended  J  une 
30,  2012,  for  excess  revenues  generated  from  fines  and  court  costs  for 
traffic  violations  occurring  on  state  or  federal  highways.  In  addition,  the 
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city  did  not  perform  annual  excess  revenue  calculations  or  make  payments 
of  excess  revenues  to  the  DOR  timely.  The  overall  performance  of  the 
court,  in  the  areas  audited,  was  Fair. 

(Report  No.  2012-142) 


CONTRACT  LICENSE  OFFICES 


The  State  Auditor  conducted  audits  of  ten 
contract  license  offices:  Bridgeton  (Report 
No.  2012-119);  Jefferson  City  (Report  No. 
2012-120);  Lebanon  (Report  No.  2012-121); 
Potosi  (Report  No.  2012-122);  Sedalia 
(Report  No  2012-123);  Cape  Girardeau 
(Report  No.  2012-134);  Chesterfield  (Report  No.  2012-135);  Montgomery 
(Report  No.  2012-136);  Platte  (Report  No.  2012-137);  and  St.  Joseph 
(Report  No.  2012-138).  We  rated  eight  of  the  offices  Good  and  rated  the 
Cape  Girardeau  and  Lebanon  offices  Fair.  Several  of  the  offices  need  to 
improve  their  accounting  controls  and  procedures  and  their  handling  of 
prepayment  void  transactions.  Two  of  the  contract  license  offices 
(Bridgeton  and  St.  Joseph)  appear  to  have  been  used  to  obtain  fraudulent 
documents  for  illegal  aliens.  Upon  discovering  the  frauds,  license  office 
managers  contacted  the  Department  of  Revenue,  which  began 
investigations  and  contacted  federal  law  enforcement  officials. 

Department  of  Revenue  and  Office  of  Administration,  Contract 
License  Offices,  Bidding  and  Procurement 

The  State  Auditor  audited  the  practices  of  the  Department  of  Revenue 
(DOR)  and  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  for  the  bidding  and 
procurement  of  contract  license  offices.  The  DOR  and  OA  began  awarding 
points  to  bidders  willing  to  return  a  percentage  of  the  earned  processing 
fees  to  the  state,  but  there  is  no  statutory  authority  for  the  return  to  state 
provision.  Also,  the  OA  did  not  always  reject  noncompliant  bids/proposals, 
and  the  DOR  and  OA  both  needed  to  improve  policies  and  procedures.  In 
the  areas  audited  the  overall  rating  assigned  was  Fair. 

(Report  No.  2012-028) 


JUL  Missouri 
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Department  of  Revenue,  Contract  License  Offices,  Monitoring 

The  State  Auditor  issued  an  audit  of  the  Department  of  Revenue's  (DOR) 
monitoring  of  contract  license  offices  and  found  the  DOR  did  not  ensure 
contract  agents  abide  by  the  contract  terms.  In  addition,  the  payment  and 
waiver  of  liquidated  damages  was  not  adequately  monitored  and 
documented,  and  its  internal  review  section,  the  Compliance  and 
Investigation  Bureau,  needed  improvement.  The  DOR  did  not  require 
contract  license  personnel  to  complete  fraudulent  documentation  training. 
In  the  areas  audited,  the  entity's  overall  performance  was  rated  Fair. 

(Report  No.  2012-029) 

Department  of  Revenue  and  Office  of  Administration,  Award  and 
Cancellation  of  Maplewood  (formerly  Deer  Creek)  Contract  License 
Office  Contract 

The  State  Auditor  reviewed  the  decisions  made  by  the  Department  of 
Revenue  (DOR)  and  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  in  awarding  and  then 
cancelling  the  Maplewood  contract  license  office  contract.  The  DOR  and  OA 
did  not  ensure  the  financial  stability  documentation  submitted  was 
adequate,  resulting  in  the  OA  improperly  awarding  the  contract  to  operate 
the  Maplewood  Contract  License  Office  and  then  neither  the  DOR  nor  OA 
documented  its  reasons  for  cancelling  the  contract.  It  is  unclear  why  the 
documentation  provided  as  part  of  the  proposal  was  considered  sufficient 
at  the  time  the  proposal  was  initially  evaluated,  but  later  determined  to  be 
unacceptable  after  the  contract  had  been  awarded.  In  the  areas  audited, 
the  entity's  overall  performance  was  rated  Fair. 

(Report  No.  2012-094) 


EDUCATI  ON 


The  State  Auditor's  office  conducted  various  audits 
related  to  education  during  2012.  Some  of  these 
audits  were  based  upon  statutory  authority  or 
obligation,  while  others  arose  through  the  petition 
process.  Summaries  of  several  education-related 
audits  follow. 
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Department  of  Higher  Education,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University 

The  State  Auditor  released  an  audit  of  Southeast  Missouri  State  University 
(SEMO)  which  found  the  university  did  not  always  solicit  competitive 
proposals  for  professional  services,  did  not  retain  written  agreements  for 
past  legal  services,  and  spent  over  $60,000  for  employee  recognition.  The 
university  lacked  adequate  documentation  for  property  lease  payments 
made  to  the  Southeast  Missouri  University  Foundation  and  for  transfers  to 
allocate  overhead  and  shared  costs.  In  addition,  the  university  paid  almost 
$700,000  in  credit  card  convenience  fees  instead  of  requiring  credit  card 
users  to  pay  these  fees  and  was  unable  to  determine  which  employee  was 
responsible  for  $1,908  in  missing  Show-Me  Center  concession  receipts. 
Overall,  the  performance  of  SEMO  in  the  areas  audited  was  rated  Good. 

(Report  No.  2012-005) 

Springfield  R-XI I  School  District 

The  State  Auditor's  Office  conducted  a  petition  audit  of  the  Springfield  R- 
XII  School  District  and  found  the  district's  self-funded  medical  plan  fund 
was  in  poor  condition.  The  audit  noted  significant  concerns  with  the 
district's  efforts  to  sell  certain  property  and  its  sales  of  bonds  and 
certificates.  The  district  did  not  always  enter  into  written  contracts  and  did 
not  adequately  monitor  some  contracts.  The  district's  policies  and 
procedures  regarding  disbursements,  accounting,  stipends,  fuel  use  and 
purchases,  related  employees,  and  school  safety  were  inadequate.  The 
district  did  not  always  comply  with  the  Sunshine  Law  (Chapter  610,  RSMo) 
and  had  not  filled  its  internal  auditor  vacancy.  Overall,  in  the  areas  audited, 
the  district  received  a  rating  of  Fair. 

(Report  No.  2012-016) 

Mexico  59  School  District 

The  State  Auditor  released  an  audit  of  the  Mexico  59  School  District  and 
found  the  district  needed  to  better  segregate  accounting  duties  and 
improve  its  monitoring  of  fuel  purchases  and  vehicle  use.  In  the  areas 
audited,  the  district  was  rated  Good. 

(Report  No.  2012-128) 
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COUNTI  ES 
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The  State  Auditor  is  statutorily  obligated  to  audit 
counties  which  do  not  have  a  county  auditor.  The  State 
Auditor  issued  audit  reports  related  to  39  different 
counties  in  2012.  Below  are  summaries  of  four  such 
reports. 


Henry  County 

The  State  Auditor  released  an  audit  of  Henry  County  containing  numerous 
findings.  The  audit  identified  serious  issues  with  the  offices  of  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer,  Sheriff,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  and  Public  Administrator. 
In  addition,  the  county  lacked  adequate  documentation  to  support  various 
county  disbursements  and  its  procurement  decisions  related  to  the 
detention  center.  In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  Henry 
County  was  rated  Poor. 


Putnam  County 

The  State  Auditor  conducted  an  audit  of  Putnam  County  and  found  the 
Putnam  County  Memorial  Hospital  is  in  poor  financial  condition,  did  not 
adequately  account  for  capital  improvement  sales  tax  monies,  and  did  not 
always  abide  by  the  Sunshine  Law.  The  audit  also  identified  serious 
shortcomings  with  the  county's  disbursements  and  in  the  procedures  of  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney,  County  Collector-Treasurer,  and  Sheriff.  In  the  areas 
audited,  the  overall  performance  of  Putnam  County  was  rated  Fair. 


Carter  County 

The  State  Auditor  issued  an  audit  of  Carter  County  and  found  that  the 
County  Collector  could  not  account  for  at  least  $3,817  in  property  tax 
receipts.  In  addition  to  the  missing  money,  the  audit  found  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  is  in  poor  financial  condition  and  uncovered  issues  with  the 
property  tax  system,  the  Sheriff's  controls  and  procedures,  and  the 
county's  control  over  disbursements,  personnel  policies  and  procedures, 
and  capital  assets.  In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  Carter 
County  was  rated  Poor. 


(Report  No.  2012-049) 


(Report  No.  2012-058) 


(Report  No.  2012-124) 
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Knox  County 

The  State  Auditor  released  an  audit  of  Knox  County  containing  numerous 
findings.  The  General  Revenue  Fund  and  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 
remain  in  poor  financial  condition,  procedures  over  property  tax  additions 
and  abatements  are  not  properly  segregated  or  monitored,  the  county  did 
not  comply  with  state  law  with  regard  to  some  sales  tax  issues,  and  the 
county  incorrectly  calculated  and  reported  property  tax  levy  reductions. 
The  county  does  not  adequately  document  or  monitor  monies  due  from 
material  sales  and  rock  purchases,  and  the  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Sheriff, 
and  county  computer  systems  lack  adequate  controls.  In  the  areas  audited, 
the  overall  performance  of  Knox  County  was  rated  Poor. 

(Report  No.  2012-144) 


FOLLOW-UP 


The  State  Auditor  implemented  the  Auditor's  Follow-up 
Team  to  Effect  Recommendations  (AFTER),  which 
determines  whether  recommendations  for  findings 
requiring  immediate  management  attention  have  been 
implemented.  The  State  Auditor  issued  twenty-two 
follow-up  audit  reports  in  2012.  Below  are  summaries  of 
four  such  reports. 


Schuyler  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System,  Follow-up 

The  State  Auditor  issued  an  audit  report  of  the  Schuyler  County  Collector 
and  Property  Tax  System  in  2011  (Report  No.  2011-112)  and  rated  it  Poor. 
The  audit  found  at  least  $568,974  was  missing,  and  the  County  Collector 
ultimately  pleaded  guilty  to  theft-related  charges.  The  AFTER  assessed  the 
implementation  of  7  findings  requiring  immediate  management  attention 
and  found  all  had  been  implemented  or  were  in  progress. 

(Report  No.  2012-062) 

City  of  Lanagan,  Follow-up 

The  State  Auditor  issued  an  audit  report  of  the  City  of  Lanagan  in  2011 
(Report  No.  2011-105)  and  rated  it  Poor.  Auditors  found  at  least  $13,600 
in  missing  cash  receipts  and  believe  at  least  another  $2,800  in  property  tax 
receipts  are  missing.  In  addition,  the  city  failed  to  turn  over  at  least 
$36,000  in  excess  traffic  ticket  revenues  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 


Tlm-mas  A  .  Svlivi  cinh 

"  " 


FOLLOW-UP  KElI'OKT 
ON 

AUDIT  FINDINGS 
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Revenue,  as  required  by  state  law,  and  the  Chief  of  Police  has  been 
charged  in  connection  with  this  failure.  AFTER  assessed  the  implementation 
of  30  findings  requiring  immediate  management  attention  and  found  only  5 
had  been  implemented.  Seven  others  were  partially  implemented  or  were 
in  progress,  but  the  majority  were  not  implemented. 

(Report  No.  2012-071) 

Kansas  City  33  School  District,  Follow-up 

The  State  Auditor  issued  an  audit  report  of  the  Kansas  City  33  School 
District  in  2011  (Report  No.  2011-082)  and  rated  it  Fair.  AFTER  assessed 
the  implementation  of  7  findings  requiring  immediate  management 
attention  and  found  all  but  one  had  been  implemented  or  were  in  progress. 

(Report  No.  2012-081) 

Springfield  R-XI I  School  District,  Follow-up 

The  State  Auditor  issued  an  audit  report  of  the  School  District  of 
Springfield,  R-XI  I  in  2012  (Report  No.  2012-016)  and  rated  it  Fair.  AFTER 
assessed  the  implementation  of  20  findings  requiring  immediate 
management  attention  and  found  all  but  3  had  been  implemented  or  were 
in  progress,  and  those  3  had  been  partially  implemented. 

(Report  No.  2012-083) 


STATEWI  DE  SI  NGLE  AUDIT 


Each  year,  the  State  Auditor's  office  is 
required  to  audit  the  state's  financial 
statements  and  its  use  of  federal  awards, 
including  American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  of  2009  (ARRA)  funds. 
The  2011  Statewide  Single  Audit  audited 
the  $11.24  billion  in  federal  awards  spent 
on  major  programs  by  the  state.  The  audit 
reported  that  a  Low-Income  Home  Energy 
Assistance  Program  (LI HEAP)  contractor  misused  at  least  $669,704  in 
LI  HEAP  funds  before  going  out  of  business.  Also,  as  noted  in  our  prior 
audit,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  had  not  conducted  the 
mandatory  annual  reassessment  of  eligibility  for  Medicaid  in  78%  of  the 
cases  we  reviewed,  and  the  Department  of  Social  Services-Children's 
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Division  lacked  adequate  eligibility  documentation  and  had  insufficient 
supporting  documentation  to  ensure  payments  were  proper  and  benefited 
only  eligible  clients. 

The  Department  of  Social  Services-Family  Support  Division  (DSS-FSD)  did 
not  timely  update  income  information  and  lacked  complete  eligibility 
documentation  for  some  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF) 
program  participants.  The  DSS-FSD  also  failed  to  sanction  the  benefits  of 
some  participants  who  failed  to  cooperate  with  Child  Support  Enforcement 
procedures  and  claimed  over  $44  million  in  unallowable  costs  under  the 
TANF  program. 

The  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  lacked  adequate  controls 
and  procedures  to  manage  unemployment  benefits,  and  the  Department  of 
Public  Safety  lacked  adequate  controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  costs  and 
activities  were  allowable.  Several  agencies  failed  to  monitor  their 
subrecipients  adequately,  and  the  Department  of  Social  Services  MO 
HealthNet  Division  lacked  adequate  controls  over  Medicaid-related  reports. 
No  findings  were  made  with  respect  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Transportation,  Department  of  Mental  Health  or  Department  of  Natural 
Resources.  Given  the  compound  nature  of  this  audit  report,  no  rating  was 
assigned. 

(Report  No.  2012-026) 


MISCELLANEOUS 


In  addition  to  elected  officials,  school 
districts  and  universities,  courts,  state 
agencies,  contract  license  offices,  federal 
awards,  and  third  class  counties,  the  State 
Auditor  audits  boards,  commissions,  and 
transportation  development  districts. 
Moreover,  upon  receipt  of  a  petition  bearing 
a  sufficient  number  of  valid  signatures,  the 
State  Auditor  shall  conduct  an  audit  of  any  political  subdivision,  for  which 
the  political  subdivision  bears  the  cost.  Below  are  summaries  of  some  of 
the  above-described  audits  released  in  2012. 
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Transportation  Development  Districts 

The  State  Auditor  released  a  review  of  the  Transportation  Development 
Districts  as  of  December  31,  2010  which  found  vendors  in  two  districts 
remitted  sales  tax  collections  directly  to  the  districts  instead  of  the 
Department  of  Revenue,  as  required  by  state  law.  Thirty-five  of  the  171 
districts  filed  their  financial  statements/audit  reports  with  the  State 
Auditor's  office  late  or  not  at  all,  but,  while  a  fine  for  late  filing  of  financial 
statements  is  provided,  state  law  does  not  establish  the  agency  responsible 
for  the  assessment  and  collection  authority  of  the  fines.  Because  of  the 
compound  nature  of  this  audit  report,  no  overall  rating  was  assigned. 

(Report  No.  2012-013) 

Monarch  Fire  Protection  District 

The  State  Auditor  audited  the  Monarch  Fire  Protection  District  at  the 
request  of  Governor  Nixon.  The  audit  found  the  district  paid  some 
retirement  incentives  which  were  not  allowed  by  state  law  and  needed  to 
improve  its  expenditure  review  and  approval  procedures.  The  district  did 
not  always  comply  with  the  Sunshine  Law  and  needs  to  improve  its 
procedures  related  to  salary  surveys,  bank  reconciliations,  capital  assets, 
and  fuel  and  vehicle  use.  In  the  areas  audited,  the  district's  overall 
performance  was  rated  Fair. 

(Report  No.  2012-008) 

Missouri  Employers  Mutual  Insurance  Company 

The  State  Auditor  conducted  the  first  state  audit  of  Missouri  Employers 
Mutual  Insurance  Company  (MEM),  a  "public  corporation"  created  by 
Missouri  statute.  MEM  has  saved  approximately  $50  million  due  to  its  tax- 
exempt  status  and  has  accumulated  a  surplus  of  approximately  $163 
million  but  has  not  declared  a  dividend.  Despite  its  tax-exempt  status,  MEM 
denies  it  is  a  quasi-public  governmental  body  and,  therefore,  does  not 
comply  with  the  Sunshine  Law.  MEM  paid  over  $15  million  in  compensation 
and  $2  million  in  employee  incentive  bonuses  for  approximately  200 
employees  and  made  other  expenditures,  including  more  than  $300,000  for 
a  Hawaiian  retreat;  $280,000  to  sponsor,  donate  or  contribute  to  various 
events  and  entities;  and  nearly  $100,000  for  sporting  event  tickets,  which 
would  be  considered  excessive  if  MEM  is  determined  to  be  a  public  entity. 
In  addition,  MEM's  former  Chief  Executive  Officer  pleaded  guilty  to 
misusing  MEM's  funds  in  connection  with  certain  political  contributions. 
Because  of  the  nature  of  this  audit,  no  overall  rating  was  assigned. 

(Report  No.  2012-011) 
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Summary  of  State  and  Local  Audit  Findings-Sunshine  Law 

This  audit  report  summarizes  recent  audit  issues  and  recommendations 
related  to  the  Sunshine  Law.  Some  entities  did  not  maintain  formal  minutes 
for  open  and/or  closed  meetings,  did  not  ensure  minutes  contained  all 
information  required  by  law,  discussed  unallowable  topics  during  closed 
meetings,  lacked  adequate  policies  and  procedures  regarding  public  access 
to  records,  and  did  not  prepare,  post  and/or  retain  tentative  agendas. 
Because  of  the  limited  objective  of  this  report,  no  overall  rating  was 
assigned. 

(Report  No.  2012-019) 

Statewide  Year  End  Spending  Practices 

This  audit  was  conducted  to  determine  if  the  state  follows  sound  financial 
and  management  practices  with  respect  to  year  end  spending.  The  audit 
found  the  Department  of  Corrections  made  several  purchases  at  year  end 
for  items  which  substantially  increased  inventory  levels  or  which  were  still 
not  in  use  months  later.  The  Office  of  Administration  issued  a  vendor  check 
at  year  end  but  held  the  check  for  nearly  3  months  until  the  project  was 
complete.  The  Office  of  Administration  also  used  General  Revenue  Fund 
monies  to  make  an  advance  payment  on  the  State  Data  Center  lease  and 
transferred  payments  of  approximately  $1.6  million  from  a  dedicated  fund 
for  a  unified  communications  systems  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund.  The 
audit  report  also  contained  findings  in  the  Office  of  State  Courts 
Administrator,  Department  of  Mental  Health,  and  Department  of  Revenue. 
Because  of  the  compound  nature  of  this  audit,  no  overall  rating  was 
assigned. 

(Report  No.  2012-044) 

Department  of  Economic  Development,  Missouri  Quality  Jobs  Tax 
I  ncentive  Program 

The  State  Auditor  conducted  an  audit  of  the  Missouri  Quality  Jobs  Tax 
Incentive  Program,  which  provides  tax  incentives  to  qualified  companies  for 
facilitating  the  creation  of  new,  or  retention  of  existing,  jobs  in  Missouri. 
The  audit  found  the  economic  impact  of  the  program  was  significantly 
overstated,  and  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  did  not 
adequately  oversee  companies  receiving  these  tax  credits.  The  program  is 
difficult  to  administer  and  monitor,  and  there  is  no  limit  on  the  amount  of 
tax  withholdings  allowed  to  be  retained.  In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall 
performance  of  this  entity  was  rated  Poor. 

(Report  No.  2012-065) 
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Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners 

The  State  Auditor  released  an  audit  of  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police 
Commissioners  and  recommended  that  the  board  reconsider  the  number  of 
vehicles  it  assigns  to  personnel  on  standby  or  call  back  status  and  the 
structure  of  its  tuition  reimbursement  program.  Some  expenditures  did  not 
appear  necessary  or  prudent,  and  the  board  did  not  always  comply  with 
the  Sunshine  Law.  The  board  charges  less  than  the  calculated  fee  for 
report  reproduction  and  criminal  record  checks,  and  needs  to  improve  its 
procedures  for  tracking  capital  assets  and  disposing  of  evidence  with  no 
evidentiary  value.  In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  the 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners  was  rated  Good. 

(Report  No.  2012-082) 

Lake  Lotawana  Community  I  mprovement  District 

The  State  Auditor  conducted  a  petition  audit  of  the  Lake  Lotawana 
Community  Improvement  District  (CID),  which  is  in  poor  financial  condition 
and  filed  for  Chapter  9  bankruptcy.  The  CID  did  not  always  comply  with 
state  law  regarding  meeting  minutes,  budgets,  and  financial  reporting.  Two 
former  Board  members  voted  to  approve  a  loan  to  the  company  they 
represent  and  continue  to  serve  on  the  Board  after  they  were  no  longer 
eligible.  In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  the  Lake 
Lotawana  Community  Improvement  District  was  rated  Poor. 

(Report  No.  2012-133) 
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Audit  Reports  Released  by  the 
Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  in  2012 
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Revenue  -  Sedalia  Contract  License  Office 

10-2012 

2012-1 23 

Revenue  -  Potosi  Contract  License  Office 
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2012-1 22 

Revenue  -  Lebanon  Contract  License  Office 
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Revenue  -  Jefferson  City  Contract  License  Office 
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Revenue  -  Bridgeton  Contract  License  Office 
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Benton  County 
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Economic  Development  -  Division  of  Business  and  Community  Services 
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Toad  Cove  Complex  Transportation  Development  District  and  Toad  Cove 
Resort  Transportation  Development  District 
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Montgomery  County  -  Financial  Statements 
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Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  -  Nineteenth  Judicial  Circuit  -  Cole 
County  Civil  and  Criminal  Divisions 
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Linn  County 
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Lawrence  County 
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Highway  61 /State  Highway  U  Transportation  Development  District 
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2012-1 08 

Carter  County  -  Financial  Statements 

09-2012 

2012-107 

Mississippi  County  -  Financial  Statements 

09-2012 

2012-1 06 

Caldwell  County  -  Financial  Statements 

09-2012 

2012-105 

Harrisionville  Towne-Center  Transportation  Development  District 

09-2012 

2012-1 04 

Oregon  County  -  Financial  Statements 

09-2012 

2012-1 03 

Livingston  County  -  Financial  Statements 
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2012-1 02 

Linn  County  -  Financial  Statements 

09-2012 

2012-101 

Chariton  County  -  Financial  Statements 
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2012-1 00 

Bollinger  County  -  Financial  Statements 

09-2012 

2012-99 

Cripple  Creek  Transportation  Development  District 

09-201 2 

2012-98 
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Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  -  Division  of  Finance 

uy-^ui  d 

Public  Safety-Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol's  Use  of  Highway  Funds 

09-201 2 

201 2-96 

Office  of  Governor 

09-201 2 

201 2-95 

Revenue  /  Procurement  of  Maplewood  (Formerly  Deer  Creek)  Contract 
License  Office 

08-201 2 

201 2-94 

Wright  County  -  Financial  Statements 

08-2012 

201 2-93 

Wayne  County  -  Financial  Statements 

08-2012 

2012-92 

Shelby  County  -  Financial  Statements 

08-2012 

2012-91 

Polk  County  -  Financial  Statements 

08-2012 

2012-90 

Cedar  County  -  Financial  Statements 

08-2012 

2012-89 

Benton  County  -  Financial  Statements 

08-2012 

201 2-88 

Bates  County  -  Financial  Statements 

08-2012 

2012-87 

Manchester  Highlands  Transportation  Development  District 

08-2012 

2012-86 

Ballwin  Town  Center  Transportation  Development  District 

Uo-^UI  d 

Seventeenth  Judicial  Circuit  City  of  Lake  Winnebago  Municipal  Division 

08-201 2 

201  2-84 

Follow-Up  Report  on  Audit  Findings  -  The  School  District  Of  Springfield, 
R-XII 

08-201 2 

201 2-83 

Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners 

08-2012 

2012-82 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  -  Kansas  City  33  School  District 

08-2012 

2012-81 

City  of  Clarksdale 

08-2012 

201 2-80 

Truman  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

08-2012 

2012-79 

Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit  -  City  of  Diamond  Municipal  Division 

08-2012 

201 2-78 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  -  Village  of  Riverview 

07-201 2 

2012-77 

Glenwood-Watson  Transportation  Development  District 

07-201 2 

2012-76 

Douglas  Square  Transportation  Development  District 

07-201 2 

201 2-75 

Sixteenth  Judicial  Circuit  -  City  of  Buckner  Municipal  Division 

07-2012 

2012-74 

Administration  -  Information  Technology  Services  Division 

07-201 2 

201 2-73 

24 


Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  -  Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit  City  of 
Lanagan  Municipal  Division 

07-201 2 

201 2-72 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  -  City  of  Lanagan 

07-201 2 

2012-71 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  -  City  of  Mountain  Grove 

07-201 2 

2012-70 

Chariton  County 

07-2012 

2012-69 

Clark  County 

07-201 2 

2012-68 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  -  Ray  County 

07-201 2 

2012-67 

Sullivan  County 

07-201 2 

2012-66 

Economic  Development  -  Missouri  Quality  Jobs  Tax  Incentive  Program 

07-201 2 

2012-65 

Gentry  County  Financial  Statements 

0b-201 2 

201  2-64 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  Schuyler  County 

06-201 2 

201 2-63 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  Schuyler  County  Collector  And 
Property  Tax  System 

06-201 2 

201 2-62 

Wright  County 

06-201 2 

2012-61 

Butler  County 

06-2012 

2012-60 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  Dunklin  County 

06-201 2 

2012-59 

Putnam  County 

06-2012 

2012-58 

Barton  County  -  Financial  Statements 

06-2012 

2012-57 

McDonald  County  -  Financial  Statements 

06-2012 

2012-56 

Office  of  Attorney  General 

06-2012 

2012-55 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  Monarch  Fire  Protection  District 

06-2012 

2012-54 

Ripley  County 

06-2012 

201 2-53 

Ralls  County 

06-2012 

2012-52 

City  of  Peculiar 

06-2012 

2012-51 

City  of  Forsyth 

06-2012 

2012-50 

Henry  County 

06-201 2 

2012-49 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  Monroe  County 

06-2012 

2012-48 

City  of  Hume 

06-2012 

2012-47 
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North  Main/Malone  Transportation  Development  District 

06-2012 

2012-46 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  Pulaski  County 

06-2012 

201 2-45 

Statewide  Year  End  Spending  Practices 

06-2012 

201 2-44 

Sullivan  County  -  Financial  Statements 

06-2012 

201 2-43 

Forsythe  Road  Transportation  Development  District 

06-2012 

2012-42 

Carroll  County 

05-2012 

2012-41 

Stone  County 

05-2012 

2012-40 

Branson  Landing  Transportation  Development  District 

nc-  nnn  o 

05-201 2 

nn a  o  in 

201 2-39 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  -  Village  of  Rayville 

05-2012 

2012-38 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  -  Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit  -  City 
of  Sparta  Municipal  Division 

05-2012 

2012-37 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  -  Thirty-Fourth  Judicial  Circuit  -  City 
of  Howardville  Municipal  Division 

05-2012 

2012-36 

|—       ||                   ||           1"^                       ,     /«-*\            ■             j  ■  ,      |—  ■           |  ■                               V  ■  ,                 r     1     1  I'll 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  -  City  of  Howardville 

05-201 2 

2012-35 

Review  of  2010  Audits  of  Law  Enforcement  Agencies  Participating  in  the 
Federal  Forfeiture  System 

nr  ortH  o 

05-201 2 

on  a  o  o  a 

201 2-34 

Summary  of  201 1  Follow-Up  Reports 

04-201 2 

2012-33 

Holt  County 

04-2012 

2012-32 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  -  City  of  Pacific 

04-201 2 

2012-31 

Nineteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Cole  County  Civil  and  Criminal  Divisions 

t~\  A    HAH  O 

04-201 2 

201 2-30 

Revenue  Contract  License  Offices  Monitoring 

r\  A    r\r\A  O 

04-201 2 

on  a  o  on 

201 2-29 

Revenue  and  Administration  Contract  License  Offices  Bidding  and 
Procurement 

r\  A   on-H  O 

04-201 2 

201 2-28 

Follow-Up  Report  On  Audit  Findings  Douglas  County 

r\  a    r~\  r\A  r\ 

04-201 2 

2012-27 

State  of  Missouri  Single  Audit 

03-201 2 

on  a  0  on 

201 2-26 

Administration  Review  of  Article  X,  Sections  1 6  Through  24,  Constitution 
of  Missouri 

r\  o  r\r\A  o 

03-201 2 

on  a  0  0  c 

201 2-25 

Natural  Resources  Division  of  State  Parks 

03-2012 

2012-24 

Putnam  County  -  Financial  Statements 

03-2012 

2012-23 

Howard  County  Follow  Up  Audit 

03-2012 

2012-22 
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Independence  Avenue  and  Colbern  Road  Transportation  Development 
District 

no  onn  o 

OHH  O  OH 

JUDICIARY  Missouri  Court  of  Appeals  Eastern  District 

03-2012 

2012-20 

Summary  of  State  and  Local  Audit  Findings  -  Sunshine  Law 

03-2012 

2012-19 

Audrain  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System 

03-2012 

2012-18 

DeKalb  County 

03-2012 

2012-17 

The  School  District  of  Springfield,  R-XII 

03-2012 

2012-16 

Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit  City  of  Forsyth  Municipal  Division 

02-2012 

2012-15 

Seventeenth  Judicial  Circuit  City  of  Peculiar  Municipal  Division 

02-2012 

2012-14 

Transportation  Development  Districts 

02-201 2 

2012-13 

Compilation  of  2011  Criminal  Activity  Forfeiture  Act  Seizures 

02-2012 

2012-12 

Missouri  Employers  Mutual  Insurance  Company 

02-2012 

2012-11 

Office  of  State  Treasurer 

02-2012 

2012-10 

Schuyler  County 

02-2012 

2012-09 

Monarch  Fire  Protection  District 

02-2012 

2012-08 

Natural  Resources  /  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Program 

02-2012 

2012-07 

Ray  County  -  Financial  Statements 

02-2012 

2012-06 

Higher  Education  /  Southeast  Missouri  State  University 

02-2012 

2012-05 

Nodaway  County 

02-2012 

2012-04 

Twenty-First  Judicial  Circuit  /  City  of  Brentwood  Municipal  Division 

01-2012 

2012-03 

Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Report  /  Year  Ended  June  30,  201 1 

01-2012 

2012-02 

Madison  County 

01-2012 

2012-01 
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Bonds  Registered  with  the 
Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  in  2012 


Date  of 
Registration 

Bonds  Issued  By 

Amount  of 
Issue 

I  C    L—  1      C\J   1  L— 

Citv  nf  R^umnrp 

$9  33^  nnn  nn 

1  ?-?7-?ni  9 

1  L-    L—  1      L—\J   1  L- 

^rppnp  Cnuntv  Rpninani7PH  ^phnnl  niQtript  Nn  ^  fRpnuhlir*^ 

<R1  7Rn  nnn  nn 

1 ?-?7-?ni 9 

I  C    L—  1      L—\J   1  L— 

^ni-VaMpu  Fii-P  PpntPPtinn  Hictfipt 

win  vciney  i  lie  r i  uicuuui i  uiou  ivi 

<t;94n  nnn  nn 

12-27-2012 

jpffprenn  Citv  Srhool  Di^trirt 

UvllvlOvll  Wliy  \JV*  1  IvUI  WJ IO  11  ll/l 

I  C    L-  1      C-\J   1  L— 

^phnnl  ni^tript  nf  WphQtPi"  CrnvPQ 

<t;9  ^9^  nnn  nn 

12-27-2012 

Citv  nf  WilHwnnH  Npinhhni'hnnH  Imnrnvpmpnt  Di^trirt 

1 I  y   w  1    V  V  1 1 VI  V  V  \J  \J  \Jk  j   MvlUI  lUvl  1  1  UvU   IIIIUI  \J  V  vl  1  IUI  1 1   UIO  U  IUI 

<61  91  n  nnn  nn 

12-27-2012 

Pattnnvillp  Firp  Protprtion  District 

t    CI  1  Iv  1  1  Vlllv   1    IIC  1    1  \J  IvwllVl  1    L/IO 11  Ivl 

151  5nn  nnn  nn 

1  9-1  Q-9f11  9 

Fnltnn  Qrhnnl  HiotHpt  Mn 
FUILUM  OUI1UUI  L/lolllUl  IHKJ.  DO 

<rr  T=;n  nnn  nn 

1  9-1  Q-9D1  ? 

WPQt  Nnrlflu/fiv  Cnuntv  R-l  ^phnnl  niQtnot 
vvcdi  ivVJvicivvciy  vuui  i iv  1 1  i  juiiwwi  u i  o  1 1  iui 

<t;RRn  nnn  nn 

1 9-1  q.9ni  9 

1  L.      1  C    L—\J   1  <— 

Rnnnvillp  R-l  ^rhnnl  Di^trirt 

UvvllvlllU  1 1  1  UUIIUUI  *J  1 0 1 1  IUI 

<R?  rsr  nnn  nn 

1 9-1 4-9D1  ? 

I  £_      1  *T    L-\J   1  <— 

Hfllfwav  R-lll  ^rhnnl  Dictrirt 

i  iciii  vv ci y  1  1  III  wUI  1  Vvl  LS lOll  Iwl 

<t;i  33s  nnn  nn 

1 9-1 4-9D1 9 

Npw  Havpn  ^phnnl  niQtnpt 

lie vw  i  ici vei  i  vvi  ivvi  uiou  io i 

<R1  47s  nnn  nn 

1 9-1 1  -9f)1 9 

I  t_     II            1  <1_ 

Strafford  R-VI  9rhool  District 

\J 1 1  Ct  1 1  w  1  U   1  1    VI  \J\*  1  IvUI  L/IOII  ll/l 

t;?  3nn  nnn  nn 

1  ?-i  1  -?m  ? 

1  L.      II      L—\J   1  £_ 

npyfpr  R-XI  ^rhnnl  DiQtrirt 

UCAICI    1  1  #\l  OUI  1  \J\J  1  LSlOUIVsl 

•R?  finn  nnn  nn 

12-03-2012 

1  L—    \J\J    C—\J   1  1— - 

Citv  of  Webb  Citv 

vsiiy  \jt  v¥uuu  \»/ 1 1 y 

154  31 5  nnn  nn 

11-29-2012 

1     1      L—\J    L—\J    \  L— 

Citv  nf  SMpx 

wiiy  \jt  uiivA 

<t25o  nnn  nn 

11-28-2012 

1     1      L—\J    l—\J   A  L  

Billinas  R-IV  School  District 

$3  030  000  00 

11-27-2012 

City  of  St.  Peters 

$4,000,000.00 

11-27-2012 

City  of  Olivette,  Neighborhood  Improvement  District 

$730,000.00 

11-19-2012 

School  District  of  the  City  of  St.  Charles 

$9,890,000.00 

11-15-2012 

Midway  R-l  School  District 

$1,755,000.00 

11-13-2012 

West  County  EMS  &  Fire  Protection  District 

$2,500,000.00 

11-07-2012 

Marionville  R-IX  School  District 

$1,300,000.00 
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11-06-2012 

Consolidated  School  District  No.  6 

$9,750,000.00 

1 

11-06-2012 

Laquey  R-V  School  District 

$625,000.00 

11-01-2012 

City  of  Velda  City 

$500,000.00 

10-31-2012 

Putnam  County,  Missouri 

$7,630,000.00 

10-31-2012 

City  of  Peculiar 

$1,039,998.80 

1 

10-24-2012 

Green  Ridge  R-VIII  School  District 

$650,000.00 

10-24-2012 

Brookfield  R-lll  School  District 

$1,675,000.00 

1 

10-23-2012 

City  of  Butterfield 

$200,000.00 

10-17-2012 

Hughes  Township,  Nodaway  County 

$130,000.00 

10-17-2012 

Green  Township,  Nodaway  County 

$190,000.00 

10-17-2012 

Weaubleau  R-lll  School  District 

$1,270,000.00 

1 

10-17-2012 

City  of  Dardenne  Prairie 

$1,240,000.00 

10-11-2012 

Spanish  Lake  Fire  Protection  District 

$1,525,000.00 

10-10-2012 

St.  Charles  County  Ambulance  District 

$1,300,000.00 

10-09-2012 

Lake  Ozark  Fire  Protection  District 

$5,355,000.00 

1 

10-09-2012 

Marion  C.  Early  R-V  School  District 

$1,300,000.00 

10-03-2012 

Eldon  R-l  School  District 

$9,105,000.00 

1 

10-03-2012 

Northwest  R-l  School  District 

$8,740,000.00 

10-03-2012 

Eldon  R-l  School  District 

$600,000.00 

■ 

10-03-2012 

Kennett  School  District  No.  39 

$6,800,000.00 

10-03-2012 

State  of  Missouri,  Fourth  State  Building 

$100,395,000.00 

1 

10-03-2012 

State  of  Missouri,  Water  Pollution  Control 

$62,460,000.00 

09-25-2012 

City  of  St.  Charles,  Neighborhood  Improvement  District 

$18,385,000.00 

09-24-2012 

Hillsboro  R-lll  School  District 

$4,500,000.00 

09-21-2012 

Platte  County  R-lll  School  District 

$9,700,000.00 

1 

09-19-2012 

Grain  Valley  R-V  School  District 

$4,845,000.00 

09-18-2012 

West  Peculiar  Fire  Protection  District 

$1,020,000.00 
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09-18-2012 

Smithville  R-ll  School  District 

$3,550,000.00 

09-13-2012 

El  Dorado  Springs  R-ll  School  District 

$1,950,000.00 

09-12-2012 

The  School  District  of  St.  Joseph 

$1,130,000.00 

09-12-2012 

The  School  District  of  St.  Joseph 

$9,980,000.00 

09-12-2012 

Mirabile  C-1  School  District 

$175,000.00 

09-11-2012 

Jefferson  County  Neighborhood  Improvement  District 

$1,009,993.60 

09-11-2012 

Kingsville  R-l  School  District 

$1,200,000.00 

09-06-2012 

Parkway  C-2  School  District 

$6,250,000.00 

09-05-2012 

City  of  Rolla 

$3,445,000.00 

08-29-2012 

Odessa  R-VII  School  District 

$9,815,000.00 

08-28-2012 

Hancock  Place  School  District 

$5,000,000.00 

08-23-2012 

Thayer  R-ll  School  District 

$1,620,000.00 

08-14-2012 

Webster  County,  Neighborhood  Improvement  District 

$60,000.00 

08-09-2012 

Hannibal  60  School  District 

$3,310,000.00 

08-09-2012 

City  of  Liberty 

$10,230,000.00 

08-09-2012 

Joplin  Schools 

$35,000,000.00 

08-08-2012 

Miller  County  Nursing  Home  District 

$1,700,000.00 

08-08-2012 

Pike  County  R-lll  School  District 

$1,050,000.00 

08-02-2012 

Holden  R-lll  School  District 

$1,980,000.00 

07-30-2012 

Higbee  R-VIII  School  District 

$1,200,000.00 

07-30-2012 

Marquand-Zion  R-VI  School  District 

$518,000.00 

07-26-2012 

Greene  County,  Neighborhood  Improvement  District 

$3,305,000.00 

07-26-2012 

Greene  County,  Neighborhood  Improvement  District 

$5,405,000.00 

07-26-2012 

Greene  County,  Neighborhood  Improvement  District 

$8,560,000.00 

07-24-2012 

Boles  Fire  Protection  District 

$2,960,000.00 

07-19-2012 

Central  Jackson  County  Fire  Protection  District 

$7,325,000.00 

07-13-2012 

Ballard  R-ll  School  District 

$660,000.00 
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07-13-2012 

Greenfield  R-IV  School  District 

$1,535,000.00 

07-10-2012 

Knox  County  R-l  School  District 

$2,760,000.00 

07-10-2012 

Greene  County  Reorganized  School  District  No.  3  (Republic) 

$8,000,000.00 

07-10-2012 

Southern  Boone  County  Fire  Protection  District 

$2,000,000.00 

07-09-2012 

Pattonville  R-lll  School  District 

$20,205,000.00 

07-06-2012 

City  of  New  Bloomfield 

$365,000.00 

07-06-2012 

Johnson  County  R-VII  School  District 

$2,300,000.00 

07-06-2012 

Clearwater  R-l  School  District 

$384,053.00 

07-06-2012 

Clearwater  R-l  School  District 

$2,615,947.00 

07-02-2012 

Adair  County  R-l  School  District 

$1,100,000.00 

06-29-2012 

Belton  School  District  #124 

$21,420,000.00 

06-27-2012 

East  Prairie  R-ll  School  District 

$385,118.00 

06-27-2012 

East  Prairie  R-ll  School  District 

$1,114,882.00 

06-27-2012 

City  of  Blue  Springs 

$7,690,000.00 

06-26-2012 

North  St.  Francois  County  R-l  School  District 

$4,140,000.00 

06-25-2012 

City  of  Pasadena  Hills 

$1,250,000.00 

06-25-2012 

Reorganized  School  District  R-ll 

$9,000,000.00 

06-25-2012 

Sullivan  School  District 

$1 ,755,000.00 

06-25-2012 

City  of  Hazelwood 

$5,289,046.70 

06-21-2012 

Rolla  School  District  No.  31 

$6,785,000.00 

06-12-2012 

Neosho  R-V  School  District 

$9,300,000.00 

06-12-2012 

City  of  Lake  Winnebago 

$250,000.00 

06-12-2012 

La  Plata  R-ll  School  District 

$1,200,000.00 

06-06-2012 

Paris  R-ll  School  District 

$1,200,000.00 

06-05-2012 

Delta  R-V  School  District 

$2,600,000.00 

06-05-2012 

Grandview  R-ll  School  District 

$1,700,000.00 

06-04-2012 

Tarkio  R-l  School  District 

$352,151.00 
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06-04-2012 

Miller  R-ll  School  District 

$5,130,000.00 

05-31-2012 

Excelsior  Springs  40  School  District 

$2,350,000.00 

05-31-2012 

Excelsior  Springs  40  School  District 

$2,870,000.00 

05-31-2012 

Fair  Grove  R-X  School  District 

$2,000,000.00 

05-30-2012 

South  Nodaway  County  R-IV  School  District 

$1,100,000.00 

05-30-2012 

Kingston  K-14  School  District 

$3,300,000.00 

05-30-2012 

Van-Far  R-l  School  District 

$1,400,000.00 

05-29-2012 

Central  R-lll  School  District 

$2,650,000.00 

05-29-2012 

Hickman  Mills  C-1  School  District 

$6,260,000.00 

05-29-2012 

City  of  Black  Jack 

$2,739,989.50 

05-22-2012 

Marion  County  R-ll  School  District 

$575,000.00 

05-18-2012 

Strasburg  C-3  School  District 

$500,000.00 

05-18-2012 

Oak  Ridge  R-VI  School  District 

$1,500,000.00 

05-18-2012 

Nevada  R-V  School  District 

$5,975,000.00 

05-18-2012 

New  Franklin  R-l  School  District 

$1,390,000.00 

05-10-2012 

Festus  R-VI  School  District 

$5,000,000.00 

05-10-2012 

Grain  Valley  R-V  School  District 

$3,000,000.00 

05-07-2012 

Concordia  R-ll  School  District 

$3,150,000.00 

05-07-2012 

Reorganized  School  District  R-1 

$6,730,000.00 

05-07-2012 

Branson  Reorganized  School  District  No.  4 

$33,750,000.00 

05-07-2012 

Lincoln  County  R-lll  School  District 

$3,000,000.00 

05-07-2012 

Crystal  City  School  District  No.  47 

$500,000.00 

05-01-2012 

Reorganized  School  District  No.  7 

$17,385,000.00 

05-01-2012 

Buchanan  County  R-IV  School  District 

$1,395,000.00 

05-01-2012 

School  District  of  Jennings 

$5,900,000.00 

05-01-2012 

Park  Hill  School  District 

$38,500,000.00 

05-01-2012 

City  of  Carl  Junction 
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05- 

-01-2012 

Consolidated  School  District  No.  4 

$1,500,000.00 

05- 

-01-2012 

Consolidated  School  District  No.  4 

$5,500,000.00 

04- 

-24-2012 

Fayette  R-lll  School  District 

$2,085,000.00 

04- 

•24-2012 

North  Kansas  City  School  District  74 

$31,645,000.00 

04- 

-17-2012 

City  of  Richmond  Heights 

$2,570,000.00 

04- 

-16-2012 

Greenville  R-ll  School  District 

$3,610,000.00 

04- 

-12-2012 

City  of  Senath 

$500,000.00 

04- 

-10-2012 

Consolidated  School  District  No.  4 

$9,650,000.00 

04- 

-09-2012 

Center  School  District  No.  58 

$6,314,973.00 

04- 

-03-2012 

Stone  County 

$1,115,000.00 

04- 

-03-2012 

The  School  District  of  Columbia 

$59,710,000.00 

04- 

-03-2012 

Nixa  Reorganized  School  District  R-2 

$9,000,000.00 

03- 

-26-2012 

Reorganized  School  District  No.  7 

$5,080,000.00 

03- 

■23-2012 

The  School  District  of  Springfield  R-12 

$28,265.00 

03- 

-23-2012 

Parkway  C-2  School  District 

$1,855,000.00 

03- 

-23-2012 

Parkway  C-2  School  District 

$23,365,000.00 

03- 

-23-2012 

Ferguson  Reorganized  School  District  R-2 

$15,000,000.00 

03- 

-19-2012 

Hazelwood  School  District 

$61,450,000.00 

03- 

-14-2012 

Maiden  R-l  School  District 

$3,200,000.00 

03- 

-13-2012 

North  Callaway  County  R-l  School  District 

$2,915,000.00 

03- 

-13-2012 

Moniteau  County  R-l  School  District 

$4,400,000.00 

03- 

-12-2012 

Crocker  R-ll  School  District 

$865,000.00 

03- 

■12-2012 

Oak  Grove  R-VI  School  District 

$2,500,000.00 

03- 

■12-2012 

King  City  R-l  School  District 

$720,000.00 

03- 

-12-2012 

Platte  County 

$8,600,000.00 

03- 

■12-2012 

City  of  Platte  City 

$2,790,000.00 

03- 

■12-2012 

City  of  Platte  City 

$1,255,000.00 
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03-12-2012 

Lone  Jack  C-6  School  District 

$3,310,000.00 

03-12-2012 

Pleasant  Hope  R-VI  School  District 

$1,245,000.00 

03-12-2012 

Windsor  C-1  School  District 

$2,750,000.00 

03-08-2012 

Fort  Zumwalt  School  District 

$5,715,000.00 

03-08-2012 

Braymer  C-4  School  District 

$365,000.00 

03-08-2012 

Union  R-XI  School  District 

$6,250,000.00 

03-07-2012 

Hancock  Place  School  District 

$5,000,000.00 

03-05-2012 

Francis  Howell  R-lll  School  District 

$4,765,000.00 

03-05-2012 

Francis  Howell  R-lll  School  District 

$1,680,000.00 

03-05-2012 

Orchard  Farm  R-V  School  District 

$3,475,000.00 

03-02-2012 

Valley  Park  School  District 

$2,250,000.00 

03-01-2012 

Gascanade  County  R-ll  School  District 

$3,865,000.00 

03-01-2012 

Chillicothe  R-ll  School  District 

$6,795,000.00 

03-01-2012 

Hickory  County  R-l  School  District 

$1,440,000.00 

03-01-2012 

Marion  C.  Early  R-V  School  District 

$920,000.00 

03-01-2012 

Liberty  Public  School  District  No.  53 

$14,785,000.00 

03-01-2012 

Nixa  Reorganized  School  District  No.  R-2 

$2,205,000.00 

02-28-2012 

Lindbergh  Schools 

$9,070,000.00 

02-28-2012 

Lawson  Reorganized  School  District  No.  R-XIV 

$3,835,000.00 

02-28-2012 

Webb  City  R-VII  School  District 

$5,200,000.00 

02-28-2012 

Aurora  Reorganized  School  District  No.  R-VIII 

$6,975,000.00 

02-27-2012 

St.  James  R-l  School  District 

$1,640,000.00 

02-16-2012 

Normandy  School  District 

$10,000,000.00 

02-15-2012 

The  Junior  College  of  East  Central  Missouri 

$2,345,000.00 

02-08-2012 

Cameron  R-l  School  District 

$3,110,000.00 

02-08-2012 

New  Bloomfield  R-lll  School  District 

$1,130,000.00 

01-31-2012 

School  District  of  University  City 

$3,100,000.00 
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01 

-31-2012 

Fort  Zumwalt  School  District 

$2,175,000. 

,00 

01 

■■■1 

-31-2012 

Fort  Zumwalt  School  District 

$2,695,000, 

.00 

01 

-30-2012 

City  of  Manchester 

$3,185,000, 

.00 

01 

-25-2012 

St.  Clair  R-XIII  School  District 

$8,415,000, 

.00 

01 

-24-2012 

Wheaton  R-lll  School  District 

$880,000, 

.00 

01 

■■■1 

-24-2012 

Winfield  R-IV  School  District 

$1,380,000, 

.00 

01 

-23-2012 

Ritenour  School  District 

$13,939,892 

.70 

01 

-23-2012 

Pattonville  R-lll  School  District 

$10,070,000 

,00 

01 

-18-2012 

Mexico  School  District  No.  59 

$4,250,000, 

.00 

01 

-13-2012 

Carl  Junction  R-l  School  District 

$2,000,000, 

.00 

01 

-10-2012 

Strafford  R-VI  School  District 

$2,570,000, 

.00 

01 

-10-2012 

Monroe  City  R-l  School  District 

$1,005,000, 

.00 

01 

-09-2012 

Hallsville  R-IV  School  District 

$1,845,000, 

.00 

01 

-09-2012 

Holden  R-lll  School  District 

$5,055,000, 

.00 

01 

-09-2012 

DeSoto  School  District  #73 

$8,030,000, 

.00 

01 

-03-2012 

Mansfield  R-IV  School  District 

$1,765,000, 

.00 
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Initiative  Petitions  Received  by  the 
Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  in  20123 


Fiscal         Date  Fiscal  Note  Description  Date 

Note  Received  Submitted 
Number  to 

Secretary 
of  State 


12-01 

01/04/2012 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III, 
(Patek)  -  Modification  to  Maximum  or  Minimum  Loan 
Rate 

02/03/201 2 

12-02 

01/1 0/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters 
version  d  (Hess)  -  Tobacco  Tax 

149 

and 

196, 

RSMo, 

02/08/201 2 

12-03 

01/1 0/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters 
version  e  (Hess)  -  Tobacco  Tax 

149 

and 

196, 

RSMo, 

02/08/201 2 

12-04 

01/1 0/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters 
version  f  (Hess)  -  Tobacco  Tax 

149 

and 

196, 

RSMo, 

02/08/201 2 

12-05 

01/1 0/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters 
version  g  (Hess)  -  Tobacco  Tax 

149 

and 

196, 

RSMo, 

02/08/201 2 

12-06 

01/1 0/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters 
version  h  (Hess)  -  Tobacco  Tax 

149 

and 

196, 

RSMo, 

02/08/201 2 

12-07 

01/1 0/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters 
version  i  (Hess)  -  Tobacco  Tax 

149 

and 

196, 

RSMo, 

02/08/201 2 

12-08 

01/17/2012 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III, 
version  2,  (Patek)  -  Modification  to  Loan  Rate 

02/14/2012 

12-09 

01/18/2012 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  - 
(Ellinger)  -  Teacher  Tenure 

Article  IX 

02/16/2012 

12-10       01/20/2012     Proposed   Constitutional   Amendment  -  Article   III  02/21/2012 

(Jones)  -  Missouri  Stem  Cell  Research  and  Cures 
Initiative 


12-11       02/01/2012     Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X,  version  1 ,  Rejected 

(Patek)  -  Alcoholic  Beverage  Taxes  by  Sec  of 

State 


3  This  list  contains  only  those  initiative  petitions  received  in  2012  that  had  been  certified,  withdrawn,  or  rejected  as  of  the  date  of 
this  report. 
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U^/Ul/^UI  ^ 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X,  version  2, 
(Patek)  -  Beverage  Taxes 

Rejected 
by  Sec  of 
State 

12-13 

02/17/2012 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X, 
version  3  (Patek)  -  Beverage  Taxes 

03/19/2012 

12-14 

02/17/2012 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X, 
version  4  (Patek)  -  Alcoholic  Beverage  Taxes 

03/1 9/201 2 

12-15 

05/30/2012 

Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  51  -  Changes  to  the  court 
plan 

07/03/201 2 

H  O  H  C 

UO/oU/^UI  <L 

Senate  Bill  No.  464  -  Establishing  state-based  health 
benefit  exchange 

U 1 /Vol dU\  <L 

1  4-UU1 

1 1/Uo/^UI^ 

rroposai  Keiateo  to  unapter  d\6,  Komo  (Mann)  - 
Nondiscrimination  Protection,  Missouri  Fairness  In  Housing 
and  Employment  Initiative 

Withdrawn 
by 

Petitioner 

14-002 

11/09/2012 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  I, 
version  1  (Calzone)  -  Eminent  Domain 

12/11/2012 

14-003 

11/09/2012 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  I, 
version  2  (Calzone)  -  Eminent  Domain 

12/11/2012 

1 4-004 

11/09/2012 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  VI, 
version  1  (Calzone)  -  Public  Nuisances 

12/11/2012 

1  4-UUo 

i  i/uy/^ui^ 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  VI, 
version  2  (Calzone)  -  Public  Nuisances 

i  OH  i  /OHi  O 

14-006 

11/1  9/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  213,  RSMo,  version  2 
(iviann)  -  Discrimination  tsasea  on  oexuai  urientation 
and  Gender  Identity 

12/18/2012 

1 4-007 

11/26/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  367  and  408,  RSMo 
(Dickmann)  -  Consumer  Credit  Loans 

Withdrawn 
by 

Petitioner 

14-008 

11/26/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  320,  RSMo,  (Brown)  -  Fire 
iviarsnai  neporting 

Rejected 
uy  oec  ot 
State 

14-009 

11/26/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  115,  RSMo,  (Brown)  - 
Conduct  of  Elections 

Rejected 
by  Sec  of 
State 

14-010 

12/06/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  1 
(Granich)  -  Minimum  Wage 

Withdrawn 
by 

Petitioner 
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14-011 

12/06/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  2 
^oranicny  -  iviinirnurn  wage 

Withdrawn 

hx/ 

oy 

Petitioner 

14-012 

12/06/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  3 
(oranicnj  -  Minimum  wage 

Withdrawn 
Dy 

Petitioner 

1  4-U1  o 

rroposai  neiaieu  to  unapier  ^yu,  noivio,  version  4 
(Granich)  -  Minimum  Wage 

vviinarawn 
by 

Petitioner 

14-014 

12/1 0/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  5 
(Granich)  -  Minimum  Wage 

01/10/2013 

14-015 

12/1 0/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  6 
(Granich)  -  Minimum  Wage 

01/10/2013 

14-016 

12/1 0/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  7 
(Granich)  -  Minimum  Wage 

01/10/2013 

14-017 

12/1 0/2012 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  8 
(Granich)  -  Minimum  Wage 

01/10/2013 

14-018 

1  "T    \J  1  \J 

12/1 0/2012 

1  C- 1    I  \JI  L—\J\C— 

Prono«;al  Rplatpd  tr>  Ohantpr*;  ^fi7  and  408  RSMn 
version  2  (Dickmann)  -  Consumer  Credit  Loans 

01/10/2013 

\J  \  1   \  \JI  £—\J  I  \J 

14-019 

12/11/2012 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  1 
(Reading)  -  Voters'  Right  to  Approve  Local  Tobacco  Taxes 
Initiative 

Withdrawn 
by 

Petitioner 
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CONTACTING  THE  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 


There  are  several  ways  to  contact  the  office: 


Hotline  number: 

Webpage: 

E-mail  address: 

Phone: 

Fax: 


1-800-347-8597 
http://auditor.mo.gov 
moauditOauditor.  mo.gov 
(573)  751-4213 
(573)  751-7984 


I  n  J  efferson  City: 

Missouri  State  Capitol  or 
Room  121 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65101 
(573)  751-4824 
Fax:  (573)  751-6539 


Truman  State  Office  Building 
301  W.  High  Street,  Suite  880 
P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 


I  n  Kansas  City: 

Fletcher  Daniels  State  Office  Building 
615  East  13th  Street,  Suite  511 
Kansas  City,  Missouri  64106 


I  n  St.  Louis: 

Wainwright  State  Office  Bldg. 
Ill  North  7th  Street,  Suite  334 
St.  Louis,  Missouri  63101 


I  n  Springfield: 

Landers  State  Office  Building 

149  Park  Central  Square,  Suite  814 

P.O.  Box  467 

Springfield,  Missouri  65806 


http:/  /  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Rockwood  R-VI  School 

District 


February  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Rockwood  R-VI  School  District 


The  district  has  used  the  same  program  management  company  since  the  late 
1990s.  Although  proposals  are  solicited  for  these  services,  the  district  said 
bidder  qualifications  and  experience  are  the  deciding  factors  and  fees  are  not 
negotiated  until  after  the  vendor  is  selected.  It  appears  the  district  overpaid 
this  program  management  company  by  paying  a  percentage  fee  of  estimated 
costs  rather  than  actual  costs  and  by  paying  $1,203,178  in  additional  fees  for 
change  orders  for  work  not  contemplated  in  the  original  contract.  The 
district  often  used  change  orders  for  substantial  project  changes  or  for  new 
projects  without  soliciting  bids  and  without  documenting  the  reasons  for 
using  change  orders  rather  than  bidding.  While  still  employed  by  the 
program  management  company,  a  School  Board  member  voted  in  favor  of 
projects  which  increased  the  fees  paid  to  the  program  management 
company.  Such  conflicts  of  interest  violate  district  policy  and  state  law.  In 
addition,  the  district  does  not  retain  all  bid  proposals  and  related  documents 
as  required. 

The  district  used  the  same  provider  to  serve  as  both  financial  advisor  and 
bond  underwriter  for  several  general  obligation  refunding  bond  issues, 
which  causes  an  inherent  conflict  of  interest.  The  district  sold  these  bonds 
using  negotiated  sales,  which  is  allowed  by  state  law,  but  competitive  sales 
would  likely  result  in  lower  interest  costs  for  the  district. 

Procurement  Cards  The  district  has  not  adequately  analyzed  which  staff  need  procurement  cards 

or  the  number  of  cards  needed,  and  the  master  credit  card  list  is  not 
accurate.  The  district  requires  users  to  obtain  approval  before  exceeding 
transaction  or  monthly  credit  limits,  but  does  not  maintain  documentation  of 
such  approvals. 

Procurement  Procedures  The  district  frequently  obtains  professional  services  without  benefit  of  a 

competitive  selection  process.  The  district  has  used  the  same  law  firm  and 
auditing  firm  without  soliciting  proposals  for  either  since  2005.  The  district 
hired  two  former  colleagues  of  the  superintendent  as  consultants  without 
soliciting  proposals,  and  the  district  has  not  solicited  bids  for  vendor  fuel 
card  services  since  September  2007. 

Most  departments  and/or  programs  do  not  issue  receipt  slips  for  monies 
received  or  issue  receipt  slips  only  for  cash  receipts,  and  receipt  records  do 
not  always  support  the  amounts  deposited.  Most  departments  make  copies 
of  checks  and  record  cash  amounts  on  receipt  or  deposit  logs.  Audit  staff 
reviewed  several  deposits  and  found  several  missing  copies  of  checks, 
making  it  difficult  to  account  for  all  monies  received.  Various  departments 
transmit  monies  to  the  Finance  Department  and  the  Community  Education 
Department  for  further  processing  and  deposit,  but  employees  do  not 
document  their  acknowledgement  of  the  transmitted  monies.  Audit  staff 
found  one  deposit  exceeded  the  transmitted  amount  by  $650  with  no 
explanation. 


Program  Management 
Services,  Change  Orders,  and 
Conflict  of  Interest 


Bond  Financing 


Receipting  Procedures 


Capital  Assets  and  Fuel  Usage    The  district  does  not  conduct  an  annual  physical  inventory  of  district 

property,  and  the  district's  capital  assets  procedures  and  records  are  not 
adequate.  There  were  gaps  in  the  numerical  sequence  of  assigned 
identification  numbers,  a  network  server  was  mislabeled  on  the  asset  listing, 
and  some  vehicles  were  not  properly  reported  on  the  capital  asset  listing. 
The  district  does  not  document  a  reconciliation  of  diesel  fuel  pumped  to  fuel 
invoices,  the  district  receives  a  monthly  report  of  fuel  card  purchases  but  no 
review  or  approval  is  documented,  and  mileage/usage  logs  are  not 
maintained  for  most  vehicles. 


Superintendent's  Contract  The  Superintendent's  contract  for  the  2012-2013  school  year  provides  for 

$150,000  of  life  insurance,  but  a  $500,000  life  insurance  policy  has  been 
provided  since  July  1,  2010. 

The  district's  attendance  system  allows  changes  to  be  made  to  student 
attendance  records  anytime  during  the  current  school  year,  and  there  is  no 
review  by  district  officials  to  ensure  changes  made  to  current  year 
attendance  records  are  appropriate. 

Computer  Controls  The  district  does  not  require  that  computer  passwords  be  periodically 

changed,  and  no  security  controls  are  in  place  to  shut  down  computers  after 
a  certain  period  of  inactivity  or  detect  or  prevent  incorrect  login  attempts. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.: 


Attendance  Reporting 
Controls 


American  Recovery  and  During  the  audit  period,  the  district  received  and  expended  $680,857  in 

Reinvestment  Act  Federal  Stimulus  monies.  Details  are  contained  in  the  audit  report. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Board  of  Education 
Rockwood  R-VI  School  District 

The  State  Auditor  conducted  an  audit  of  the  Rockwood  R-VI  School  District  under  authority  granted  in 
Section  29.205,  RSMo.  We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  district  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The 
district  engaged  Kerber,  Eck,  and  Braeckel,  LLP,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  to  audit  the  district's 
financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the 
report  of  the  CPA  firm.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  district's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  district's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  district,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  district's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  district. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the 
Rockwood  R-VI  School  District. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditors: 

Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Chris  Vetter,  CPA 
Carl  Zilch,  Jr.,  CIA 
Steven  Re',  CPA 
Janielle  Robinett 
Peter  Studer 
Tessa  Oates 
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Rockwood  R-VI  School  District 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Significant  fees  in  excess  of  those  provided  for  by  contract  were  paid  to  the 
program  management  company  overseeing  construction  and  renovation 
projects  funded  by  bond  issues.  A  change  order  process  is  frequently  used 
rather  than  seeking  bids  to  accomplish  substantial  project  changes  or  new 
projects  and  reasons  are  not  sufficiently  documented.  A  conflict  of  interest 
existed  between  the  program  management  company  and  a  School  Board 
member.  Problems  were  also  noted  with  the  process  for  selecting  program 
management  services  and  retention  of  the  related  documentation. 

In  fiscal  years  2003,  2006,  2008,  and  2010,  the  district  issued  voter- 
approved  bonds  totaling  $50.5  million,  $45.5  million,  $74.5  million,  and 
$55  million,  respectively.  The  bond  issues  are  typically  allocated  to  three 
areas:  construction  and  renovation,  technology  upgrades,  and  maintenance 
projects  performed  by  district  employees.  For  example,  for  the  $55  million 
2010  bond  issue  the  district  allocated  $32.5  million  to  construction  and 
renovation,  $10.7  million  to  technology  upgrades,  and  $9.5  million  to  in- 
house  maintenance  projects.  The  remaining  $2.3  million  was  used  to  pay  the 
7  percent  management  fee  to  the  program  management  company,  Glenn 
Construction  Company.  The  district  has  used  this  same  company  as  its  bond 
construction  and  renovation  program  manager  since  the  late  1990s.  The 
district  solicits  proposals  for  project  management  each  time  a  bond  issue  is 
on  the  ballot  and  Glenn  Construction  Company  has  been  selected  each  time. 
Steve  Smith  has  been  a  Board  member  for  various  periods  of  time  since 
1989  (April  1989  to  April  1995;  September  2003  to  April  2004;  May  2010 
to  current).  In  2004,  Smith  began  employment  with  Glenn  Construction,  but 
was  not  a  Board  member  when  Glenn  Construction  Company  was  hired  to 
act  as  program  manager  for  the  2006,  2008,  and  2010  bond  issues.  Smith 
was  president  of  the  Board  from  April  2011  until  December  2011.  Smith 
resigned  from  Glenn  Construction  Company  in  June  2012. 

The  program  management  company  has  been  paid  management  fees  totaling 
$11,159,932  as  of  September  30,  2012,  related  to  four  bond  issuances  in 
2010,  2008,  2006,  and  2003.  Concerns  were  noted  regarding  additional  fees 
paid  to  this  company  based  on  added  projects  and  changes  orders. 

The  program  management  company  was  paid  additional  fees  of  $1,203,178 
for  managing  projects  not  itemized  in  the  original  scope  of  the  contract, 
without  making  modifications  to  the  existing  contract  or  entering  into  a  new 
contract.  Management  fees  are  calculated  using  the  "Cost  of  the  Program" 
amount  (portion  of  the  bond  proceeds  allocated  for  construction  and 
renovation  projects  or  total  bond  proceeds  excluding  costs  of  projects 
managed  by  the  district  itself,  program  management  fee,  and  bond  issuance 
costs)  and  the  approved  fee  percentage.  For  example,  2010  bond  issue 
proceeds  designated  for  construction  and  renovations  totaled  approximately 
$32.5  million  with  a  management  fee  percentage  of  7  percent,  resulting  in 
the  program  management  fee  totaling  over  $2.27  million.  The  fee  is 


1.  Program 
Management 
Services,  Change 
Orders,  and 
Conflict  of  Interest 


1 . 1  Program  management 
fees 
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disbursed  in  30  equal  monthly  payments.  Fee  percentages  approved  for 
other  bond  issues  were  7  percent  for  2008,  6  percent  for  2006,  and  5  percent 
for  2003.  The  2009  contract  with  the  program  management  company 
contains  language  allowing  changes  to  the  program  and  the  program 
management  fee,  with  the  "Cost  of  the  Program"  and  terms  being  adjusted 
upon  mutual  agreement  of  the  parties,  and  authorizes  such  modifications  be 
made  by  change  order.  However,  the  use  of  change  orders  to  support 
substantial  project  changes  or  additions  and  additional  fees  may  not  be 
appropriate  (see  section  1.2).  Due  to  the  vagueness  of  the  contract,  these 
additional  fees  appear  to  represent  overpayments.  It  appears  improper  to 
extend  the  existing  arrangement  to  change  orders  without  formally 
amending  the  contract  or  entering  into  a  new  contract,  or  to  pay  such 
significant  additional  fees  without  documented  support. 

When  projects  itemized  in  the  contract  are  completed  under  budget, 
therefore  not  utilizing  the  full  amount  of  the  bond  proceeds  designated  for 
those  projects  and  on  which  the  management  fees  are  based,  additional 
construction  projects  are  performed  with  the  remaining  bond  issuance 
monies  ("Cost  of  the  Program"  less  actual  costs).  Glenn  Construction 
Company  is  paid  an  additional  fee  for  these  new  projects  from  the 
remaining  bond  monies;  however,  these  monies  are  already  included  in  the 
calculation  of  the  original  fee  which  is  paid  over  a  30  month  period.  At  this 
point  separate  payments  may  be  made  to  Glenn  Construction  Company,  one 
for  the  original  fee  and  others  for  any  added  fees,  or  amounts  may  be 
combined  into  a  single  payment.  There  is  no  written  basis  for  the  fees  paid 
to  manage  the  additional  projects,  and  these  appear  to  represent 
overpayments.  Also,  fees  for  17  additional  projects  were  paid  at  a  different 
percentage  than  stated  in  the  contract  and  the  fee  percentage  for  12 
additional  projects  could  not  be  determined.  The  following  table  documents 
the  original  and  additional  management  fees  paid  for  the  district's  last  four 
bond  issuances. 


Bond  Proceeds 
Designated  for 
Construction  and 


Total  Bond 

Renovation 

Original  * 

Additional  * 

Bond  Issue  Date 

Issuance 

Projects 

Management  Fee 

Management  Fees 

2010 

$ 

55,000,000 

32,476,635 

2,273,365 

324,351 

2008 

74,500,000 

51,112,976 

3,577,886 

460,211 

2006 

45,500,000 

33,525,000 

2,011,500 

117,320 

2003 

50,500,000 

36,698,190 

1,834,910 

301,296 

Total 

$ 

225,500,000 

153,812,801 

9,697,661 

1,203,178 

*  -  The  total  fees  of  $11,159,932  paid  for  project  management  fees  include  the  sum  of  (1) 
original  management  fee,  (2)  additional  management  fees,  and  (3)  other  management  fees  of 
$259,093  paid  from  other  funding  sources  in  2003.  The  other  funding  sources  were 
comprised  of  interest  earned  on  bond  proceeds  prior  to  disbursing  monies,  bond  monies 
reallocated  from  technology  or  facilities  to  construction,  and  a  transfer  from  a  building  fund. 
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Contracts  should  be  appropriately  amended  or  new  contracts  negotiated  to 
establish  requirements  regarding  significant  additional  work  beyond  the 
original  scope  of  the  approved  projects  and  any  related  fees.  Fees  for 
managing  additional  projects  should  be  monitored  to  ensure  overpayment 
does  not  occur. 

Given  the  significant  costs  associated  with  these  services  and  the  length  of 
time  the  district  has  been  using  this  project  management  company,  it  is 
essential  cost  analyses  be  periodically  performed  to  ensure  district  funds  are 
spent  in  the  best  interest  of  the  district. 

The  district  did  not  bid  out  significant  work  resulting  from  change  orders, 
treated  some  new  projects  as  change  orders,  and  issued  new  contracts  which 
were  not  bid.  The  district  does  not  have  documentation  justifying  the 
reasons  for  using  change  orders  instead  of  bidding  for  significant  project 
additions  and  changes. 

Marquette  High  School  During  the  2  year  Marquette  High  School  renovation,  which  started  in  2010, 

36  change  orders  totaling  $1,822,069  were  processed  and  not  bid, 
representing  approximately  32  percent  of  the  5  original  contract  amounts, 
which  totaled  $5,750,000.  A  description  of  some  of  the  change  orders 
follows. 

•  The  district  entered  into  a  contract  with  a  vendor  for  $3,380,000  to 
construct  additional  classrooms  and  for  library  renovations.  The  Board 
subsequently  approved  13  change  orders  totaling  $437,384  for 
additional  construction  work. 

•  The  district  entered  into  a  contract  with  a  vendor  for  $1,137,000  to 
construct  a  new  field  house  and  an  addition  to  a  weight  room.  The 
Board  subsequently  approved  eight  change  orders  totaling  $113,084  for 
a  new  wall,  asphalt,  and  additional  construction. 

•  The  district  entered  into  a  contract  with  a  vendor  for  $731,895  to 
complete  upgrades  at  Marquette  to  be  compliant  with  clean  water  and 
storm  water  runoff  regulations.  The  same  day  the  contract  was 
approved,  a  change  order  to  that  same  contract  for  work  at  Chesterfield 
Elementary  was  also  approved  for  $36,507.  In  addition,  the  Board 
subsequently  approved  11  change  orders  for  work  at  Marquette  High 
School  totaling  $959,590  for  a  new  fire  lane,  asphalt,  and  additional 
work,  more  than  doubling  the  original  contract  amount. 

The  work  at  Chesterfield  Elementary  was  a  new  project  and  because  the 
cost  was  more  than  $15,000,  it  should  have  been  bid  as  required  by  law. 


1.2  Change  orders 
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•  The  district  entered  into  a  contract  with  a  vendor  for  $326,000  for 
improvements  and  construction  of  interior  stairs  to  connect  the  upper 
and  lower  levels  of  the  "G"  wing.  The  Board  approved  three  change 
orders  totaling  $287,287  for  a  canopy  and  additional  construction  work. 

•  The  district  entered  into  a  contract  with  a  vendor  for  $101,958  to  install 
exterior  insulation  and  for  repairs.  The  Board  approved  one  change 
order  for  $24,720  for  a  new  ladder  and  additional  work. 

Change  order  contracts  Two  of  the  contracts  issued  for  the  Marquette  High  School  renovations  paid 

with  proceeds  from  the  2010  bond  issuance  were  not  bid.  The  new  work 
was  considered  continuing  work  related  to  the  2008  bond  issue  and  change 
orders  were  used  instead  of  using  a  competitive  bid  process.  The  additional 
improvements  were  necessary  to  comply  with  new  regulations  for  clean 
water  and  storm  water  runoff  at  Marquette  and  three  other  schools.  Further, 
a  memo  to  the  Board  justified  awarding  the  new  contracts  to  the  same 
vendors  since  they  were  already  on-site  performing  work  associated  with 
the  2008  bond  issue.  In  addition,  over  $2  million  in  additional  change  orders 
were  approved  for  one  of  these  vendors  beyond  the  new  change  order 
contract.  As  a  result  of  processing  these  new  contracts  as  change  orders,  it 
appears  the  bidding  process  was  circumvented. 

The  table  below  documents  the  contracts: 


New  Contracts 

Additional 

Classified  as 

Change  Orders 

Construction  Services 

Change  Orders 

after  Contract 

Total  Contract 

Asphalting 

$  768,402 

2,072,896 

2,841,298 

Waterproofing 

326,000 

287,288 

613,288 

Total 

$  1,094,402 

2,360,184 

3,454,586 

Conclusion  The  need  for  such  significant  change  orders  casts  doubt  on  the  overall 

planning  process  and  value  of  original  plans  and  estimates.  While  change 
orders  often  occur  on  construction  projects,  they  are  normally  used  to  make 
adjustments  for  minor  problems  which  are  unknown  when  construction 
projects  are  originally  bid.  Change  orders  should  be  kept  to  a  minimum  to 
ensure  the  maximum  amount  of  construction  costs  are  competitively  bid. 
Change  orders  should  not  be  used  to  make  significant  changes  to  existing 
contracts.  If  the  scope  of  a  project  changes  substantially,  consideration 
should  be  given  to  bidding  those  parts  of  the  project  instead  of  using  change 
orders.  When  determining  whether  to  solicit  bids  and  enter  into  new 
contracts  or  use  a  change  order  process  for  project  changes  or  additions, 
documented  justification  outlining  reasons  for  the  decision  should  be 
maintained.  Handling  new  projects  or  significant  changes  or  additions  to 
existing  projects  as  change  orders  circumvents  the  bidding  process.  Section 
177.086,  RSMo,  requires  school  districts  to  advertise  bids  for  construction 
of  facilities  which  may  exceed  a  disbursement  of  $15,000. 
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1.3  Conflict  of  interest  Board  member  Steve  Smith  had  a  conflict  of  interest  on  matters  voted  on  by 

the  Board. 

Steve  Smith  was  appointed  by  the  Board  to  fill  a  board  vacancy  (May 
2010).  At  the  time  of  this  Board  appointment,  Smith  was  an  active 
employee  of  Glenn  Construction  Company.  Smith  disclosed  this  employee 
relationship  to  the  Board  on  his  application  to  fill  the  vacant  Board  position. 
Smith's  position  as  an  appointed  board  member  was  later  followed  by  his 
election  to  the  Board  in  April  2011.  Despite  his  employment  with  Glenn 
Construction  Company,  Smith  voted  to  approve  change  orders/additional 
projects  which  resulted  in  additional  fees  paid  to  Glenn  Construction 
Company.  As  a  result  of  Smith's  failing  to  recuse  himself  from  actions  by 
the  Board  relating  to  business  conducted  with  Glenn  Construction 
Company,  a  conflict  of  interest  existed  between  Smith,  as  an  employee  of 
Glenn  Construction  Company,  and  Smith's  duty  as  a  Board  member. 

Our  review  of  several  Board  approved  projects  determined  that  Board 
member  Smith  did  not  always  abstain  from  voting  on  issues  related  to  Glenn 
Construction  Company;  rather,  he  voted  on  several  additional  projects  that 
resulted  in  additional  compensation  to  his  employer.  Smith  voted  for  12 
additional  projects  approved  from  January  2011  to  June  2012,  totaling 
$2,703,782  and  resulting  in  $189,265  in  additional  management  fees  paid  to 
his  employer.  For  3  of  these  12  additional  projects,  change  orders  were  used 
instead  of  soliciting  bids  and  entering  into  new  contracts.  These  three 
change  orders  totaled  $551,238  and  resulted  in  $38,587  in  additional 
management  fees.  Smith  terminated  his  employment  with  Glenn 
Construction  Company  in  June  2012. 

By  voting  on  the  change  orders  which  resulted  in  additional  fees  to  Glenn 
Construction  Company,  Smith  violated  Section  105.454(4),  RSMo,  which 
prohibits  an  elected  official  of  a  political  subdivision  from  performing  any 
services  for  any  person,  firm  or  corporation  for  compensation,  other  than  the 
compensation  provided  for  the  performance  of  their  official  duties,  in  which 
their  service  influences  a  decision  of  the  political  subdivision. 

Board  members  of  a  school  district  serve  in  a  fiduciary  capacity.  Personal 
interests  in  business  matters  of  the  school  district  create  actual  or  the 
appearance  of  conflicts  of  interest,  and  a  lack  of  independence  could  harm 
public  confidence  in  the  Board  and  reduce  its  effectiveness.  Further,  Board 
Policy  0311  addresses  conflict  of  interest  and  states  "Members  shall  avoid 
being  placed  in  a  position  of  conflict  of  interest,  and  shall  not  use  the  Board 
position  for  personal  or  partisan  gain.  Members  shall  conduct  themselves  in 
accordance  with  the  conflict  of  interest  policy  and  disclosure  requirements 
prescribed  by  statute  and  Board  policy." 
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As  previously  stated,  the  district  has  used  the  Glenn  Construction  Company 
for  program  management  services  to  oversee  construction  and  renovation 
projects  since  the  late  1990s.  Proposals  are  solicited  for  these  services  each 
time  bond  issues  are  proposed  to  voters.  District  personnel  indicated  bidder 
qualifications  and  experience  are  the  determining  factors  when  awarding  the 
contract.  Fees,  which  are  substantial  (totaling  more  than  $2.27  million  for 
the  2009  contract)  are  negotiated  after  the  award  is  made.  We  reviewed 
proposals  for  the  most  recent  program  management  contract  dated  October 
15,  2009,  pertaining  to  construction  and  renovation  projects  financed  with 
2010  bond  issue  monies.  The  district  only  maintained  documentation  for 
proposals  submitted  by  two  of  the  three  bidders  and  did  not  retain  bid 
evaluation  committee  scorecards  to  support  the  committee's 
recommendation.  Also,  district  personnel  indicated  proposal  documentation 
related  to  previous  contracts  entered  into  with  Glenn  Construction  Company 
was  not  retained. 

Good  business  practices  require  sound  practical  approaches  to  negotiating 
fees  to  be  paid  for  services  rendered.  Documentation  of  the  various 
proposals  received,  and  the  district's  selection  process  and  criteria,  should  be 
retained  to  demonstrate  compliance  with  state  law  and  district  policy,  and 
support  decisions  made.  In  addition,  the  Missouri  Local  Records  Board 
General  Records  Retention  Schedule  (Local  Governments),  Section  GS  023 
Capital  Improvement  Projects  Files,  requires  bid  related  records  to  be 
maintained  for  the  life  of  the  structure  plus  10  years. 

Recommendations  The  Rockwood  School  Board: 

1.1  Ensure  all  services  to  be  provided  and  fees  to  be  paid  are  clearly 
documented  in  a  contract  to  avoid  confusion  and  misunderstanding. 
In  addition,  the  district  should  attempt  to  collect  any  overpayment 
of  fees. 

1.2  Ensure  improved  planning  and  monitoring  of  projects  is  performed 
to  avoid  significant  change  orders  and  give  consideration  to 
soliciting  bids  when  substantial  changes  or  additions  are  necessary. 
All  decisions  and  justification  for  the  decisions  should  be  properly 
documented. 

1.3  Ensure  each  Board  member  avoids  participation  in  decisions  or 
other  situations  that  could  result  in  the  appearance  of  or  actual 
conflict  of  interest. 

1 .4  Consider  proposed  fees  as  part  of  the  program  management  services 
proposal  evaluation  process  and  retain  all  bid  documentation  for  the 
required  period  of  time. 


1.4  Selection  process  and 
record  retention 
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Auditee's  Response 


The  School  Board  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


1.1  The  district  has  spent  significant  time  and  effort  in  the  past  12 
months  reviewing  its  policies,  procedures,  and  contracts  related  to 
construction  management  and  construction  generally.  At  the 
February  7,  2013  meeting,  the  Board  considered  a  first  reading  of 
recommended  changes  to  the  Board's  construction  management 
Policy  and  Regulation  7130.  These  will  be  acted  on  by  the  Board  at 
its  March  7,  2013  meeting.  These  policy  changes  have  been 
reviewed  by  legal  counsel  to  ensure  full  compliance  with  Missouri 
statutes.  All  future  construction  will  strictly  comply  with  the 
updated  policies.  Future  contracts  will  clearly  define  the  services  to 
be  provided  and  clearly  state  the  amount  of  fees  to  be  paid  to  the 
construction  manager  for  all  work  performed.  Legal  counsel  will  be 
consulted  in  drafting,  negotiating  and/or  reviewing  all  future 
construction  and  construction  management  contracts  of  the  district. 

The  district  acknowledges  that  the  language  of  the  contract  with 
Glenn  Construction  could  have  been  clearer.  However,  the  terms  of 
the  contract  did  authorize  the  payment  of  additional  fees  to  Glenn 
Construction  for  additional  work  not  identified  in  the  original 
scope.  See  Section  7.1  of  the  Contract.  The  district  will  review  the 
documentation  surrounding  each  specific  additional  payment  to 
Glenn  Construction  and  determine  whether  in  fact  any 
"overpayments  "  did  exist. 

It  is  unlikely  that  future  bond  issues  of  the  district  will  be  of  the 
magnitude  of  those  projects  referred  to  in  the  Audit  Report,  and 
future  bond  issue  projects  may  not  even  require  program 
management  or  construction  management  services.  The  district  is 
reviewing  and  considering  all  options  with  respect  to  the  upcoming 
bond  issue,  to  determine  what  type  of  services  may  be  needed. 

1.2  For  future  construction  projects,  the  scope  of  the  project  will  be 
clearly  defined  in  the  architectural  drawings  before  bids  are 
solicited.  The  district  will  clearly  describe  the  conditions  and 
process  for  change  orders  in  all  contracts.  If  there  is  a  change 
based  on  an  unforeseen  circumstance  or  a  permit  requirement  that 
is  limited  to  the  existing  scope  of  the  project,  a  change  order  may  be 
issued.  If  the  change  is  substantial  and  can  be  performed  by  another 
contractor  without  disrupting  the  original  scope  of  work,  the  district 
will  give  consideration  to  soliciting  bids.  The  district  will  properly 
document  the  justification  for  all  decisions  and  take  steps  to 
improve  the  planning  and  monitoring  of  projects. 
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1.3  With  regard  to  the  situation  involving  Mr.  Smith,  the  district  notes 
that  in  June  of  2010,  after  Mr.  Smith  was  appointed  to  the  Board, 
the  Board  Secretary  specifically  asked  for  guidance  from  the 
Missouri  School  Board  Association  (MSBA)  whether  a  new  Board 
member  who  is  employed  by  the  bond  issue  general  contractor 
"should  abstain  from  all  agenda  items  pertaining  to  contracts  with 
companies  working  with  Glenn  Construction"  and  "Should  the 
board  member  abstain  from  all  agenda  items  pertaining  to  Bond 
Issue  monies?"  Two  MSBA  attorneys  responded  in  writing  that 
there  was  no  legal  conflict  of  interest  in  such  votes  and  it  was  not 
necessary  to  abstain.  Mr.  Smith  abstained,  and  in  fact  left  the  room, 
on  votes  for  additional  payments  to  Glenn  Construction. 


Whether  or  not  Mr.  Smith  "influenced  the  decision  of  the  Board"  is 
a  factual  determination  which  cannot  be  made  without  a  complete 
investigation.  Any  such  investigations  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission.  The  district  notes  that  the  Auditor 
did  not  speak  with  Mr.  Smith  or  the  individual  Board  members 
regarding  this  issue,  and  strongly  objects  to  the  conclusionary 
statement  in  the  report  that  a  violation  of  the  Missouri  Statutes  did 
occur. 


The  district  will  take  additional  steps  to  avoid  even  the  appearance 
of  a  conflict  of  interest.  As  noted  in  the  district  responses  to  1.1  and 
1.2,  any  future  contracts  will  more  clearly  define  the  obligations  of 
the  parties,  and  more  clearly  provide  procedures  for  change  orders, 
all  of  which  will  assist  the  district  in  being  able  to  identify 
circumstances  where  an  appearance  or  actual  conflict  of  interest 
may  exist  for  a  Board  member.  Further,  the  district  will  review  its 
policies  and  procedures  to  determine  if  additional  steps  can  be 
taken  to  avoid  the  appearance  of  or  actual  conflicts  of  interest  by 
Board  members. 


1.4  The  district  agrees  with  the  Auditor's  recommendation.  The  district 
will  evaluate  proposed  fees  as  part  of  any  program  management  or 
construction  management  services  and  the  district  will  retain  all  bid 
documentation  as  required  by  Board  policy  and  state  law.  The 
district  has  taken  immediate  steps  to  improve  these  procedures. 


Auditor's  Comment  ^       While  Board  member  Smith  did  abstain  on  votes  approving 

payments  to  Glenn  Construction  Company,  he  had  already  voted  to 
approve  change  orders/additional  projects  with  various  construction 
companies  performing  work  on  projects  funded  with  bond  issue 
monies.  These  approvals  resulted  in  additional  fees  paid  to  Glenn 
Construction  Company. 
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The  district  used  the  same  provider  to  serve  as  both  financial  advisor  and 
bond  underwriter  for  several  general  obligation  refunding  bond  issues,  and 
sold  these  bonds  using  a  negotiated  sale  rather  than  a  competitive  bid 
process. 

During  fiscal  years  2008  through  2012  the  district  sold  four  general 
refunding  bond  issues  totaling  $84.5  million  through  a  negotiated  sale  in 
which  the  financial  advisor  also  acted  as  the  bond  underwriter.  Using  the 
same  provider  to  act  in  the  dual  capacity  of  financial  advisor  and 
underwriter  for  a  bond  issue  creates  an  inherent  conflict  of  interest.  The  lack 
of  independent  financial  advice  could  result  in  the  district  not  being 
adequately  informed  of  bond  issuance  options  or  being  unable  to  adequately 
evaluate  bond  proposals.  Also,  the  district  relied  on  the  advice  of  the  bond 
underwriter  instead  of  seeking  open  bids  to  assure  the  most  competitive  rate 
of  return  for  taxpayers.  Underwriter  fees  for  the  four  bond  issues  totaled 
$337,920  and  were  paid  to  the  district's  financial  advisor,  who  also  acted  as 
the  bond  underwriter. 

The  Government  Financial  Officers  Association  (GFOA)1  recommends 
against  using  the  bond  underwriter  as  a  financial  advisor  because  the  duties 
of  the  underwriter  and  financial  advisor  are  separate  and  can  be  adverse,  so 
using  the  same  provider  for  both  roles  causes  an  inherent  conflict  of  interest. 
The  underwriter  does  not  have  a  fiduciary  responsibility  to  the  district. 

While  Missouri  law  does  not  require  competitive  sales  of  these  types  of 
financing  instruments  or  competition  in  selecting  bond  underwriters  and 
financial  advisors,  competitive  sales  would  likely  result  in  lower  interest 
costs  for  the  district,  and  competition  in  selecting  bond  underwriters  and 
financial  advisors  is  important  to  ensure  services  are  obtained  from  the  best 
qualified  providers  at  a  fair  price. 

Recommendation  The  Rockwood  School  Board  discontinue  using  an  underwriter  who  also 

acts  in  a  dual  capacity  as  financial  advisor. 

Auditee's  Response  The  School  Board  provided  the  following  written  response: 

In  prior  years,  districts  were  allowed  to  use  a  financial  advisor  on  bond 
issues  and  act  as  an  underwriter  of  the  bond  for  a  negotiated  sale.  When 
interest  rates  fluctuate,  a  negotiated  sales  gives  the  issuer  more  flexibility  to 
time  the  sale  of  the  bonds  to  minimize  interest  cost.  Absent  an  unusual 
interest  rate  environment,   the  district  intends  to  issue  bonds  on  a 


2.  Bond  Financing 


"Best  Practice  Selecting  Underwriters  for  Negotiated  Bond  Sales,"  Government  Financial 
Officers  Association,  October  17,  2008, 

<http://www.gfoa.org/index.php ?option=com_content&task=view&id=1585>,  accessed 
February  1,  2013. 
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competitive  sale.  In  either  case,  the  district  agrees  with  the  recommendation 
and  in  the  future  will  not  contract  with  one  firm  to  provide  financial 
advisory  and  underwriting  services  for  the  same  bond  issue. 


^    -p  i  A    district  policies  and  procedures  to  review  the  assignment  and  use  of 

J.   rrOCUremeilt  CarClS  procurement  cards  are  not  adequate. 

Approximately  19  percent  of  full-time  and  part-time  faculty  and  staff  had 
district-issued  procurement  cards  as  of  June  2012.  Each  procurement  card  is 
an  official  VISA  credit  card  which  is  designed  to  provide  a  more  convenient 
procurement  method  than  the  purchase  order  system.  Most  procurement 
cards  have  individual  transaction  limits  under  $1,000  and  a  monthly 
spending  limit  ranging  from  $2,000  to  $6,000;  however,  there  are  cards  with 
monthly  credit  limits  ranging  from  $10,000  to  $1.5  million.  During  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2012,  procurement  card  purchases  totaled  approximately 
$4.5  million. 


Number  of  Cards  The  district  has  not  adequately  analyzed  which  staff  need  procurement  cards 

or  the  number  of  cards  needed,  and  at  the  time  of  our  review  152  of  the  659 
procurement  cards  issued  to  full-time  and  part-time  faculty  and  staff  had 
less  than  $1,000  in  total  purchases  during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30, 
2012.  Also,  at  least  34  district  employees  have  been  issued  more  than  one 
procurement  card. 

In  addition,  the  district's  master  credit  card  list  is  not  accurate.  The  master 
credit  card  list  as  of  October  2012  included  26  employees  with  invalid  credit 
cards  (not  on  the  bank  record  of  active  cards).  In  addition,  bank  records 
included  12  employees  with  active  cards  that  were  not  on  the  district's  list. 

Given  the  potential  liability  related  to  credit  cards,  the  district  should  review 
credit  card  assignments  and  evaluate  each  employee's  continued  need  for  a 
card  and  the  need  for  multiple  cards  issued  to  the  same  user.  The  district 
should  update  the  master  credit  card  listing  periodically  to  ensure 
completeness  and  accuracy. 

The  procurement  card  policy  provides  for  users  that  intend  or  need  to 
exceed  limits  to  request  transaction  and  monthly  credit  limit  increases  from 
the  purchasing  department  prior  to  making  the  related  transactions.  Such 
approvals  are  needed  so  that  charges  exceeding  limits  are  not  rejected; 
however,  documentation  of  these  requests  and  approvals  were  not  retained. 
District  policy  does  not  require  supporting  documentation  be  retained  by  the 
purchasing  department  for  authorized  increases  in  monthly  or  individual 
transaction  limits.  As  a  result,  the  district  had  no  documentation  of 
approvals  when  monthly  credit  or  transaction  limits  were  exceeded.  Our 
review  of  month-end  credit  card  balances  for  the  year  ending  June  30,  2012, 
showed  33  instances  where  the  month-end  credit  card  balance  exceeded  the 
approved  monthly  credit  limit.  A  review  of  activity  for  some  cards  with 


Credit  and  transaction 
limits 
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excess  balances  showed  some  transactions  that  exceeded  established  limits. 
For  example,  a  single  charge  totaling  $2,800  for  a  field  trip  was  made  on  a 
card  with  a  single  transaction  limit  of  $1,000  and  another  transaction  for 
$904  was  made  on  a  card  with  a  monthly  transaction  limit  of  $400.  Also, 
eight  $609  transactions  were  charged  to  the  same  vendor  on  February  21, 
2012,  on  one  card  with  a  $1,000  monthly  limit,  which  would  have  resulted 
in  a  single  transaction  of  $4,872.  Further,  staff  in  the  Information 
Technology  Department  responsible  for  purchasing  computer  hardware  and 
software  have  a  credit  card  with  a  $1,500,000  credit  limit  and  another  card 
with  a  $400,000  credit  limit,  and  only  charged  a  total  of  approximately 
$145,000  during  fiscal  year  2012. 

Excessive  or  improperly  monitored  credit  card  limits  can  result  in  misuse  of 
district  funds.  Limits  should  be  based  on  typical  use  and  need;  and  re- 
evaluated periodically  for  reasonableness.  Procurement  card  policies  are 
established  to  provide  adequate  controls  and  monitoring  of  transactions 
processed  through  procurement  cards;  however,  the  assigned  cardholder  is 
ultimately  responsible  to  ensure  all  transactions  comply  with  adopted 
policies.  Retention  of  approvals  for  exceeding  established  limits  is  needed  to 
show  compliance  with  policy  and  provide  support  should  questions  arise 
regarding  related  credit  card  charges. 

Recommendation  The  Rockwood  School  Board  evaluate  the  need  for  each  procurement  card 

issued  and  update  the  master  credit  card  listing  periodically.  In  addition,  the 
Board  should  periodically  evaluate  credit  card  limits  and  ensure  approved 
purchases  exceeding  those  limits  are  properly  documented.  Retention  of 
such  approval  should  be  required  by  policy. 

Auditee's  Response  The  School  Board  provided  the  following  written  response: 

Procurement  cards  were  issued  pursuant  to  standards  developed  by  the 
purchasing  department.  There  is  some  inconsistency  in  use  of  the  cards 
between  employees  who  perform  the  same  job  duties.  Some  choose  to  use 
the  cards  more  than  others.  The  initial  limits  were  not  intended  to  replace 
all  purchase  order  activity.  In  some  cases,  the  purchasing  department  would 
temporarily  increase  the  limit  for  a  specific  purchase  after  consulting  with 
the  user.  Once  the  purchase  was  completed,  the  limit  was  returned  to  the 
initial  value.  In  the  case  of  IT  staff,  the  limit  was  set  at  the  $1.5  million  and 
$400,000  level  to  purchase  technology  equipment  over  the  internet  under  a 
state  procurement  contract.  Large  purchases  were  made  pursuant  to  bond 
initiatives.  By  making  the  purchases  with  a  procurement  card,  the  district 
received  a  rebate  on  the  purchase. 

The  district  agrees  with  the  Auditor  that  the  master  list  and  credit  authority 
should  be  reviewed  periodically.  The  district  will  submit  a  request  to  the 
Board  each  year  regarding  the  issuance  of  cards  to  various  employees  and 
the  corresponding  credit  limits.  It  will  include  information  about  past  usage. 
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The  district  will  develop  and  enact  a  Board  policy  to  document  this  process, 
reinforce  proper  usage  of  the  cards  and  outline  the  process  for  temporary 
increases  in  the  credit  limit. 


4t»  ,  Professional   services   are   frequently   obtained   without   benefit   of  a 

.   x  lutuivmuu  competitive  selection  process  and  fuel  purchases  have  not  been  bid  for 

PrOCedlireS  several  years. 


District  purchasing  Policy  3170  requires  written  bids  to  be  obtained  for  all 
goods  and  services  costing  between  $1,000  and  $7,500,  and  requires  sealed 
bids  from  qualified  bidders  and  board  approval  prior  to  awarding  the 
purchase  for  goods  or  services  costing  over  $7,500.  Some  purchases, 
including  legal  services,  are  specifically  exempted  from  the  purchasing 
policy. 

We  noted  the  district  has  not  solicited  proposals  for  some  professional 
services  and  did  not  always  bid  for  goods  as  required.  Without  such 
procedures,  the  district  cannot  ensure  it  receives  quality  goods  or  services  at 
the  best  price. 

•  The  district  has  used  the  same  law  firm  and  auditing  firm  without 
soliciting  proposals  for  either  of  these  services  since  2005.  The  initial 
contracts  for  both  services  were  for  3  years;  however,  the  district  has 
extended  the  contract  for  legal  services  annually  and  executed  two  3 
year  contract  extensions  for  auditing  services.  The  district  paid 
$134,000  and  $34,000  for  legal  and  auditing  services,  respectively, 
during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

•  The  district  did  not  solicit  proposals  for  consulting  services  prior  to 
hiring  two  former  colleagues  of  the  superintendent  as  independent 
contractors  in  October  2010  to  review  district  employee  positions  and 
create  a  restructuring  program  to  maximize  district  operations.  The 
district  paid  consulting  fees  totaling  $61,200  ($30,600  each)  to  the 
independent  contractors  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  201 1. 

•  According  to  the  Director  of  Purchasing,  the  district  has  not  solicited 
bids  for  fuel  purchases  made  using  vendor  fuel  cards  since  September 
2007.  The  district  entered  into  a  contract  in  September  2007  to  purchase 
fuel  for  vehicles  using  a  vendor  charge  card  assigned  to  each  vehicle.  In 
addition,  the  executed  contract  automatically  renews  for  additional 
periods  of  12  months  unless  the  contract  is  terminated.  The  district 
charged  approximately  $227,000  on  district  fuel  cards  during  the  year 
ending  June  30,  2012. 

In  addition  to  being  required  by  district  purchasing  policy  for  most 
purchases,  soliciting  proposals  and/or  bids  for  goods  and  services  is  a  good 
business  practice.  These  procedures  also  help  provide  a  range  of  possible 
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choices,  and  allow  the  district  to  make  better-informed  decisions  to  ensure 
necessary  goods  or  services  are  obtained  from  the  best  qualified  provider 
after  taking  expertise,  experience,  and  cost  into  consideration. 

Recommendation  The   Rockwood   School  Board  ensure   compliance   with   the  district 

purchasing  policy  and  modify  the  policy  to  require  a  periodic  and 
competitive  selection  process  when  obtaining  professional  services. 

Auditee's  Response  The  School  Board  provided  the  following  written  response: 

Soliciting  proposals  for  all  consulting  services  prior  to  hiring  is  not  legally 
required,  nor  was  it  mandated  by  Board  policy.  On  February  7,  2013,  the 
Board  reviewed  and  revised  several  of  its  policies  relating  to  purchasing 
and  the  employment  of  consultants.  See,  e.g.,  Board  Policies  3170  and  4120. 
These  changes  were  intended,  in  part,  to  prevent  the  issues  raised  by  the 
Auditor  in  connection  with  consulting  services,  so  they  will  not  occur  in  the 
future.  The  Board  has  reviewed  and  revised  all  policies  relating  to  the 
purchase  of  services  and  the  use  of  consultants.  The  district  will  ensure 
compliance  with  the  Board  purchasing  policies. 

With  respect  specifically  to  legal  services,  although  the  district  has  utilized 
the  same  law  firm  since  2005,  there  has  been  no  increase  in  the  rate  paid  to 
the  law  firm  since  that  date.  The  total  legal  fees  to  the  firm  referred  to  in  the 
audit  for  2011-2012  of  $134,000  is  less  than  many  previous  years,  and  less 
than  the  annual  fees  paid  for  many  school  districts  of  a  similar  or  smaller 
size.  The  district  will  execute  a  written  contract  reflecting  the  current 
arrangement.  A  periodic  and  competitive  solicitation  of  these  services  is  not 
required  by  law,  however,  the  district  will  review  the  matter  to  determine  if 
and  when  a  competitive  selection  process  for  legal  services  is  desirable  for 
the  district.  The  district  will  amend  its  policies  to  reflect  its  determination,  if 
needed. 

The  district's  current  contract  with  its  auditing  firm  expires  after 
completing  the  audit  for  the  year  end  June  30,  2013.  The  district  will 
consider  a  competitive  procurement  for  auditing  services  upon  completion 
of  the  contract  term. 

For  fuel,  the  district  does  solicit  bids  for  bulk  fuel  used  by  the  bus  company. 
The  district  does  not  maintain  a  bulk  fuel  site  for  fleet  cars.  Since  the 
maintenance  and  technology  staff  travels  throughout  the  district,  it  is 
important  to  have  fueling  stations  situated  throughout  the  district.  In  2007, 
the  district  entered  into  a  contract  with  a  vendor  called  Fuel  Man.  The 
contract  allows  district  staff  to  fuel  at  stations  across  the  district  at  a  rate 
below  the  price  provided  to  the  general  public.  Each  vehicle  has  a  card  that 
the  staff  member  uses  when  fueling  the  vehicle.  The  card  has  restrictions, 
including  the  time  of  day  the  vehicle  is  fueled,  the  number  of  gallons  per 
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week  and  the  type  of  fuel  (diesel  vs.  unleaded).  The  staff  member  must  enter 
a  pin  to  start  the  transaction  and  then  indicate  the  current  odometer  reading 
of  the  district  vehicle.  The  program  will  flag  any  instance  where  the 
odometer  reading  is  not  in  synch.  These  controls  are  important  to  ensure 
that  charges  are  only  made  for  legitimate  business  reasons.  The  district 
agrees  with  the  Auditor  that  new  proposals  should  be  solicited  for  these 
services.  The  district  currently  has  a  request  for  information  (RFI) 
outstanding  to  determine  what  features  are  currently  available  for  these 
programs. 


5.  Receipting 
Procedures 


Initial  receipting  and  recording  of  monies  is  not  sufficient  and  transmittal 
procedures  do  not  provide  proper  accountability. 


5.1  Receipting  procedures 


Most  departments  and/or  programs  do  not  issue  receipt  slips  for  monies 
received  or  issue  receipts  slips  only  for  cash  receipts.  Also,  receipt  records 
are  not  always  sufficient  to  support  amounts  deposited.  The  Finance 
Department,  and  several  departmental  programs  including  the  Full  Day 
Kindergarten,  Out  of  District  Tuition,  Recreation,  Enrichment,  Visual  and 
Performing  Arts,  Aquatics  Programs,  and  the  Babler  Outdoor  Education 
Center  do  not  issue  pre-numbered  receipt  slips  for  any  monies  received  and 
the  Adventure  Club  only  issues  receipt  slips  for  cash.  Most  departments 
only  make  copies  of  checks  and  record  cash  amounts  on  receipt  or  deposit 
logs  as  supporting  documentation  for  the  deposit.  The  Finance  Department 
and  Community  Education  Department  received  monies  totaling 
approximately  $12.5  million  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 


We  reviewed  five  or  more  deposits  from  each  program  listed  above  and 
noted  some  problems.  Copies  of  checks  were  missing  for  $518  of  a  May  24, 
2012,  deposit  totaling  $3,058  in  fees  for  the  Recreation  Department's  adult 
volleyball  program.  In  addition,  checks  could  not  be  located  for  five 
deposits  totaling  $9,037  for  the  Visual  Performing  Arts  Program  and  two 
deposits  totaling  $599  for  the  Enrichment  Program.  As  a  result,  there  is  less 
assurance  all  monies  received  have  been  accounted  for  properly. 


To  properly  account  for  monies  received  and  provide  support  for  amounts 
deposited,  official  prenumbered  receipt  slips  should  be  issued  for  all  monies 
received  and  reconciled  to  deposits. 


5.2  Transiriitting  procedures    Various  district  departments  transmit  monies  to  the  Finance  Department  and 

the  Community  Education  Department  for  further  processing  and  deposit. 
Although  some  departments  submit  a  report  of  receipts,  employees  do  not 
document  their  acknowledgment  of  the  report  or  of  the  monies  that  have 
been  transmitted  from  one  person  to  the  next.  For  example,  the  Babler 
Outdoor  Education  Center  transmittal  report  indicated  checks  totaling 
$4,437  were  transmitted  to  the  Finance  Department  on  March  26,  2012.  No 
receipt  acknowledging  the  transmittal  was  provided  to  Babler  Outdoor 
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Education  Center  from  the  Finance  Department.  The  subsequent  deposit, 
which  should  have  agreed  to  the  amount  transmitted,  exceeded  the 
transmittal  amount  by  $650.  No  explanation  could  be  provided. 

To  establish  proper  accountability  over  transmittals,  employees  should  issue 
receipt  slips  for  monies  received  from  other  departments  and  programs  or 
develop  a  process  to  better  document  the  transmittal  of  monies. 

Recommendations  The  Rockwood  School  Board: 


Auditee's  Response 


6.  Capital  Assets  and 
Fuel  Usage 

6.1  Capital  assets 


5.1  Ensure  pre-numbered  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  all  monies  received 
and  the  composition  of  receipts  is  reconciled  to  deposits. 

5.2  Ensure  receipt  slips  are  issued  or  transmittal  records  are  signed  to 
better  document  the  transmittal  of  monies  between  departments. 

The  School  Board  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

5.1  The  most  significant  portion  of  the  district  receipts  are  made 
through  bank  wires  from  the  county  or  state.  The  district  does 
collect  checks  and  cash  as  part  of  the  student  activity  funds  and  for 
various  self-funded  programs.  The  district  agrees  with  the  Auditor 
that  the  issuance  of  receipts  creates  a  contemporaneous  record  of 
money  received  and  should  be  implemented  wherever  possible.  The 
district  will  implement  procedures  to  address  these  issues  in  the 
programs  mentioned  in  the  Audit  Report.  On  a  long-range  basis,  the 
district  will  also  review  and  consider  approaches  that  will  address 
funds  received  in  the  classrooms. 

5.2  As  part  of  the  receipting  process,  the  district  will  incorporate 
controls  to  address  the  transmittal  of  funds  from  the  person 
originally  receipting  the  money  through  the  bank  deposit. 

Controls  and  procedures  over  district  property  and  fuel  usage  need 
improvement. 


Procedures  and  records  to  account  for  district  property  are  not  adequate.  As 
a  result,  assets  are  more  susceptible  to  theft  or  misuse.  The  Director  of 
Finance  and  the  Director  of  Transportation/Purchasing  indicated  an  annual 
physical  inventory  of  district  property  is  not  performed  by  the  school 
district.  In  addition,  capital  asset  listings  are  not  always  updated  accurately. 
Equipment,  furniture,  and  vehicles  were  valued  at  approximately  $31.3 
million  at  June  30,  2012.  We  identified  several  issues  with  the  capital  asset 
listings: 


18 


Rockwood  R-VI  School  District 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


•  There  were  many  instances  of  gaps  in  the  numerical  sequence  of 
identification  numbers  assigned  by  the  capital  asset  computer  program 
for  capital  asset  additions  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 
District  personnel  could  not  explain  how  the  numbers  are  assigned  or 
why  there  are  gaps  in  the  sequence. 

•  A  network  server  was  mislabeled  as  a  computer  on  the  asset  listing. 
Although  this  network  server  had  been  disposed  of,  it  had  not  been 
removed  from  the  asset  listing  and  district  personnel  could  not  provide 
information  regarding  method  or  date  of  disposal.  In  addition,  a  laser 
printer  and  a  video  projector  reflected  on  the  asset  listing  could  not  be 
located  at  one  of  the  elementary  schools.  School  personnel  indicated 
these  items  had  been  disposed  of  approximately  10  years  ago. 

•  Four  vehicles  and  the  related  detailed  information  were  on  the  vehicle 
listing  two  times  each  resulting  in  the  vehicle  listing  cost  being 
overstated  by  $109,000.  In  addition,  two  vehicles  on  the  vehicle  listing 
had  the  same  license  number  included  in  the  description  although  the 
vehicles  were  different  makes  and  models.  The  Director  of  Purchasing 
indicated  the  one  vehicle  had  been  sold  in  August  2012. 

•  Four  vehicles  on  the  district  fuel  card  list  were  not  included  on  the 
capital  asset  listing. 

Conducting  annual  physical  inventories  and  properly  updating  capital  asset 
are  necessary  to  ensure  the  accuracy  of  capital  asset  records  and  to  detect 
the  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  assets.  Any  discrepancies  identified  should  be 
promptly  investigated. 

6.2  Vehicles  and  fuel  use         Controls  and  procedures  over  fuel  use  and  purchases  need  improvement. 

The  district  used  165  buses,  and  owned  94  non-pool  vehicles,  11  pool 
vehicles,  and  25  pieces  of  equipment  as  of  June  30,  2012.  District  fuel 
purchases  for  diesel  tanks  and  on  credit  cards  totaled  approximately  $1.3 
million  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

•  The  district  maintains  two  diesel  tanks  for  fueling  school  buses  and 
some  non-pool  vehicles  and  equipment.  In  addition,  some  buses  are 
housed  at  off-site  locations  and  records  of  fuel  pumped  are  provided  to 
the  district  but  no  reconciliation  to  fuel  invoices  is  performed.  The 
maintenance  supervisor  for  one  diesel  tank  indicated  he  reconciles  the 
fuel  invoices  to  the  daily  fuel  usage  log,  however,  he  does  not  document 
his  review.  There  are  no  records  of  fuel  usage  maintained  at  the  second 
diesel  tank.  As  an  alternative  the  school  bus  service  could  provide 
mileage  reports  for  buses;  however,  the  district  does  not  request  these 
reports. 
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•  District  pool  vehicles  (available  for  use  at  the  administration  buildings 
and  schools)  and  several  other  non-pool  vehicles  are  issued  fuel  cards  to 
purchase  unleaded  gasoline  which  is  tracked  using  the  vendor's  system 
report.  At  the  end  of  each  month,  the  district  receives  a  report 
documenting  the  date,  employee  name,  current  odometer  reading, 
number  of  gallons,  and  purchase  amount.  Although  the  Director  of 
Transportation  indicated  he  scans  the  reports  for  accuracy,  he  does  not 
document  his  review  and  approval. 

•  Mileage/usage  logs  are  not  maintained  for  pool  vehicles  (except  for 
one),  non-pool  vehicles,  or  buses  to  adequately  monitor  the  usage  of 
district  vehicles.  As  a  result,  theft  and  misuse  of  fuel  could  go 
undetected.  Although  the  company  which  provides  school  busses  for  the 
district  tracks  the  beginning,  ending  odometer  readings  and  calculates 
the  miles  driven  for  each  bus,  the  district  does  not  request  this  report  to 
reconcile  fuel  usage  to  fuel  purchased  each  month. 

Procedures  for  reviewing  fuel  used  and  reconciling  use  to  fuel  purchased 
and  on  hand  are  necessary  to  ensure  the  reasonableness  and  propriety  of  fuel 
use  and  disbursements.  In  addition,  mileage  logs  are  necessary  to  document 
the  appropriate  use  of  vehicles,  and  to  support  fuel  charges.  Failure  to 
account  for  fuel  use  could  result  in  theft  and  misuse  going  undetected. 

Recommendations  The  Rockwood  School  Board: 


6.1  Ensure  complete,  accurate,  and  detailed  capital  asset  records  are 
maintained  and  annual  physical  inventories  conducted  and 
compared  to  detailed  records. 

6.2  Ensure  a  documented  periodic  reconciliation  of  fuel  purchased  to 
fuel  used  is  performed,  and  investigate  any  significant 
discrepancies.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  ensure  mileage  logs  are 
maintained  for  all  district  vehicles. 

Auditee's  Response  The  School  Board  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

6.1  The  district  maintains  a  perpetual  inventory  system.  As  items  are 
purchased  or  gifted  to  the  district,  assets  are  added  to  the  system. 
When  items  are  surplused  and  sold,  assets  are  removed  from  the 
system.  The  district  does  not  currently  perform  a  physical  inventory 
to  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  perpetual  inventory.  The  district 
understands  the  benefits  of  performing  a  physical  inventory,  as  well 
as  the  costs.  It  takes  a  significant  number  of  hours  to  locate  each 
item  on  the  physical  inventory.  With  a  district  the  size  of  Rockwood, 
furniture  and  equipment  does  not  always  stay  in  its  original 
location.  Therefore,  once  a  physical  inventory  is  completed  for  each 
room  of  each  building,  the  results  must  be  compared  with  the 
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perpetual  inventory  and  any  discrepancy  must  be  resolved.  This 
process  could  involve  teachers  and  administrators  conducting  a 
physical  inventory  within  their  own  rooms  or  the  district  could  hire 
additional  staff  or  a  contractor  to  perform  the  inventory.  To 
increase  efficiency,  the  assets  should  be  individually  marked  with  a 
bar  code.  This  allows  staff  to  use  a  bar  code  reader  to  enroll  each 
asset  as  it  is  found.  There  is  a  significant  additional  cost  to  prepare 
the  assets  for  this  process.  At  a  time  of  shrinking  budgets,  these 
additional  expenditures  would  need  to  be  made  by  reducing  other 
expenditures.  A  decision  would  have  to  be  made  based  on  the 
financial  benefits  of  conducting  a  physical  inventory  versus  the  cost. 
The  district  will  investigate  alternatives,  including  improvements  to 
the  existing  perpetual  inventory  system,  and  then  make 
recommendations  to  the  Board. 


In  regards  to  the  duplicate  recording  of  vehicles,  the  district  has 
adjusted  the  inventory  record  and  is  now  performing  monthly 
reconciliations  of  the  capital  purchases  to  the  inventory  records. 

6.2  The  district  agrees  with  the  recommendation  and  will  prepare  a 
monthly  report.  Based  on  the  current  fueling  program,  the  district 
can  use  odometer  readings  and  gallons  used  based  on  information 
provided  at  the  pump.  Miles  per  gallon  information  can  be 
computed  from  this  information  and  checked  for  propriety.  On  an 
annual  basis,  the  latest  odometer  reading  can  be  verified  with  each 
vehicle. 


—     ^  ^ne  Superintendent's  contract  for  the  2012-2013  school  year  provides  for 

/ .   superintendent  S        $150,000  of  life  insurance.  However,  district  records  show  a  $500,000  life 
Contract  insurance  policy  has  actually  been  provided  since  July  1,  2010,  when  the 

current  Superintendent  was  initially  employed. 


Accurate  written  contracts  that  clearly  indicate  district  responsibilities  and 
the  compensation  package  provided  to  the  district's  Superintendent  are 
necessary  to  ensure  all  parties  are  aware  of  their  duties  and  responsibilities 
and  to  prevent  misunderstandings. 

Recommendation  The  Rockwood  School  Board  ensure  the  contract  with  the  Superintendent  is 

accurate. 

Auditee's  Response  The  School  Board  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  district  agrees  with  this  recommendation  and  will  update  the  current 
written  contract  to  ensure  it  accurately  reflects  the  approved  agreement 
between  the  Superintendent  and  the  Board. 
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The  district's  attendance  system  does  not  adequately  limit  the  time  frame 
during  which  changes  can  be  made  to  student  attendance  records.  In 
addition,  there  is  no  review  by  district  officials  to  ensure  changes  made  to 
current  school  year  attendance  records  are  appropriate.  Without  limiting  the 
time  frame  allowing  when  changes  can  be  made  or  reviewing  changes 
made,  the  data  is  subject  to  erroneous  changes  which  may  significantly 
affect  attendance  reports  to  the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  (DESE). 


District  procedures  require  daily  student  attendance  is  to  be  recorded  in  the 
attendance  system  by  each  teacher.  A  preliminary  attendance  report  is 
generated  each  day  and  reviewed  by  the  school  attendance  secretary  for 
accuracy  before  finalizing  the  daily  attendance.  If  any  changes  need  to  be 
made  before  finalizing  the  daily  attendance,  or  at  a  later  date  when  a 
correction  needs  to  be  made,  the  change  can  be  made  by  each  school's 
attendance  secretary.  Changes  to  the  daily  attendance  records  can  be  made 
by  attendance  secretaries  anytime  for  the  current  school  year.  In  addition,  no 
report  is  currently  generated  and  reviewed  by  district  administrative 
personnel  to  ensure  all  changes  made  to  attendance  records  are  accurate  and 
appropriate.  Also,  there  is  no  documentation  indicating  all  necessary 
changes  have  been  completed  prior  to  uploading  the  attendance  to  the 
DESE. 


Making  legitimate  changes  to  attendance  data  is  necessary  to  ensure 
accuracy  in  the  reporting  process  and  changes  must  be  made  before 
attendance  can  be  certified  to  the  DESE.  However,  all  changes  should  be 
reviewed  and  approved  to  ensure  reliability  of  the  attendance  data. 

Recommendation  The  Rockwood  School  Board  implement  additional  controls  and  procedures 

to  ensure  student  attendance  data  is  accurately  recorded  and  reported, 
including  restricting  the  time  frame  in  which  changes  to  data  can  be  made. 
In  addition,  all  changes  to  attendance  data  should  be  reviewed  to  ensure 
accuracy. 

Auditee's  Response  The  School  Board  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  district  agrees  with  this  recommendation  and  will  implement  changes. 
The  software  program  used  by  the  district  does  not  allow  a  "lock-out" 
procedure  for  subsequent  changes,  however,  the  district  will  implement 
procedures  to  allow  adequate  time  for  changes  at  the  end  of  each  month  and 
then  backup  the  data  to  a  separate  file.  State  reports  will  be  based  on  the 
backup  to  avoid  any  changes  after  the  cut-off  date.  Changes  to  attendance 
data  will  be  reviewed  to  ensure  accuracy. 
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not  sufficient  to  prevent 
records  are  unprotected  and 
susceptible  to  damage  or  theft. 


q  a.      pi      a.     1     Controls  over  district  computer  systems  are 

y.   COmpilter  COIltrOlS  unauthorized  access.  As  a  result,  district  rec 


9.1  Access  restrictions  Access  to  computer  systems  and  data  is  not  adequately  restricted  to  only 

authorized  users.  Although  the  use  of  passwords  to  access  computer  systems 
is  required,  passwords  are  not  periodically  changed  to  help  ensure  they 
remain  known  only  to  the  assigned  user  and  to  reduce  the  risk  of 
compromised  passwords.  An  ineffective  password  system  increases  the  risk 
of  unauthorized  access  and  changes  to  the  computer  systems  and  district 
data. 


Passwords  are  an  effective,  simple  control  to  provide  protection  against 
improper  access  to  computer  systems  and  data.  Passwords  should  be  unique 
and  confidential,  changed  periodically  to  reduce  the  risk  of  unauthorized 
use,  and  used  to  restrict  individuals'  access  to  only  those  computer  systems 
and  data  files  they  need  to  accomplish  their  jobs. 

9.2  Computer  inactivity  A  security  control  is  not  in  place  in  any  of  the  district  offices  to  shut  down 

computers  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity  and  detect  or  prevent  incorrect 
login  attempts.  As  a  result,  unauthorized  individuals  could  access  an 
unattended  computer  and  have  unrestricted  access  to  programs  and  data 
files.  To  help  protect  computer  files,  security  controls  should  be 
implemented  to  shut  down  the  system  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity  and 
to  detect  and  prevent  incorrect  login  attempts. 

Recommendations  The  Rockwood  School  Board: 


9.1  Require  unique  passwords  for  each  employee  that  are  confidential 
and  periodically  changed  to  prevent  unauthorized  access  to  district 
computer  systems  and  data. 


9.2  Require  a  security  control  requiring  computers  to  shut  down  after  a 
certain  period  of  inactivity  and  lock  computers  after  a  specified 
number  of  incorrect  logon  attempts. 


Audi  tee's  Response  ^he  S^ool  Board  provided  the  following  written  response: 


9.1 

&9.2     The  district  agrees  with  these  recommendations  and  Is  In  the 
process  of  Implementing  these  changes. 
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The  Rockwood  R-VI  School  District  is  located  in  St.  Louis  County  and 
Jefferson  County.  The  district  covers  approximately  150  square  miles  in  the 
cities  of  Ballwin,  Chesterfield,  Clarkson  Valley,  Ellisville,  Eureka,  Fenton, 
Manchester,  Wildwood  and  Winchester. 

The  district  operates  4  high  schools  (grades  9-12),  6  middle  schools  (grades 
6-8),  and  19  elementary  school  (grades  K-5.).  Enrollment  was  22,568  for  the 
2011-2012  school  year.  The  district  employed  2,408  full-  and  1,070  part- 
time  employees  at  June  30,  2012. 

The  Rockwood  R-VI  School  District  has  been  classified  under  the  Missouri 
School  Improvement  Program  as  "Accredited"  by  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education. 

School  Board  An  elected  board  acts  as  the  policy-making  body  for  the  district's  operations. 

The  board's  seven  members  serve  3-year  terms  without  compensation. 
Members  of  the  board  at  June  30,  2012,  were 


Janet  Strate,  President 
Matt  Doell,  Vice-President 
Stephen  Banton,  Member 
William  (Bill)  Brown,  Member 
Dr.  Keith  Kinder,  Member 
Sherri  L.  Rogers,  Member 
Steve  Smith  Member 


Superintendent 


The  district's  superintendent  at  June  30,  2012,  was  Dr.  Bruce  Borchers.  His 
annual  compensation  in  fiscal  year  2012  was  $256,934  which  included  a 
base  salary  of  $230,000;  the  value  of  health,  dental  and  vision  insurance 
including  family  coverage  which  totaled  $17,362;  and  a  car  allowance  of 
$8,000.  Annual  compensation  also  includes  $1,420  in  district-paid 
premiums  each  year  for  a  $500,000  life  insurance  policy  and  $152  in 
district-paid  premiums  for  supplemental  disability  insurance.  The 
superintendent's  compensation  is  established  by  the  school  board. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


According  to  district  personnel,  the  district  was  awarded  the  following 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009  funding  during  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2012: 

During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  district  received  and  expended 
$589,654  from  a  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund-Education  State  Grant  from 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Education  for  salaries  and  program  costs,  which 
resulted  in  the  retention  of  an  estimated  six  jobs. 


During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  district  received  and  expended 
$24,684  from  an  Education  Jobs  Fund  Grant  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
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Education  for  salaries  and  benefits,  which  resulted  in  the  retention  of  an 
estimated  one  job. 

During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  district  received  and  expended 
$33,776  from  Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agencies  by  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Education  for  salaries  and  transportation  costs,  which 
resulted  in  retention  of  one  job. 

During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  district  received  and  expended 
$32,743  from  a  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  -  Government  Services  Grant 
from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education  for  salaries  and  program  cost,  which 
resulted  in  the  retention  of  an  estimated  one  job. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Compilation  of  2012  Criminal  Activity  Forfeiture  Act  Seizures 


Compliance  with  Submitting 
Required  Reports 


For  property  seized  during  calendar  year  2012,  the  State  Auditor  received 

115  Criminal  Activity  Forfeiture  Act  (CAFA)  reports  (of  the  total  possible 

116  reports)  from  prosecuting  attorneys  and  the  Attorney  General.  The 
Gentry  County  Prosecuting  Attorney  did  not  submit  a  report  to  indicate  if 
the  county  received  any  seizures  or  not.  A  report  is  required  if  the  county 
received  seizures,  and  Section  513.607.10,  RSMo,  states  intentional  or 
knowing  failure  to  comply  with  any  reporting  requirements  shall  be  a  class 
A  misdemeanor.  Three  counties,  Bollinger,  Maries,  and  Montgomery, 
submitted  a  CAFA  seizure  report  to  the  State  Auditor,  but  did  not  submit  a 
report  to  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  as  is  also  required. 


Disposition  of  Seizures 
Reported 


Of  the  $6,111,578  reported  seized  in  2012,  the  disposition  was  reported  as 
follows:  $1,959,511  pending,  $311,430  returned,  $3,734,293  transferred  to  a 
federal  agency,  $83,868  transferred  to  the  state,  $20,186  disposition  not 
reported,  and  $2,290  "Other". 


Compliance  with  Reporting 
Required  Information 


The  115  reports  received  reported  557  total  cases.  Some  of  the  reports  did 
not  include  all  of  the  required  information,  such  as  date,  time,  and  place  of 
seizure,  estimated  value  of  property  seized,  criminal  charges  filed,  and 
disposition  of  criminal  actions. 


Because  of  the  nature  of  this  compilation,  no  overall  rating  is  provided. 


American  Recovery  and  Not  applicable. 

Reinvestment  Act 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  General  Assembly 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

As  required  by  Section  513.607,  RSMo,  we  have  compiled  the  2012  Criminal  Activity  Forfeiture  Act 
(CAFA)  seizure  reports  submitted  to  the  State  Auditor  by  prosecuting  attorneys  and  the  Attorney  General. 
The  compilation  is  limited  to  presenting  information  that  is  submitted.  We  have  not  audited  the  reports 
submitted  and,  accordingly,  do  not  express  an  opinion  or  any  other  form  of  assurance  on  them.  The 
primary  objectives  of  this  compilation  were  to: 

1.  Compile  the  2012  CAFA  seizure  information  reported. 

2.  Identify  those  officials  who  submitted  2012  CAFA  seizure  reports  to  the  State  Auditor. 

Section  513.607,  RSMo,  requires  prosecuting  attorneys  and  the  Attorney  General  to  report  CAFA 
seizures  for  the  previous  calendar  year  by  January  31,  to  both  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Safety  and  the  State  Auditor.  Of  the  116  potential  reporting  entities,  we  received  115  CAFA  seizure 
reports;  1 14  of  these  reports  were  submitted  by  the  required  due  date  of  January  31,  2013. 

Compliance  with  Section  513.653,  RSMo,  which  requires  law  enforcement  agencies  involved  in  using  the 
federal  forfeiture  system  to  submit  reports  regarding  federal  seizures  and  the  proceeds  therefrom  to  both 
the  Department  of  Public  Safety  and  the  State  Auditor's  office,  will  be  separately  reported. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:        Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 


In-Charge  Auditor:  Becky  Webb,  CPA,  CFE 
Audit  Staff:  Dana  Wansing,  MPA 
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Compilation  of  2012  Criminal  Activity  Forfeiture  Act  Seizures 
Executive  Summary 


Compliance  with  Submitting 
CAFA  Seizure  Reports 


The  State  Auditor  received  115  of  the  total  possible  116  CAFA  seizure 
reports  from  prosecuting  attorneys  and  the  Attorney  General  for  property 
seized  during  calendar  year  2012.  All  but  one  of  the  115  reports  were 
received  by  the  January  31,  2013,  deadline.  The  following  table  lists  the 
total  number  of  CAFA  seizure  reports  submitted  to  the  State  Auditor  for 
2012,  2011,  and  2010. 


Reporting  Status  2012  2011  1  2010  1 


By  January  31 

114 

98.2  % 

95 

81.9  % 

104 

89.6  % 

After  January  3 1 

1 

0.9 

19 

16.4 

9 

7.8 

Total  Reported 

115 

99.1 

114 

98.3 

113 

97.4 

Did  Not  Report 

1 

0.9 

2 

1.7 

3 

2.6 

Total  Possible  Reports 

116 

100.0  % 

116 

100.0  % 

116 

100.0  % 

Includes  CAFA  seizure  reports  submitted  by  prosecuting  attorneys  to  the  State  Auditor  after 
the  annual  reports  were  issued. 


Prosecutors  that  Did  Not 
Submit  2012  CAFA  Seizure 
Reports 


The  Gentry  County  Prosecuting  Attorney  did  not  submit  a  2012  CAFA 
seizure  report  to  indicate  if  the  county  received  any  seizures  or  not.  If  the 
county  received  seizures  a  report  is  required.  Section  513.607.10,  RSMo, 
states  intentional  or  knowing  failure  to  comply  with  any  reporting 
requirement  shall  be  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable  by  a  fine  of  up  to 
$1,000.  Although  a  2012  seizure  report  was  not  received  from  this  county,  it 
is  unknown  if  a  report  was  required. 


In  addition,  we  contacted  the  Missouri  Department  of  Public  Safety  (DPS) 
to  determine  CAFA  Seizure  reports  received  by  the  DPS.  We  determined 
three  counties  (Bollinger,  Maries,  and  Montgomery)  submitted  the  required 
copy  of  the  CAFA  Seizure  Report  to  the  State  Auditor,  but  did  not  submit  a 
report  to  the  DPS. 
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Compilation  of  2012  Criminal  Activity  Forfeiture  Act  Seizures 
Executive  Summary 


Disposition  of  the  The  following  table  lists  the  dollar  value  of  the  disposition  of  seizures 

Seizures  Reported  reported. 


Reported  Disposition1 

2012 

2011 

2010 

Pending 

$ 

1,959,511 

32  % 

$ 

1,410,410 

21  %  $ 

985,482 

17  % 

Returned 

311,430 

5 

391,258 

6 

291,638 

5 

Transferred  to  Federal  Agency 

3,734,293 

62 

4,707,994 

71 

4,255,770 

74 

Transferred  to  State 

83,868 

1 

158,589 

2 

25,974 

1 

Disposition  Not  Reported 

20,186 

0 

0 

0 

5,430 

0 

Other 

2,290 

0 

14,808 

0 

152,129 

3 

Total 

$ 

6,111,578 

100  % 

$ 

6,683,059 

100  %  $ 

5,716,423 

100  % 

The  disposition  of  the  CAFA  seizures  reported  was  compiled  from  the  reports  submitted  by 
the  prosecuting  attorneys  and  the  Attorney  General. 


Compliance  with  Reporting 
the  Required  Information 


See  Appendix  I  for  a  list  of  the  2012  CAFA  seizures  disposition  reported  by 
each  prosecuting  attorney  and  the  Attorney  General. 

Section  513.607.8,  RSMo,  requires  prosecuting  attorneys  and  the  Attorney 
General  to  report  the  date,  time,  and  place  of  the  seizure;  property  seized; 
estimated  value  of  the  property  seized;  person(s)  from  whom  the  property 
was  seized;  criminal  charges  filed;  and  disposition  of  the  seizure,  forfeiture, 
and  criminal  actions.  For  the  557  cases  reported  in  the  CAFA  seizure  reports 
received,  the  following  table  lists  the  required  information  and  the  number 
of  cases  that  reported  each  required  item.  Some  reports  did  not  include  all  of 
the  required  information;  therefore,  our  compilation  includes  only  the 
information  reported. 


Required  Information 

2012 

2011 

2010 

Date 

555 

99.6  % 

510 

100.0  % 

465 

99.6  % 

Time 

432 

77.6 

395 

77.5 

316 

67.7 

Place  of  Seizure 

554 

99.5 

508 

99.6 

461 

98.7 

Property  Seized 

557 

100.0 

506 

99.2 

467 

100.0 

Estimated  Value  of  Property  Seized 

535 

96.1 

493 

96.7 

440 

94.2 

Person(s)  Property  Seized  From 

557 

100.0 

510 

100.0 

467 

100.0 

Criminal  Charges  Filed 

329 

59.1 

266 

52.2 

233 

49.9 

Disposition  of  Seizure 

557 

100.0 

510 

100.0 

467 

100.0 

Disposition  of  Criminal  Actions 

424 

76.1 

412 

80.8 

371 

79.4 

Total  Cases  Reported 

557 

100.0  % 

510 

100.0  % 

467 

100.0  % 

See  Appendix  II  for  a  list  of  the  number  of  2012  CAFA  seizure  cases  that 
contained  the  required  information  reported  for  each  prosecuting  attorney 
and  the  Attorney  General. 


Appendix  I 

2012  CAFA  Seizures  Disposition  Reported 


Estimated1 

Value  of  Status  Reported  as  of  December  31,  2012 

all  Cases  Transferred  to    Transferred  Not 

Reporting  Entity  Reported  Pending      Returned     Federal  Agency      to  State       Reported  Other 

Adair  $      '  ~"  0 

Andrew  0 

Atchison  0 

Attorney  General  0 

Audrain  33,178  32,830  348 

Barry  18,241  8,517          6,636  3,088 

Barton  0 

Bates  0 

Benton  0 

Bollinger  5,000  5,000 

Boone  96,091  21,400           845  71,829  2,017 

Buchanan  14,557  11,492  3,065 

Butler  13,900  13,900 

Caldwell  0 

Callaway  14,694  13,424  1,270 

Camden  97,689  96,289  1,400 

Cape  Girardeau  28,566  12,304         5,382  10,880 

Carroll  0 

Carter  37,510  37,510 

Cass  8,525  8,525 

Cedar  0 

Chariton  0 

Christian  40,047  32,818  5,933  1,296 

Clark  13,846  13,846 

Clay  12,136  12,136 

Clinton  4,111  4,111 

Cole  46,200  29,153        10,171  5,054  1,822 

Cooper  7,141  7,141 

Crawford  84,893  84,893 

Dade  0 

Dallas  0 

Daviess  0 

DeKalb  0 

Dent  5,040  5,040 

Douglas  0 

Dunklin  1,776  1,776 

Franklin  31,496  12,070               1  19,425 

Gasconade  15,064  15,064 

Gentry  DNF 

Greene  17,457  7,657  9,800 

Grundy  0 

Harrison  1,670  1,670 

Henry  0 

Hickory  0 

Holt  0 

Howard  0 

Howell  41,071  20,749  20,322 
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Appendix  I 

2012  CAFA  Seizures  Disposition  Reported 


Estimated1 
Value  of 
all  Cases 


Status  Reported  as  of  December  31,  2012 


Transferred  to 


Reporting  Entity 

Reported 

Pending 

Returned 

Iron 

0 

Jackson 

549,701 

509,687 

25,536 

Jasper 

29,568 

27,307 

2,261 

Jefferson 

36,851 

18,650 

7,316 

Johnson 

1,047 

1,047 

Knox 

0 

Laclede 

333,593 

3,813 

Lafayette 

17,627 

17,627 

Lawrence 

0 

Lewis 

0 

Lincoln 

5,911 

5,911 

Linn 

1,120 

1,120 

Livingston 

0 

Macon 

0 

Madison 

0 

Maries 

2,850 

2,850 

Marion 

0 

McDonald 

2,864 

640 

2,224 

Mercer 

0 

Miller 

6,000 

6,000 

Mississippi 

3,520 

3,520 

Moniteau 

58,812 

58,500 

Monroe 

0 

Montgomery 

900 

900 

Morgan 

111,748 

111,748 

New  Madrid 

49,631 

6,517 

Newton 

52,023 

48,913 

3,110 

Nodaway 

0 

Oregon 

3,650 

3,650 

Osage 

0 

Ozark 

0 

Pemiscot 

0 

Perry 

0 

Pettis 

3,747 

3,063 

Phelps 

2,081,001 

11,478 

35,480 

Pike 

5,646 

5,646 

Platte 

23,298 

13,660 

2,045 

Polk 

0 

Pulaski 

250,734 

150,734 

Putnam 

0 

Ralls 

0 

Randolph 

16,412 

Ray 

1,612 

1,612 

Reynolds 

0 

Ripley 

40,287 

35,335 

Saline 

1,131 

1,131 

Schuyler 

0 

Transferred 
to  State 


Not 
Reported 


Other 


14,478 
10,885 


329,780 


33,114 


312 


10,000 


2,034,043 


100,000 


684 


7,593 


16,412 


4,952 


Appendix  I 

2012  CAFA  Seizures  Disposition  Reported 


Estimated1 


\/  n  1i  1  r\T 

V  tllUC  Ul 

O  LtlLLlS  1VC-  UVJl  LCLl  &J  VJ1  J-VC^ClllUCl  Jl,  Z.U1Z. 

all  Cases 

1  ransrerred  to     1  ransrerred  Not 

Reporting  Entity 

Reported 

Pending 

Returned     Federal  Agency      to  State  Reported 

Other 

Scotland 

0 

Scott 

7,168 

7,168 

Shannon 

0 

Shelby 

0 

St.  Charles 

1,038,523 

105,463 

53,647  879,413 

St.  Clair 

34,000 

~\     A  f\f\f\ 

34,000 

St.  Francois 

2,960 

2,960 

St.  Louis  County 

217,149 

211,810 

1,292  1,757 

2,290 

St.  Louis  City 

227,61 1 

AA  HHf\ 

99,  /  /0 

111    A                                      H  OA/1                    O  C7C 

111,462                   /,o04  8,5/5 

Ste.  Genevieve 

0 

Stoddard 

0 

Stone 

834 

834 

Sullivan 

A 
U 

Taney 

7,658 

7,658 

Texas 

0 

Vernon 

187 

187 

Warren 

4,744 

4,744 

Washington 

0 

Wayne 

0 

Webster 

6,944 

6,944 

Worth 

0 

Wright 

182,617 

182,617 

$ 

6,111,578 

1,959,511 

311,430           3,734,293         83,868  20,186 

2,290 

1 DNF  -  Did  not  file  a  2012  CAFA  seizure  report  with  the  State  Auditor's  Office. 


This  appendix  compiles  only  the  information  reported  to  the  State  Auditor  by  prosecuting  attorneys  and  the  Attorney 
General.  We  did  not  verify  this  data.  In  analyzing  this  appendix,  some  disparity  may  result  due  to  different  methods 
used  by  the  various  prosecuting  attorneys  and  the  Attorney  General  in  presenting  essentially  the  same  information.  In 
addition,  not  all  seizure  reports  included  an  estimated  value  of  the  property  seized. 
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Appendix  II 

2012  CAFA  Seizures  Required  Information  Reported 


 Number  of  Cases  that  Reported  Required  Information 

Estimated1  Estimated  Person(s) 


V  ctlLIC 

Valiif*  of 

V  Ll  1  LH_   V  '  1 

Prnnprtv 

\  1  1111111  ul 

Disposition 

Cases 

Cases 

Place 

Property 

Property 

Seized 

Charges 

Criminal 

Reporting  Entity 

Reported 

Reported 

Date 

Time 

Seized 

Seized 

Seized 

From 

riled 

Seizure 

Actions 

Adair 

0  3> 

Andrew 

A 

A 

Atchison 

a 
U 

A 

u 

Attorney  General 

a 
0 

0 

Audrain 

/£ 
0 

n  no 

33,1  /8 

6 

6 

6 

6 

5 

6 

6 

6 

1 

Barry 

5 

1  O  O  A  1 

18,241 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Barton 

A 

A 

Bates 

0 

A 

Benton 

0 

A 

Bollinger 

1 

5,000 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Boone 

16 

C\£.  AA  1 

96,091 

16 

16 

1 

16 

13 

16 

13 

16 

16 

Buchanan 

8 

14,557 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

3 

Butler 

l 

1  1  AAA 

13,900 

i 
1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Caldwell 

A 

A 

0 

Callaway 

5 

1  A  /in  a 

14,694 

5 

A 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Camden 

Q 
ft 

9  /,6ft9 

o 

ft 

/ 

o 

ft 

o 

ft 

o 
0 

o 
0 

6 

8 

1 

/-i  t  ■ ;  i  

Cape  Girardeau 

A 

4 

28,566 

4 

A 

4 

A 

4 

A 

4 

A 

4 

A 

4 

4 

4 

Carroll 

A 

0 

Carter 

1 
1 

37,510 

1 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Cass 

3 

8,525 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

1 

3 

3 

Cedar 

0 

0 

Chariton 

0 

A 

0 

Christian 

13 

/I  A  A  /IT 

40,047 

1 

13 

5 

1 

13 

1 

13 

13 

1 1 
13 

1  o 

12 

13 

3 

Clark 

1 

13,846 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Clay 

A 

4 

12,136 

A 

4 

3 

A 

4 

4 

4 

A 

4 

1 

4 

Clinton 

1 

/i  1 1 1 
4,1 1 1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

L.oie 

00 

LL 

OOA 

46,ZUU 

OO 

LL 

LL 

00 

LL 

00 

LL 

0  1 

Zl 

oo 

LL 

0  1 

Zl 

22 

21 

Cooper 

3 

7,141 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Crawford 

0 

z 

o 

L 

o 

L 

o 

L 

o 
z 

o 
z 

o 

z 

2 

2 

Dade 

1 

A 

0 

1 
1 

l 

1 
1 

1 
1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

Dallas 

A 

u 

A 

u 

Daviess 

A 

u 

u 

DeKalb 

0 

0 

Dent 

3 

5,040 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Douglas 

0 

0 

Dunklin 

1 

1,776 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Franklin 

15 

31,496 

15 

7 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

4 

Gasconade 

1 

15,064 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Gentry 

DNF 

DNF 

Greene 

5 

17,457 

5 

5 

5 

2 

5 

5 

Grundy 

0 

0 

Harrison 

1 

1,670 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Henry 

1 

0 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Hickory 

0 

0 

Holt 

0 

0 

Appendix  II 

2012  CAFA  Seizures  Required  Information  Reported 


 Number  of  Cases  that  Reported  Required  Information 

Estimated1  Estimated  Person(s) 


Number  of 

Value  of 

Value  of 

Property 

Criminal 

Disposition 

Cases 

Cases 

Place 

Property 

Property 

Seized 

Charges 

Criminal 

Reporting  Entity 

Reported 

Reported 

Date 

Time 

Seized 

seized 

Seized 

From 

riled 

Seizure 

Actions 

Howard 

0 

0 

Howell 

5 

41,071 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

c 

5 

4 

5 

5 

Iron 

A 

0 

0 

Jackson 

59 

549,701 

59 

56 

59 

59 

59 

59 

21 

59 

58 

Jasper 

10 

29,568 

10 

10 

10 

8 

10 

10 

10 

10 

1  rr  

Jefferson 

1  o 

36,851 

1  o 

18 

1  c 

15 

1  o 

18 

1  o 

18 

1  o 

18 

1  o 

18 

13 

18 

2 

Johnson 

l 

1,047 

l 

1 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Knox 

a 

0 

0 

Laclede 

3 

ill  cm 

333,593 

c 

5 

c 

5 

c 

5 

c 

5 

5 

4 

5 

4 

Lafayette 

6 

17,627 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

Lawrence 

a 
U 

u 

Lewis 

o 

0 

Lincoln 

2 

5,91 1 

z 

2 

2 

Z 

2 

Z 

Z 

Z 

2 

Linn 

1 
1 

1  1  on 
1,1ZU 

i 
1 

i 
1 

i 
1 

i 
1 

i 
1 

i 
i 

i 
1 

1 

1 

Livingston 

A 
U 

0 

Macon 

A 

0 

Madison 

A 
U 

0 

Maries 

Z 

Z,ojU 

Z 

Z 

Z 

z 

Z 

z 

z 

2 

2 

Marion 

A 

0 

McDonald 

C 

J 

Z,S04 

c 

J 

c 
J 

c 

J 

c 

J 

c 

J 

J 

4 

5 

4 

Mercer 

A 

0 

0 

Miller 

1 

1 

6,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 
1 

1 

Mississippi 

Z 

Z 

z 

z 

1 

z 

Z 

2 

2 

Moniteau 

5 

58,812 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Monroe 

0 

Montgomery 

1 
1 

900 

1 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Morgan 

3 

1 1 1,748 

3 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

New  Madrid 

5 

49,631 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Newton 

A 

9 

52,023 

9 

1 

A 

9 

A 

9 

9 

A 

9 

o 

9 

8 

Nodaway 

A 

0 

0 

Oregon 

2 

3,650 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Osage 

U 

U 

Ozark 

i 
1 

u 

i 
i 

i 
i 

i 
i 

i 
i 

i 
i 

1 

1 

Pemiscot 

0 

0 

Perry 

0 

0 

Pettis 

4 

3,747 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Phelps 

10 

2,081,001 

10 

10 

10 

10 

9 

10 

8 

10 

10 

Pike 

2 

5,646 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Platte 

6 

23,298 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

5 

6 

6 

Polk 

0 

0 

Pulaski 

4 

250,734 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 

4 

4 

Putnam 

0 

0 

Ralls 

0 

0 

Randolph 

18 

16,412 

17 

1 

15 

18 

18 

18 

14 

18 

15 

Ray 

2 

1,612 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Appendix  II 

2012  CAFA  Seizures  Required  Information  Reported 


 Number  of  Cases  that  Reported  Required  Information 

Estimated1  Estimated  Person(s) 


V  cllLlC  \JL 

Valiif*  of 

V  Ll  1  LH_   V  '  1 

Prnnprtv 

\  1  1111111  ul 

Disposition 

Cases 

Cases 

Place 

Property 

Property 

Seized 

Charges 

Criminal 

Reporting  Entity 

Reported 

Reported 

Date 

Time 

Seized 

Seized 

Seized 

From 

riled 

Seizure 

Actions 

Reynolds 

(\ 
V 

o 
0 

Ripley 

A 

4 

40,287 

4 

3 

A 

4 

A 

4 

4 

4 

3 

4 

4 

Saline 

1 

1,131 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Schuyler 

0 

0 

Scotland 

0 

Scott 

A 
4 

n  i  /Co 
/,100 

A 

4 

4 

A 

4 

4 

A 

4 

A 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Shannon 

U 

0 

Shelby 

0 

0 

St.  Charles 

a  n 

49 

1,038,523 

a  o 

49 

48 

-i  o 

49 

/i  o 

49 

/I  O 

49 

/I  o 

49 

1 

13 

49 

22 

St.  Clair 

2 

1  /I   t  \l  \t  \ 

34,000 

2 

2 

2 

l 

2 

2 

Z 

z 

St.  Francois 

L 

z,you 

Z 

z 

z 

Z 

z 

i 
i 

2 

2 

St.  Louis  City 

69 

0^>"7  /C  1  1 

227,61 1 

/CO 

69 

£ro 

69 

/CO 

69 

/CO 

69 

/CO 

69 

/CO 

69 

37 

69 

37 

St.  Louis  County 

no 

217,149 

o  o 

88 

o  o 

88 

o  o 

88 

o  o 

88 

O  /I 

84 

o  o 

88 

7 

88 

86 

Ste.  Genevieve 

1 

O 

0 

1 

1 

l 

l 

i 
i 

i 

0 

n 

Stone 

i 

834 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Sullivan 

0 

0 

Taney 

8 

7,658 

8 

8 

8 

7 

8 

8 

8 

8 

Texas 

0 

0 

Vernon 

1 

187 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Warren 

3 

4,744 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

3 

2 

Washington 

0 

0 

Wayne 

0 

0 

Webster 

2 

6,944 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

Worth 

0 

0 

Wright 

1 

182,617 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

557  $ 

6,111,578 

555 

432 

554 

557 

535 

557 

329 

557 

424 

1 DNF  -  Did  not  file  a  2012  CAFA  seizure  report  with  the  State  Auditor's  Office. 

This  appendix  compiles  the  total  number  of  2012  CAFA  seizure  cases,  the  total  estimated  value  of  cases  reported,  and  the 
number  of  cases  that  reported  the  required  information  by  each  prosecuting  attorney  and  the  Attorney  General.  We  did  not 
verify  this  data.  In  analyzing  this  appendix,  some  disparity  may  result  due  to  different  methods  used  by  the  various 
prosecuting  attorneys  and  the  Attorney  General  in  presenting  essentially  the  same  information.  In  addition,  not  all  seizure  reports 
included  an  estimated  value  of  property  seized. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  Medicaid  Management 
Information  System  Data  Security 


Background  The  Medicaid  Program  provides  health  care  access  to  low-income  persons 

age  65  or  over,  blind,  disabled,  members  of  families  with  dependent 
children,  children  and  pregnant  women  in  poverty,  refugees,  and  children  in 
state  care.  The  Medicaid  Management  Information  System  (MMIS)  is  the 
Medicaid  benefit  claims  processing  and  information  retrieval  system  used 
by  the  state  to  meet  requirements  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services.  The  MMIS  is  owned  by  the  state  but  is  operated  and 
maintained  by  a  contracted  vendor.  During  processing,  claims  are  subject  to 
numerous  "edit  checks"  (also  known  as  data  validity  checks),  which  is 
program  code  that  tests  input  for  correct  and  reasonable  conditions. 
Medicaid  claims  paid  in  calendar  year  2011  totaled  over  $6.6  billion.  The 
scope  of  our  audit  included  security  controls  and  other  relevant  internal 
controls  established  and  managed  by  the  Department  of  Social  Services 
(DSS),  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD). 

Claims  Processing  The  MHD  paid  claims  of  over  $62,400  during  calendar  year  2011  for 

services  that  should  not  have  been  allowed  because  three  edit  checks  were 
not  functioning  properly.  The  MHD  does  not  routinely  review  edits  to 
ensure  the  testing  criteria  remain  accurate,  so  management  does  not  have  the 
necessary  assurance  that  edits  are  working  properly  and  only  claims  meeting 
program  guidance  are  paid.  An  authorized  user  may  override  a  denied  claim, 
but  the  MHD  cannot  always  track  the  identity  of  users  who  performed  an 
override,  which  reduces  accountability.  The  MHD  did  not  always  ensure 
edit  documentation  was  complete  and  accurate.  Audit  staff  found  four  active 
edits  for  organizations  that  no  longer  had  a  managed  care  contract  with 
MHD,  one  edit  that  was  disabled,  and  several  instances  where  the  criteria  in 
the  edit  documentation  lacked  some  relevant  data  fields. 


User  Account  Controls  DSS  management  and  the  MMIS  contractor  have  not  established  or 

documented  adequate  user  account  management  policies  and  procedures. 
DSS  management  could  not  identify  the  user  of  an  account  with  privileged 
access  to  the  MMIS.  Failing  to  identify  all  users  with  privileged  access  to 
the  MMIS  could  leave  the  system  at  risk  of  improper  modification.  DSS 
management  has  not  implemented  sufficient  procedures  for  periodically 
reviewing  user  access  rights  to  the  MMIS  to  ensure  access  rights  remain 
appropriate.  Audit  staff  found  66  active  user  accounts  for  individuals  who 
had  terminated  employment  from  the  DSS  or  one  of  the  contractors.  In 
addition,  multiple  users  were  assigned  to  the  same  internal  MMIS  identifier 
accounts,  making  it  difficult  to  identify  users  responsible  for  making 
changes  to  the  MMIS.  The  DSS  has  not  established  procedures  to  prevent  a 
single  user  from  accessing  the  MMIS  from  more  than  one  location  at  any 
given  time.  Such  concurrent  session  controls  help  protect  the  confidentiality, 
integrity,  and  availability  of  the  data  and  the  system. 


MMIS  Contract  The  DSS  has  not  performed  a  comprehensive  security  control  risk 

assessment  for  the  MMIS,  which  is  a  responsibility  inherent  to  the  owners 
of  a  system.  Neither  the  DSS  nor  the  contractor  has  documented  the 
minimum  levels  of  output,  such  as  the  number  of  claims  processed  in  a 
period  of  time,  or  system  availability  expected  from  the  MMIS,  so  neither 
party  can  ensure  the  system  is  operating  at  acceptable  levels.  Moreover,  the 
DSS  has  not  ensured  the  MMIS  contractor  is  in  full  compliance  with 
contractual  requirements.  For  example,  the  MMIS  contractor  has  not 
provided  documentation  to  the  DSS  of  key  disaster  recovery  procedures,  as 
required  by  the  contract. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


American  Recovery  and  Not  applicable. 

Reinvestment  Act 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Alan  O.  Freeman,  Director 
Department  of  Social  Services 
and 

Dr.  Ian  McCaslin,  Director 
MO  HealthNet  Division 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  MO  HealthNet  Division  controls  related  to  the 
Medicaid  Management  Information  System  (MMIS)  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo. 
This  audit  was  conducted  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  security  controls  and  other  related  internal 
controls  designed  to  secure  confidential  citizen  information  and  health-related  data,  and  because  the 
MMIS  processes  over  $6  billion  of  state  and  federal  expenditures  each  fiscal  year.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  security  controls  and  other  related  internal  controls  designed  to  ensure  the 
confidentiality,  integrity,  and  availability  of  data  and  information  processed  and 
maintained  by  the  MMIS. 

2.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  information 
system  control  activities. 

3.  Evaluate  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions  including  certain  provisions  of  the 
Health  Insurance  Portability  and  Accountability  Act  of  1996  (HIPAA)  Privacy  and 
Security  Rules. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  security  and  related  internal  controls,  (2)  the  need 
for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures,  and  (3)  no  significant  noncompliance  with 
legal  provisions.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our 
audit  of  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  MO  HealthNet  Division,  Medicaid  Management  Information 
System. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Jeffrey  Thelen,  CPA,  CISA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Lori  Melton,  M.Acct.,  CPA 

Audit  Staff:  Patrick  M.  Pullins,  M.Acct.,  CISA 


Erica  Schroer 
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Department  of  Social  Services 

Medicaid  Management  Information  System  Data  Security 
Introduction 


Background 


Data  security  is  a  critical  consideration  for  any  organization  dependent  on 
information  systems  and  networks  to  meet  its  mission  or  business 
objectives.  Data  security  is  especially  important  for  state  agencies,  where 
public  trust  is  essential  for  the  efficient  delivery  of  services.  Security  can  be 
a  significant  investment,  which  adds  to  an  already  long  list  of  administrative 
duties.  Managing  secure  networks,  developing  and  implementing  new 
system  functionality,  maintaining  system  users,  and  other  day-to-day 
security  tasks  can  strain  limited  administrative  resources.  However,  agency 
management  must  understand  proper  protection  of  citizen  information  is  a 
requirement  and  not  a  luxury  in  the  current  interconnected  cyber 
environment.  Without  proper  safeguards  and  controls,  computer  systems 
and  confidential  data  are  vulnerable  to  individuals  with  malicious  intentions 
who  can  use  access  to  obtain  sensitive  data  or  disrupt  operations. 

The  Medicaid  Program,  authorized  by  federal  legislation  in  1965,  provides 
health  care  access  to  low-income  persons  age  65  or  over,  blind,  disabled,  or 
members  of  families  with  dependent  children.  Legislative  changes  have 
expanded  the  categories  of  eligibility  to  include  Medicaid  coverage  for 
children  and  pregnant  women  in  poverty,  refugees,  and  children  in  state 
care.  The  Missouri  Medicaid  program  is  administered  by  the  state  and  is 
jointly  financed  by  the  federal  and  state  governments.  The  Department  of 
Social  Services  (DSS),  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD),  is  responsible  for 
administration  of  the  Medicaid  program. 

The  Medicaid  Management  Information  System  (MMIS)  is  the  Medicaid 
benefit  claims  processing  and  information  retrieval  system  used  by  the  state 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services.  The  system  was  established  in  the  1980s  and  replaced  by 
an  enhanced  system  in  2009.  The  MMIS  has  also  been  subject  to  continuous 
updates  to  account  for  changes  in  program  rules  and  regulations.  The  MMIS 
is  owned  by  the  state1  but  is  operated  and  maintained  by  a  contracted 
vendor.  The  contractor,  who  has  physical  possession  of  the  system,  is 
responsible  for  certain  operational  aspects,  including  processing  claims  and 
system  maintenance.  The  MHD  MMIS  unit  is  responsible  for  monitoring 
contractor  performance,  as  well  as  other  administrative  and  operational 
aspects  of  the  system. 

According  to  accepted  standards,  security  controls  are  the  management, 
operational,  and  technical  safeguards  or  countermeasures  prescribed  for  an 
information  system  to  protect  the  confidentiality,  integrity,  and  availability 
of  the  system  and  its  information.  Confidentiality  refers  to  preserving 


A  system  owner's  responsibilities  include  providing  for  appropriate  security  and 
establishing  controls  to  ensure  the  confidentiality,  integrity,  and  availability  of  the  system 
and  data. 
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Medicaid  Management  Information  System  Data  Security 
Introduction 


authorized  restrictions  on  information  access  and  disclosure,  including  the 
means  for  protecting  personal  privacy  and  proprietary  information.  Integrity 
relates  to  guarding  against  improper  information  modification  or 
destruction,  and  availability  ensures  timely  and  reliable  access  to  and  use  of 
information. 


Claims  Processing  Medicaid  providers  submit  claims  to  bill  the  state  for  medical  services 

provided  to  Medicaid  participants.  Most  claims  are  submitted  electronically, 
however,  some  claims  are  submitted  on  paper.  All  submitted  claims  are 
entered  in  and  processed  by  the  MMIS  to  determine  the  allowable  amount 
paid  for  each  claim. 

During  processing,  claims  are  subjected  to  numerous  edit2  checks.  These 
edits  perform  tests  to  ensure  claims  are  reasonable  and  appropriate,  and 
meet  program  guidance  before  allowing  claims  to  be  paid.  For  example, 
edits  are  used  to  ensure: 


•  Claims  are  submitted  with  the  name  and  identification  number  of  an 
authorized  Medicaid  participant. 

•  Claims  are  submitted  within  a  year  of  the  date  of  service. 

•  Claims  are  not  paid  more  than  once. 

Certain  edits  do  not  prevent  claims  from  being  processed  and  paid,  but 
instead  flag  claims  for  further  review.  Other  edits  require  claims  to  be 
corrected  or  reviewed  by  program  staff  to  determine  if  an  edit  override 
action  should  be  applied  to  force  a  claim  to  process. 

Many  edits  are  controlled  by  criteria  coded  in  specific  reference  tables  in  the 
MMIS.  These  tables  allow  program  staff  to  more  easily  modify  the  specific 
criteria  an  edit  is  testing  against. 


The  scope  of  our  audit  included  security  controls  and  other  related  internal 
controls  established  and  managed  by  the  MHD;  policies  and  procedures; 
and  other  management  functions  and  compliance  issues  in  place  during  the 
2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

Our  methodology  included  conducting  interviews  with  appropriate  officials 
and  staff;  obtaining  and  reviewing  available  policies  and  procedures,  federal 
laws,  and  other  applicable  information;  and  performing  testing. 


Scope  and 
Methodology 


An  edit,  also  known  as  a  data  validity  check,  is  program  code  that  tests  the  input  for  correct 
and  reasonable  conditions;  such  as  account  numbers  falling  within  a  range;  numeric  data 
being  all  digits;  dates  having  a  valid  day,  month,  and  year;  etc. 
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We  obtained  user  account  data  from  the  MHD  and  the  system  contractor  as 
of  March  2012.  To  ensure  completeness  of  the  data,  we  reviewed  user 
accounts  for  reasonableness  and  scanned  the  names  of  employees.  Although 
we  used  computer-processed  data  from  MHD  systems  to  identify  user 
accounts  and  related  information,  we  did  not  rely  on  the  results  of  any 
processes  performed  by  these  systems  in  arriving  at  our  conclusions.  Our 
conclusions  were  based  on  our  review  of  the  controls  over  user  accounts. 

We  obtained  the  employment  records  of  all  DSS  employees  for  fiscal  years 
2001  to  2012  from  the  statewide  accounting  system  for  human  resources. 
We  matched  these  records  to  user  accounts  with  access  to  the  MMIS  system 
to  determine  if  any  terminated  employees  had  active  user  accounts.  We 
provided  DSS  officials  a  list  of  all  terminated  employees  we  found  who  had 
active  access  to  the  MMIS  system.  Although  we  used  computer-processed 
data  from  the  human  resources  system  for  our  audit  work,  we  did  not  rely  on 
the  results  of  any  processes  performed  by  this  system  in  arriving  at  our 
conclusions.  Our  conclusions  were  based  on  our  review  of  the  issues 
specific  to  the  audit  objectives. 

We  obtained  data  from  the  MMIS  system  for  all  claims  paid  or  denied 
during  calendar  year  2011.  The  claims  paid  in  calendar  year  2011  totaled 
over  $6.6  billion.  To  ensure  completeness  of  the  data,  we  performed  basic 
reasonableness  tests,  reviewed  claim  types,  and  reconciled  the  paid  amounts 
from  the  data  file  to  control  totals  from  the  system.  Although  we  used 
computer-processed  data  from  the  MMIS  for  our  audit  work,  we  did  not  rely 
on  the  results  of  any  processes  performed  by  this  system  in  arriving  at  our 
conclusions.  Our  conclusions  were  based  on  our  review  of  the  issues 
specific  to  the  audit  objectives. 

To  determine  whether  controls  to  validate  and  edit  MMIS  claim  records 
were  in  operation  and  working  effectively,  we  reviewed  MMIS  and  provider 
manuals,  reviewed  system  documentation,  and  interviewed  MHD  staff.  We 
analyzed  claim  records  for  compliance  with  certain  system  edits  to  ensure 
existing  edits  were  functioning  properly.  We  provided  MHD  officials  with  a 
list  of  overpayments  and  potential  overpayments  identified  in  the  audit. 

We  based  our  evaluation  on  accepted  state,  federal,  and  international 
standards  and  best  practices  related  to  information  technology  security 
controls  from  the  following  sources: 

•  National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology  (NIST) 

•  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO) 

•  ISACA  (formerly  known  as  the  Information  Systems  Audit  and  Control 
Association) 
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Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 

1.  Claims  Processing 


1.1  Improper  Payments 


Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS),  MO  Healthnet  Division  (MHD) 
management  did  not  ensure  all  claims  were  processed  accurately.  Errors  in 
edit  testing  criteria  used  by  the  Medicaid  Management  Information  System 
(MMIS)  to  process  claims  resulted  in  payments  of  over  $62,400  for  claims 
that  should  have  been  denied  and  not  paid  during  calendar  year  2011.  In 
addition,  deficiencies  in  recording  user  information  in  claim  records  for 
certain  edit  overrides  and  incomplete  edit  documentation  reduced  the 
effectiveness  of  security  and  related  internal  controls. 

The  MHD  paid  claims  of  over  $62,400  during  calendar  year  2011  for 
services  that  should  not  have  been  allowed.  These  claims  were  processed 
and  paid  because  three  edit  checks  were  not  properly  functioning. 


We  tested  two  edits  designed  to  detect  instances  of  monthly  services  being 
billed  more  than  once  in  a  month  or  daily  services  being  billed  after  claims 
had  already  been  billed  on  a  monthly  services  basis.  In  2011,  the  MMIS 
processed  $2.2  million  in  paid  claims  that  should  have  been  subject  to  these 
two  edits.  We  found  the  edits  failed  to  detect  multiple  monthly  billings  in  a 
single  month,  which  allowed  over  $61,100  of  improper  payments.  We  also 
found  the  edits  did  not  detect  instances  of  daily  claims  after  a  monthly  claim 
had  already  been  submitted,  which  allowed  over  $900  of  improper 
payments.  These  improper  payments  occurred  because  certain  edit  criteria 
used  by  the  MMIS  to  process  claims  was  inaccurately  specified  from  2009 
through  August  2012,  when  we  brought  the  issue  to  the  attention  of  MHD 
management. 

We  also  tested  an  edit  designed  to  prevent  payments  to  providers  for 
performing  both  a  consultation  and  specific  services  to  the  same  participant 
on  the  same  date,  a  practice  that  is  not  allowed  by  federal  regulations.  The 
MMIS  processed  $45.2  million  in  paid  claims  during  2011  that  met  the 
criteria  to  be  tested  by  this  edit.  While  the  edit  appeared  to  function  properly 
on  the  vast  majority  of  claims,  we  identified  approximately  $400  of 
improper  payments  made  to  providers  that  billed  for  both  services  and 
consultation  on  the  same  date.  MHD  staff  could  not  identify  why  the  edit 
did  not  detect  these  claims. 


Additionally,  we  found  a  fourth  edit  check  failed  to  function  properly, 
resulting  in  two  claims  being  processed  with  the  same  claim  number.  In  this 
instance,  neither  claim  resulted  in  an  actual  payment  since  the  two 
duplicated  claims  were  adjustment  claims  to  reverse  previously  approved 
claims. 


MHD  management  does  not  routinely  review  edits  to  ensure  the  testing 
criteria  remains  accurate.  Reviews  are  only  performed  when  problems  are 
identified  or  other  changes  are  necessary,  according  to  MHD  management. 
As  a  result,  the  MHD  does  not  have  necessary  assurance  that  edits  are 
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working  properly  and  only  claims  meeting  program  guidance  are  paid. 
Implementing  procedures  to  periodically  review  edits  for  accuracy  and 
completeness  would  help  prevent  payment  of  improper  claims  and  would 
lead  to  detection  of  errors  in  a  more  timely  manner. 

1 .2  Override  Audit  Records     The  MHD  cannot  always  track  the  identity  of  users  who  performed  an 

override  of  a  claim  denied  by  an  established  edit.  A  denied  claim  may  be 
overridden  by  authorized  users  and  subsequently  paid  for  a  variety  of 
reasons.  Information  to  identify  the  user  account  that  applied  the  override  is 
posted  on  the  claim  to  provide  an  audit  record  of  the  override.  However,  we 
found  that  for  two  edits,  in  certain  circumstances,  default  user  account 
information  is  posted  to  the  claim  record  rather  than  the  actual  account 
information  of  the  user  applying  the  override.  As  a  result,  if  an  unauthorized 
override  was  applied,  the  MHD  would  not  be  able  to  readily  determine 
which  user  applied  the  override  to  the  claim. 

Accepted  standards  require  information  systems  to  produce  audit  records 
that  contain  sufficient  information  to,  at  a  minimum,  establish  what  type  of 
event  occurred  and  the  identity  of  any  user/subject  associated  with  the 
event.  Without  recording  the  identity  of  the  user  account  that  performed  the 
override,  accountability  for  the  override  is  lacking. 

1.3  Edit  Documentation  The  MHD  did  not  always  ensure  edit  documentation  was  complete  and 

accurate.  We  found  several  instances  where  edit  documentation  did  not 
match  the  actual  criteria  or  edit  coding  and  instances  where  edits  had  been 
disabled  but  the  documentation  not  updated  to  indicate  the  control  was  no 
longer  functioning.  As  a  result,  it  becomes  increasingly  difficult  for  the 
MHD  to  administer  edit  controls  and  ensure  edits  are  functioning  properly 
to  prevent  payments  that  are  not  appropriate  and  do  not  meet  program 
guidance. 

Expired  Contracts  Managed  care  organizations,  not  the  Medicaid  program,  are  responsible  for 

medical  costs  for  participants  enrolled  in  managed  care.  As  a  result,  separate 
edits  for  each  organization  have  been  established  to  deny  claims  for 
participants  enrolled  with  a  managed  care  program.  We  found  four  active 
edits  for  organizations  that  no  longer  had  a  managed  care  contract  with  the 
MHD.  Edits  for  two  of  the  four  managed  care  organizations  were  still  in 
place  over  13  years  after  the  contracts  had  been  terminated  while  the 
remaining  two  edits  were  still  active  over  5  years  after  the  contracts  had 
been  terminated.  Without  a  current  contract,  Medicaid  participants  are  not 
enrolled  with  these  organizations  and  the  edits  are  no  longer  necessary. 

Edits  turned  off  Claims  submitted  to  adjust  a  previous  claim  should  reference  the  same 

participant  as  the  original  claim,  according  to  system  documentation.  We 
found  approximately  1,300  adjustments,  processed  in  calendar  year  2011, 
that  referenced  a  different  participant  on  the  adjustment  claim  than  the 
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original  claim.  After  research,  MHD  program  staff  said  this  edit  was  no 
longer  used.  However,  the  edit  documentation  had  not  been  updated  to 
indicate  the  status  and  did  not  contain  authorization  for  disabling  the 
control. 

Insufficient  details  We  found  instances  where  the  criteria  described  in  the  edit  documentation 

did  not  include  some  relevant  data  fields.  Several  edits  were  designed  to 
limit  access  to  certain  services  within  a  period  of  time.  However,  most  of 
these  edits  did  not  describe  actual  testing  criteria  or  document  that  limits  are 
specific  to  a  single  provider. 

For  example,  claims  submitted  to  the  MMIS  include  two  categories  of 
providers.  The  "Provider"  on  the  claim  is  generally  used  to  indicate  where 
the  participant  received  services,  such  as  a  hospital,  clinic,  or  practice.  The 
"Performing  Provider"  is  used  to  record  the  specific  staff  member  who 
performed  the  services  being  billed,  such  as  a  doctor  or  nurse.  We  reviewed 
several  edits  where  the  documentation  did  not  specify  the  category  of 
provider  to  be  tested.  MHD  staff  agreed  the  documentation  did  not 
specifically  describe  the  actual  testing  performed  by  the  edit.  Instead,  the 
MHD  relied  on  documentation  in  the  programming  code  because  the  edit 
testing  was  difficult  to  describe. 

A  key  element  of  information  security  is  to  test  and  evaluate  policies, 
procedures,  and  controls  to  determine  whether  they  are  current,  effective, 
and  operating  as  intended.  Without  accurate  and  complete  edit  descriptions, 
management  cannot  ensure  the  controls  are  interpreted  correctly  by  staff  to 
identify  and  mitigate  areas  of  control  risk  and  noncompliance  with  program 
guidelines. 

Recommendations         The  dss: 

Ensure  all  edit  criteria  specified  in  claim  processing  reference  tables 
are  complete  and  accurate.  In  addition,  the  DSS  should  identify  and 
recoup  any  overpayments  made  to  providers  due  to  inaccurate  edits. 

Ensure  the  user  account  that  applied  an  exception  override  is 
recorded  in  all  cases. 

Ensure  edit  documentation  is  complete,  accurate,  and  properly 
reflects  actual  testing  procedures  performed  during  claims 
processing. 

DSS  will  review  the  identified  claims  and  recoup  any  claims  paid  in 
error.  Edit  documentation  is  reviewed  and  updated  as  needed  when 
exceptions  are  researched  or  modified.  Staff  researching  or 
monitoring  claims  processing  edits  have  access  to  the  rules  engine 


1.1 
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1.2 


that  houses  the  detailed  edit  criteria  used  in  claims  processing. 
Future  enhancements  will  eventually  move  the  remaining  edits  into 
the  rules  engine  providing  staff  with  access  to  exception  post 
criteria  details.  The  exception  control  file  houses  a  description  of 
the  edit;  however,  the  detailed  criteria  used  to  process  claims  is 
housed  in  the  rules  engine,  hard  coding,  and/or  system  parameters. 
The  purpose  of  the  exception  control  file  is  to  provide  a  high  level 
description  of  the  edit  and  the  edit  status  that  will  post  to  the  claim 
(suspend,  deny,  report). 

DSS  has  initiated  a  system  request  to  ensure  user  account 
information  is  recorded  on  Exception  overrides. 


2.  User  Account 
Controls 


2. 1  Unidentified  Privileged 
Account 


1.3  Edit  documentation  is  reviewed  and  updated  as  needed  when 
exceptions  are  researched  or  modified.  Staff  researching  or 
monitoring  claims  processing  edits  have  access  to  the  rules  engine 
that  houses  the  detailed  edit  criteria  used  in  claims  processing. 
Future  enhancements  will  eventually  move  the  remaining  edits  into 
the  rules  engine  providing  staff  with  access  to  exception  post 
criteria  details.  The  exception  control  file  houses  a  description  of 
the  edit;  however,  the  detailed  criteria  used  to  process  claims  is 
housed  in  the  rules  engine,  hard  coding,  and/or  system  parameters. 
The  purpose  of  the  exception  control  file  is  to  provide  a  high  level 
description  of  the  edit  and  the  edit  status  that  will  post  to  the  claim 
(suspend,  deny,  report). 

DSS  management  and  the  MMIS  contractor  have  not  established  or 
documented  adequate  user  account  management  policies  and  procedures. 
User  account  management  includes  requesting,  establishing,  issuing, 
suspending,  modifying,  closing,  and  periodically  reviewing  user  accounts 
and  related  user  privileges,  according  to  accepted  standards.  User  account 
management  policies  and  procedures  should  be  established  for  all  user 
accounts,  including  system  administrators  and  other  privileged  users. 

DSS  management  could  not  identify  the  user  of  an  account  with  privileged 
access  to  the  MMIS. 

Privileged  users  are  individuals  who  have  access  to  system  control, 
monitoring,  or  administration  functions  (such  as  a  system  administrator). 
According  to  accepted  standards,  privileged  access  should  be  limited  to  only 
those  individuals  who  need  the  functions  to  perform  their  job  duties  due  to 
their  significant  access  rights,  and  should  be  monitored  to  ensure  actions 
performed  are  in  accordance  with  the  user's  business  requirements. 


We  reviewed  user  records  for  all  staff  with  access  to  the  MMIS  to  determine 
which  users  had  privileged  account  access.  For  the  users  with  privileged 


10 


Department  of  Social  Services 

Medicaid  Management  Information  System  Data  Security 
Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 

access,  we  matched  the  user  account  to  employee  records  from  the  state 
human  resources  system  or  to  a  listing  of  contractor  employees.  We  found 
one  user  account,  identified  as  a  "Test  Clerk"  in  the  user  account  list,  that 
could  not  be  matched  to  either  the  state  or  contractor  employee  listings.  DSS 
staff  could  not  identify  the  specific  individual  to  whom  this  account  was 
assigned,  and  believe  the  account  may  have  been  shared  by  system 
programming  staff.  This  account  had  been  used  to  change  system  security 
settings,  according  to  system  audit  logs.  Documentation  approving  this 
change  was  available;  however,  the  change  should  not  have  been  performed 
by  an  unidentified  user. 

Failing  to  positively  identify  all  users  with  privileged  access  to  the  MMIS 
could  leave  the  system  at  risk  of  improper  modification.  Further,  by 
allowing  shared  accounts  to  be  used,  any  improper  modifications  cannot  be 
associated  with  the  individual(s)  responsible.  In  addition,  the  Health 
Insurance  Portability  and  Accountability  Act  requires  employees  to  have 
only  appropriate  access  to  Protected  Health  Information  (PHI),  including 
preventing  employees  without  a  need  to  access  PHI  from  obtaining  such 
access.3 

DSS  management  has  not  implemented  sufficient  procedures  for 
periodically  reviewing  user  access  rights  to  the  MMIS  to  ensure  access 
rights  remain  appropriate.  Both  DSS  and  contractor  security  policies  require 
reviews  of  user  access  to  information  systems  periodically  or  when  user 
access  requirements  change.  Accepted  standards  also  support  regular  review 
of  all  accounts  and  related  privileges. 

Terminated  employees  The  MHD  did  not  always  ensure  MMIS  access  was  removed  timely  when 

the  user  was  no  longer  employed  in  a  position  needing  access.  Of  the  878 
active  user  accounts  as  of  March  2012,  we  found  66  accounts  for  individuals 
who  had  terminated  employment  from  the  DSS  or  one  of  the  contractors.  In 
58  of  these  instances,  account  access  was  not  removed  because  MMIS 
system  administrators  were  not  informed  these  employees  had  terminated 
employment.  In  eight  of  these  instances,  the  MHD  did  remove  access  but 
not  until  at  least  30  days  after  the  user  was  no  longer  employed. 

By  allowing  accounts  belonging  to  terminated  users  to  exist  in  the  MMIS, 
management  may  increase  the  risk  of  unauthorized  access  and  compromise 
the  confidentiality  and  integrity  of  data  maintained  by  the  DSS. 

System  access  Management  has  not  regularly  reviewed  user  accounts  to  ensure  access 

rights  are  appropriate  and  remain  aligned  with  current  job  duties. 


2.2  Management  review  of 
user  accounts 


3  HIPAA  Security  Rule,  45  CFR  164.308 


11 


Department  of  Social  Services 

Medicaid  Management  Information  System  Data  Security 
Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 

Periodically  reviewing  user  accounts  could  have  identified  the  following 
problems  we  found: 

•  One  user  was  issued  two  accounts  (one  under  a  misspelled  name).  The 
error  was  not  detected  because  the  user  marked  both  access  request 
forms  as  if  the  account  was  for  a  new  user. 

•  Four  users  with  read  access  to  system  security  tables.  These  users 
previously  required  access,  but  a  reassignment  of  responsibilities  meant 
access  to  security  tables  was  no  longer  necessary  to  perform  job  duties. 
Access  to  the  security  tables  was  removed  when  we  brought  the  issue  to 
management's  attention. 

•  Thirteen  users  with  inappropriate  access  to  the  provider  master  files. 
Eight  users  were  MMIS  contractor  staff,  two  users  were  employed  by 
subcontractors,  and  the  remaining  three  users  were  MHD  employees. 
Based  on  our  request  to  review  these  user  accounts,  MHD  management 
determined  these  users  did  not  need  the  level  of  access  to  provider 
master  files  they  had  been  granted. 

•  Six  user  accounts  created  for  individuals  who  transferred  to  different 
divisions  without  deleting  the  previous  account,  allowing  these  users  to 
have  two  accounts  simultaneously. 

Without  periodically  reviewing  user  access  rights,  management  faces  an 
increased  risk  that  unauthorized  alterations  of  the  rights  will  go  undetected 
or  access  rights  may  not  be  aligned  with  current  job  duties. 

Shared  accounts  Multiple  users  were  assigned  to  the  same  internal  MMIS  identifier  accounts. 

However,  MHD  management  did  not  regularly  review  these  accounts  to 
ensure  access  granted  was  appropriate. 

Access  rights  are  assigned  to  user  accounts.  However,  the  MMIS  uses 
internal  identifiers,  which  are  separate  from  user  accounts,  to  log  actions 
performed  by  users.  Because  the  MMIS  has  a  limited  number  of  these 
identifiers  available,  multiple  user  accounts  are  often  assigned  to  the  same 
identifier.  The  practice  of  sharing  identifiers  has  the  potential  to  limit 
accountability  of  changes  made  in  the  system.  To  alleviate  this  concern,  the 
DSS  has  attempted  to  ensure,  at  any  point  in  time,  only  one  user  is  assigned 
an  identifier  with  authority  to  update  information.  However,  without 
reviewing  the  accounts  periodically,  management  cannot  ensure  only  one  of 
the  users  sharing  the  account  has  access  to  update  information. 

Accepted  standards,  including  DSS  policy,  require  all  users  to  have 
uniquely  identifiable  user  accounts.  Allowing  multiple  users  to  share  the 
same  account  makes  it  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  identify  the  user 
responsible  for  making  changes  to  the  MMIS. 
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2.3  Concurrent  Sessions  The  DSS  has  not  established  procedures  for  the  MMIS  to  limit  the 

maximum  number  of  concurrent  sessions  for  each  user.  Concurrent  session 
controls  prevent  a  single  user  from  accessing  an  information  system  from 
more  than  a  specified  number  of  locations  at  any  given  time.  This  control 
helps  prevent  unauthorized  users  from  accessing  the  system  by 
masquerading  as  an  authorized  user. 

DSS  management  said  multiple  sessions  are  necessary  because  users  often 
need  to  view  multiple  screens  at  once  on  a  single  desktop.  MMIS  contractor 
staff  said  a  system  control  locks  an  account  after  2  hours  of  inactivity  to 
limit  unauthorized  access.  However,  the  inactivity  control  does  not  prevent 
users  from  accessing  the  MMIS  at  another  location,  such  as  a  second 
computer.  While  both  controls  help  prevent  unauthorized  access,  inactivity 
controls  work  when  an  access  point  is  left  unattended,  whereas  concurrent 
session  controls  prevent  an  unauthorized  user  from  accessing  the  system  at 
the  same  time  an  authorized  user  is  logged  in  from  a  different  location. 

According  to  accepted  standards,  the  number  of  concurrent  sessions  for  a 
user  should  be  limited.  Without  limiting  access  from  multiple  locations  at 
the  same  time,  management  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  the  confidentiality, 
integrity,  and  availability  of  data  and  the  system. 

Recommendations         The  dss: 

Ensure  all  MMIS  access  can  be  associated  with  specific  users  and 
access  rights  granted  to  each  user  are  appropriate  for  their  job 
duties. 

Ensure  all  user  access  to  the  MMIS  is  periodically  reviewed  by 
management  and  inappropriate  access,  including  that  of  terminated 
users,  is  removed  in  a  timely  manner. 

Establish  security  settings  limiting  the  number  of  concurrent 
sessions  for  a  single  user. 

DSS  established  a  dedicated  Privacy  and  Security  Officer  position 
in  April  2012  to  address  the  security  management  needs  specific  to 
the  MO  HealthNet  Division.  Reviews  of  MMIS  access  will  continue 
to  be  performed  at  the  time  the  request  is  received;  periodic  reviews 
will  occur  to  verify  user  access  rights  are  appropriate  and  still 
required. 

DSS  established  a  dedicated  Privacy  and  Security  Officer  position 
in  April  2012  to  address  the  security  management  needs  specific  to 
the  MO  HealthNet  Division.  Periodic  reviews  will  occur  to  verify 
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3.  MMIS  Contract 


3.1  Security  Risk  Control 
Assessment 


3.2  Minimum  Levels  of 
Output 


user  access  rights  are  appropriate  and  to  ensure  timely  removal  of 
access  from  the  MMIS. 

2.3  It  is  important  for  the  workflow  of  the  DSS  to  maintain  multiple 
sessions.  The  DSS  is  working  with  the  fiscal  agent  to  identify 
options  for  limiting  sessions  while  maintaining  workflow. 

DSS  management  has  not  ensured  the  MMIS  contract  is  fully  complied  with 
and  includes  some  necessary  provisions  to  ensure  the  confidentiality, 
integrity,  and  availability  of  the  system  and  related  data.  This  has  occurred 
because  the  DSS  has  not  performed  a  comprehensive  risk  assessment, 
defined  acceptable  levels  of  output  of  the  system,  or  ensured  the  contractor 
is  in  compliance  with  the  contract. 

The  DSS  has  not  performed  a  comprehensive  security  control  risk 
assessment  for  the  MMIS. 

The  MMIS  contract  requires  the  contractor  to  perform  a  periodic 
comprehensive  security  risk  analysis  for  the  MMIS,  which  DSS 
management  said  is  performed  biannually.  In  addition,  the  DSS  performs 
limited  security  risk  analysis  when  reviewing  planned  changes  to  the  MMIS. 
However,  these  DSS  reviews  are  limited  in  scope  to  only  the  planned 
changes  and  do  not  review  how  changes  could  have  unintended 
consequences  in  other  functions  of  the  system. 

A  security  risk  assessment  is  a  responsibility  inherent  to  the  owners  of  a 
system.  Accepted  standards  require  owners  to  make  decisions  about 
classifying  information  and  systems  and  protecting  them  in  line  with  this 
classification.  Standards  also  emphasize  the  risk  management  process 
should  not  be  treated  primarily  as  a  technical  function  carried  out  by  the 
technology  experts  who  operate  and  manage  the  system,  but  as  an  essential 
management  function  of  the  organization.  By  outsourcing  risk  assessment  to 
the  contractor,  the  DSS  has  abdicated  a  key  ownership  responsibility  and 
cannot  ensure  the  controls  in  place  are  adequate  to  protect  the 
confidentiality,  integrity,  and  availability  of  the  data  within  the  MMIS. 

Neither  the  DSS  nor  the  contractor  has  documented  the  minimum  levels  of 
output,  such  as  the  number  of  claims  processed  in  a  period  of  time,  or 
system  availability  expected  from  the  MMIS.  As  a  result,  neither  party  can 
ensure  the  system  is  operating  at  acceptable  levels,  or  begin  remediation 
efforts  should  the  operation  drop  below  acceptable  levels. 

The  MMIS  contract  requires  the  contractor  to  create  a  Business  Continuity 
Plan  for  the  MMIS.  According  to  the  contract,  the  Business  Continuity  Plan 
"must  identify  potential  system  failures"  and  "contain  a  risk  analysis  for 
each  core  business  process."  The  contract  also  requires  the  contractor  to 
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define  the  minimum  acceptable  level  of  output  for  each  core  business 
process.  The  contractor  has  created  a  Business  Continuity  Plan,  which 
includes  a  list  of  core  business  processes,  but  the  minimum  level  of  output 
for  each  core  business  process  has  not  been  documented. 

By  not  documenting  the  level  of  output  expected  from  the  system,  DSS 
management  cannot  ensure  the  system  is  operating  effectively. 

3.3  Contract  Monitoring  The  DSS  has  not  ensured  the  MMIS  contractor  is  in  full  compliance  with 

contractual  requirements.  For  example,  the  MMIS  contract  includes 
extensive  requirements  related  to  the  provision  of  disaster  recovery  services 
for  the  MMIS.  The  contractor  has  not  provided  documentation  to  the  DSS  to 
support  compliance  with  these  disaster  recovery  requirements.4 

Failure  to  document  key  disaster  recovery  procedures  subjects  the  MMIS  to 
risks  that  the  system  may  not  be  readily  restored  in  the  event  of  a  disaster, 
causing  the  MMIS  to  be  non-operational  for  an  extended  period  of  time. 
Without  ensuring  compliance  with  all  contractual  requirements,  the  DSS 
cannot  ensure  the  contractor  has  taken  steps  to  minimize  the  risk  to  the 
MMIS  in  the  event  of  a  disaster. 

Recommendations         The  dss: 


3.1  Ensure  risk  assessments,  including  security  control  analyses,  are 
completed  for  the  MMIS  and  reviewed  in  a  timely  manner. 

3.2  Work  with  the  MMIS  contractor  to  ensure  minimum  acceptable 
levels  of  system  output  are  determined  and  documented  to  provide 
measured  baseline  levels  of  service  expected  from  the  MMIS. 

3.3  Require  the  MMIS  contractor  to  document  and  demonstrate 
compliance  with  contract  requirements,  including  the  provisions  for 
disaster  recovery  services. 


Auditee's  Response  3.1      DSS  agrees  with  this  recommendation. 


3.2  DSS  has  established  system  expectations  to  return  to  normal 
operations  within  72  (seventy-two)  hours,  which  are  covered  in  the 
fiscal  agent  Business  Continuity,  Contingency  and  Disaster 
Recovery  plan. 


We  provided  DSS  management  a  list  of  the  critical  services  included  in  the  contract  for 
which  documentation  of  compliance  could  not  be  provided. 
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3.3  DSS  will  continue  to  work  with  the  fiscal  agent  to  monitor  and 
improve  the  Disaster  Recovery  and  Backup  Plan  as  required  in 
Section  9.1.28  of  the  contract.  The  State  has  requested,  through  the 
Budget  process,  additional  dedicated  staff  to  monitor  MMIS 
contract  compliance. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Audit  of  the  Office  of  State  Treasurer 


Background  Oil  January  14,  2013,  Clint  Zweifel  was  inaugurated  for  his  second  term  as 

the  forty-fifth  Missouri  State  Treasurer. 

The  Office  of  State  Treasurer  is  an  elective  office  as  provided  in  the 
Missouri  Constitution.  The  duties  of  the  State  Treasurer  are  to  be  the 
custodian  of  all  state  funds,  and  determine  the  amount  of  state  monies  not 
needed  for  current  operating  expenses  and  invest  such  monies  as  allowed  by 
state  law.  The  Office  of  State  Treasurer  operates  in  four  major  functional 
areas:  1)  accounting  and  banking  services,  2)  disbursements  and  records,  3) 
investments  and  deposit  programs,  and  4)  unclaimed  property. 

Audit  Findings  The  State  Auditor  is  required  to  conduct  an  annual  audit  of  the  Office  of 

State  Treasurer.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily 
limited  to,  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  The  audit  report  includes  an 
unqualified  opinion  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  Office  of  State 
Treasurer.  No  findings  resulted  from  our  audit. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Excellent. 


American  Recovery  and  The  Office  of  State  Treasurer  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies 

Reinvestment  Act  2009  durin§ the  audited  time  Period- 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the  rating  scale 
indicates  the  following: 


Excellent:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  prior 

recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

Good:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated  most  or  all 

recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the  prior  recommendations  have 
been  implemented. 

Fair:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several  findings,  or  one  or 

more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  several  recommendations  will  not  be 
implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 

Poor:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous  findings  that  require 

management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT  ON 
THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

Honorable  Clint  Zweifel,  State  Treasurer 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  the  Treasurer's  General 
Operations  Fund,  Treasurer's  Information  Fund,  Central  Check  Mailing  Service  Revolving  Fund, 
and  Abandoned  Fund  Account  Fund  of  the  Office  of  State  Treasurer  as  of  and  for  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012.  These  financial  statements  are  the  responsibility  of  the  office's  management.  Our 
responsibility  is  to  express  opinions  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those 
standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about 
whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  of  material  misstatement.  An  audit  includes  examining, 
on  a  test  basis,  evidence  supporting  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in  the  financial  statements.  An 
audit  also  includes  assessing  the  accounting  principles  used  and  the  significant  estimates  made 
by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall  financial  statement  presentation.  We  believe 
that  our  audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinions. 

As  discussed  in  Note  I.A.,  the  financial  statements  of  the  Office  of  State  Treasurer  are 
intended  to  present  the  financial  position,  and  the  changes  in  financial  position  and,  where 
applicable,  cash  flows  of  only  that  portion  of  the  governmental  activities,  the  business-type 
activities,  each  major  fund,  and  the  aggregate  remaining  fund  information  of  the  State  of 
Missouri  that  is  attributable  to  the  transactions  of  the  Office  of  State  Treasurer.  They  do  not 
purport  to,  and  do  not,  present  fairly  the  financial  position  of  the  State  of  Missouri  as  of  June  30, 
2012,  the  changes  in  its  financial  position,  or,  where  applicable,  its  cash  flows  for  the  year  then 
ended  in  conformity  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America.  However,  the  State  of  Missouri  issued  its  Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Report  for 
the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  and  that  report  was  prepared  in  conformity  with  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America. 
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In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  previously  present  fairly,  in  all 
material  respects,  the  respective  financial  position  of  the  Treasurer's  General  Operations  Fund, 
Treasurer's  Information  Fund,  Central  Check  Mailing  Service  Revolving  Fund,  and  Abandoned 
Fund  Account  Fund  of  the  Office  of  State  Treasurer,  as  of  June  30,  2012,  and  the  respective 
changes  in  financial  position  and,  where  applicable,  cash  flows  thereof  for  the  year  then  ended  in 
conformity  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated 
February  1,  2013,  on  our  consideration  of  the  office's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  on  our  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts  and 
other  matters.  The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control 
over  financial  reporting  and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an 
opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral 
part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  and  should  be 
considered  in  assessing  the  results  of  our  audit. 

Accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  require  that  the 
management's  discussion  and  analysis  and  the  budgetary  comparison  information,  as  listed  in  the 
table  of  contents,  be  presented  to  supplement  the  financial  statements.  Such  information, 
although  not  a  part  of  the  financial  statements,  is  required  by  the  Governmental  Accounting 
Standards  Board  who  considers  it  to  be  an  essential  part  of  financial  reporting  for  placing  the 
financial  statements  in  an  appropriate  operational,  economic,  or  historical  context.  We  have 
applied  certain  limited  procedures  to  the  required  supplementary  information  in  accordance  with 
auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  which  consisted 
principally  of  inquiries  of  management  about  the  methods  of  preparing  the  information  and 
comparing  the  information  for  consistency  with  management's  responses  to  our  inquiries,  the 
financial  statements,  and  other  knowledge  we  obtained  during  our  audit  of  the  financial 
statements.  We  do  not  express  an  opinion  or  provide  any  assurance  on  the  information  because 
the  limited  procedures  do  not  provide  us  with  sufficient  evidence  to  express  an  opinion  or 
provide  any  assurance. 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  opinions  on  the  financial  statements, 
collectively,  that  are  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph.  The  supplementary  information,  as  listed 
in  the  table  of  contents,  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  and  is  not  a  required  part 
of  the  financial  statements.  Such  information  is  the  responsibility  of  management  and  was 
derived  from  and  relates  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare 
the  financial  statements.  The  information  has  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied 
in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and  certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing 
and  reconciling  such  information  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to 
prepare  the  financial  statements  or  to  the  financial  statements  themselves,  and  other  additional 
procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America.  In  our  opinion,  the  supplementary  information  is  fairly  stated  in  all  material  respects  in 
relation  to  the  financial  statements  taken  as  a  whole. 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  opinions  on  the  financial  statements, 
collectively,  that  are  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph.  The  accompanying  Organization  and 
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Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the 
financial  statements.  Such  information  has  not  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied 
in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  and  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  or  provide 
any  assurance  on  it. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 

February  1,  2013 

The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:       Douglas  J.  Porting,  CPA,  CFE 
Audit  Manager:  Jeannette  Eaves,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Robert  McArthur  II 
Audit  Staff:  Emily  Bias,  MSL 

Gina  Henley,  MBA 

April  Campbell 

Tessa  Oates 


-5- 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER 
FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS 
BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED 
IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 

Honorable  Clint  Zweifel,  State  Treasurer 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  the  financial  statements  of  the  Office  of  State  Treasurer  as  of  and  for  the 
year  ended  June  30,  2012,  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  February  1,  2013.  We 
conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government 
Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 

Internal  Control  Over  Financial  Reporting 

Management  of  the  Office  of  State  Treasurer  is  responsible  for  establishing  and 
maintaining  effective  internal  control  over  financial  reporting.  In  planning  and  performing  our 
audit,  we  considered  the  office's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  as  a  basis  for  designing 
our  auditing  procedures  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinion  on  the  financial  statements, 
but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  office's  internal 
control  over  financial  reporting.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness 
of  the  office's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not 
allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to 
prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a 
deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable 
possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  office's  financial  statements  will  not  be  prevented, 
or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  was  for  the  limited  purpose 
described  in  the  first  paragraph  of  this  section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that  might  be  deficiencies,  significant  deficiencies  or 
material  weaknesses.  We  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses,  as  defined  previously. 
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Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  of  the 
Office  of  State  Treasurer  are  free  of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  the  office's 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  and  contracts,  noncompliance  with 
which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the  determination  of  financial  statement 
amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an 
objective  of  our  audit,  and  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our 
tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported 
under  Government  Auditing  Standards. 

This  report  is  intended  for  the  information  and  use  of  the  management  of  the  Office  of 
State  Treasurer  and  other  applicable  government  officials.  However,  pursuant  to  Section  29.270, 
RSMo,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


February  1,  2013 
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MANAGEMENT  S  DISCUSSION  AND  ANALYSIS 


The  following  is  a  discussion  and  analysis  of  the  Office  of  the  Missouri  State  Treasurer's  (the 
Treasurer's  Office)  financial  activities  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

HIGHLIGHTS 

•  The  assets  of  the  Treasurer's  Office  exceeded  its  liabilities  by  $1,368,799.  The  entire  amount 
may  be  used  to  meet  the  office's  ongoing  obligations. 

•  The  office's  total  net  assets  increased  by  $269,523.  The  increase  in  net  assets  was  caused 
primarily  by  the  timing  of  cash  flows  during  fiscal  year  2012  as  compared  to  fiscal  year 
201 1.  However,  in  total,  revenues  and  expenditures  both  decreased  for  the  fiscal  year. 

•  As  of  the  close  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  Treasurer's  Office  governmental  funds  reported 
combined  ending  fund  balances  of  $1,339,703,  an  increase  of  $286,133  in  comparison  with 
the  prior  year.  The  total  amount  is  available  for  spending  as  of  July  1,  2012,  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Treasurer's  Office  within  the  purposes  and  limits  of  the  office's  appropriation 
authority. 

OVERVIEW  OF  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

The  Treasurer's  Office  basic  financial  statements  comprise  two  components:  1)  fund  financial 
statements,  and  2)  notes  to  the  financial  statements.  This  report  also  contains  other 
supplementary  information  in  addition  to  the  basic  financial  statements  themselves. 

Fund  Financial  Statements: 

A  fund  is  a  grouping  of  related  accounts  that  is  used  to  maintain  control  over  resources  that  have 
been  segregated  for  specific  activities  or  objectives.  The  Treasurer's  Office,  like  the  State  of 
Missouri,  uses  fund  accounting  to  ensure  and  demonstrate  compliance  with  statutory 
requirements.  All  of  the  funds  of  the  Treasurer's  Office  can  be  divided  into  three  categories: 
governmental  funds,  proprietary  funds,  and  fiduciary  funds. 

Governmental  funds.  Governmental  funds  are  used  to  account  for  most  of  the  basic  services 
provided  by  the  Treasurer's  Office.  Unlike  the  government- wide  financial  statements  prepared  by 
the  State  of  Missouri,  governmental  fund  financial  statements  focus  on  short-term  inflows  and 
outflows  of  current  financial  resources  and  utilize  the  modified  accrual  basis  of  accounting.  This 
presentation  focuses  on  when  cash  will  be  received  and  disbursed  making  the  statements  useful 
in  evaluating  a  government's  financing  requirements  in  the  near  future. 

The  Treasurer's  Office  maintains  two  individual  governmental  funds,  a  general  fund  and  a 
special  revenue  fund.  Information  is  presented  separately  in  the  governmental  fund  balance  sheet 
and  in  the  governmental  fund  statement  of  revenues,  expenditures,  and  changes  in  fund  balances 
for  the  State  Treasurer's  General  Operations  Fund  and  the  State  Treasurer's  Information  Fund. 

Proprietary  funds.  Proprietary  funds  are  used  to  account  for  activities  similar  to  private 
businesses  in  which  goods  and  services  are  sold  for  specified  fees  and  utilize  the  full  accrual 
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basis  of  accounting.  The  Treasurer's  Office  maintains  one  proprietary  fund,  the  Central  Check 
Mailing  Service  Revolving  Fund.  This  fund  is  an  internal  service  fund,  used  as  an  accounting 
device  to  accumulate  and  allocate  costs  for  centralized  check  mailing  services  provided  by  the 
Treasurer's  Office  to  other  state  agencies. 

Fiduciary  funds.  Fiduciary  funds  are  used  to  account  for  resources  held  for  the  benefit  of  parties 
outside  the  state  government  and  also  utilize  the  full  accrual  basis  of  accounting.  The  Treasurer's 
Office  maintains  one  fiduciary  fund,  the  Abandoned  Fund  Account  Fund,  to  account  for 
unclaimed  property  turned  over  to  the  state  in  accordance  with  state  statute. 

Notes  to  the  financial  statements.  The  notes  provide  additional  information  that  is  essential  to  a 
full  understanding  of  the  data  provided  in  the  fund  financial  statements. 

Other  information.  In  addition  to  the  basic  financial  statements  and  accompanying  notes,  this 
report  also  presents  required  supplementary  information  (RSI)  including  a  budgetary  comparison 
schedule  for  the  Treasurer's  General  Operations  Fund  and  the  Treasurer's  Information  Fund. 

FUND  STATEMENT  ANALYSIS 

Governmental  Funds: 

At  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2012,  the  Treasurer's  Office  governmental  funds  reported  combined 
ending  fund  balances  of  $1,339,703,  an  increase  of  $286,133  from  fiscal  year  2011.  This  entire 
amount  is  available  for  spending  at  the  discretion  of  the  Treasurer's  Office  within  the  purposes 
and  limits  of  the  office's  appropriation  authority. 


Fund  balances  for  the  governmental  funds  are  as  follows: 


Treasurer's  General 
Operations  Fund 

Treasurer's 
Information  Fund 

Total 

Fund  Balance 

$1,336,779 

$2,924 

$1,339,703 

The  Treasurer's  General  Operations  Fund  was  the  primary  operating  fund  for  the  Treasurer's 
Office  in  fiscal  year  2012.  At  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2012,  the  Treasurer's  General  Operations 
Fund  reported  a  total  fund  balance  of  $1,336,779.  The  net  increase  in  fund  balance  during  fiscal 
year  2012  was  $286,803.  Revenues  of  the  Treasurer's  General  Operations  Fund  totaled 
$2,766,957,  and  expenditures  of  the  Treasurer's  General  Operations  Fund  totaled  $2,480,154. 
Contributing  factors  follow: 

•  The  Treasurer's  Office  has  increased  the  balance  in  the  Treasurer's  General 
Operations  Fund  over  the  last  three  fiscal  years  to  allow  for  more  control  over  the 
fund's  cash  flow.  To  accomplish  this,  in  fiscal  year  2010,  the  Treasurer's  Office 
revised  the  calculations  used  when  depositing  a  portion  of  the  state's  interest  earnings 
into  the  Treasurer's  General  Operations  Fund  pursuant  to  Section  30.605,  RSMo.  The 
ongoing  results  of  this  change  allow  the  office  to  manage  the  fund  cash  balance  more 
effectively  and  to  more  closely  match  the  expenditure  authority  from  the  fund. 
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The  Treasurer's  Information  Fund  was  a  supplemental  operating  fund  for  the  Treasurer's  Office 
in  fiscal  year  2012.  At  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2012,  the  Treasurer's  Information  Fund  reported  a 
total  fund  balance  of  $2,924.  The  net  decrease  in  fund  balance  during  fiscal  year  2012  was  $670. 
Revenues  of  the  Treasurer's  Information  Fund  totaled  $1,153,  and  expenditures  of  the  Treasurer's 
Information  Fund  totaled  $1,823.  Contributing  factors  follow: 

•  In  fiscal  year  2012,  the  Treasurer's  Information  Fund  expenditures  exceeded  amounts 
collected  by  the  fund  for  the  preparation,  reproduction,  or  dissemination  of 
information  or  publications  of  the  State  Treasurer's  Office.  This  resulted  primarily 
from  1)  declines  in  public  information  related  cost  recoveries;  and  2)  increases  in 
expenses  related  to  exhibiting  the  linked  deposit  program  at  relevant  functions  and 
speaking  engagements  related  to  the  Unclaimed  Property  program. 

Proprietary  Funds: 

The  Treasurer's  Office  has  one  proprietary  fund,  the  Central  Check  Mailing  Service  Revolving 
Fund.  This  fund  is  an  internal  service  fund,  used  as  an  accounting  device  to  accumulate  and 
allocate  costs  for  centralized  check  mailing  services  provided  by  the  Treasurer's  Office  to  other 
state  agencies. 

The  Central  Check  Mailing  Service  Revolving  Fund's  net  assets  decreased  by  $16,610.  This  is 
primarily  due  to  decrease  in  the  fund  cash  balances  caused  by  decreased  revenues  and  increased 
expenditures  for  the  fund. 

NEXT  YEAR'S  BUDGET 

The  Treasurer's  Office  budget  for  fiscal  year  2013  had  no  changes  from  the  appropriation  levels 
in  the  fiscal  year  2012  budget  with  the  exception  of  the  statewide  pay  plan,  which  provided  an 
increase  of  2%  for  individuals  with  salaries  under  $70,000. 

On  June  29,  2009,  Governor  Nixon  signed  the  Invest  in  Missouri  legislation  that  reinvests  $1 
billion  in  Missouri  communities.  Beginning  January  1,  2010,  the  legislation  began  phasing  out 
the  statutory  interest  rate  cap  that  tied  state  time  deposits  to  the  return  of  short-term  U.S. 
Treasury  securities.  January  1,  2013  begins  the  fourth  and  final  year  of  the  phase-out  period  and 
financial  institutions  with  time  deposits  totaling  over  $1  million  of  state  funds  shall  pay  the  state 
a  market  rate  of  interest  on  the  amount  on  deposit  exceeding  $1  million. 
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Fund  Financial  Statements 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
BALANCE  SHEET 
TREASURER'S  GENERAL  OPERATIONS 
FUND  0164 
June  30,  2012 


Assets 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents  $  352,634 

Investments  1,075,960 

Invested  Securities  Lending  Collateral   32,354 

Total  Assets  $  1,460,948 

Liabilities  and  Fund  Balance 

Liabilities: 

Accounts  Payable  $  7,445 

Accrued  Payroll  40,766 

Securities  Lending  Obligation  32,354 

Due  to  Other  Funds   43,604 

Total  Liabilities   124,169 

Fund  Balance: 

Unassigned   1,336,779 

Total  Fund  Balance   1,336,779 

Total  Liabilities  and  Fund  Balance  $  1,460,948 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Fund  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
STATEMENT  OF  REVENUES,  EXPENDITURES,  AND  CHANGES  IN  FUND  BALANCE 
TREASURER'S  GENERAL  OPERATIONS 
FUND  0164 
For  the  Fiscal  Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Revenues: 

Investment  Earnings: 

Net  Increase  (Decrease)  in  the  Fair  Value  of  Investments  $  2,774 

Cost  Recovery  2,759,240 
Cost  Reimbursement/Miscellaneous  4,943 


Total  Revenues   2,766,957 

Expenditures: 

Current: 

General  Government   2,480,154 

Total  Expenditures   2,480,154 

Net  Change  in  Fund  Balance  286,803 

Fund  Balance  -  Beginning   1,049,976 

Fund  Balance  -  Ending  $  1,336,779 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Fund  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 

BALANCE  SHEET 
TREASURER'S  INFORMATION 
FUND  0255 
June  30,  2012 


Assets 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents  $  723 
Investments  2,206 

Invested  Securities  Lending  Collateral   66 


Total  Assets  $  2,995 


Liabilities  and  Fund  Balance 

Liabilities: 

Accounts  Payable  $  5 
Securities  Lending  Obligation   66 


Total  Liabilities  7 1 


Fund  Balance: 

Committed  for  General  Government   2,924 


Total  Fund  Balance   2,924 


Total  Liabilities  and  Fund  Balance  $  2,995 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Fund  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
STATEMENT  OF  REVENUES,  EXPENDITURES,  AND  CHANGES  IN  FUND  BALANCE 

TREASURER  S  INFORMATION 
FUND  0255 
For  the  Fiscal  Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Revenues: 

Investment  Earnings: 

Net  Increase  (Decrease)  in  the  Fair  Value  of  Investments  $  5 

Cost  Reimbursement/Miscellaneous   1,148 

Total  Revenues   1,153 

Expenditures: 

Current: 

General  Government   1,823 

Total  Expenditures   1,823 

Net  Change  in  Fund  Balance  (670) 

Fund  Balance  -  Beginning   3,594 

Fund  B alance  -  Ending  $  2,924 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Fund  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
STATEMENT  OF  NET  ASSETS 
CENTRAL  CHECK  MAILING  SERVICE  REVOLVING 
FUND  0515 
June  30,  2012 


Assets 

Current  Assets: 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents                                                   $  455 

Investments  1,387 

Invested  Securities  Lending  Collateral  42 

Due  from  Other  Funds   23,252 

Total  Current  Assets  25, 136 


Non-Current  Assets: 
Capital  Assets: 
Equipment 

Less  Accumulated  Depreciation/Amortization 
Total  Non-Current  Assets 
Total  Assets 


Liabilities 

Current  Liabilities: 

Accrued  Payroll  789 

Securities  Lending  Obligation  42 

Due  to  Other  Funds  751 

Compensated  Absences  834 

Total  Current  Liabilities   2,416 

Total  Liabilities  2,416 


Net  Assets 

Invested  in  Capital  Assets,  Net  of  Related  Debt  6,376 

Unrestricted   22,720 

Total  Net  Assets  $  29,096 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Fund  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 


13,046 
(6,670) 
6,376 
31,512 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
STATEMENT  OF  REVENUES,  EXPENSES,  AND  CHANGES  IN  FUND  NET  ASSETS 
CENTRAL  CHECK  MAILING  SERVICE  REVOLVING 
FUND  0515 
For  the  Fiscal  Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Operating  Revenues: 

Charges  for  Services  $  98,107 

Total  Operating  Revenues   98,107 


Operating  Expenses: 

Personal  S  ervice  36,851 

Operations  76,015 

Depreciation/Amortization   1,847 

Total  Operating  Expenses   114,713 


Operating  Income  (Loss)   (16,606) 


Non-Operating  Revenues  (Expenses): 

Investment  Earnings: 

Net  Increase  (Decrease)  in  the  Fair  Value  of  Investments   (4) 


Total  Non-Operating  Revenues  (Expenses)   (4) 


Change  in  Net  Assets  (16,610) 
Total  Net  Assets  -  Beginning   45,706 


Total  Net  Assets  -  Ending  $  29,096 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Fund  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
STATEMENT  OF  CASH  FLOWS 
CENTRAL  CHECK  MAILING  SERVICE  REVOLVING 
FUND  0515 
For  the  Fiscal  Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Cash  Flows  from  Operating  Activities: 

Receipts  from  Customers  and  Users  $  98,107 

Payments  to  Suppliers  (76,472) 

Payments  to  Employees  (36,935) 

Net  Cash  Provided  (Used)  by  Operating  Activities   (15,300) 


Cash  Flows  from  Non-Capital  Financing  Activities: 

Due  to/from  Other  Funds   6,541 

Net  Cash  Provided  (Used)  by  Non-Capital  Financing  Activities   6,541 


Cash  Flows  from  Capital  and  Related  Financing  Activities: 

Purchase  of  Capital  Assets   (8,223) 

Net  Cash  Provided  (Used)  by  Capital  and  Related  Financing 

Activities   (8,223) 


Cash  Flows  from  Investing  Activities: 

Proceeds  from  Sales  and  Investment  Maturities  1 1,737 

Net  Cash  Provided  (Used)  by  Investing  Activities   1 1,737 


Net  Increase  (Decrease)  in  Cash  (5,245) 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents,  Beginning  of  Year   5,700 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents,  End  of  Year  $  455 


Reconciliation  of  Operating  Income  (Loss)  of 
Net  Cash  Provided  (Used)  by  Operating  Activities: 

Operating  Income  (Loss)  $  (16,606) 

Depreciation/Amortization  Expense  1,847 
Changes  in  Assets  and  Liabilities: 

Accounts  Payable  (457) 

Accrued  Payroll  12 

Compensated  Absences  (85) 

Due  to  Other  Funds   (11) 

Net  Cash  Provided  (Used)  by  Operating  Activities  $  (15,300) 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Fund  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
STATEMENT  OF  FIDUCIARY  NET  ASSETS 
ABANDONED  FUND  ACCOUNT 
FUND  0863 
June  30,  2012 


Assets 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents  $  6,170,303 

Investments  at  Fair  Value  18,826,917 

Invested  Securities  Lending  Collateral  566,122 
Capital  Assets: 

Equipment  49,406 

Software  8,546 

Less:  Accumulated  Depreciation/Amortization   (49,421) 

Total  Capital  Assets,  Net   8,531 


Total  Assets  25,571,873 


Liabilities 

Accounts  Payable  1 1 ,279 

Accrued  Payroll  29,927 

Securities  Lending  Obligation  566,122 

Compensated  Absences   34,422 


Total  Liabilities  641,750 


Net  Assets 

Net  Assets  Held  in  Trust  for  Other  Purposes  $  24,930,123 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Fund  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
STATEMENT  OF  CHANGES  IN  FIDUCIARY  NET  ASSETS 
ABANDONED  FUND  ACCOUNT 
FUND  0863 
For  the  Fiscal  Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Additions: 

Increase  (Decrease)  in  Appreciation  of  Assets  $  48,581 

Unclaimed  Property  42,921,494 

Disposal  of  Capital  Assets  210 

Miscellaneous   1,014 

Total  Additions   42,971,299 

Deductions: 

Administrative  Expenses  1,763,367 

Program  Distributions  36,416,036 

Depreciation/Amortization   13,282 

Total  Deductions   38,192,685 

Change  in  Net  Assets  4,778,614 

Net  Assets  -  Beginning   20,151,509 

Net  Assets  -  Ending  $  24,930,123 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Fund  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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Notes  to  the  Fund  Financial  Statements 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
NOTES  TO  THE  FUND  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 


1.        Significant  Accounting  Policies 

A.  Financial  Statements  and  Reporting  Entity 

The  accompanying  fund  financial  statements  of  the  Office  of  State  Treasurer  have 
been  prepared  in  conformity  with  generally  accepted  accounting  principles 
(GAAP)  as  prescribed  by  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards  Board 
(GASB).  The  State  Treasurer's  Office  has  elected  not  to  follow  the  Financial 
Accounting  Standards  Board's  pronouncements  issued  after  November  30,  1989, 
for  proprietary  activities. 

The  financial  statements  present  the  financial  position,  the  changes  in  financial 
position  and,  where  applicable,  cash  flows  of  only  the  transactions  of  the  Office 
of  State  Treasurer.  They  do  not  present  the  financial  position  of  the  State  of 
Missouri  as  of  June  30,  2012,  the  changes  in  its  financial  position,  or,  where 
applicable,  its  cash  flows  for  the  year  then  ended  in  conformity  with  GAAP. 
However,  the  State  of  Missouri  issued  a  Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Report 
for  the  State  of  Missouri  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  in  conformity 
with  GAAP. 

B.  Fund  Financial  Statements 

Separate  financial  statements  are  provided  for  governmental  funds,  proprietary 
funds,  and  fiduciary  funds. 

The  governmental  fund  financial  statements  are  presented  using  the  current 
financial  resources  measurement  focus  and  modified  accrual  basis  of  accounting. 
With  the  current  financial  resources  measurement  focus,  only  current  assets  and 
current  liabilities  are  included  on  the  balance  sheet.  Under  the  modified  accrual 
basis  of  accounting,  revenues  are  recognized  in  the  accounting  period  in  which 
they  become  both  measurable  and  available  to  pay  current  period  liabilities. 
Operating  statements  of  governmental  funds  present  increases  (i.e.,  revenues  and 
other  financing  sources)  and  decreases  (i.e.,  expenditures  and  other  financing 
uses)  in  fund  balance.  Expenditures  are  recognized  when  the  related  fund  liability 
is  incurred  except  for  compensated  absences  (accumulated  vacation  and 
compensatory  time)  and  sick  pay  which  are  recorded  as  expenditures  when  paid. 

The  proprietary  and  private-purpose  trust  fund  financial  statements  are  presented 
using  the  economic  resources  measurement  focus  and  accrual  basis  of  accounting. 
With  the  economic  resources  measurement  focus,  assets  and  liabilities  associated 
with  the  operation  of  these  funds  are  included  on  the  Statement  of  Net  Assets. 
Under  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting,  revenues  are  recognized  in  the  period 
earned  and  expenses  are  recognized  in  the  period  incurred.  Proprietary  fund-type 
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operating  statements  present  revenues  and  expenses  in  total  net  assets.  Operating 
revenues  and  expenses  in  proprietary  funds  are  classified  as  those  activities  that 
make  up  the  primary  ongoing  operations  associated  with  those  funds.  Non- 
operating  revenues  and  expenses  in  proprietary  funds  are  classified  as  those 
activities  that  are  deemed  incidental  or  unusual  for  those  funds. 

C.  Basis  of  Presentation 

The  Office  of  State  Treasurer's  financial  practices  are  based  upon  fund  accounting 
concepts.  A  fund  is  defined  as  a  fiscal  and  accounting  entity  with  a  self-balancing 
set  of  accounts  recording  cash  and  other  financial  resources,  together  with  all 
related  liabilities  and  fund  balances  and  changes  therein,  that  are  segregated  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  specific  activities  or  attaining  certain  objectives  in 
accordance  with  special  regulations,  restrictions,  or  limitations. 

The  accompanying  financial  statements  are  structured  into  three  categories  of 
funds: 

1)  Governmental  Funds  include  the  general  funds  and  the  special  revenue 
funds.  These  funds  account  for  the  revenues  and  expenditures,  capital 
outlay,  and  certain  debt  service  of  the  state.  The  Treasurer's  General 
Operations  Fund  and  the  Treasurer's  Information  Fund  are  governmental 
funds. 

2)  Proprietary  Funds  include  internal  service  funds.  These  funds  account  for 
the  cost  of  certain  services  provided  by  the  state.  The  Central  Check 
Mailing  Service  Revolving  Fund  is  a  proprietary  fund. 

3)  Fiduciary  Funds  include  private -purpose  trust  funds.  These  funds  account 
for  assets  held  by  the  state  in  a  trustee  capacity  or  as  an  agent  for 
individuals,  other  governments,  and  other  funds.  The  Abandoned  Fund 
Account  Fund  is  a  fiduciary  fund. 

D.  Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 

For  reporting  purposes,  cash  and  cash  equivalents  include  bank  accounts,  petty 
cash,  and  all  investments  with  an  original  maturity  of  3  months  or  less,  such  as 
repurchase  agreements.  Cash  balances  of  the  Treasurer's  General  Operations 
Fund,  Treasurer's  Information  Fund,  Central  Check  Mailing  Service  Revolving 
Fund,  and  Abandoned  Fund  Account  Fund  are  pooled  with  other  state  funds  and 
invested  by  the  State  Treasurer. 


-24- 


E.  Investments 

These  are  long-term  investments  with  an  original  maturity  greater  than  3  months 
which  are  expected  to  be  held  to  maturity  and  redeemed  at  face  value.  All 
investments  are  reported  at  fair  value. 

F.  Interfund  Receivables/Payables 

The  state  makes  various  transactions  between  funds  to  distribute  interest  earnings, 
finance  operations,  provide  services,  service  debt,  and  acquire  capital  assets. 
These  receivables  at  June  30  are  classified  as  "due  from  other  funds"  on  the 
Balance  Sheet  and  Statement  of  Net  Assets.  Payables  are  classified  as  "due  to 
other  funds"  on  the  Balance  Sheet  and  Statement  of  Net  Assets.  These 
receivables/payables  are  due  within  one  year. 

G.  Capital  Assets 

Capital  assets,  which  include  equipment  and  software,  are  valued  at  historical  cost 
or  estimated  historical  cost  if  actual  historical  cost  is  not  available.  The  estimate 
of  historical  cost  was  based  on  current  appraised  value  indexed  to  the  date  of 
acquisition.  Donated  capital  assets  are  reported  at  estimated  fair  value  at  the  time 
received.  Capital  assets  acquired  through  lease  agreements  are  capitalized  at  the 
inception  of  the  agreement. 

The  capitalization  threshold  for  equipment  is  $1,000  and  for  software  is  $5,000. 

Equipment  and  software  are  depreciated/amortized  using  the  straight-line  method 
of  depreciation/amortization  over  a  useful  life  of  5  years  for  equipment  and  3  to  5 
years  for  software. 

H.  Long-Term  Debt 

Long-term  liabilities  that  will  be  financed  from  governmental  funds  are  not 
reported  on  the  fund  financial  statements  since  they  are  presented  on  the  modified 
accrual  basis  of  accounting.  These  long-term  liabilities  include  the  following: 

Compensated  absences  include  accumulated  unpaid  vacation  and 
compensatory  time  accruals  and  related  employer  payroll  taxes.  These 
amounts  are  not  accrued  in  the  governmental  funds  but  are  recorded  as 
expenditures  when  paid. 

Vacation  leave  is  accumulated  at  a  rate  of  10  to  14  hours  per  month 
depending  on  the  number  of  years  of  employment.  Accumulated  vacation 
leave  cannot  exceed  twice  the  number  of  vacation  hours  earned  annually. 
Compensatory  time  is  accumulated  as  earned  by  an  individual  employee. 
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Sick  leave  is  accumulated  at  a  rate  of  10  hours  per  month  with  no  limit  to 
the  amount  which  can  be  accumulated.  Accumulated  sick  leave  is  not  paid 
upon  employee  termination  and  does  not  represent  a  liability  of  the  state. 

2.        Deposits,  Investments  and  Securities  Lending  Program 

The  Office  of  State  Treasurer  maintains  a  cash  and  short-term  investment  pool  that  is 
used  by  substantially  all  state  funds.  These  funds  do  not  include  accrued  interest. 
Described  below  is  the  portfolio  that  represents  the  "Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents"  and 
"Investments"  as  reported  at  June  30,  2012. 

A.  Deposits 

The  state  minimizes  custodial  credit  risk  by  restrictions  set  forth  in  state  law. 
Custodial  credit  risk  is  risk  associated  with  the  failure  of  a  depository  financial 
institution.  In  the  event  of  a  depository  financial  institution's  failure,  the  state 
would  not  be  able  to  recover  its  deposits  or  collateralized  securities  that  are  in  the 
possession  of  the  outside  parties.  State  laws  restrict  the  State  Treasurer  to  deposit 
funds  in  financial  institutions  that  are  physically  located  in  Missouri  which  are 
selected  based  on  financial  stability  and  community  involvement.  The  financial 
institution's  loan  to  deposit  ratio  must  exceed  50  percent  at  the  time  of  deposit 
and  deposits  must  be  collateralized  at  least  100  percent  with  approved  securities. 
Deposits  must  have  a  maturity  of  5  years  or  less  and  earn  interest  at  varying  rates 
based  on  state  law. 

B.  Investments 

Statutes  authorize  the  State  Treasurer  to  invest  in  U.S.  Treasury  or  Agency 
securities  maturing  within  5  years,  commercial  paper  and  banker's  acceptances 
maturing  within  180  days,  or  repurchase  agreements  maturing  within  90  days 
secured  by  U.S.  Treasury  or  Agency  securities  of  any  maturity. 

The  State  Treasurer  minimizes  credit  risk,  the  risk  of  loss  due  to  the  failure  of  the 
security  issuer  or  backer,  by  establishing  a  pre-approved  list  of  financial 
institutions  and  companies  that  will  be  used  to  purchase  commercial  paper.  The 
State  Treasurer  also  conducts  regular  credit  monitoring,  pre-qualifies  the  financial 
institutions  and  brokers/dealers  with  which  the  State  Treasurer's  Office  will  do 
business  for  broker  services  and  repurchase  agreements,  and  diversifies  the 
portfolio  to  reduce  potential  losses  on  individual  securities. 

Custodial  credit  risk  is  the  risk  that,  in  the  event  of  failure  of  the  counterparty  to  a 
transaction,  the  state  will  not  be  able  to  recover  the  value  of  their  investment  or 
collateral  securities  that  are  in  the  possession  of  an  outside  party.  The  State 
Treasurer  minimizes  custodial  credit  risk  by  requiring  that  all  securities  be  held  in 
the  state's  name  at  the  state's  custodial  bank. 
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The  state's  investments  include  certain  short-term  cash  equivalents,  various  long- 
term  items,  and  restricted  assets.  The  State  Treasurer  minimizes  the  risk  of  the 
market  value  of  securities  falling  due  to  changes  in  interest  rates  by  maintaining 
an  effective  duration  of  less  than  2.5  years,  and  holding  at  least  25  percent  of  the 
portfolio's  total  market  value  in  securities  with  a  maturity  of  12  months  or  less. 

The  state  minimizes  concentration  of  credit  risk,  the  risk  attributed  to  the 
magnitude  of  an  investment  in  a  single  issuer.  State  statute  prohibits  the  State 
Treasurer  from  investing  more  than  10  percent  of  the  total  time  deposits  with  any 
single  financial  institution.  State  investment  policy  limits  investment  in 
commercial  paper  to  5  percent  of  the  total  portfolio  per  issuer  and  no  more  than 
15  percent  of  the  total  portfolio  may  invested  in  repurchase  agreements  with  a 
single  counterparty.  There  are  no  restrictions  in  the  amount  that  can  be  invested  in 
U.S.  securities.  During  fiscal  year  2012,  the  state  did  not  have  any  instances  of 
noncompliance  with  these  requirements  and  policies. 

The  State  Treasurer  requires  investments  in  commercial  paper  and  bankers' 
acceptances  to  have  the  highest  letter  and  numerical  ranking  (Al/Pl)  as  rated  by 
Moody's  Investor  Service,  Inc.  and  Standard  &  Poor's  Corporation.  The  State 
Treasurer  does  not  have  any  additional  policies  regarding  credit  ratings  of 
investments. 

Foreign  currency  risk  is  the  risk  that  changes  in  exchange  rates  will  adversely 
affect  the  fair  value  of  an  investment  or  a  deposit.  The  State  Treasurer's  Office 
does  not  have  any  deposits  or  investments  in  foreign  currency  and  therefore  does 
not  have  a  policy  regarding  foreign  currency  risk. 

C.       Securities  Lending  Program 

The  State  Treasurer's  Office  participates  in  a  securities  lending  program  to 
augment  investment  income.  Authority  to  participate  rests  in  Section  30.260.5, 
RSMo.  For  securities  which  are  received  as  collateral  under  a  bonds  borrowed 
program,  at  least  75  percent  of  the  collateral  received  must  match  the  maturities  of 
the  securities  lent  with  a  maximum  duration  gap  between  loans  and  investments 
of  15  days.  The  maximum  life  of  term  loans  shall  be  90  days. 

Collateral  may  be  in  the  form  of  cash,  securities  issued  or  guaranteed  by  the  U.S. 
government  or  its  agencies,  or  bank  letters  of  credit  or  equivalent  obligation  if 
pre-approved  by  the  State  Treasurer's  Office.  Collateral  must  be  provided  in  the 
amount  of  102  percent  of  the  then  market  value  of  the  loaned  securities  and 
accrued  interest,  if  any.  The  Custodian  provides  for  full  indemnification  to  the 
State  Treasurer's  Office  for  any  losses  that  might  occur  in  the  program  due  to 
borrower  default,  insolvency,  or  failure  to  return  loaned  securities. 
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3.        Capital  Assets 


Capital  asset  activity  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  was  as  follows: 


Balance 
July  1,2011 

Increases 

Decreases 

Balance 
June  30,  2012 

Governmental  Activities: 
Capital  Assets  not  being 
Depreciated/ Amortized: 
Software  in  Progress 

$  38,746 

$ 

18,081 

$ 

(38,746) 

$ 

18,081 

Total  Capital  Assets  not 
Being  Depreciated/ 
Amortized 

38,746 

$ 

18,081 

$ 

(38,746) 

$ 

18,081 

Capital  Assets  being 
Depreciated/ Amortized : 

Equipment,  Governmental 

Funds 

Software,  Governmental 
Funds 

Equipment,  Proprietary  Funds 

139,252 

10,446 
4,823 

$ 

10,618 

38,746 
8,223 

$ 

(16,010) 

0 
0 

$ 

133,860 

49,192 
13,046 

Total  Capital  Assets  being 
Depreciated/ Amortized 

154,521 

57,587 

(16,010) 

196,098 

Less  Accumulated  Depreciation/ 
Amortization  for: 

Equipment,  Governmental 

Funds 

Software,  Governmental 
Funds 

Equipment,  Proprietary  Funds 

(89,636) 
(4,823) 

(34,069) 
(1,847) 

0 
0 

(yl,Z.m) 

(42,081) 
(6,670) 

Total  Accumulated 
Depreciation/ Amortization 

(102,471) 

(51,551) 

14,002 

(140,020) 

Total  Capital  Assets  being 
Depreciated/ Amortized,  Net 

52,050 

6,036 

(2,008) 

56,078 

Governmental  Activities 
Capital  Assets,  Net 

$  90,796 

$ 

24,117 

$ 

(40,754) 

$ 

74,159 

-28- 


4. 


Changes  in  Long-Term  Liabilities 


The  following  is  a  summary  of  changes  in  long-term  liabilities  for  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012: 

Balance                                                Balance  Due 
July  1,                                                 June  30,  Within 
2011  Increases       Decreases  2012  One  Year 

Governmental 

Activities: 

Compensated 

Absences  $     109,937      $    105,240     $    104,197    $     110,980     $  104,197 

Total 

Governmental 

Activities  $     109,937      $    105,240     $    104,197    $     110,980     $  104,197 


5.  Payables 

A  summary  of  accounts  payable  at  June  30,  2012,  is  shown  below: 

Governmental      Proprietary  Balance 

Funds  Fund  June  30,  2012 

Accounts  Payable: 

Vendors  $       7,450       $  0  $  7,450 

Employees  40,766  789  41,555 


Total  Accounts  Payable         $     48,216       $        789        $  49,005 


6.        Interfund  Assets  and  Liabilities 

A  summary  of  interfund  assets  and  liabilities  at  June  30,  2012,  is  shown  below: 

Due  To/From  Other  Funds 


Treasurer's           Central  Check 
General           Mailing  Service 
Operations  Fund      Revolving  Fund  Totals 


Due  to  Other  Funds: 
General  Government 

$ 

43,604 

$ 

751 

$ 

44,355 

Totals 

$ 

43,604 

$ 

751 

$ 

44,355 

Due  From  Other  Funds: 
General  Government 

$ 

0 

$ 

23,252 

$ 

23,252 

Totals 

$ 

0 

$ 

23,252 

$ 

23,252 
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Interfund  assets  do  not  equal  interfund  liabilities  because  only  funds  related  to  the  State 
Treasurer's  Office  are  being  presented,  not  all  state  funds. 

7.  Restatements 

During  fiscal  year  2012,  net  assets  of  the  Central  Check  Mailing  Service  Revolving  Fund 
were  restated  due  to  a  decrease  in  amounts  due  from  other  funds  following  an  adjustment 
for  uncollectible  amounts.  A  summary  of  this  restatement  is  shown  below: 

June  30,  20 1 1 ,  Net  Assets  Previously  Reported  $  45 ,7 1 6 

Prior  Period  Adjustment   (10) 

June  30,  20 1 1 ,  Net  As  sets  Restated  $  45 ,706 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
REQUIRED  SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION 
BUDGETARY  COMPARISON  SCHEDULE 
GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Treasurer's  General  Operations  Fund  Treasurer's  Information  Fund 


Original 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
with  Final 
Budget 

Original 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
with  Final 
Budget 

Beginning  Budgetary  Fund  Balance 

$ 

1,161,324 

$  1,161,324 

$ 

1,161,324 

$  0 

$  3,593 

$  3,593 

$  3,593 

$  0 

Resources  (Inflows): 
Interest 

Cost  Reimbursement/Miscellaneous 

2,695,172 
4,828 

2,695,172 
4,828 

2,759,240 
4,943 

64,068 
115 

0 

8,015 

0 

8,015 

0 

1,148 

0 

(6,867) 

Total  Resources  (Inflows) 

2,700,000 

2,700,000 

2,764,183 

64,183 

8,015 

8,015 

1,148 

(6,867) 

Amount  Available  for  Appropriation 

3,861,324 

3,861,324 

3,925,507 

64,183 

11,608 

11,608 

4,741 

(6,867) 

Charges  to  Appropriations  (Outflows): 
General  Government 
Transfers  Out 

2,035,463 
575,676 

2,035,463 
647,800 

1,852,745 
647,414 

182,718 
386 

8,000 
15 

8,000 
15 

1,806 
12 

6,194 
3 

Total  Charges  to  Appropriations 

2,611,139 

2,683,263 

2,500,159 

183,104 

8,015 

8,015 

1,818 

6,197 

Ending  Budgetary  Fund  Balance 

$ 

1,250,185 

$  1,178,061 

$ 

1,425,348 

$  247,287 

$  3,593 

$  3,593 

$  2,923 

$  (670) 

Reconciling  Items: 

Reclassifying  Cash  Equivalents  as  Investments  (1,072,714)  (2,200) 

Investments  at  Fair  Value  1,075,960  2,206 

Invested  Securities  Lending  Collateral  32,354  66 

Accounts  Payable  (7,445)  (5) 

Accrued  Payroll  (40,766)  0 

Due  to  Other  Funds  (43,604)  0 

Securities  Lending  Obligation  (32,354)   (66) 

Fund  Balance  -  GAAP  Basis                                                           $    1,336,779  $  2,924 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Required  Supplementary  Information  are  an  integral  part  of  this  schedule. 

-32- 


OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
NOTES  TO  THE  REQUIRED  SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION 


The  Budgetary  Comparison  Schedule  in  Required  Supplementary  Information  (RSI)  presents 
comparisons  of  the  original  and  revised  legally  adopted  budgets  with  actual  data  on  a  budgetary 
basis  for  the  Treasurer's  General  Operations  Fund  and  the  Treasurer's  Information  Fund. 

The  Budgetary  Comparison  Schedule  reports  revenues  and  expenditures  on  a  budgetary  basis 
where  "actual"  revenues  are  recognized  when  cash  is  received,  and  "actual"  expenditures  are 
recognized  for  cash  disbursements.  The  accounting  principles  applied  for  reporting  on  a 
budgetary  basis  differ  from  those  used  to  present  the  financial  statements  in  accordance  with 
GAAP.  A  reconciliation  of  the  two  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  has  been  presented  at 
the  bottom  of  the  Budgetary  Comparison  Schedule. 

The  "original  budget"  expenditures  and  transfers  represent  the  amounts  originally  appropriated 
for  each  fund.  The  "final  budget"  expenditures  and  transfers  include  increases  and  decreases  to 
appropriations  during  the  fiscal  year. 

In  accordance  with  state  statute,  all  state  funds  must  have  an  appropriation  before  amounts  can 
be  expended  or  transferred  to  another  state  fund,  therefore  variances  between  "budgeted"  and 
"actual"  expenditures  and  transfers  on  the  budgetary  schedule  will  always  be  positive. 
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Schedule  1 


OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  AND  EXPENDITURES 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

ZU1Z 

ZU1  1 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

pCMpn  AT    OU\7TT\TT  Tt?  T7T  T\yn 

LrcJN  UKAL  Jvc  V  HiN  U  rl  r  U  IN  D 

issuing  UUpilLdlc/OUllaweU  LllcCKS  o 

'  J,Z1U,UUU 

.5,1  /o,oul 

31,139 

1,250,000 

1    1  Q« 

i,iyj>,jjj 

SzL  f-,47 

Refunds  of  excess  interest  from 

uie  iinKeu  ueposit  piograin 

1UU 

JU 

70 

200 

OD 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

j,zlU,  1UU 

Q   1  7Q  QQ 1 

J,L  /o,oy  1 

3 1 ,209 

1    OCA  IflA 

1,250,200 

1   1  nc  A  on 

i,iyj,4o  / 

34,  / 1  j 

TREASURER'S  GENERAL  OPERATIONS  FUND 

Personal  service 

1,554,742 

1,457,835 

96,907 

1,493,217 

1,485,434 

7,783 

Expense  and  equipment 

270,672 

196,909 

73,763 

353,872 

346,604 

7,268 

Unemployment  benefits 

10,183 

907 

9,276 

8,503 

8,501 

2 

Treasurer  state  owned  building 

199,866 

197,094 

2,772 

207,165 

207,110 

55 

Total  Treasurer's  General  Operations  Fund 

2,035,463 

1,852,745 

182,718 

2,062,757 

2,047,649 

15,108 

TREASURER'S  INFORMATION  FUND 

Expense  and  equipment 

8,000 

1,806 

6,194 

8,000 

1,201 

6,799 

Total  Treasurer's  Information  Fund 

8,000 

1,806 

0,1 

o  c\r\c\ 
o,UUU 

1,201 

6,799 

CENTRAL  CHECK  MAILING  SERVICE 

REVOLVING  FUND 

Personal  service 

22,978 

22,968 

10 

23,078 

23,064 

14 

Expense  and  equipment 

225,000 

84,695 

140,305 

224,900 

69,221 

155,679 

Total  Central  Check  Mailing  Service 

Revolving  Fund 

247,978 

107,663 

140,315 

247,978 

92,285 

155,693 

ABANDONED  FUND  ACCOUNT  FUND 

Personal  service 

517,401 

502,500 

14,901 

517,401 

491,903 

25,498 

Expense  and  equipment 

98,600 

78,966 

19,634 

98,600 

91,947 

6,653 

Advertising  and  auctions 

955,000 

954,827 

173 

912,902 

899,843 

13,059 

Payment  of  claims  for  abandoned  property 

38,000,000 

36,413,796 

1,586,204 

35,000,000 

34,703,091 

296,909 

Unemployment  benefits 

2,241 

2,240 

1 

6,081 

6,080 

1 

Total  Abandoned  Fund  Account  Fund 

39,573,242 

37,952,329 

1,620,913 

36,534,984 

36,192,864 

342,120 

Total  All  Funds  $ 

.  45,074,783 

43,093,434 

1,981,349 

40,103,919 

39,529,486 

574,433 

The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Supplementary  Information  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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Schedule  2 


OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  EXPENDITURES  (FROM  APPROPRIATIONS) 

Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012  2011 


Personal  service 

$ 

1,983,303 

2,000,401 

Travel 

21,416 

6,651 

Expense  and  equipment 

448,599 

458,165 

Communications  expense 

83,995 

74,545 

Professional  services 

842,589 

947,188 

Equipment  repairs  and  maintenance 

62,011 

67,277 

Equipment  and  software  purchases 

55,687 

62,100 

Abandoned  fund  claim  payments 

36,413,796 

34,703,091 

Replacement  of  outlawed  checks 

3,178,861 

1,195,353 

Unemployment  benefits 

3,147 

14,581 

Refunds  of  excess  interest  from  the  linked  deposit 

program 

30 

134 

Total  Expenditures 

$ 

43,093,434 

39,529,486 

The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Supplementary  Information  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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Schedule  3 

OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 

STATEMENT  OF  CHANGES  IN  GENERAL  CAPITAL  ASSETS 
YEAR  ENDED  JUNE  30,  2012 


Furniture  Software  Motor  Total  General 

and  Equipment         Software  in  Progress  Vehicles  Capital  Assets 

Balance,  June  30, 2011       $           427,407               18,993  38,746  15,431  500,577 

Additions                                 21,731              38,746  18,081  0  78,558 

Dispositions                             (102,852)   0_  (38,746)   0_  (141,598) 

Balance,  June  30, 2012       $           346,286              57,739  18,081  15,431  437,537 


Balance 

 Fund  of  Acquisition   June  30,  2012 

General  Revenue  Fund  $  164,576 

Treasurer's  General  Operations  Fund  199,434 

Central  Check  Mailing  Service  Revolving  Fund  13,046 

Second  Injury  Fund  829 

Abandoned  Fund  Account  Fund  57,953 

Treasurer's  Information  Fund   1,699 

Total  All  Funds  $  437,537 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Supplementary  Information  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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Schedule  4 

OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  FUNDS  IN  CUSTODY  OF  STATE  TREASURER 

June  30, 

 2012    2011    2010    2009    2008 

APPROPRIATED  FUNDS 


Demand  Deposits: 


US  Bank  $ 

19,521,037 

19,576,124 

36,059,240 

25,073,436 

3,254,861 

Central  Bank 

8,162,215 

69,141,278 

51,298,737 

62,447,766 

2,887,077 

Premier  Bank 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,933 

Commerce  Bank 

10,063,041 

14,987,119 

15,006,383 

8,986,650 

1,003,059 

Bank  of  New  York  Midwest 

75,045,355 

50,045,196 

50,190,689 

463,418 

35,371 

UMB  Bank 

(1,032,510) 

(25,491,067) 

(132,951,485) 

(98,153,059) 

(104,051,423) 

Collection  bank  accounts 

2,560,911 

12,160,071 

1,990,604 

2,976,740 

3,219,655 

Total  Demand  Deposits 

114,320,049 

140,418,721 

21,594,168 

1,794,951 

(93,627,467) 

Pooled  Investments: 

Time  deposits 

569,867,495 

652,429,893 

589,443,027 

619,916,057 

794,573,654 

U.S.  government  securities 

2,070,031,748 

2,224,602,562 

2,473,096,949 

2,138,596,968 

3,060,593,602 

Commercial  paper  and  banker  acceptances 

0 

61,693,783 

0 

183,069,065 

255,421,715 

Repurchase  agreements 

887,623,000 

1,213,394,000 

704,639,000 

344,236,000 

336,856,001 

Total  Pooled  Investments 

3,527,522,243 

4,152,120,238 

3,767,178,976 

3,285,818,090 

4,447,444,972 

Total  Demand  Deposits  and  Pooled  Investments 

3,641,842,292 

4,292,538,959 

3,788,773,144 

3,287,613,041 

4,353,817,505 

Special  Fund  Dedicated  Investments: 

U.S.  government  securities 

39,270,832 

39,282,060 

35,817,480 

34,239,743 

31,847,311 

Donated  corporate  stock 

5,130 

5,130 

5,130 

5,130 

5,130 

Total  Special  Fund  Dedicated  Investments 

39,275,962 

39,287,190 

35,822,610 

34,244,873 

31,852,441 

Total  Appropriated  Funds 

3,681,118,254 

4,331,826,149 

3,824,595,754 

3,321,857,914 

4,385,669,946 

lONAPPROPRIATED  FUNDS 

Demand  deposits 

10,640,648 

10,926,394 

12,584,187 

13,198,903 

13,422,723 

Repurchase  agreements 

1,006,000 

0 

1,000,000 

1,280,000 

26,585,259 

Commercial  paper  and  banker  acceptances 

0 

999,988 

0 

0 

0 

Time  deposits 

0 

0 

0 

1,000,000 

2,500,000 

Total  Nonappropriated  Funds 

11,646,648 

11,926,382 

13,584,187 

15,478,903 

42,507,982 

Total  Cash  and  Investments  $ 

3,692,764,902 

4,343,752,531 

3,838,179,941 

3,337,336,817 

4,428,177,928 

The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Supplementary  Information  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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Schedule  5 


OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  INTEREST  RECEIVED  ON  POOLED  INVESTMENTS 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

INTEREST  RECEIPTS 

General  and  special  funds  $ 

:  26,429,849 

31,748,010 

39,599,319 

97,518,011 

178,680,683 

Debt  retirement  funds 

2,288,094 

2,906,855 

6,742,590 

16,181,881 

22,937,142 

Total  Appropriated  Funds 

28,717,943 

34,654,865 

46,341,909 

113,699,892 

201,617,825 

Trust  funds 

6,539 

3,792 

3,730 

166,375 

2,678,192 

Total  Interest  Receipts  $ 

;  28,724,482 

34,658,657 

46,345,639 

113,866,267 

204,296,017 

The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Supplementary  Information  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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Notes  to  the  Supplementary  Information 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
NOTES  TO  THE  SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION 


1.  General  Capital  Assets 

Capital  assets,  which  include  equipment  and  software,  are  valued  at  historical  cost  or 
estimated  historical  cost  if  actual  historical  cost  is  not  available.  The  estimate  of  historical 
cost  was  based  on  current  appraised  value  indexed  to  the  date  of  acquisition.  Donated  capital 
assets  are  reported  at  estimated  fair  value  at  the  time  received.  Capital  assets  acquired 
through  lease  agreements  are  capitalized  at  the  inception  of  the  agreement. 

The  capitalization  threshold  for  all  equipment  is  $1,000  and  software  is  $5,000. 

Equipment  and  software  are  depreciated/amortized  using  the  straight-line  method  of 
depreciation/amortization  over  a  useful  life  of  5  years  for  equipment  and  3  to  5  years  for 
software.  Accumulated  depreciation/amortization  on  general  capital  assets  at  June  30,  2012, 
was  $354,757. 

2.  Basis  of  Presentation 

The  amounts  presented  in  Schedules  4  and  5  represent  all  funds  in  the  state  treasury  and  all 
trust  funds  in  the  custody  of  the  State  Treasurer. 

State  treasury  funds  are  subject  to  appropriation;  trust  funds  are  not.  The  schedules  do  not 
include  any  funds  or  investments  that  are  not  in  the  custody  of  the  State  Treasurer. 

3.  Cash  and  Investments 

Article  IV,  Section  15  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  establishes  the  State  Treasurer  as 
custodian  of  all  state  funds  and  funds  received  from  the  U.S.  government.  This  section 
further  authorizes  the  State  Treasurer  to  place  all  such  monies  on  time  deposit,  bearing 
interest,  in  Missouri  banking  institutions  selected  by  the  State  Treasurer  and  approved  by  the 
Governor  and  the  State  Auditor,  or  in  obligations  of  the  U.S.  government  or  any  agency  or 
instrumentality  thereof  maturing  or  becoming  payable  not  more  than  5  years  from  the  date  of 
purchase.  In  addition,  the  State  Treasurer  may  enter  into  repurchase  agreements  maturing  and 
becoming  payable  within  90  days  secured  by  U.S.  Treasury  obligations  or  obligations  of  U.S. 
government  agencies  or  instrumentalities  of  any  maturity,  as  provided  by  law.  The  State 
Treasurer  may  also  invest  in  bankers  acceptances  issued  by  domestic  commercial  banks 
possessing  the  highest  rating  issued  by  at  least  2  nationally  recognized  statistical  rating 
organizations  and  in  commercial  paper,  issued  by  domestic  corporations,  which  has  received 
the  highest  rating  issued  by  at  least  2  nationally  recognized  statistical  rating  organizations. 
Investments  in  bankers  acceptances  and  commercial  paper  shall  mature  and  become  payable 
not  more  than  1 80  days  from  the  date  of  purchase,  maintain  the  highest  rating  throughout  the 
duration  of  the  investment  and  meet  any  other  requirements  provided  by  law.  The  State 
Treasurer  shall  prepare,  maintain,  and  adhere  to  a  written  investment  policy  which  shall 
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include  an  asset  allocation  plan  limiting  the  total  amount  of  state  money  which  may  be 
invested  in  each  investment  category  authorized  by  law. 

Deposits 

The  State  Treasurer  maintains  approximately  206  bank  accounts  throughout  the  state.  These 
accounts  include  collection  accounts  which  are  demand  deposit  accounts  for  various  state 
agencies,  and  the  state's  primary  operating  accounts  which  are  also  demand  deposit  accounts. 
Cash  balances  in  the  state's  operating  accounts  which  are  not  needed  for  immediate  use  are 
invested. 

The  State  Treasurer's  deposits  at  June  30,  2012,  were  entirely  covered  by  federal  depositary 
insurance  or  by  collateral  securities  held  by  the  custodial  banks  in  the  State  Treasurer's  name. 

To  protect  the  safety  of  state  deposits,  Sections  30.270  and  110.020,  RSMo,  require 
depositaries  to  pledge  collateral  securities  to  secure  deposits  not  insured  by  the  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Corporation. 

Investments 

The  State  Treasurer's  investments  at  June  30,  2012,  are  listed  by  type  below  to  give  an 
indication  of  the  level  of  risk  assumed  by  the  state  at  year  end.  All  investments  are  insured  or 
registered,  or  have  collateral  held  by  the  State  Treasurer  or  a  custodial  bank  in  the  state's 
name. 


Reported 
Amount 

Fair 
Value 

Time  deposits 

$ 

569,867,495 

569,867,495 

U.S.  government  securities 

2,070,060,477 

2,077,570,780 

Repurchase  agreements 

888,629,000 

888,629,000 

Other  investments 

39,275,962 

39,565,093 

Total  Investments 

$ 

3,567,832,934 

3,575,632,368 

Investments  are  recorded  at  acquisition  cost  except  "other"  investments  which  are  recorded  at 
par.  Investments  in  time  deposits  and  repurchase  agreements  are  acquired  at  face  value  and 
earn  a  stated  interest  rate.  Investments  in  U.S.  government  securities  are  acquired  at  fair 
value  and  mature  at  face  value. 


4.        Demand  Deposit  and  Collection  Accounts 

The  demand  deposits  with  US  Bank  on  Schedule  4  consist  of  one  central  demand  account  at 
June  30,  2012,  two  at  June  30,  2011  and  2010,  and  one  at  June  30,  2009  and  2008.  The 
demand  deposits  with  Central  Bank  consist  of  30  central  demand  accounts  at  June  30,  2012, 
26  at  June  30,  201 1,  28  at  June  30,  2010,  27  at  June  30,  2009,  and  31  at  June  30,  2008.  The 
demand  deposits  with  Premier  Bank  consist  of  no  central  demand  accounts  at  June  30,  2012, 
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201 1,  2010,  and  2009,  and  two  at  June  30,  2008.  The  demand  deposits  with  Commerce  Bank 
consist  of  nine  central  demand  accounts  at  June  30,  2012,  seven  at  June  30,  201 1,  2010,  and 
2009,  and  six  at  June  30,  2008.  The  demand  deposits  with  Bank  of  New  York  consist  of  two 
central  demand  accounts  at  June  30,  2012,  2011  and  2010,  and  one  at  June  30,  2009  and 
2008.  The  demand  deposits  with  UMB  Bank  consist  of  four  central  demand  accounts  at  June 
30,  2012,  and  five  at  June  30,  201 1,  2010,  2009,  and  2008.  Demand  deposit  bank  balances 
were  $19,521,037,  $19,576,124,  $36,059,240,  $25,073,472,  and  $58,220  at  June  30,  2012, 

2011,  2010,  2009,  and  2008,  respectively,  for  US  Bank;  and  $116,710,766,  $102,649,356, 
$9,661,807,  $101,388,206,  and  $2,638,669  at  June  30,  2012,  2011,  2010,  2009,  and  2008, 
respectively,  for  Central  Bank;  and  $0  at  June  30,  2012,  201 1,  2010,  and  2009,  and  $24,705 
at  June  30,  2008,  for  Premier  Bank;  and  $10,423,780,  $15,157,804,  $15,083,622, 
$9,081,750,  and  $1,136,296  at  June  30,  2012, 2011,  2010, 2009,  and  2008,  respectively,  for 
Commerce  Bank;  and  $75,076,252,  $50,118,446,  $50,224,767,  $0  and  $253  at  June  30, 

2012,  2011,  2010,  2009,  and  2008,  respectively,  for  Bank  of  New  York;  and  $249,250, 
$53,005,800,  $55,312,039,  $46,778,874,  and  $103,883  at  June  30, 2012,  201 1, 2010,  2009, 
and  2008,  respectively,  for  UMB  Bank. 

The  collection  bank  accounts  on  Schedule  4  consist  of  three  master  concentration  accounts 
and  their  related  collection  accounts.  The  General  Concentration,  Conservation 
Concentration,  and  Lottery  Concentration  Accounts  were  at  Central  Bank  at  June  30,  2012, 
2011,  2010,  2009,  and  2008  and  have  been  reported  above.  The  related  collection  account 
bank  balances  were  $2,641,064,  $2,983,788,  $2,533,016,  $3,080,097,  and  $4,086,162  at  June 
30,  2012,  2011,  2010,  2009,  and  2008,  respectively. 

Banking  service  agreements  on  the  central  demand  accounts  allow  the  State  Treasurer  to 
invest  outstanding  checks  up  until  the  checks  clear  the  bank,  thereby  investing  an  amount  in 
excess  of  book  balances.  The  negative  balances  at  June  30  (Schedule  4)  for  the  appropriated 
funds  demand  deposits  represent  the  book  balance  net  of  amounts  invested. 

5.        Special  Fund  Dedicated  Investments 

The  State  Treasurer  is  assigned  the  authority  for  recording  direct  investments  of  special  funds 
in  the  accounting  system.  The  amounts  presented  as  special  fund  dedicated  investments  in 
the  appropriated  funds  on  Schedule  4  represent  specific  investments  made  or  held  by  the 
State  Treasurer  on  behalf  of  the  Pansey  Johnson-Travis  Memorial  State  Gardens  Trust  Fund 
and  the  State  Public  School  Fund.  The  State  Treasurer  is  responsible  for  purchasing, 
custodial,  income  collection,  distribution,  and  recordkeeping  duties  related  to  the 
investments  of  these  funds. 

The  investments  of  the  Pansey  Johnson-Travis  Memorial  State  Gardens  Trust  Fund  are 
maintained  in  the  instruments  which  were  transferred  to  the  State  Treasurer  from  the 
previous  trustee  of  the  fund.  The  investment  purchases  for  the  State  Public  School  Fund  are 
made  in  accordance  with  the  instructions  of  the  State  Public  School  Fund  investment 
committee. 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  TREASURER 
ORGANIZATION  AND  STATISTICAL  INFORMATION 


The  State  Treasurer  is  an  elective  office  as  provided  in  the  Missouri  Constitution.  The  duties  of 
the  State  Treasurer  as  defined  by  Article  IV  Section  15  are  to  be  the  custodian  of  all  state  funds; 
to  determine  the  amount  of  state  monies  not  needed  for  current  operating  expenses;  and  to  invest 
such  monies  in  interest-bearing  time  deposits,  in  Missouri  banking  institutions  selected  by  the 
State  Treasurer  and  approved  by  the  Governor  and  State  Auditor,  in  short-term  U.S.  government 
securities,  or  in  certain  allowable  commercial  paper  and  banker's  acceptances. 

The  Office  of  State  Treasurer  operates  in  four  major  functional  areas:  1)  accounting  and  banking 
services,  2)  disbursements  and  records,  3)  investments  and  deposit  programs,  and  4)  unclaimed 
property. 

The  accounting  and  banking  services  area  1)  maintains  a  fund  accounting  system  to  fulfill  a 
statutory  responsibility  to  keep  separate  accounts  of  the  funds  of  the  state  and  to  allocate 
investment  interest  to  funds,  2)  maintains  ledger  controls  on  fund  balances  and  appropriations  to 
assure  that  no  check  is  issued  that  exceeds  the  lawful  appropriated  balances,  3)  controls  receipt 
of  state  monies  collected  by  state  agencies  and  deposited  in  local  banks  throughout  the  state, 

4)  reconciles  bank  activity  to  receipt  and  disbursement  activity  reflected  on  the  state  books, 

5)  determines  the  amount  of  state  monies  not  needed  for  current  operating  expenses,  and 

6)  confirms  daily  disbursements  with  the  bank  as  certified  by  the  Office  of  Administration. 

The  disbursements  and  records  area  provides  processing  support  to  other  departments  of  the 
State  Treasurer's  Office,  as  follows:  1)  provides  retrieval  of  state  checks,  and  2)  controls  and 
processes  outlawed  checks  and  processes  and  verifies  claims  for  replacement  checks. 

The  investments  area  places  state  monies  not  needed  for  current  operating  expenses  in  interest- 
bearing  time  deposits,  U.S.  government  and  agency  securities,  commercial  paper,  banker's 
acceptances,  and  repurchase  agreements.  This  area  also  administers  the  State  Treasurer's 
statutory  linked  deposit  program  and  monitors  and  accounts  for  the  collateralization  of  state 
funds. 

The  Unclaimed  Property  Division  administers  Missouri's  Unclaimed  Property  Act  (Chapter  447 
RSMo).  The  Unclaimed  Property  Division  is  responsible  for  1)  ensuring  unclaimed  property  is 
reported,  2)  receiving  and  recording  reports  of  unclaimed  property,  3)  depositing  unclaimed 
funds  to  the  Abandoned  Fund  Account  Fund,  4)  maintaining  custody  and  safekeeping  of 
abandoned  or  unclaimed  physical  property,  and  5)  processing  owner  claims  for  abandoned  funds 
or  physical  property. 

On  January  14,  2013,  Clint  Zweifel  was  inaugurated  for  his  second  term  as  the  forty-fifth 
Treasurer  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  His  term  will  expire  in  January  2017. 

As  of  June  30,  2012,  the  office  had  43  full-time  positions  and  2  part-time  positions  to  assist  in 
the  accomplishment  of  its  mission. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


City  of  Buckner 


March  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  City  of  Buckner 


Background  The  Missouri  State  Auditor's  office  was  petitioned  under  Section  29.230, 

RSMo,  to  audit  the  City  of  Buckner.  A  minimum  of  200  signatures  was 
required,  and  the  petition  was  signed  by  234  registered,  resident  voters. 

Accounting  Controls  and  Accounting  records  and  financial  reports  are  inaccurate  and  in  need  of 

Procedures  improvement.  Transfers  for  payroll  transactions  are  not  recorded  timely, 

interest  earned  on  investments  is  not  accounted  for  properly  and  posted  to 
the  appropriate  fund,  sales  tax  revenues  are  not  properly  recorded,  and  an 
$18,000  vehicle  sale  in  August  2010  was  not  recorded  in  the  accounting 
records  as  of  March  2012.  The  city  has  not  reconciled  bank  balances  to 
book  balances  for  the  operating  account  since  2008  and  for  several  other 
accounts  in  the  past  several  years  and  did  not  properly  track  and  record 
various  restricted  monies.  Accounting  duties  performed  by  the  City 
Administrator  and  her  staff  are  not  adequately  segregated,  and  no 
supervisory  review  of  this  work  is  performed.  The  city  does  not  maintain  its 
petty  cash  fund  at  an  established  amount  and  does  not  maintain  a  petty  cash 
ledger.  Annual  budgets  do  not  contain  all  elements  required  by  state  law, 
and  are  prepared  for  each  city  department,  rather  than  each  city  fund. 

Water  and  Sewer  System  The  city  increased  water  rates  in  October  2010  and  October  201 1,  but  it  has 

not  conducted  a  rate  study  for  the  past  few  years  to  determine  the  cost  of 
operating  the  water  system,  and  it  has  not  documented  a  multi-year  capital 
improvement  plan  for  either  the  water  or  sewer  system  despite  budgeting 
approximately  $500,000  for  improvements.  Non-monetary  transactions  are 
not  reviewed  by  an  independent  person  and  can  be  approved  by  either  the 
City  Administrator  or  City  Clerk,  both  of  whom  are  also  responsible  for 
collecting  utility  monies  and  have  the  ability  to  alter  or  delete  individual 
utility  account  information.  The  city  does  not  review  the  list  of  customer 
utility  deposits  for  accuracy  or  compare  it  to  the  adjusted  bank  balance,  and, 
audit  staff  determined  the  adjusted  balance  of  the  utility  deposit  account  was 
approximately  $11,000  less  than  the  total  of  customer  deposits.  The  city 
does  not  reconcile  payments  collected  and  non-monetary  transactions  to  the 
monthly  billing  summary  and  does  not  maintain  the  monthly  billing 
summary.  Late  charges  and  shutoffs  of  service  are  not  charged  or  conducted 
in  accordance  with  city  ordinances  for  elected  officials  and  city  staff.  The 
city  does  not  obtain  annual  audits  of  its  water  and  sewer  systems,  as 
required  by  state  law. 

Disbursements  The  City  Administrator  does  not  include  all  disbursements  on  the  council 

approval  list  for  Board  approval  and  does  not  obtain  adequate  supporting 
documentation  for  some  disbursements,  making  it  difficult  to  ensure  all 
disbursements  are  an  appropriate  use  of  public  funds.  The  city  lacks  formal 
policies  and  procedures  documenting  who  should  maintain  a  credit  card, 
appropriate  usage  for  the  credit  cards,  and  required  documentation  to 
support  credit  card  disbursements.  The  city  has  20  credit  cards  from  seven 
vendors,  issued  to  seven  employees,  with  credit  limits  as  high  as  $10,000. 


Capital  Assets 


The  city  does  not  maintain  overall  property  records  or  affix  asset  tags  to  city 
property  and  does  not  document  an  annual  physical  inventory. 


Fuel  and  Vehicle  Use  The  City  Clerk,  Waste  Water  Treatment  Plan  Operator,  and  Public  Works 

Lead  Man  are  allowed  to  use  city  vehicles  to  commute  between  home  and 
work,  but  the  amount  of  personal  mileage  was  not  recorded  on  their  W-2 
forms,  as  required  by  IRS  guidelines,  and  they  were  not  required  to  maintain 
a  mileage  log.  Fuel  and  usage  logs  were  not  maintained  for  equipment  and 
vehicles,  and  fuel  usage  was  not  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases. 

Payroll  The  city  paid  bonuses  totaling  $21,100  to  17  employees,  in  violation  of  the 

Missouri  Constitution,  and  timesheets  were  not  always  signed  by  employees 
or  their  supervisors.  The  City  Administrator,  City  Clerk,  Chief  of  Police, 
and  Mayor  were  each  paid  a  $50  per  month  cellular  phone  allowance,  but 
they  were  not  required  to  submit  invoices  or  other  supporting 
documentation,  and  the  amounts  were  not  reported  on  their  W-2  forms,  as 
required  by  IRS  regulations.  The  city  did  not  timely  and  accurately  record 
payroll  transfers  in  the  accounting  records,  and  the  city  paid  overdraft 
charges  because  some  transfers  from  the  operating  bank  account  to  the 
payroll  account  were  not  made  timely. 

Closed  Meetings  The  city  did  not  document  the  vote  to  close  meetings  or  the  purpose  of 

closed  meetings  in  the  open  meeting  minutes,  and  it  did  not  prepare  minutes 
of  closed  meetings,  as  required  by  state  law. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor. 


American  Recovery  and  The  City  of  Buckner  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the 

Reinvestment  Act  audited  time  Period- 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
City  of  Buckner,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor  was  petitioned  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  to  audit  the  City  of  Buckner.  We  have 
audited  certain  operations  of  the  city  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was 
not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  September  30,  2011.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  city's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  city,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  city's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in 
our  audit  of  the  city. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of 
Buckner. 
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An  additional  report,  2012-'/ 'A,  Sixteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Buckner  Municipal  Division,  was  issued 
in  July  2012. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Todd  M.  Schuler,  CPA 
Rex  Murdock,  M.S.Acct. 
Tabitha  Wacker,  MBA 
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City  of  Buckner 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Accounting  controls  and  procedures  need  improvement.  Due  to  inadequate 
records,  a  lack  of  control  procedures  over  accounting  functions,  and 
inaccurate  financial  reports,  citizens  have  not  been  properly  informed,  and 
the  process  of  making  proper  financial  decisions  is  more  difficult. 


1.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


1 . 1  Accounting  records  Accounting  records  and  financial  reports  are  inaccurate.  The  main  causes  of 

these  inaccuracies  are  the  failure  to  ensure  all  financial  transactions  are 
posted  to  the  accounting  system  and  the  lack  of  bank  reconciliations  (see 
section  1.2).  Our  review  of  accounting  records  and  transactions  revealed 
that  no  one  is  monitoring  transactions  and  financial  reports  to  ensure  all 
activity  is  properly  recorded  in  the  accounting  system.  The  city  has 
developed  a  fund  accounting  system,  but  does  not  maintain  accurate  records 
to  allow  monthly  financial  reports  to  be  prepared  by  fund,  showing  receipts, 
disbursements  and  cash  balances.  The  city  has  engaged  a  private  accounting 
firm  to  compile  financial  statements  at  year  end,  but  the  compilation  report 
indicates  the  balances  and  activity  reported  for  some  city  funds  may  be 
inaccurate  and  the  discrepancies  have  not  been  resolved.  Some  examples  of 
concerns  related  to  financial  reporting  are  as  follows: 

•  Transfers  made  for  payroll  transactions  are  not  recorded  timely  (see 
MAR  finding  number  6).  During  the  year  ended  September  30,  2011, 
the  city  transferred  $439,334  from  the  operating  bank  account  to  the 
payroll  bank  account  to  fund  payroll  for  employees.  However,  the  city 
failed  to  enter  any  of  the  transfers  in  the  accounting  records. 

•  Interest  earned  on  investments  is  not  accounted  for  properly  and  posted 
to  the  appropriate  fund.  In  April  2008,  the  city  purchased  a  $411,725 
certificate  of  deposit.  The  September  30,  2011,  bank  statement  indicated 
the  value  of  the  certificate  of  deposit  with  accrued  interest  was 
$431,017;  however,  the  city  has  not  posted  interest  earned,  totaling 
$19,292,  to  the  accounting  records.  The  city  has  five  certificates  of 
deposit,  with  a  total  value  of  $791,195  as  of  September  30,  2011,  and  it 
is  unclear  how  much  interest  earned  on  other  certificates  of  deposit  has 
not  been  posted  to  the  accounting  system. 

•  Sales  tax  revenues  are  not  properly  recorded.  During  the  year  ended 
September  30,  2011,  the  city  recorded  general  sales  tax  revenues  of 
$223,225  to  the  General  Fund,  while  actual  revenues  received  were 
$202,775.  Additionally,  the  city  recorded  capital  improvement  sales  tax 
revenues  of  $111,613  to  the  Capital  Improvements  Fund,  while  actual 
revenues  received  were  $101,388.  These  differences  were  caused  by 
posting  sales  taxes  received  in  July  2011  twice.  We  noted  other 
instances  of  revenues  being  posted  twice  in  the  city  accounting  records. 
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•  An  $18,000  vehicle  sale  was  not  recorded  in  the  accounting  records  as 
of  March  2012,  although  sale  proceeds  were  receipted  and  deposited  in 
August  2010. 

As  a  result  of  these  and  other  errors  and  failure  to  properly  reconcile  bank 
records  to  the  accounting  system,  receipts,  disbursements,  and  cash  balances 
reported  on  the  monthly  financial  statements  prepared  by  the  city  were  not 
accurate.  Complete  and  accurate  accounting  records  and  financial  reports 
are  necessary  to  keep  city  officials  and  citizens  informed  of  the  financial 
activity  and  condition  of  the  city. 

1.2  Bank  reconciliations  Bank  balances  have  not  been  reconciled  to  book  balances  for  the  operating 

bank  account  since  2008  and  several  other  bank  accounts  had  not  been 
reconciled  in  the  past  several  years.  The  General  Fund,  Capital 
Improvement  Fund,  Restricted  Fund  (streets/roads  and  parks),  Water/Sewer 
Fund,  Water/Sewer  Capital  Fund,  Local  Law  Enforcement  Grant  Fund,  and 
the  Cash  Court  Bond  Fund  are  accounted  for  within  the  operating  bank 
account.  The  city  last  attempted  to  reconcile  the  operating  bank  account  in 
October  2010,  and  at  that  time  a  $247,349  difference  existed  between  bank 
records  and  balances  in  the  individual  cash  ledgers.  No  efforts  were  made  to 
resolve  the  difference  and  no  other  attempts  to  reconcile  the  operating 
account  have  been  made.  In  addition,  a  reconciliation  of  the  payroll  bank 
account  was  last  performed  in  March  2011.  As  of  September  30,  2011,  the 
bank  balance  of  the  operating  bank  account  was  $1,998,215  and  the  bank 
balance  of  the  payroll  account  was  $2,997. 

Bank  reconciliations  for  the  other  six  city  bank  accounts  were  not  current  as 
of  September  30,  2011,  but  the  city  hired  a  local  accountant  to  help 
reconcile  these  accounts  for  the  period  November  2011  through  April  2012 
and  reconciliations  for  these  accounts  were  current  as  of  April  2012. 

Monthly  bank  reconciliations  are  necessary  to  ensure  accounting  records 
balance,  transactions  are  properly  recorded,  and  errors  or  discrepancies  are 
detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  Complete  documentation  is  needed 
to  show  any  discrepancies  are  resolved  and  to  facilitate  independent 
reviews. 

1.3  Fund  Accounting  The  city  does  not  properly  track  and  record  various  restricted  monies  and 

does  not  properly  allocate  some  payments  for  services  and  expenses  to 
various  funds. 

•  For  the  year  ended  September  30,  2011,  the  city  received  water  and 
sewer  fees  of  approximately  $650,000.  The  city  maintains  a  separate 
accounting  of  water  and  sewer  fees;  however,  a  cash  balance  for  each 
type  of  fee  is  not  maintained.  As  a  result,  the  city  cannot  determine  at  a 
point  in  time  what  portion  of  the  Water/Sewer  Fund  represents  restricted 
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water  or  sewer  monies.  While  these  monies  are  restricted  for  specific 
purposes,  they  were  deposited  into  the  general  operating  bank  account. 

•  Law  enforcement  training  (LET)  monies  are  deposited  into  the  General 
Fund,  and  while  receipts  and  disbursements  for  LET  are  tracked,  the 
cash  balance  of  LET  monies  is  not  tracked.  Monies  for  LET  are 
collected  by  the  City  of  Buckner  Municipal  Division  and  transmitted  to 
the  city. 

Receipts,  disbursements,  and  the  accumulated  balance  associated  with 
specific  activities  should  be  recorded  in  separate  funds  or  maintained  in  a 
manner  to  account  for  those  activities.  Proper  recognition  of  all  receipts  and 
disbursements  is  important  to  ensure  operations  can  be  properly  measured 
and  utility  rates  periodically  evaluated  for  reasonableness  and  sufficiency. 
In  addition,  Section  250.150,  RSMo,  requires  the  revenues  of  a  water  and 
sewer  system  be  segregated  from  all  other  revenues  or  funds  of  the  city. 


1 .4  Segregation  of  duties  and  There  is  insufficient  segregation  of  duties  and  no  supervisory  review  of  the 
monitoring  work  performed  by  the  City  Administrator  or  her  staff.  Detailed  financial 

fc  reports  are  not  prepared  monthly  for  review  by  the  Board  of  Aldermen.  The 

City  Administrator,  Administrative  Clerk,  and  City  Clerk  are  responsible  for 
all  record  keeping  and  accounting  functions  of  the  city  and  independent 
reviews  of  their  work  are  not  performed.  While  some  segregation  of  duties 
is  possible  with  the  number  of  staff  available,  each  of  these  employees  has 
the  ability  to  receipt  monies  and  post  transactions  without  any  review  or 
oversight  by  the  other  employees  or  elected  officials. 


To  safeguard  against  possible  loss  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls 
should  provide  reasonable  assurance  that  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal  controls  could  be 
improved  by  segregating  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If  proper  segregation 
of  duties  is  not  possible,  at  a  minimum,  there  should  be  a  documented 
independent  review  of  city  transactions. 

1.5  Petty  Cash  The  petty  cash  fund  is  not  maintained  on  an  imprest  basis.  According  to  the 

City  Administrator,  the  fund  had  been  maintained  at  $300,  but  she  was 
unsure  if  this  had  changed.  A  petty  cash  ledger  supporting  the  petty  cash 
fund  activities  is  not  maintained.  During  the  year  ended  September  30, 
2011,  approximately  $2,000  was  disbursed  related  to  petty  cash.  On  March 
13,  2012,  cash  on  hand  totaled  $46  and  receipts  totaled  $129,  for  a  petty 
cash  total  of  $175,  which  is  $125  less  than  the  described  petty  cash  fund 
balance.  Good  internal  controls  require  petty  cash  to  be  set  at  an  established 
amount  and  to  be  reimbursed  when  it  has  been  expended.  An  imprest  basis 
petty  cash  fund  would  improve  accountability  over  petty  cash  monies. 
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While  annual  budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted,  they  do  not  contain  all 
elements  required  by  state  law  and  are  prepared  by  city  department,  rather 
than  by  fund.  The  budget  for  the  year  ended  September  30,  2011,  did  not 
include  a  budget  message  and  general  budget  summary  or  actual  beginning 
and  ending  cash  balances. 

Section  67.010,  RSMo,  requires  the  budget  present  a  complete  financial 
plan  for  the  ensuing  budget  year  and  outlines  the  various  information  to  be 
included  in  the  budget.  A  complete  and  well  planned  budget,  in  addition  to 
meeting  statutory  requirements,  can  serve  as  a  useful  management  tool  by 
establishing  specific  financial  expectations  for  each  area  of  city  operations. 
It  also  assists  in  setting  tax  levies  and  utility  rates  and  informing  the  public 
about  city  operations  and  current  finances. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

1.1  Ensure  accounting  records  and  financial  reports  accurately  reflect 
the  financial  activity  of  the  city. 

1.2  Ensure  bank  reconciliations  are  performed  each  month  and  any 
differences  are  investigated.  If  adjusting  entries  are  needed, 
documentation  of  the  adjustments  should  be  retained. 

1.3  Establish  separate  funds  for  the  water  and  sewer  activities  and 
maintain  those  monies  in  a  separate  bank  account.  Records  should 
also  be  maintained  in  a  manner  to  account  for  the  receipts, 
disbursements,  and  accumulated  balance  of  LET  monies. 

1.4  Segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  and  implement 
appropriate  and  documented  reviews  and  monitoring  procedures. 

1.5  Maintain  the  petty  cash  fund  on  an  imprest  basis  with 
documentation  of  all  activity. 

1.6  Ensure  budgets  are  prepared  for  each  city  fund  and  contain  all 
information  required  by  state  law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  responses: 

1.1  We  have  been  working  with  our  contracted  accountant  to  finish 
updating  our  financial  records  and  reconciling  the  remaining  two 
bank  accounts,  including  the  operating  account.  We  are  converting 
to  a  new  financial  accounting  system  in  May  2013,  and  plan  to 
ensure  accounting  records  and  financial  reports  are  accurate  in  the 
future. 
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1.2  We  are  in  the  process  of  getting  our  bank  reconciliations  up  to  date 
and  will  ensure  all  adjustments  are  documented  in  the  future. 

1.3  We  have  placed  water  and  sewer  monies  in  a  separate  bank  account 
already  and  by  October  1,  2013,  we  plan  to  establish  separate  funds 
for  water  and  sewer.  We  will  also  plan  to  establish  a  separate  fund 
for  LET  monies  by  the  beginning  of  our  new  fiscal  year. 

1.4  We  have  already  designated  an  Alderman  to  provide  oversight  of 
financial  activities. 

1.5  This  recommendation  has  been  implemented. 

1.6  When  we  prepare  our  budget  for  fiscal  year  2014  we  will  ensure  it 
complies  with  state  law. 


Significant  weaknesses  exist  in  control  procedures  over  providing  water  and 
sewer  services.  Rate  studies  have  not  been  conducted  and  procedures  for 
reviewing  transactions  and  performing  various  reconciliations  are  not 
sufficient.  The  city  has  not  obtained  required  annual  audits. 

2. 1  Water  and  Sewer  rates        A  formal  cost  study  of  water  or  sewer  rates  has  not  been  performed  for 

several  years,  and  a  formal  capital  improvement  plan  for  either  portion  of 
the  utility  system  has  not  been  developed.  At  September  30,  2011,  the 
combined  Water/Sewer  Fund  had  a  cash  balance  of  approximately  $1.3 
million. 

In  both  October  2010  and  October  2011,  the  city  increased  water  rates  by  9 
percent  because  the  water  supplier  had  increased  its  rates.  A  rate  study  has 
not  been  completed  for  the  past  few  years  to  determine  the  cost  of  operating 
the  water  and  sewer  system.  Per  the  Board  minutes  and  review  of  the  2012 
budget,  approximately  $500,000  was  budgeted  to  replace  some  of  the 
existing  sewer  system  and  install  an  ultra  violet  disinfection  system,  but  the 
city  has  not  documented  a  multi-year  capital  improvement  plan  for  either 
the  water  or  sewer  system.  Without  a  current  cost  study  to  support  the  rates 
charged  for  water  and  sewer  services,  it  is  unclear  whether  the  rates  assessed 
for  these  services  are  set  at  an  appropriate  level. 

Section  67.042,  RSMo,  provides  that  fees  may  be  increased  if  supported  by 
a  statement  of  the  costs  which  shows  the  increase  is  necessary  to  cover  the 
cost  of  providing  the  service.  Utility  rates  should  be  set  to  cover  the  cost  of 
providing  the  related  services  and  maintain  reserves  adequate  to  sustain  the 
system.  The  city  should  perform  and  document  a  detailed  cost  study  of  its 
water  and  sewer  costs,  including  depreciation,  and  establish  rates  to  cover 
the  total  cost  of  operations  without  generating  excessive  profits.  Formal 
capital  improvement  plans  serve  as  a  useful  management  tool  and  provide 
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greater  input  into  the  overall  budgeting  process.  Any  rate  studies  performed 
in  the  future  should  incorporate  capital  improvement  plans  and  available 
cash  balances. 


2.2  Non-monetary 
transactions 


Non-monetary  transactions  are  not  reviewed  by  an  independent  person. 
Non-monetary  transactions  are  any  transactions  where  monies  are  not 
received;  however,  the  account  balance  has  been  changed  in  the  accounting 
records,  such  as  waiving  customer  late  charges.  The  Administrative  Clerk, 
City  Administrator,  and  City  Clerk  all  receipt  and  post  utility  payments,  and 
also  have  the  ability  to  post  non-monetary  transactions.  Additionally,  the 
City  Administrator  and  City  Clerk  can  approve  non-monetary  transactions. 
Because  these  employees  are  responsible  for  collecting  utility  monies  and 
have  the  ability  to  alter  or  delete  individual  utility  account  information, 
there  is  an  increased  risk  that  unsupported  or  unauthorized  changes  can  be 
made  in  the  utility  system.  The  city  does  not  produce  reports  of  non- 
monetary transactions  for  the  Board  to  review  and  approve.  Approval  for 
non-monetary  transactions  by  the  City  Administrator  and  City  Clerk  is  not 
documented. 


Non-monetary  transactions  should  be  verified  and  approved  by  a  person 
independent  of  the  postings  of  such  transactions  to  ensure  they  are 
legitimate.  Considering  the  risks  associated  with  non-monetary  transactions, 
the  Board  should  consider  monitoring  all  non-monetary  transactions. 

2.3  Utility  deposits  A  list  of  customer  deposits  is  maintained  in  the  computer  system,  but  this 

listing  is  not  reviewed  for  accuracy  or  compared  to  the  adjusted  bank 
balance.  According  to  the  September  30,  2011,  bank  reconciliation  for  the 
utility  deposit  account  the  adjusted  balance  was  $38,707,  while  the  balance 
of  the  list  of  customer  deposits  was  $49,807,  or  a  shortage  of  $11,100. 

A  complete  and  accurate  listing  of  customer  utility  deposits  and  periodic 
reconciliation  to  the  bank  balance  is  necessary  to  ensure  sufficient  funds  are 
on  hand  to  cover  potential  utility  deposit  liabilities  and  provide  a  record  of 
monies  held  for  individual  customers.  Such  reconciliations  would  allow  for 
prompt  detection  of  discrepancies. 

2.4  Reconciliations  Monthly  reconciliations  of  total  amounts  billed,  payments  received,  and 

amounts  unpaid  for  water  and  sewer  are  not  performed.  The  accounting 
system  is  used  to  prepare  a  monthly  billing  summary  for  the  Water/Sewer 
Fund,  which  documents  the  beginning  balance,  current  charges,  payments, 
and  the  ending  balance.  City  personnel  indicated  the  ending  balance  is 
reviewed  for  reasonableness,  but  the  city  does  not  retain  the  billing 
summary.  Therefore,  the  city  could  not  and  did  not  reconcile  payments 
collected  and  non-monetary  transactions  to  the  monthly  billing  summary. 
Monthly  reconciliations  are  necessary  to  ensure  accounting  records  balance, 
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transactions  are  properly  recorded,  and  any  errors  or  discrepancies  are 
detected  on  a  timely  basis. 

2.5  Water  shutoff  Late  charges  and  shutoffs  of  service  are  not  in  accordance  with  city 

ordinances  for  elected  officials  and  city  staff.  Water  bills  are  sent  out  the 
last  week  of  the  month.  Ordinance  number  700.060  indicates  a  10  percent 
late  fee  is  to  be  added  on  all  unpaid  water  bills  after  the  fifteenth  day  of  each 
month.  Per  Ordinance  700.070,  if  any  bill  for  water  services  shall  be  and 
remains  past  due  and  unpaid  for  as  long  as  thirty  days,  the  customer  shall  be 
notified  that  service  shall  be  discontinued  and  shall  not  be  reconnected  until 
all  past  due  bills  are  paid  in  full,  together  with  a  reconnection  charge  of  $50. 

We  reviewed  the  August  2011  water  billings  and  related  payments,  and 
noted  the  Mayor  and  one  alderman  paid  their  bill  over  30  days  late,  and  their 
water  was  not  shut  off.  In  addition,  for  the  ten  August  2011  billings  of 
elected  officials  and  staff  we  reviewed,  we  noted  $12  of  late  charges  were 
not  assessed.  The  administrative  clerk  said  this  is  done  as  a  courtesy  to  the 
elected  officials  and  city  staff. 

Failing  to  enforce  city  ordinances  related  to  utility  services  for  elected 
officials  and  city  staff  does  not  provide  equitable  treatment  of  all  utility 
users  and  reduces  the  incentive  for  elected  officials  and  employees  to  make 
timely  payments. 

2.6  Audits  The  city  does  not  obtain  annual  audits  of  its  water  and  sewer  systems. 

Although  an  accounting  firm  prepares  compilation  reports  for  the  city,  this 
is  not  an  audit.  The  compilation  indicates  the  reported  cash  balances  for 
several  funds  may  be  inaccurate  due  to  the  lack  of  bank  reconciliations  to 
the  accounting  records. 

Section  250.150,  RSMo,  requires  the  city  to  obtain  annual  audits  of  the 
combined  water  and  sewer  system.  In  addition  to  being  required  by  state 
law,  annual  audits  of  water  and  sewer  funds  help  ensure  monies  are  properly 
handled  and  financial  transactions  are  properly  recorded. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

2.1  Review  water  and  sewer  rates  periodically  to  ensure  revenues  are 
sufficient  to  cover  all  costs  of  providing  these  services,  but  not  set  at 
a  level  that  results  in  excessive  fund  balances.  In  addition,  the  Board 
should  prepare  a  formal  capital  improvement  plan  for  the  water  and 
sewer  system. 

2.2  Ensure  a  documented  review  of  all  non-monetary  transactions 
posted  to  the  water  and  sewer  system  is  performed  by  an 
independent  person. 


10 


City  of  Buckner 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


2.3  Ensure  customer  deposits  are  reconciled  to  the  cash  balance  and 
differences  are  investigated. 

2.4  Ensure  monthly  reconciliations  of  amounts  billed  to  amounts 
collected  and  delinquent  accounts  are  performed.  In  addition,  the 
Board  should  ensure  adequate  documentation  to  support 
reconciliations  is  retained. 

2.5  Ensure  utility  shutoff  procedures  are  followed  and  late  charges  are 
applied  in  compliance  with  city  ordinances  for  all  utility  customers, 
including  elected  officials  and  city  staff. 

2.6  Obtain  annual  audits  as  required  by  state  law. 
Auditee's  Response          The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  responses: 

2.1  In  conjunction  with  preparing  our  fiscal  year  2014  budget,  we  will 
incorporate  the  recently  completed  capital  improvement  plan  for 
the  sewer  system  into  a  cost  analysis  of  providing  water  and  sewer 
services  to  ensure  rates  are  set  at  an  appropriate  level.  We  will  also 
consider  having  a  capital  improvement  plan  for  the  water  system 
prepared. 

2.2  We  agree  and  have  implemented  this  recommendation. 

2.3  We  are  in  the  process  of  completing  this  reconciliation  and  hope  to 
have  it  completed  by  May  1,  2013. 

2.4  Once  we  convert  to  our  new  financial  system  in  May  we  will  ensure 
this  is  completed. 

2.5  We  agree  and  will  implement  this  recommendation  immediately. 

2.6  We  are  currently  in  the  process  of  obtaining  an  audit  of  the  water 
and  sewer  system. 


Controls  and  procedures  over  disbursements  including  Board  approval, 
obtaining  supporting  documentation,  and  credit  cards  are  in  need  of 
improvement. 

The  Board  does  not  approve  all  disbursements.  The  City  Administrator 
indicated  that  only  payments  which  are  non-recurring  are  presented  to  the 
Board  for  approval.  During  Board  meetings,  the  Board  approves 
disbursements  listed  on  a  council  approval  report.  Our  testing  determined 
that  recurring  disbursements  were  not  treated  consistently.  Some  recurring 
payments  were  included  on  the  council  approval  report  for  one  month  and 


3.  Disbursements 

3.1  Board  approval 
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not  included  in  another  month.  We  also  identified  non-recurring 
disbursements,  such  as  a  disbursement  related  to  the  park,  which  were  not 
included  on  the  council  approval  report. 

To  safeguard  against  possible  loss  or  misuse  of  funds,  the  Board  should 
approve  all  disbursements  and  review  supporting  documentation,  bank 
information,  and  canceled  checks.  Board  approval  of  disbursements  should 
be  documented  in  the  minutes,  and  by  signature  or  initials  on  monthly 
reports. 

Adequate  supporting  documentation  was  not  obtained  for  some 
disbursements.  We  tested  a  monthly  billing  from  four  different  credit  card 
vendors,  totaling  $4,385,  and  supporting  documentation  was  not  available 
for  various  purchases  made  totaling  $367. 

Additionally,  the  city  holds  the  Park  Board  bank  account  and  makes 
distributions  at  the  Park  Board's  request.  We  tested  three  disbursements  to 
the  Park  Board  totaling  $2,286  and  noted  the  city  did  not  receive  supporting 
documentation  for  the  items  purchased,  including  $500  for  petty  cash  which 
the  Park  Board  President  indicated  was  used  to  purchase  fireworks. 

All  disbursements  should  include  proper  supporting  documentation  to 
ensure  the  obligation  was  actually  incurred  and  the  disbursement  represents 
an  appropriate  use  of  public  funds. 

3.3  Credit  Cards  Controls  over  credit  cards  need  improvement.  The  city  has  20  credit  cards 

from  seven  vendors  issued  to  seven  employees,  with  credit  limits  as  high  as 
$10,000.  During  the  year  ended  September  30,  2011,  the  city  disbursed 
$56,941  to  credit  card  vendors.  The  city  has  not  adopted  formal  policies  and 
procedures  documenting  who  should  maintain  a  credit  card,  appropriate 
usage  for  the  credit  cards,  and  required  documentation  to  support  credit  card 
disbursements. 

Complete  and  detailed  written  credit  card  policies  and  procedures  are 
necessary  to  provide  guidance  to  employees  and  help  determine  who 
actually  needs  a  credit  card.  The  city  should  develop  policies  that  require  all 
invoices  to  be  submitted  prior  to  payment  of  credit  card  statements,  and 
purchases  to  be  approved  by  someone  other  than  the  card  user.  The  city 
should  perform  a  review  of  all  credit  card  purchases  to  ensure  expenses  paid 
are  necessary,  reasonable,  and  adequately  documented. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

3.1       Review  and  approve  all  disbursements  and  ensure  approval  of 
disbursements  is  documented. 


3.2  Supporting 
documentation 
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3.2       Require  adequate,  detailed  supporting  documentation  be  obtained 
and  retained  for  all  disbursements. 


Auditee's  Response 


4.  Capital  Assets 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


5.  Fuel  and  Vehicle 

Use 


3.3  Adopt  formal  policies  and  procedures  for  credit  card  usage  that 
include  criteria  for  identifying  employees  that  should  be  assigned  a 
card,  require  adequate  documentation  be  maintained  and  reconciled 
to  billing  statements,  and  require  purchases  be  approved  by 
someone  other  than  the  card  user. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  responses: 

3.1  This  recommendation  has  been  implemented. 

3.2  We  are  being  more  diligent  in  ensuring  adequate  documentation  is 
on  hand  to  support  all  disbursements. 

3.3  We  will  review  our  credit  card  policies  and  ensure  adequate 
documentation  is  maintained  and  reconciled  to  the  statement 
monthly.  Credit  limits  will  be  reviewed  periodically  in  the  future 
and  approval  for  purchases  will  be  obtained. 

The  city  has  not  implemented  adequate  procedures  to  account  for  city 
property  and  ensure  proper  insurance  coverage.  The  city  does  not  maintain 
overall  property  records,  or  affix  asset  tags  to  city  property.  While  city 
personnel  indicated  an  annual  physical  inventory  is  conducted  using 
insurance  records  as  property  records,  the  inventory  is  not  documented. 

Adequate  capital  asset  records  and  procedures  are  necessary  to  secure  better 
internal  controls  and  safeguard  city  assets  that  are  susceptible  to  loss,  theft, 
or  misuse,  and  to  provide  a  basis  for  determining  property  insurance 
coverage. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  complete  and  detailed  property  records  are 
maintained,  assets  are  properly  tagged  for  identification,  and  annual 
physical  inventories  are  performed  and  compared  to  detailed  records. 
Additionally,  the  comparison  should  be  documented. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  response: 

By  the  beginning  of  the  next  fiscal  year,  we  will  tag  all  assets,  develop  an 
overall  property  record,  and  reconcile  it  to  our  insurance  records  to  ensure 
proper  coverage.  Annual  inventories  will  be  performed  in  the  future. 

Concerns  related  to  reporting  taxable  fringe  benefits  to  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  (IRS)  and  procedures  for  monitoring  fuel  and  vehicle  use  were 
identified. 
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5.1  Commuting  miles 


The  City  Clerk,  Waste  Water  Treatment  Plant  Operator,  and  Public  Works 
Lead  Man  are  allowed  to  use  city  vehicles  to  commute  between  home  and 
work;  however,  the  value  of  personal  (commuting)  mileage  was  not 
recorded  on  their  W-2  forms  as  required  by  IRS  guidelines.  These 
employees  are  not  required  to  maintain  a  mileage  log  indicating  business 
and  personal  use. 


IRS  reporting  guidelines  indicate  personal  commuting  mileage  is  a 
reportable  fringe  benefit.  Furthermore,  IRS  guidelines  require  the  full  value 
of  the  provided  vehicle  be  reported  on  employee  W-2  forms  if  the  employer 
does  not  require  submission  of  detailed  logs  that  distinguish  between 
business  and  personal  use.  Additionally,  the  city  may  be  subject  to  penalties 
and/or  fines  for  failure  to  report  all  taxable  benefits. 


5.2  Monitoring  fuel  and 
vehicle  use 


Fuel  and  usage  logs  are  not  maintained  for  equipment  and  vehicles,  and  fuel 
usage  is  not  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases.  Without  adequate  records,  the  city 
cannot  effectively  monitor  vehicle/equipment  use  or  verify  accuracy  of  fuel 
billings.  The  city  disbursed  approximately  $35,000  for  fuel  during  the  year 
ended  September  30,  2011. 


Fuel  and  usage  logs  are  necessary  to  document  the  appropriate  use  of 
equipment  and  vehicles  and  to  support  fuel  charges.  The  logs  should  include 
sufficient  documentation  to  determine  reasonableness  of  miles  driven  and 
allow  reconciliation  of  fuel  use  to  fuel  purchases. 


Recommendations 


The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


5.1  Comply  with  IRS  guidelines  for  reporting  fringe  benefits  related  to 
commuting  in  city-owned  vehicles.  In  addition,  fuel  and  usage  logs 
should  be  required  when  vehicles  are  used  for  commuting. 

5.2  Require  fuel  use  logs  be  maintained  for  all  city-owned  vehicles  and 
equipment,  and  these  logs  be  reviewed  and  reconciled  to  fuel 
purchases.  Any  significant  discrepancies  should  be  investigated. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  responses: 

5.1  We  will  review  IRS  guidelines  and  ensure  the  required  reporting  is 
done  in  the  future.  We  will  begin  preparing  mileage  logs  for  all  city 
vehicles  immediately. 

5.2  We  will  strengthen  controls  over  fuel  usage  by  ensuring  logs  are 
maintained  and  reviewed  monthly. 
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6.  Payroll 


Payroll  controls  and  procedures  need  improvement. 


6.1  Payroll  records 


Problems  were  identified  with  the  handling  of  payroll  by  the  city.  The  city 
maintains  a  separate  bank  account  for  payroll  and  makes  transfers  from  the 
operating  account  to  the  payroll  account.  During  the  year  ended 
September  30,  2011,  payroll  costs  were  approximately  $439,000.  The 
following  concerns  were  identified: 


•  Accounting  entries  are  not  made  timely  or  accurately  to  record  payroll 
transfers  made  from  other  funds.  The  computer  information  system 
automatically  interfaces  the  payroll  cash  ledger  with  the  General, 
Water/Sewer,  and  Restricted  Funds,  and  makes  the  withdrawal 
transactions  for  payroll  activity.  Appropriate  entries  to  record  the 
transfer  of  monies  from  the  respective  fund  operating  account  into  the 
respective  fund  payroll  cash  ledgers  are  not  posted.  Failing  to  post  these 
entries  leaves  a  negative  balance  in  the  payroll  account  for  each  fund 
and  does  not  reduce  the  cash  balance  in  the  operating  account.  As  of 
September  30,  2011,  the  total  account  balances  reflected  on  the  payroll 
cash  ledgers  for  the  General,  Water/Sewer,  and  Restricted  Funds  were 
($459,607). 

While  the  city  actually  transferred  the  money  from  the  operating  bank 
account  to  the  payroll  bank  account,  the  transactions  were  not  recorded 
in  the  accounting  records.  The  September  30,  2011,  payroll  bank 
statement  ending  balance  was  $2,997. 


•  Overdraft  charges  were  incurred  because  some  transfers  from  the 
operating  bank  account  to  the  payroll  bank  account  were  not  made 
timely.  As  a  result,  overdraft  fees  of  $636  were  incurred  during  the  year 
ended  September  30,  2011. 

Timely  recording  of  all  transactions  and  maintaining  an  accurate 
comprehensive  running  cash  account  balance  for  the  payroll  account  would 
aid  in  monitoring  the  payroll  account  and  eliminate  the  occurrence  of  bank 
overdraft  fees. 


6.2  Bonuses  One-time  merit  bonuses  totaling  $21,100  were  paid  to  17  employees  in 

October  2011.  Bonuses  ranged  from  $250  to  $2,250  and  were  paid  based 
upon  supervisor  recommendations.  Minutes  from  the  September  1,  2011, 
Board  of  Aldermen  meeting  indicate  the  city's  intent  to  pay  a  one-time  merit 
bonus  to  employees.  In  a  subsequent  meeting,  the  wording  describing  these 
bonuses  was  changed  to  say  they  were  one-time  salary  adjustments,  which 
per  city  officials,  was  based  on  verbal  discussions  with  the  city  attorney; 
however,  there  is  no  documentation  of  a  written  legal  opinion  regarding 
these  payments. 
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These  payments  appear  to  represent  additional  compensation  for  services 
previously  rendered  and,  as  such,  are  in  violation  of  Article  III,  Section  39, 
Missouri  Constitution,  and  Attorney  General's  Opinion  No.  72,  1955  to 
Pray,  which  states,  "...  a  government  agency  deriving  its  power  and 
authority  from  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  state  would  be  prohibited 
from  granting  extra  compensation  in  the  form  of  bonuses  to  public  officers 
after  the  service  has  been  rendered." 

6.3  Time  sheets  Time  sheets  are  not  always  signed  by  the  employee  or  the  supervisor.  Of  the 

ten  time  sheets  reviewed,  one  was  not  signed  by  the  employee,  and  three 
were  not  approved  by  the  supervisor. 

Time  sheets  are  necessary  to  document  hours  actually  worked,  substantiate 
payroll  disbursements,  and  provide  the  city  with  a  method  to  monitor  hours 
worked.  Time  sheets  should  be  signed  by  all  employees,  verified  for 
accuracy,  and  approved  by  the  applicable  supervisor. 

6.4  Cellular  phone  Certain  employees  were  paid  allowances  for  their  cellular  phone  use,  but 
allowances  these  were  not  supported  by  documentation  or  reported  to  the  IRS.  During 

2011,  the  City  Administrator,  City  Clerk,  Chief  of  Police,  and  Mayor  were 
each  paid  a  $50  per  month  cellular  phone  allowance.  Officials  and 
employees  are  not  periodically  required  to  submit  invoices  or  other 
supporting  documentation  to  justify  the  cellular  phone  allowances  paid,  and 
the  allowances  paid  were  not  included  in  amounts  reported  on  the  respective 
W-2  forms. 

IRS  regulations  provide  when  an  employer  issues  a  check  to  an  employee 
without  requiring  proof  of  reimbursement  for  actual  expenses  incurred,  the 
amount  is  taxable  income  and  should  be  reported  on  the  respective  W-2 
forms.  In  addition,  to  ensure  the  cellular  phone  allowance  is  reasonable,  the 
city  should  periodically  require  documentation  supporting  cellular  phone 
use. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

6.1  Ensure  transactions  are  recorded  in  a  timely  manner,  and  an 
accurate  cash  balance  is  maintained  to  aid  in  monitoring  of  the 
payroll  bank  account,  therefore  eliminating  unnecessary  bank 
charges. 

6.2  Discontinue  granting  bonuses  to  employees. 

6.3  Ensure  all  time  sheets  are  signed  by  employees  and  approved  by  a 
supervisor. 
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6.4  Require  individuals  to  submit  itemized  cellular  phone  expense 
reports  or  report  the  cellular  phone  allowances  as  compensation  to 
the  IRS. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  responses: 

6.1& 

6.4       These  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 
6.2        We  will  take  this  recommendation  under  advisement. 


7.  Closed  Meetings 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


6.3        We  are  now  ensuring  times  he  ets  are  signed  by  both  employee  and 
supervisor. 

The  vote  to  close  a  meeting  and  the  purpose  of  the  closed  meeting  is  not 
documented  in  the  open  meeting  minutes  as  required  by  state  law,  and 
minutes  of  closed  meetings  are  not  prepared.  From  January  2011  through 
April  2012,  the  city  closed  ten  meetings. 

Section  610.022,  RSMo,  requires  that  before  any  meeting  may  be  closed, 
the  question  of  holding  the  closed  meeting  and  the  reason  for  the  closed 
meeting,  including  reference  to  a  specific  section  of  the  law,  shall  be  voted 
on  during  an  open  meeting.  These  reasons  and  the  corresponding  votes  to 
close  the  meeting  should  be  documented  in  the  open  minutes  to  demonstrate 
compliance  with  statutory  provisions.  Further,  Section  610.020.7,  RSMo, 
requires  minutes  be  kept  for  all  closed  meetings. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  open  meeting  minutes  properly  disclose  the 
votes  and  reasons  for  closing  a  meeting,  and  minutes  are  prepared  and 
retained  for  closed  meetings. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  response: 

We  will  ensure  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Sunshine  Law  in  the 
future. 
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The  City  of  Buckner  is  located  in  Jackson  County.  The  city  was 
incorporated  in  1930  and  is  currently  a  fourth  class  city.  The  city  employed 
14  full-time  employees  on  September  30,  2011. 

City  operations  include  law  enforcement  services,  utilities  (water  and 
sewer),  and  recreational  facilities. 

The  city  government  consists  of  a  mayor  and  six  member  board  of 
aldermen.  The  members  are  elected  for  2-year  terms.  The  mayor  is  elected 
for  a  4-year  term,  presides  over  the  board  of  aldermen,  and  votes  only  in  the 
case  of  a  tie.  The  Mayor  and  Board  of  Aldermen,  at  September  30,  201 1,  are 
identified  below.  The  Mayor  and  Board  of  Aldermen  are  paid  $100  per 
quarter,  plus  $40  for  each  regular  meeting  attended.  In  addition,  the  Mayor 
receives  a  $50  cellular  phone  allowance  per  month.  The  compensation  of 
these  officials  is  established  by  ordinance. 

Dan  Hickson,  Mayor 
Cathy  Litten,  Alderwoman 
Chester  Denton,  Alderman 
Claude  Elliot,  Alderman 
Darrel  Box,  Alderman 
Jim  Jones,  Alderman 
Tim  Runyon,  Alderman 

American  Recovery  and  The  City  of  Buckner  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the 

Reinvestment  Act  2009         ^w  ended  SePtember  30> 2011- 
(Federal  Stimulus) 

Financial  Activity  A  summary  of  the  city's  financial  activity  for  the  year  ended  September  30, 

2011,  follows: 


Mayor  and  Board  of 
Aldermen 


18 


City  of  Buckner 

Year  Ended  September  30,  201 1 

Cash  Water 


Capital 

Court 

Fairs  and 

Water  and 

and  Sewer 

General 

Improvements  Restricted 

Bond 

Festivals 

Sewer  Fund 

Oanital 

Fund  * 

Fund  * 

Fund  * 

Fund  *  * 

Fund  * 

* 

Fund  * 

Total 

JVFNUFS 

Taxes 

$     617  297 

111,614 

221,292 

0 

0 

o 

0 

950  203 

Licenses,  fees,  and  permits 

268,735 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

268,735 

Water  and  sewer  fees 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

650,076 

0 

650,076 

Bonds 

0 

0 

0 

70,377 

0 

0 

0 

70,377 

Miscellaneous 

46,037 

0 

739 

0 

14,184 

1,907 

0 

62,867 

Interest 

289 

0 

0 

0 

0 

119 

0 

408 

Transfers  in 

55,250 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,250 

Total  Revenues 

987,608 

111,614 

222,031 

70,377 

14,184 

652,102 

0 

2,057,916 

EXPENDITURES 


General  government 

255,255 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

255,255 

Personnel  services  (1) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

262,092 

0 

262,092 

Contractual  services 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

226,143 

0 

226,143 

Materials  and  supplies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,602 

0 

5,602 

Maintenance  and  repairs 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,499 

0 

18,499 

Fuel  and  lubricants 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,640 

0 

5,640 

Utilities 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,119 

0 

28,119 

Support  services 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

55,250 

0 

55,250 

Fairs  and  festivals 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,734 

0 

0 

11,734 

Police  and  court 

555,451 

0 

0 

66,462 

0 

0 

0 

621,913 

Street 

0 

0 

145,109 

0 

0 

0 

0 

145,109 

Park 

17,270 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17,270 

Storm  drainage 

8,272 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8,272 

Capital  outlay 

6,590 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,590 

Total  Expenditures 

842,838 

0 

145,109 

66,462 

11,734 

601,345 

0 

1,667,488 

REVENUES  OVER  (UNDER) 

EXPENDITURES  144,770  111,614  76,922  3,915       2,450  50,757  0  390,428 

FUND  BALANCE,  October  1 ,  20 1 0  685,069  394,515  215,134      27,104  0  2,929,458     267,962  4,519,242 

FUND  BALANCE,  September  30, 20 1 1  S     829,839  506,129  292,056  31,019       2,450  2,980,215     267,962  4,909,670 


*   Amounts  presented  are  taken  from  the  city's  compilation  report  prepared  by  a  private  accounting  firm.  This  compilation  indicates  the  city's 
financial  statements  include  cash  accounts  that  have  not  been  reconciled  and  the  amount  by  which  these  unreconciled  accounts  would  affect 
the  city's  revenues  and  expenditures  has  not  been  determined. 

**  Amounts  were  provided  by  the  city. 

(1)  Personnel  service  expenditures  for  all  functions  other  than  water/sewer  are  included  in  general  government,  police  and  court,  or  street  categories. 
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Missouri  State  Auditor 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Office  of  Secretary  of  State 


Background  The  Office  of  Secretary  of  State  is  an  elective  office  charged  with  the 

following  duties:  1)  to  be  custodian  of  the  state  seal;  2)  to  keep  a  register  of 
the  official  acts  of  the  governor;  3)  to  be  custodian  of  records  and 
documents;  and  4)  to  perform  such  duties  in  relation  to  elections  and 
corporations  as  provided  by  law.  Robin  Carnahan  served  as  Secretary  of 
State  from  January  10,  2005,  to  January  14,  2013. 

The  State  Auditor  is  required  to  audit  the  Office  of  Secretary  of  State.  The 
scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  period 
July  1,  2012,  to  January  14,  2013,  and  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012.  The 
objectives  of  the  audit  were  to  evaluate  the  office's  internal  controls  over 
significant  management  and  financial  functions;  evaluate  the  office's 
compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions;  and  evaluate  the  economy  and 
efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations,  including  certain 
financial  transactions.  No  findings  resulted  from  our  audit. 

As  reported  in  our  prior  report,  the  Office  of  Administration  transferred  $5 
million  from  the  Investor  Education  and  Protection  Fund  to  the  General 
Revenue  Fund,  which  did  not  appear  to  be  an  allowable  use  of  fund  monies. 
We  recommended  the  Secretary  of  State  request  the  Office  of 
Administration  to  reimburse  these  monies.  The  Secretary  of  State  made  this 
request,  but  the  Office  of  Administration  refused  to  reimburse  the  Investor 
Education  and  Protection  Fund. 


Findings 


Follow-up  on  Prior  Audit 
Findings 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Excellent.* 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  Office  of  Secretary  of  State  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies 
during  the  audited  time  period. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Robin  Carnahan 
and 

Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Office  of  Secretary  of  State  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under 
Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  period  July  1, 
2012,  to  January  14,  2013,  and  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  2011.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were 
to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  office's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  office's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  office;  inspection  of  capital  assets;  analysis  of 
comparative  data  obtained  from  external  and/or  internal  sources;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We 
obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit 
objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We 
tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and 
operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract, 
grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and 
performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  office's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  office. 


2 


For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  management  practices  and 
procedures.  No  findings  resulted  from  our  audit  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 
Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 


Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Toni  M.  Crabtree,  CPA 
Robyn  Lamb 

Terese  Summers,  MSAS,  CPA 
Joshua  Allen,  CPA,  CFE 
Rachelle  Thompson 
Alexander  Druzenko,  MBA 
Tessa  Oates 
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Office  of  Secretary  of  State 
Follow-up  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 


This  section  reports  the  auditor's  follow-up  on  action  taken  by  the  Office  of 
Secretary  of  State  (SOS)  on  findings  in  the  Management  Advisory  Report 
(MAR)  of  our  prior  audit  report  issued  for  the  years  ended  June  30,  2010, 
2009,  and  2008. 


Investor  Education  and 
Protection  Fund 


Transfers,  totaling  $5  million,  from  the  Investor  Education  and  Protection 
Fund  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  did  not  appear  to  be  an  allowable  use  of 
fund  monies.  The  transfers  included  $3.8  million  made  in  November  2009, 
$500,000  made  in  February  2010,  and  $700,000  made  in  June  2010. 


Recommendation 


The  SOS  request  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  to  reimburse  the  $5 
million  to  the  Investor  Education  and  Protection  Fund. 


Status 


Implemented.  The  SOS  requested  the  OA  reimburse  the  $5  million  to  the 
Investor  Education  and  Protection  Fund.  The  OA  denied  the  request  citing 
that  the  OA  properly  transferred  the  monies  from  the  Investor  Education  and 
Protection  Fund  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  and  did  not  intend  to 
reimburse  the  Investor  Education  and  Protection  Fund. 
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Office  of  Secretary  of  State 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


The  Office  of  Secretary  of  State  is  an  elective  office  as  provided  in  the 
Missouri  Constitution.  Article  IV,  Section  14,  established  the  duties  of  the 
Secretary  of  State:  1)  to  be  custodian  of  the  state  seal,  2)  to  keep  a  register 
of  the  official  acts  of  the  governor,  3)  to  be  custodian  of  records  and 
documents,  and  4)  to  perform  such  duties  in  relation  to  elections  and 
corporations  as  provided  by  law. 

To  accommodate  the  responsibilities  of  record  keeping,  registration,  and 
administration,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  is  divided  into  the  following 
major  divisions:  Business  Services,  Elections,  Securities,  State  Library, 
Records  Services,  and  Administrative  Rules.  Some  areas  are  composed  of 
separate  sections  which  perform  specific  functions. 

Business  Services  Division:  This  division  is  comprised  of  three  sections: 
Commissions,  Corporation,  and  Uniform  Commercial  Code  (UCC).  The 
Commissions  section  maintains  the  oath  of  office  and  official  signature  of 
each  notary,  as  well  as  their  official  bond;  authenticates  official  acts  of  the 
governor;  maintains  the  Great  Seal  of  the  State  of  Missouri;  maintains  bonds 
and  oaths  of  office  for  state  officials;  and  is  responsible  for  the  official 
signature,  facsimile  signature  filings,  resident  agent  filings  and  trademark 
and  service  mark  filings.  The  Corporations  section  handles  the  registration 
and  maintenance  of  over  700,000  active  businesses  registered  in  Missouri. 
Businesses  file  various  documents  required  by  law  such  as  creation 
documents,  annual  reports,  amendments,  mergers,  consolidations, 
dissolutions,  terminations,  withdrawals,  and  conversions.  The  UCC  section 
is  responsible  for  perfecting  personal  property  liens  and  other  creditor 
interests.  These  liens  are  perfected  by  filing  a  financing  statement  in  the 
accepted  national  format. 

Elections  Division:  This  division  oversees  all  statewide  elections  for  both 
candidates  and  issues;  prepares  statewide  ballots  for  primary,  general,  and 
certain  special  elections;  and  certifies  and  publishes  election  results.  In 
addition,  the  division  certifies  statewide  ballot  measures  that  are  proposed 
by  the  General  Assembly  or  through  the  initiative  and  referendum  petition 
process,  including  the  oversight  of  signature  verification.  The  division 
assists  Missouri's  116  local  election  authorities  in  administering  elections 
and  promulgating  rules  governing  elections  and  electronic  voting  systems; 
cooperates  with  other  officials,  schools,  and  civic  organizations  to  provide 
materials  to  support  voter  registration,  responsibility,  and  education;  and 
oversees  the  statewide  poll  worker  recruitment  initiative.  The  division  is 
also  responsible  for  coordinating  Missouri's  compliance  with  federal 
election  law,  including  the  Help  America  Vote  Act  of  2002  (HAVA). 

Securities  Division:  This  division  is  responsible  for  ensuring  compliance 
with  state  securities  laws.  This  responsibility  includes  enforcement  of  the 
law  when  violations  occur  and  the  registration  of  securities,  broker-dealers, 
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Office  of  Secretary  of  State 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


agents,  investment  advisers  and  investment  advisor  representatives.  State 
securities  laws  are  intended  to  protect  investors  from  unsuitable  investment 
recommendations,  dishonest  or  unethical  practices,  and  fraudulent 
investment  schemes.  The  division  is  composed  of  the  Enforcement  and 
Registration  sections.  The  Enforcement  section  receives  and  investigates 
complaints.  Each  year  this  section  fields  hundreds  of  investor  complaints, 
many  of  which  result  in  cease  and  desist  orders,  licensing  revocations,  civil 
penalties,  criminal  prosecutions,  or  investor  restitution.  The  Registration 
section  regulates  the  registration  of  individuals,  firms,  and  securities.  This 
section  performs  routine  and  for-cause  inspections  and  pre-registration 
exams  of  the  offices  of  broker-dealers  and  investment  advisers  to  ensure 
compliance  with  Missouri  securities  laws.  In  addition,  this  section  reviews 
proposed  securities  offerings  to  ensure  that  offerings  are  "fair,  just,  and 
equitable."  The  division  also  oversees  the  Missouri  Investor  Protection 
Center,  which  creates  and  promotes  investor  education  initiatives  designed 
to  educate  and  assist  both  current  and  future  investors. 

Missouri  State  Library:  The  library  is  responsible  for  providing  library  and 
reference  services  to  Missouri  state  government;  providing  library  services 
to  the  blind  and  visually  impaired;  and  promoting  the  development  and 
improvement  of  library  services  throughout  the  state.  To  fulfill  these 
responsibilities,  the  library  is  composed  of  three  sections:  Library 
Development,  References  Services,  and  the  Wolfner  Library.  The  Library 
Development  section  supports  libraries  through  consulting,  administration 
of  grant  programs,  continuing  education,  and  statewide  programs.  Through 
research,  publications,  and  personal  contacts,  consultants  provide  assistance 
on  general  library  issues  and  needs,  promote  the  organization  and 
development  of  library  services,  manage  statewide  projects,  and  maintain 
statistics  on  public  library  services  in  the  state.  The  Reference  Services 
section  delivers  library  services  to  meet  the  informational  and  research 
needs  of  state  government  through  current  awareness  services,  library 
materials  collections  in  multiple  formats,  electronic  publications,  and  online 
databases  provided  to  state  employees.  The  Wolfner  Library  serves  as  the 
public  library  for  Missourians  unable  to  use  standard  print  because  of  visual 
or  physical  disability.  Wolfner  services  are  available  to  qualified 
Missourians  at  no  charge. 

Records  Services  Division:  This  division  is  responsible  for  maintaining  the 
current  and  historical  records  of  the  state  to  ensure  those  records  are 
preserved  and  accessible  to  Missouri  citizens,  and  for  assisting  local 
governments  in  records  preservation  and  management.  The  division  is 
composed  of  three  sections:  Missouri  State  Archives,  Local  Records 
Preservation  Program,  and  Records  Management.  Missouri  State  Archives 
is  the  official  repository  for  government  records  of  permanent  value.  The 
local  Records  Preservation  Program  advises,  educates,  and  encourages  the 
custodians  of  local  records  in  the  use  of  sound  records  management  and 
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archival  practices.  The  Records  Management  section  helps  state  agencies  to 
effectively  and  efficiently  manage  their  official  records;  provides  state 
agencies  storage  for  inactive  records;  and  provides  state  agencies  and  local 
governments  micrographic  and  digital  imaging  services. 

Administrative  Rules  Division:  This  division  is  charged  with  setting 
uniform  standards,  procedures,  and  guidelines  for  the  preparation  and 
publishing  of  rules  in  the  Missouri  Register  and  the  Missouri  Code  of  State 
Regulations. 

The  office  also  includes  the  following  divisions:  Information  Technology, 
Communications  and  Publications,  Fiscal  and  Facilities,  and  Human 
Resources.  The  Information  Technology  Division  coordinates,  develops, 
implements,  and  supports  information  technology  solutions  for  the  office. 
The  Communications  and  Publications  Division  handles  a  variety  of 
printing  and  graphic  arts  responsibilities  for  the  office,  including  the 
publication  of  the  Official  Manual.  The  Fiscal  and  Facilities  Division 
provides  fiscal,  budget,  procurement,  and  facilities  management  support  and 
general  office  services.  The  Human  Resources  Division  supports  personnel 
recruitment,  compensation,  benefits,  training,  and  performance  evaluation 
for  the  office. 

On  January  10,  2005,  Robin  Carnahan  was  inaugurated  as  the  state's  thirty- 
eighth  Secretary  of  State.  Her  second  term  expired  on  January  14,  2013.  On 
that  date,  Jason  Kander  was  inaugurated  as  the  state's  thirty-ninth  Secretary 
of  State. 

At  January  14,  2013,  the  office  employed  232  full-time  and  2  part-time 
employees. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  Office  of  Secretary  of  State  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies 
during  the  period  July  1,  2012  to  January  14,  2013,  and  the  2  years  ended 
June  30,  2012. 


Appendix  A-l 


Office  of  Secretary  of  State 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 

Federal  Funds 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Election 

Election 

Administration 

Improvements 

Improvement 

Revolving  Loan 

Fund 

Fund 

RECEIPTS 

Federal  grants 

$ 

0 

278,088 

Investment  income 

113,537 

45 

Refunds 

0 

1,050 

Recovery  costs 

0 

0 

Donations 

0 

0 

Miscellaneous 

568 

0 

Total  Receipts 

114,105 

279,183 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personal  service 

259,085 

0 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

114,437 

0 

Expense  and  equipment 

2,888,140 

0 

Public  assistance  grants 

0 

0 

Federal  grant  programs 

0 

0 

Federal  election  reform 

3,983,117 

279,138 

Total  Disbursements 

7,244,779 

279,138 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(7,130,674) 

45 

TRANSFERS 

Transfers  from  State  Election  Subsidy  Fund 

4,205,989 

0 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  AND  TRANSFERS 

(2,924,685) 

45 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

21,107,614 

40 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

$ 

18,182,929 

85 

Total  Federal 


Federal 

Federal 

Funds 

and  Other 

Funds 

(Memorandum 

Fund 

Fund 

Only) 

97,064 

3,131,539 

3,506,691 

57 

0 

113,639 

106 

0 

1,156 

0 

26,150 

26,150 

55,500 

0 

55,500 

5 

16,327 

16,900 

152,732 

3,174,016 

3,720,036 

0 

453,687 

712,772 

0 

254,417 

368,854 

0 

68,306 

2,956,446 

0 

2,339,586 

2,339,586 

132,361 

0 

132,361 

0 

0 

4,262,255 

132,361 

3,115,996 

10,772,274 

20,371 

58,020 

(7,052,238) 

0 

0 

4,205,989 

20,371 

58,020 

(2,846,249) 

23 

59,735 

21,167,412 

20,394 

117,755 

18,321,163 
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Office  of  Secretary  of  State 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Other  Funds 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Technology 
Trust  Fund 

Local 
Records 
Preservation 
Fund 

Investor's 
Restitution 
Fund 

RECEIPTS 

Fees 

$  2,371,983 

1,168,718 

0 

Investment  income 

16,063 

0 

0 

Donations 

0 

0 

0 

Court  awards 

0 

0 

0 

Recovery  costs 

5,057 

0 

567,350 

Miscellaneous 

14,076 

130 

0 

Total  Receipts 

2,407,179 

1,168,848 

567,350 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personal  service 

152,024 

466,132 

0 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

60,469 

215,637 

0 

Expense  and  equipment 

2,426,928 

119,079 

0 

Library  networking 

0 

0 

0 

Investors  restitution 

0 

0 

721,109 

Cost  allocation  plan 

32,019 

14,889 

1,224 

Leasing  operations 

0 

3,297 

0 

Miscellaneous 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

2,671,440 

819,034 

722,333 

(264,261) 

349,814 

(154,983) 

2,545,978 

1,080,184 

5,506,982 

$  2,281,717 

1,429,998 

5,351,999 

Missouri  State 

Investor 

State 

Total  Other 

Archives- 

Library 

Education 

Document 

Wolfner 

Funds 

St.  Louis 

Networking 

and  Protection 

Preservation 

Library  Trust 

(Memorandum 

Trust  Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Only) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,540,701 

8 

573 

32,990 

33 

4,910 

54,577 

0 

0 

0 

414 

8,375 

8,789 

0 

0 

827,907 

0 

0 

827,907 

0 

10,720 

98,847 

0 

0 

681,974 

236 

45 

263 

0 

0 

14,750 

244 

11,338 

960,007 

447 

13,285 

5,128,698 

0 

0 

402,097 

0 

0 

1,020,253 

0 

0 

173,286 

0 

0 

449,392 

0 

0 

480,912 

356 

2,264 

3,029,539 

0 

62,735 

0 

0 

0 

62,735 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

721,109 

1 

0 

23,856 

1 

2,441 

74,431 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,297 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,274 

10,274 

1 

62,735 

1,080,151 

357 

14,979 

5,371,030 

243 

(51,397) 

(120,144) 

90 

(1,694) 

(242,332) 

1,371 

90,962 

4,317,417 

5,170 

811,722 

14,359,786 

1,614 

39,565 

4,197,273 

5,260 

810,028 

14,117,454 
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Office  of  Secretary  of  State 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Federal  Funds 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 

Election 
Administration 
Improvement 


Fund 

RECEIPTS 

Federal  grants                                             $  5,456,068 

Investment  income  126,276 

Refunds  986 

Miscellaneous  8 1 

Total  Receipts  5,583,411 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personal  service  230,271 

Employee  fringe  benefits  106,178 

Expense  and  equipment  3 ,67 1 ,743 

Public  assistance  grants  0 

Federal  grant  programs  0 

Federal  election  reform  1 ,898 ,724 

Miscellaneous  0 

Total  Disbursements  5,906,916 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (323,505) 
TRANSFERS 

Transfers  from  State  Election  Subsidy  Fund  3,638,193 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  AND  TRANSFERS  3,314,688 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1  17,792,926 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30              $  21,107,614 


and  Investments 


Election 

Improvements 

Federal 

Revolving  Loan 

and  Other 

Fund 

Fund 

281,318 

108,890 

52 

17 

0 

0 

0 

5 

281,370 

108,912 

0 

0 

n 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

103,847 

281,349 

0 

0 

5,043 

281,349 

108,890 

21 

22 

0 

0 

21 

22 

19 

1 

40 

23 

Total  Federal 

Federal 

Funds 

Funds 

(Memorandum 

Fund 

Only) 

3,620,184 

9,466,460 

0 

126,345 

1,702 

2,688 

195 

281 

3,622,081 

9,595,774 

508,353 

738,624 

775  53(S 

381  714 

112,656 

3,784,399 

2,699,487 

2,699,487 

0 

103,847 

0 

2,180,073 

0 

5,043 

3,596,032 

9,893,187 

26,049 

(297,413) 

0 

3,638,193 

26,049 

3,340,780 

33,686 

17,826,632 

59,735 

21,167,412 
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Office  of  Secretary  of  State 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Other  Funds 

Year  Ended  June  30,2011 


Local 
Records 


Technology 

Preservation 

Trust  Fund 

Fund 

RECEIPTS 

Fees  $ 

2,400,545 

1,167,225 

Investment  income 

22,283 

0 

Donations 

0 

0 

Court  awards 

0 

0 

Refunds 

97 

0 

Recovery  costs 

4,828 

0 

Miscellaneous 

9,259 

49 

Total  Receipts 

2,437,012 

1,167,274 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personal  service 

183,721 

460,233 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

78,106 

217,330 

Expense  and  equipment 

2,875,419 

57,208 

Library  networking 

0 

0 

Investors  restitution 

0 

0 

Cost  allocation  plan 

31,323 

16,999 

Leasing  operations 

0 

3,282 

Miscellaneous 

0 

0 

Total  Disbursements 

3,168,569 

755,052 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(731,557) 

412,222 

TRANSFERS 

Transfers  from  Missouri  Investment  Trust  Fund 

0 

0 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  AND  TRANSFERS 

(731,557) 

412,222 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

3,277,535 

667,962 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30  $ 

2,545,978 

1,080,184 

Missouri  State 

Investor 

State 

Total  Other 

Investor's 

Archives- 

Library 

Education 

Document 

Wolfner 

Funds 

Restitution 

St.  Louis 

Networking 

and  Protection 

Preservation 

Library  Trust 

(Memorandum 

Fund 

Trust  Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Only) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,567,770 

0 

8 

1,392 

40,939 

39 

6,112 

70,773 

0 

0 

374,302 

0 

183 

5,321 

379,806 

0 

0 

0 

851,361 

0 

0 

851,361 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

97 

1,214,435 

0 

550 

121,148 

0 

0 

1,340,961 

0 

406 

1 

2,608 

10 

0 

12,333 

1,214,435 

414 

376,245 

1,016,056 

232 

11,433 

6,223,101 

0 

0 

0 

487,226 

0 

0 

1,131,180 

0 

0 

0 

212,583 

0 

0 

508,019 

0 

0 

0 

564,424 

0 

14,085 

3,511,136 

0 

0 

369,932 

0 

0 

0 

369,932 

1,059,177 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,059,177 

0 

1 

0 

47,866 

80 

1,140 

97,409 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,282 

2,393 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,393 

1,061,570 

1 

369,932 

1,312,099 

80 

15,225 

6,682,528 

152,865 

413 

6,313 

(296,043) 

152 

(3,792) 

(459,427) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,005 

6,005 

152,865 

413 

6,313 

(296,043) 

152 

2,213 

(453,422) 

5,354,117 

958 

84,649 

4,613,460 

5,018 

809,509 

14,813,208 

5,506,982 

1,371 

90,962 

4,317,417 

5,170 

811,722 

14,359,786 
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Office  of  Secretary  of  State 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts 
General  Revenue  Fund 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012  2011 


Securities                               $  14,694,545  14,234,941 

Business  services  8,066,720  8,074,792 

Records  services  25,929  24,906 

Administrative  rules  12,310  14,785 

Elections  60  540 

Missouri  state  library  570  620 

Miscellaneous  774  1,441 


Total  $  22,800,908  22,352,025 


Appendix  C-l 

Office  of  Secretary  of  State 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Period  July  1,  2012  to  January  14,  2013 


Appropriation 

Uncommitted 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Encumbrances 

Appropriations  * 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

Personal  Service 

$  7,371,129 

3,796,563 

30,584 

3,543,982 

Expense  and  Equipment 
Elections  Public  Notice 

1,803,409 
2,165,100 

584,834 
2,165,100 

526,297 
0 

692,278 
0 

Refunds  of  securities,  corporations,  uniform 

commercial  code  and  miscellaneous  collections 

50,000 

23,409 

468 

26,123 

Remote  Electronics  Access  for  Libraries  Program 

3,109,250 

1,724,438 

692,406 

692,406 

Absentee  Ballots 

82,506 

58,187 

18,598 

5,721 

Aid  to  Public  Libraries 

3,504,001 

1,363,530 

0 

2,140,471 

Literacy  Investment  for  Tomorrow  Program 

69,450 

17,115 

52,335 

0 

Leasing 

625,855 

293,932 

56,305 

275,618 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 
systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

1,014,668 

505,866 

478,362 

30,440 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

19,795,368 

10,532,974 

1,855,355 

7,407,039 

RECORDS-FEDERAL  FUND 

Re-Grant  Program 

15,000 

3,987 

0 

11,013 

Total  Records-Federal  Fund 

15,000 

3,987 

0 

11,013 

NATIONAL  ENDOWMENT  FOR  THE  HUMANITIES 

SAVE  AMERICA'S  TREASURES  GRANT  FUND 

Personal  Service 

157,949 

0 

0 

157,949 

Total  National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities 

157,949 

0 

0 

157,949 

Save  America's  Treasures  Grant  Fund 

ELECTION  ADMINISTRATION  IMPROVEMENT  FUND 

Expense  and  Equipment 
Personal  Service 

3,737,263 
267,325 

1,320,946 
115,340 

2,225,332 
2,519 

190,985 
149,466 

Federal  Election  Reform 

5,229,232 

918,566 

4,306,134 

4,532 

Total  Election  Administration  Improvement  Fund 

9,233,820 

2,354,852 

6,533,985 

344,983 

ELECTION  IMPROVEMENTS  REVOLVING  LOAN  FUND 

Federal  Election  Reform 

396,185 

89,313 

129,546 

177,326 

Total  Election  Improvements  Revolving  Loan  Fund 

396,185 

89,313 

129,546 

177,326 

FEDERAL  AND  OTHER  FUND 

Grants  and  Projects 

200,000 

20,376 

0 

179,624 

Total  Federal  and  Other  Fund 

200,000 

20,376 

0 

179,624 

FEDERAL  FUNDS  FUND 

Personal  Service 

639,832 

238,178 

0 

401,654 

Expense  and  Equipment 

Allotments,  grants  and  contributions  from  the  Federal 

227,574 

67,489 

31,825 

128,260 

Government  or  from  any  sources  may  be  deposited 
in  the  State  Treasury  for  the  use  of  the  Missouri  State 

Library 

2,750,000 

1,735,700 

570,952 

443,348 

Total  Federal  Funds  Fund 

3,617,406 

2,041,367 

602,777 

973,262 

TECHNOLOGY  TRUST  FUND 

Personal  Service 

336,334 

147,496 

0 

188,838 

Expense  and  Equipment 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 
systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 

3,161,180 

934,420 

1,037,481 

1,189,279 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

7,086 

3,532 

3,532 

22 

Total  Technology  Trust  Fund 

3,504,600 

1,085,448 

1,041,013 

1,378,139 

13 
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Office  of  Secretary  of  State 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Period  July  1,  2012  to  January  14,  2013 


Appropriation 

Uncommitted 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Encumbrances 

Appropriations  * 

LOCAL  RECORDS  PRESERVATION  FUND 

Leasing 

3,296 

1,649 

324 

1,323 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 

systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

18,489 

9,236 

9,235 

18 

Personal  Service 

1,062,096 

413,159 

2,184 

646,753 

Expense  and  Equipment 

519,969 

43,441 

17,653 

458,875 

Local  Records  Preservation  Grants 

400,000 

0 

0 

400,000 

Total  Local  Records  Preservation  Fund 

2,003,850 

467,485 

29,396 

1,506,969 

STATE  ELECTIONS  SUBSIDY  FUND 

Special  Election  Costs 

400,000 

284,742 

0 

115,258 

Total  State  Elections  Subsidy  Fund 

400,000 

284,742 

0 

115,258 

INVESTORS'  RESTITUTION  FUND 

Investors'  Restitution 

55,000 

23,726 

0 

31,274 

Total  Investors'  Restitution  Fund 

55,000 

23,726 

0 

31,274 

MISSOURI  STATE  ARCHIVES-ST.  LOUIS  TRUST  FUND 

Document  Preservation 

1 

0 

0 

1 

Total  Missouri  State  Archives-St.  Louis  Trust  Fund 

1 

0 

0 

1 

LIBRARY  NETWORKING  FUND  FUND 

Library  Networking  Grants 

1,600,000 

13,646 

0 

1,586,354 

Total  Library  Networking  Fund  Fund 

1,600,000 

13,646 

0 

1,586,354 

INVESTOR  EDUCATION  AND  PROTECTION  FUND 

Personal  Service 

561,081 

277,887 

2,887 

280,307 

Expense  and  Equipment 

645,364 

242,955 

185,246 

217,163 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 

systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

13,989 

6,975 

6,975 

39 

Total  Investor  Education  and  Protection  Fund 

1,220,434 

527,817 

195,108 

497,509 

STATE  DOCUMENT  PRESERVATION  FUND 

Expense  and  Equipment 

25,000 

100 

0 

24,900 

Total  State  Document  Preservation  Fund 

25,000 

100 

0 

24,900 

WOLFNER  LIBRARY  TRUST  FUND 

Expense  and  Equipment 

14,501 

0 

0 

14,501 

Total  Wolfner  Library  Trust  Fund 

14,501 

0 

0 

14,501 

Total  All  Funds 

$  42,239,114 

17,445,833 

10,387,180 

14,406,101 

*  The  uncomitted  appropriations  include  the  following  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request: 


Period  Ended 
January  14,  2013 

General  Revenue  Fund 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 
systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 
expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Leasing 
Total  General  Revenue  Fund 


$  30,440 

 18,776 

$  49,216 
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Office  of  Secretary  of  State 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances* 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

Personal  Service 

$  7,251,098 

7,240,988 

10,110 

Expense  and  Equipment 

1,803,409 

1,800,257 

3,152 

Elections  Public  Notice 

100,000 

0 

100,000 

Refunds  of  securities,  corporations,  uniform 

commercial  code  and  miscellaneous  collections 

50,000 

42,377 

7,623 

Remote  Electronics  Access  for  Libraries  Program 

3,109,250 

3,109,250 

0 

Absentee  Ballots 

50,000 

44,400 

5,600 

Aid  to  Public  Libraries 

3,604,001 

3,604,001 

0 

Literacy  Investment  for  Tomorrow  Prograrr 

69,450 

69,450 

0 

Leasing 

588,617 

555,288 

33,329 

Election  Printing 

21,395 

20,424 

971 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 

systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

1,008,678 

978,401 

30,277 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

17,655,898 

17,464,836 

191,062 

RECORDS-FEDERAL  FUND 

Re-Grant  Program 

15,000 

0 

15,000 

Total  Records-Federal  Fund 

15,000 

0 

15,000 

NATIONAL  ENDOWMENT  FOR  THE  HUMANITIES 

SAVE  AMERICA'S  TREASURES  GRANT  FUND 

Personal  Service 

241,949 

0 

241,949 

Total  National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities 

Save  America's  Treasures  Grant  Fund 

241,949 

0 

241,949 

ELECTION  ADMINISTRATION  IMPROVEMENT  FUND 

Expense  and  Equipment 

6,930,072 

2,888,140 

4,041,932 

Personal  Service 

261,191 

259,085 

2,106 

Federal  Election  Reform 

8,984,162 

3,983,117 

5,001,045 

Total  Election  Administration  Improvement  Fund 

16,175,425 

7,130,342 

9,045,083 

ELECTION  IMPROVEMENTS  REVOLVING  LOAN  FUND 

Federal  Election  Reform 

396,185 

279,138 

117,047 

Total  Election  Improvements  Revolving  Loan  Fund 

396,185 

279,138 

117,047 

Grants  and  Projects 

zuu,uuu 

1  jZ,jOi 

Total  PpHpral  anrl  OtVipr  T-ninH 

200  000 

132,361 

67,639 

FEDERAL  FUNDS  FUND 

Ppninnal  Sptvipp 

L  i^LJVJlLClL  Ijl-l  V  ll,V 

629  065 

453  687 

175,378 

Fynensp  anH  Pnninmpnt 

227,574 

68  306 

VJU  <,  -J  \J\J 

159,268 

Allotments,  grants  and  contributions  from  the  Federal 

Government  or  from  any  sources  may  be  deposited 

in  the  State  Treasury  for  the  use  of  the  Missouri  State 

Library 

3,000,000 

2,339,586 

660,414 

Total  Federal  Funds  Fund 

3,856,639 

2,861,579 

995,060 

TECHNOLOGY  TRUST  FUND 

Personal  Service 

246,009 

152,024 

93,985 

Expense  and  Equipment 

3,161,180 

2,419,991 

741,189 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 

systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

7,051 

6,937 

114 

Total  Technology  Trust  Fund 

3,414,240 

2,578,952 

835,288 
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Office  of  Secretary  of  State 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances* 

LOCAL  RECORDS  PRESERVATION  FUND 

Leasing 

3,306 

3,297 

9 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 

systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

18,397 

18,142 

255 

Personal  Service 

1,042,516 

466,132 

576,384 

Expense  and  Equipment 

519,969 

100,937 

419,032 

Local  Records  Preservation  Grants 

400,000 

0 

400,000 

Total  Local  Records  Preservation  Fund 

1,984,188 

588,508 

1,395,680 

STATE  ELECTIONS  SUBSIDY  FUND 

Special  Election  Costs 

7,550,000 

7,526,299 

23,701 

Total  State  Elections  Subsidy  Fund 

7,550,000 

7,526,299 

23,701 

INVESTORS'  RESTITUTION  FUND 

Investors'  Restitution 

765,000 

721,109 

43,891 

Total  Investors'  Restitution  Fund 

765,000 

721,109 

43,891 

MISSOURI  STATE  ARCHIVES-ST.  LOUIS  TRUST  FUND 

Document  Preservation 

1 

0 

I 

Total  Missouri  State  Archives-St.  Louis  Trust  Fund 

1 

0 

j 

LIBRARY  NETWORKING  FUND  FUND 

Library  Networking  Grants 

450,000 

62,735 

387,265 

Total  Library  Networking  Fund  Fund 

450,000 

62,735 

387,265 

INVESTOR  EDUCATION  AND  PROTECTION  FUND 

Personal  Service 

550,530 

402,097 

148,433 

Fynpn^p  anH  Pnninmpnf 

645  364 

467,211 

178,153 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 

systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

13,920 

13,701 

219 

Total  Investor  Education  and  Protection  Fund 

1,209,814 

883,009 

326,805 

STATE  DOCUMENT  PRESERVATION  FUND 

Expense  and  Equipment 

402 

356 

46 

Total  State  Document  Preservation  Fund 

402 

356 

46 

WOLFNER  LIBRARY  TRUST  FUND 

Expense  and  Equipment 

14,501 

2,264 

12,237 

Total  Wolfner  Library  Trust  Fund 

14,501 

2,264 

12,237 

Total  All  Funds 

$  53,929,242 

40,231,488 

13,697,754 

*  The  lapsed  balances  include  the  following  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request: 


Year  Ended 
June  30,  2012 

General  Revenue  Fund 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 
systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment  $  30,277 

Leasing   18,502 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund  $  48,779 
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Office  of  Secretary  of  State 
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Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


AnrnTtnriatinn 

T  anspff 

XjtllJftL  Ll 

A  i  itlinn  t\/ 
/^ULllUllLy 

R  v  npiini  ti  irfc 
XLApCIlUlLUICft 

XJtlld.llCCft 

GFNFRAT  RFVFNTTF  FUND 

Pprsnnal  Spwipp 

X  LlftWllCll  uLl  V1LL 

t        7  303  216 

7  260  777 

/  ,wUV^  III 

42,439 

Fxnpnsp  anH  Fnninmpnt 

J  t  YY  l_/  L 1 1  ft  L  LlllLl  XjL!  Lll  IJ 1 1 1L1 1 L 

1  980  (S9fi 

1  864  872 

115,824 

Elections  Public  Notice 

1  300  000 

X          \J\J  , \J\J\J 

1,020,281 

279,719 

RpfnnH**  n~F  *;ppnt*itipc  prvrnrvrafinnQ  uniform 

XvClUliLlft  Lfl  ftCULlllLlCft,  L^l  JJLfl  tXLlLfllft,  UllilUllll 

(^Ammprfi q1  cr\nf*  Qnn  mi cr"f»l  1  itipni ic  r,r*llf:>r'tir\tii 
UUIlllllClClal  LUUC  aiili  llllaUClltlllCUUa  UUlltULlUii. 

Ji,itJU 

5?  ^68 

oz, 

Remote  Electronics  Access  for  Libraries  Progran 

3  109  250 

3  109  250 

o 

Absentee  Ballots 

81,915 

81,341 

574 

Aid  to  Public  Libraries 

3,604,001 

3,604,001 

0 

Literacy  Investment  for  Tomorrow  Progran 

69,450 

69,450 

o 

Leasing 

690,038 

653,590 

36,448 

Election  Printing 

21,395 

0 

21,395 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 

systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  relatec 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

1,033,377 

1,003,900 

29,477 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

19,245,788 

18,719,829 

525,959 

RECORDS -FEDERAL  FUND 

Re -Grant  Program 

15,000 

0 

15,000 

1  5  000 

o 

u 

1  5  000 

NATTONAT  FNDOWMFNT  FOR  TT-TF  NTTMANTTTFS 

SAVF  AMFRTGA'S  TRFAS1IRFS  GRANT  FUND 

Ppr*;nnal  ^Iptvi  pp 

241  949 

o 

241  949 

Tntal  Natinnal  FnHnwmpnl  fnr  thp  T-TnnianitipQ 

X  VJ  Ltll  1 1  tlLlUlltll  XjIIULJ  W L  1U1    LUG  1  1  LI  1 1 1  u  1 1 1 I 1 C  ft 

Qavp  Ampripa'Q  TrpatnrpQ  Crrant  T-ninH 

JaVC  ■rtxliCllCCl  ft  xlCtl.ftLl.lCft  VJldxll  1  LlllU 

241  949 

o 

241  949 

FT  FPTTON  ADMTNTSTR  ATTON  TMPROVFMFNT  FUND 

PvnpiiQp  anH  Pnninrnpnt 

J_/A]JCllftC  til  11.1  XjL[l11LH1xC11L 

6  31?  96? 

3  671  743 

?  641  ?19 

Pprsnnal  ,*sprvipp 

X  L1l5L/11C11  \-J LI  TILL 

261,191 

230,271 

30,920 

ppHpral  plppfinti  RpfVirni 

1  CUCl  C\l  X_jlCL,Lll_Hl  XvClLllllJ 

8  500  00? 

1  898  7?4 

6  601  ?78 

Total  Flpptinn  Administration  Tmnrnvpinpnt  Fnnr 

XVJLcll  J  /ILL  L1VJ11  jXLllXlllllft  LI  t.l  L  1A.M  1  1111LJ1U  VLlllUllL  X  LlllL. 

1  5  074  1  55 

5  800  738 

9,273,417 

FT  FTTTON  TMPROVFMFNTS  RFVOT  VTNG  T  OAN  FUND 

ppHpral  plpptinti  Rpfnrm 

1  tUCT  (XI  XjICI^LIlHI  XvClLllllJ 

456  1 88 

T^JU,  1  OO 

281  349 

174  839 

Total  Plpptinn  Tmnrnvpinpntt;  Rpvolvincr  T  oan  Pnnr 

X  VJ  Ltll  ijTCL  LIVJU  X111LM.L*  V  ClllCllLft  IVt  V  Ul  V  Hlfi  J— i\Jt\ll  1  L1111 

456  1 88 

HJU,  1  OO 

281  349 

174  839 

FFDFR  AT  AND  OTT4FR  FTTND 

Crrantc  anH  Proippts 

VJltlllLft  (1111.1  JTlUJCClft 

?00  000 

103  847 

96  153 

Total  FpHptaI  and  Othpr  Fund 

X  \J  LLL1  X  LL1.LX  Cll    tl  1  ILL   V7  L11L1    X    LI  1  1  vl 

200,000 

103,847 

96,153 

FEDERAL  FUNDS  FUND 

6?9  065 

508  353 

120  712 

Expense  and  Equipment 

227,574 

112,656 

114,918 

Allotments,  grants  and  contributions  from  the  Federa 

Government  or  from  any  sources  may  be  depositee 

in  the  State  Treasury  for  the  use  of  the  Missouri  State 

Library 

3,693,000 

2,699,487 

993,513 

Total  Federal  Funds  Fund 

4,549,639 

3,320,496 

1,229,143 

TECHNOLOGY  TRUST  FUND 

Personal  Service 

246,009 

183,721 

62,288 

Expense  and  Equipment 

4,661,180 

2,868,380 

1,792,800 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities 

systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  relatec 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

7,317 

7,039 

278 

Total  Technology  Trust  Fund 

4,914,506 

3,059,140 

1,855,366 
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Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


i_j  a  jj  c  1 1  u  1 1  u  1  c  a 

R  ol q  nppc * 

T  OP  AT  RFCORDS  PRFSFRVATTON  FUND 

T  pntincT 

^  989 

3  989 

Pavmpnt  nf  tphI  nrnnprtv  Iphqpq  rplafprl  QprvippQ  iitilitipQ 

evetpmc  TiiTnitiiTP    ctriipti  h*q1  TYir*HiTir*Qtir\tie    ntiH  fpltitpr 
SjaLCllla  1U1111LU1C,  aU.UULUld.1  lilUUlllUaLlUllb,  dllU  lCldlCl 

pYTipntp*;  -  PvrtpnQp  unH  Pniiirtrripnt 

19  059 

18  408 

651 

1  049 

460  9^ 

589  98^ 

519  969 

^8  800 

481  169 

RCLUlUa  rlCsCl  VaLlUll  VJltlllL? 

4.00  000 

0 

400  000 

Tots!  Locs.1  Records  Preservation  Fund 

1  984  826 

520,723 

1,464,103 

STATF  FT  FCTTONS  STIRSTDY  FUND 

^nppial  Plpptinti  ("'nctc 

400  000 

i-t\j\j  )\J\J\J 

204  729 

195  271 

LKJLtXL  OLtlLC  J_ilCL>  LIUUS  JUUMUj  1  UUU 

400  000 

204,729 

195,271 

INVESTORS'  RESTITUTION  FUND 

Tnvp^tnr*;'  Rp^titnHpiii 

1  070  000 

1,059,177 

10,823 

Tntfil  Tnvp^tnrs'  Rp<ititiitinn  Fund 

1  070  000 

1,059,177 

10,823 

MISSOURI  STATE  ARCHIVES-ST.  LOUIS  TRUST  FUND 

T^npiimpnf  PrpQpfvufiPiii 

1 

0 

1 

Tr^tnl  A^iccrMifi  vtnfp  At*pni\'pc  vt    T  nine  TViiet  PiiiiH 

1 

0 

LIBRARY  NETWORKING  FUND 

L^lULdiy  INCLWUlMllg  VJlallLS 

oso  000 

^69  Q'*? 

580  068 

950  000 

369  932 

580  068 

INVESTOR  EDUCATION  AND  PROTECTION  FUND 

Pprtnn^l  Qprui  pp 

J.  tlS^Jlltll  kJCl  VlLt 

550  530 

487  226 

63  304 

Expense  and  Equipment 

645,364 

550,521 

94,843 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities 

systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  relatec 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

14,445 

13,903 

542 

Total  Investor  Education  and  Protection  Fund 

1,210,339 

1,051,650 

158,689 

STATE  DOCUMENT  PRESERVATION  FUND 

Expense  and  Equipment 

189,260 

0 

189,260 

Total  State  Document  Preservation  Fund 

189,260 

0 

189,260 

WOLFNER  LIBRARY  TRUST  FUND 

Expense  and  Equipment 

14,501 

14,085 

416 

Total  Wolfner  Library  Trust  Fund 

14,501 

14,085 

416 

Total  All  Funds 

$  50,516,152 

34,505,695 

16,010,457 

*  The  lapsed  balances  include  the  following  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request 


Year  Ended 
June  30,  2011 

General  Revenue  Fund 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities 
systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  relatec 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment  $  29,476 
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Office  of  Secretary  of  State 

Comparative  Schedule  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


2012 

Salaries  and  wages                           $  8,974,013 

Travel,  in-state  95,257 

Travel,  out-of-state  14,784 

Fuel  and  utilities  78,453 

Supplies  957,527 

Professional  development  1 1 6,25 1 

Communication  service  and  supplies  365,934 
Services: 

Professional  7,720,888 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial  14,492 

Maintenance  and  repair  1,707,583 
Equipment: 

Computer  1,810,581 

Motorized  57,718 

Office  53,698 

Other  38,240 

Property  and  improvements  220 

Building  lease  payments  1 ,542,683 

Equipment  rental  and  leases  24,392 

Miscellaneous  expenses  28,659 

Refunds  66,108 

Program  distributions  16,564,007 

Total  Expenditures                       $  40,231,488 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2011  2010  2009  2008 


9,130,581 

9,339,206 

9,626,226 

9,465,221 

91,434 

127,975 

142,120 

159,475 

6,386 

28,818 

54,565 

88,792 

58,064 

33,024 

34,761 

29,841 

836,751 

1,032,564 

1,304,383 

1,090,749 

185,437 

116,164 

236,464 

223,651 

312,990 

324,095 

338,877 

361,907 

7,327,802 

6,503,759 

8,289,705 

7,228,970 

11,882 

10,098 

10,636 

9,954 

1,692,517 

1,709,828 

1,952,748 

1,895,878 

2,033,830 

1,381,651 

651,599 

1,026,874 

24,774 

0 

0 

21,870 

22,817 

28,669 

22,036 

51,453 

70,434 

47,157 

102,257 

601,693 

0 

994 

16,563 

26,079 

1,675,625 

1,354,412 

1,438,817 

1,403,605 

6,137 

22,367 

33,490 

61,342 

20,561 

48,128 

83,009 

42,317 

58,342 

69,188 

84,592 

178,598 

10,939,331 

9,415,621 

10,991,359 

16,590,616 

34,505,695  31,593,718  35,414,207  40,558,885 
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Statement  of  Changes  in  General  Capital  Assets 


Furniture 

Motor 

All  Funds 

and  Equipment 

Software 

Vehicles 

Total 

Balance,  July  1,  2010 

$  6,447,157 

11,047,217 

193,954 

17,688,328 

Additions 

290,343 

1,918,846 

32,000 

2,241,189 

Dispositions 

(140,489) 

0 

0 

(140,489) 

Balance,  June  30,  2011 

6,597,011 

12,966,063 

225,954 

19,789,028 

Additions 

1,127,261 

302,751 

49,800 

1,479,812 

Dispositions 

(1,408,312) 

0 

(52,133) 

(1,460,445) 

Balance,  June  30,  2012 

6,315,960 

13,268,814 

223,621 

19,808,395 

Additions 

15,668 

16,468 

12,300 

44,436 

Dispositions 

(398,474) 

0 

0 

(398,474) 

Balance,  January  14,  2013 

$  5,933,154 

13,285,282 

235,921 

19,454,357 

Balance 

Fund  of  Acquisition 

January  14,  2013 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$ 

3,547,552 

Election  Administration  Improvement  Fund 

9,498,378 

Federal  and  Other  Fund 

5,693 

Federal  Funds  Fund 

112,901 

Technology  Trust  Fund 

5,988,558 

Local  Records  Preservation  Fund 

270,696 

Investor  Education  and  Protection  Fund 

5,666 

Wolfner  Library  Trust  Fund 

24,913 

Total  All  Funds 

$ 

19,454,357 
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INTRODUCTION  AND  SUMMARY 

The  United  States  Congress  passed  the  Single  Audit  Act  of  1996  to  establish  uniform 
requirements  for  audits  of  federal  awards  administered  by  states,  local  governments,  and  non- 
profit organizations.  The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  (OMB)  issued  Circular  A- 133, 
Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and  Non-Profit  Organizations  to  set  forth  standards  for 
obtaining  consistency  and  uniformity  among  federal  agencies  for  the  audit  of  non-federal  entities 
expending  federal  awards.  A  single  audit  requires  an  audit  of  the  state's  financial  statements  and 
expenditures  of  federal  awards.  The  audit  is  required  to  determine  whether: 

■  The  state's  basic  financial  statements  are  presented  fairly  in  all  material  respects  in 
conformity  with  generally  accepted  accounting  principles. 

■  The  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  presented  fairly  in  all  material  respects 
in  relation  to  the  financial  statements  taken  as  a  whole. 

■  The  state  has  adequate  internal  controls  to  ensure  compliance  with  federal  award 
requirements. 

■  The  state  has  complied  with  the  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  and  contracts  or  grants 
that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  federal  awards. 

The  Single  Audit  report  includes  the  federal  awards  expended  by  all  state  agencies  that  are  part 
of  the  primary  government.  The  report  does  not  include  the  component  units  of  the  state,  which 
are  the  public  universities  and  various  financing  authorities.  These  component  units  have  their 
own  separate  OMB  Circular  A- 133  audits  conducted  by  other  auditors.  The  state  expended 
$12.73  billion  in  federal  awards  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 
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Total  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 
Five  Year  Comparison 


2008  2009  2010  2011  2012 


Expenditures  of  federal  awards  have  increased  over  the  past  several  years,  peaking  in  fiscal  year 
2010.  A  contributing  factor  to  the  increase  in  total  expenditures  of  federal  awards  during  the  2 
years  ended  June  30,  2011,  was  the  additional  federal  funds  made  available  through  the 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009  (ARRA).  The  majority  of  ARRA  funds  were 
expended  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2012;  however,  some  programs  will  continue  to  have  ARRA 
expenditures  in  subsequent  fiscal  years. 

Although  19  state  departments  and  other  state  offices  expended  federal  awards,  4  state 
departments  expended  the  bulk  of  the  federal  awards  (90  percent). 

Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  by  State  Department 


■  Social  Services  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations 

■  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Transportation 

■  Other 
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The  state  received  federal  awards  from  23  different  federal  agencies.  Most  of  the  federal  awards 
(95  percent)  came  from  5  federal  agencies. 


Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  by  Federal  Department 


■  Health  and  Human  Services  ■  Agriculture 

■  Labor  Transportation 

■  Educ  ation  ■  Other 


Overall,  the  state  expended  federal  awards  in  355  different  programs.  Under  the  audit 
requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A- 133,  federal  programs  are  divided  into  Type  A  and  Type  B 
programs  based  on  a  dollar  threshold.  For  the  state  of  Missouri,  OMB  Circular  A-133  defines  the 
dollar  threshold  of  a  Type  A  program  as  the  larger  of  $30  million  or  fifteen-hundredths  of  one 
percent  (0.0015)  of  federal  awards  expended. 


Determination  of  Type  A  Programs 

Larger  of: 

Total  expenditures  of  federal  awards 
Fifteen-hundredths  of  one  percent 


Dollar  Threshold 


$30,000,000 
or 

12,725,677,262 
 .0015 

 19,088,516 

$30,000,000 
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Programs  with  federal  expenditures  over  $30  million  are  Type  A  programs  and  the  programs 
under  $30  million  are  Type  B  programs.  Of  the  355  different  federal  award  programs,  32  were 
Type  A  programs  and  323  were  Type  B  programs. 

Type  A  and  Type  B  Programs 
Number  of  Programs 

9% 


91% 


l  Type  A  Program       Type  B  Program 


The  32  Type  A  programs  had  expenditures  of  federal  awards  totaling  $12  billion,  which  was  95 
percent  of  the  total  expenditures  for  all  programs.  The  323  Type  B  programs  had  expenditures  of 
federal  awards  totaling  $682  million,  which  was  only  5  percent  of  the  total  expenditures  for  all 
programs. 


Type  A  and  Type  B  Programs 
Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 


5% 


95% 


■  Type  A  Program      Type  B  Program 


-5- 


OMB  Circular  A-133  requires  the  auditor  to  perform  risk  assessments  on  Type  A  programs  and 
to  audit  as  major  each  Type  A  program  assessed  as  high  risk  based  on  various  risk  factors.  To 
ensure  a  high  level  of  accountability  over  ARRA  funds,  Appendix  VII  of  the  2012  Compliance 
Supplement  included  additional  criteria  to  consider  when  determining  risk  for  the  Type  A 
programs  containing  ARRA  funds  due  to  the  inherently  higher  risk  of  these  funds.  We  performed 
a  risk  assessment  on  each  Type  A  program  and  determined  13  of  the  32  Type  A  programs  were 
low  risk  and  did  not  need  to  be  audited  as  major.  In  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-133,  we 
audited  the  19  Type  A  programs  assessed  as  high  risk  as  major. 

OMB  Circular  A-133  also  requires  the  auditor  to  perform  risk  assessments  on  the  larger  Type  B 
programs  to  determine  which  ones  to  audit  as  major  in  place  of  the  Type  A  programs  which  were 
not  audited  as  major.  The  dollar  threshold  to  determine  the  larger  Type  B  programs  is  three- 
hundredths  of  one  percent  (.0003)  of  total  awards  expended  ($12.73  billion  times  .0003  = 
$3,817,703).  We  performed  risk  assessments  on  the  43  larger  Type  B  programs  and  determined  6 
of  them  were  high  risk.  In  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-133,  we  audited  3  (50  percent)  of 
these  6  high  risk  Type  B  programs  as  major. 


Major  and  Non-major  Programs 

Audit  Coverage  by  Type 

Number  of 

Percentage  of 

of  Program 

Programs 

Expenditures 

Expenditures 

Type  A  major  programs 

19 

$ 

9,901,089,182 

Type  B  major  programs 

3 

44,947,134 

Total  major  programs 

22 

$ 

9,946,036,316 

78% 

Type  A  non-major  programs 

13 

$ 

2,142,114,149 

Type  B  non-major  programs 

320 

637,526,797 

Total  non-major  programs 

333 

$ 

2,779,640,946 

22% 

Total  all  programs  355  $  12,725,677,262  100% 


American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009 

As  noted  above,  the  state  of  Missouri  expended  a  total  of  approximately  $12.73  billion  in  federal 
awards  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  Of  that  total,  approximately  $432  million  (3.4 
percent)  was  expended  in  ARRA  awards.  The  ARRA  awards  relate  to  45  existing  or  new  federal 
programs  with  expenditures  at  10  different  state  agencies.  We  audited  12  of  these  programs  as 
major,  covering  about  $384  million,  or  89  percent  of  total  expenditures  of  ARRA  awards. 
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STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

SUMMARY  OF  TYPE  A  PROGRAMS  AND  TOTAL  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
YEAR  ENDED  JUNE  30,  2012 


CFDA  Number   Federal  Grantor  Agency  -  Program 


10.551 
10.561 


SNAP  Cluster: 
Supplemental  Nutrition  Assistance  Program 

State  Administrative  Matching  Grants  for  the  Supplemental  Nutrition 
Assistance  Program 
Total  SNAP  Cluster 


Federal  Grantor  Agency 


Agriculture 
Agriculture 


Federal  Awards 
Expended 

1,460,337,454 

54,022,825 
1,514,360,279 


10.553 
10.555 
10.556 
10.559 


10.557 
10.558 
12.401 


14.228 
14.255 

17.225 


Child  Nutrition  Cluster: 
School  Breakfast  Program 
National  School  Lunch  Program 
Special  Milk  Program  for  Children 
Summer  Food  Service  Program  for  Children 
Total  Child  Nutrition  Cluster 

Special  Supplemental  Nutrition  Program  for  Women,  Infants,  and  Children 
Child  and  Adult  Care  Food  Program 

National  Guard  Military  Operations  and  Maintenance  (O&M)  Projects 

CDBG  -  State-Administered  CDBG  Cluster: 
Community  Development  Block  Grants/State's  Program  and 
Non-Entitlement  Grants  in  Hawaii 

ARRA  -  Community  Development  Block  Grants/State's  Program  and 
Non-Entitlement  Grants  in  Hawaii 
Total  CDBG  -  State-Administered  CDBG  Cluster 

Unemployment  Insurance 


Agriculture 
Agriculture 
Agriculture 
Agriculture 


Agriculture 
Agriculture 
Defense 


Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Housing  and  Urban  Development 

Labor 


63,768,228 
220,655,708 
588,796 
9,142,870 
294,155,602 

97,380,434 
51,815,450 
31,158,066 


49,389,570 

2,986,037 
52,375,607 

1,327,493,807 


17.258 
17.259 
17.278 


20.205 
20.205 
20.219 


64.015 
66.458 
66.458 
81.041 
81.041 
81.042 
81.042 


WIA  Cluster: 
Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Adult  Program 
Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Youth  Activities 
Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Dislocated  Workers  Formula  Grants 
Total  WIA  Cluster 

Highway  Planning  and  Construction  Cluster: 
Highway  Planning  and  Construction 
ARRA  -  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 
Recreational  Trails  Program 
Total  Highway  Planning  and  Construction  Cluster 

Veterans  State  Nursing  Home  Care 

Capitalization  Grants  for  Clean  Water  State  Revolving  Funds 

ARRA  -  Capitalization  Grants  for  Clean  Water  State  Revolving  Funds 

State  Energy  Program 

ARRA  -  State  Energy  Program 

Weatherization  Assistance  for  Low-Income  Persons 

ARRA  -  Weatherization  Assistance  for  Low-Income  Persons 


Labor 
Labor 
Labor 


Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 


Veterans  Affairs 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Energy 

Energy 

Energy 

Energy 


13,483,326 
15,696,171 
18,106,599 
47,286,096 


859,827,789 
80,358,558 
4,086,101 
944,272,448 

50,501,723 
53,961,115 

9,703,383 
455,671 
36,256,716 

2,318,849 
44,902,202 


Title  I,  Part  A  Cluster: 
84.010  Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agencies 

84.389  ARRA  -  Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agencies,  Recovery  Act 

Total  Title  I,  Part  A  Cluster 


Education 
Education 


247,296,811 
14,998,424 
262,295,235 
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STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

SUMMARY  OF  TYPE  A  PROGRAMS  AND  TOTAL  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
YEAR  ENDED  JUNE  30,  2012 


CFDA  Number   Federal  Grantor  Agency  -  Program 


84.027 
84.173 
84.391 
84.392 


Special  Education  Cluster  (IDEA): 
Special  Education  -  Grants  to  States 
Special  Education  -  Preschool  Grants 
ARRA  -  Special  Education  -  Grants  to  States,  Recovery  Act 
ARRA  -  Special  Education  -  Preschool  Grants,  Recovery  Act 
Total  Special  Education  Cluster  (IDEA) 


Federal  Grantor  Agency 


Education 
Education 
Education 
Education 


84.032 


Federal  Family  Education  Loans 


Education 


84.126 
84.390 


Vocational  Rehabilitation  Cluster: 
Rehabilitation  Services  -  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Grants  to  States  Education 
ARRA  -  Rehabilitation  Services  -  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Grants  to  States, 
Recovery  Act  Education 
Total  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Cluster 


84.367 


Improving  Teacher  Quality  State  Grants 


Education 


State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  Cluster: 
84.394  ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  (SFSF)  -  Education  State  Grants, 

Recovery  Act 

84.397  ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  (SFSF)  -  Government  Services, 

Recovery  Act 
Total  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  Cluster 


Education 
Education 


Immunization  Cluster: 
93.268  Immunization  Cooperative  Agreements 

93.712  ARRA  -  Immunization 

Total  Immunization  Cluster 


Health  and  Human  Services 
Health  and  Human  Services 


TANF  Cluster: 

93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

93.714  ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  for  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy 

Families  (TANF)  State  Program 
Total  TANF  Cluster 


Health  and  Human  Services 


Health  and  Human  Services 


93.563  Child  Support  Enforcement 

93.568  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance 


Health  and  Human  Services 
Health  and  Human  Services 


CCDF  Cluster: 

93.575  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

93.596  Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child  Care  and 

Development  Fund 
93.713  ARRA  -  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

Total  CCDF  Cluster 


Health  and  Human  Services 

Health  and  Human  Services 
Health  and  Human  Services 


93.658  Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

93.659  Adoption  Assistance 
93.667  Social  Services  Block  Grant 
93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 


Health  and  Human  Services 
Health  and  Human  Services 
Health  and  Human  Services 
Health  and  Human  Services 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

SUMMARY  OF  TYPE  A  PROGRAMS  AND  TOTAL  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
YEAR  ENDED  JUNE  30,  2012 


CFDA  Number   Federal  Grantor  Agency  -  Program 


93.775 
93.777 

93.778 
93.778 


Medicaid  Cluster: 
State  Medicaid  Fraud  Control  Units 

State  Survey  and  Certification  of  Health  Care  Providers  and  Suppliers 
(Title  XVIII)  Medicare 
Medical  Assistance  Program 
ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 
Total  Medicaid  Cluster 


Federal  Grantor  Agency 


Health  and  Human  Services 

Health  and  Human  Services 
Health  and  Human  Services 
Health  and  Human  Services 


Federal  Awards 
Expended 

1,341,498 

17,044,274 
5,654,719,191 

73,892,407 
5,746,997,370 


Disability  Insurance/SSI  Cluster: 
96.001  Social  Security  -  Disability  Insurance 

Total  Disability  Insurance/SSI  Cluster 


Social  Security  Administration 


41,040,166 
41,040,166 


97.036  Disaster  Grants  -  Public  Assistance  (Presidentially  Declared  Disasters) 

97.067  Homeland  Security  Grant  Program 

Total  Type  A  Programs  (expenditures  greater  than  $30,000,000) 
Total  Type  B  Programs  (expenditures  less  than  $30,000,000) 
Total  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 


Homeland  Security 
Homeland  Security 


54,463,845 
35,338,002 

12,043,203,331 
682,473,931 

12,725,677,262 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER 
FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS 
BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED 
IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 

Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  General  Assembly 

We  have  audited  the  financial  statements  of  the  governmental  activities,  the  business-type 
activities,  the  aggregate  discretely  presented  component  units,  each  major  fund,  and  the 
aggregate  remaining  fund  information  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  as  of  and  for  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012,  which  collectively  comprise  the  state's  basic  financial  statements,  and  have  issued 
our  report  thereon  dated  January  24,  2013.  Our  report  includes  a  reference  to  other  auditors.  Our 
report  also  expressed  a  qualified  opinion  on  the  basic  financial  statements  because  we  were  not 
allowed  access  to  tax  returns  and  related  source  documents  for  income  taxes.  Except  as  discussed 
in  the  preceding  sentence,  we  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial 
audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States. 

As  described  in  our  report  on  the  state  of  Missouri's  financial  statements,  other  auditors 
audited  the  financial  statements  of: 

1.  The  Missouri  Road  Fund;  the  Missouri  Highway  63  Transportation  Corporation,  a 
blended  transportation  corporation;  the  Missouri  Road  Bond  Fund;  the 
Conservation  Employees'  Insurance  Plan;  the  Transportation  Self-Insurance  Plan; 
the  Missouri  State  Employees'  Insurance  Plan;  the  Missouri  Consolidated  Health 
Care  Plan;  and  the  Missouri  Department  of  Transportation  and  Missouri  State 
Highway  Patrol  Medical  and  Life  Insurance  Plan,  which  represent  78  percent  and 
12  percent  of  the  assets  and  revenues,  respectively,  of  the  governmental  activities. 
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2.  The  State  Lottery  and  the  Petroleum  Storage  Tank  Insurance  Fund,  which 
represent  37  percent  and  42  percent  of  the  assets  and  revenues,  respectively,  of 
the  business-type  activities. 

3.  The  discretely  presented  component  units. 

4.  The  pension  (and  other  employee  benefit)  trust  funds  and  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Transportation  Local  Fund,  which  represent  94  percent  and  94 
percent  of  the  assets  and  additions,  respectively,  of  the  fiduciary  funds. 

This  report  does  not  include  the  results  of  the  other  auditors'  testing  of  internal  control 
over  financial  reporting  or  compliance  and  other  matters  that  are  reported  on  separately  by  those 
auditors. 

The  financial  statements  of  the  Missouri  Highway  63  Transportation  Corporation,  a 
blended  transportation  corporation;  the  Conservation  Employees'  Insurance  Plan,  the  Missouri 
State  Employees'  Insurance  Plan  and  the  Missouri  Consolidated  Health  Care  Plan,  internal 
service  funds;  the  Missouri  Development  Finance  Board,  a  discretely  presented  component  unit; 
and  the  pension  (and  other  employee  benefit)  trust  funds  were  not  audited  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards. 

As  described  in  Note  2  to  the  financial  statements  presented  in  the  Missouri 
Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Report,  the  state  of  Missouri  implemented  Governmental 
Accounting  Standards  Board  Statement  No.  64,  Derivative  Instruments:  Application  of  Hedge 
Accounting  Termination  Provisions — an  amendment  ofGASB  Statement  No.  53. 

Internal  Control  Over  Financial  Reporting 

Management  of  the  state  of  Missouri  is  responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining 
effective  internal  control  over  financial  reporting.  In  planning  and  performing  our  audit,  we 
considered  the  state  of  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  as  a  basis  for 
designing  our  auditing  procedures  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinion  on  the  financial 
statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  state's 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the 
effectiveness  of  the  state's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not 
allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to 
prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a 
deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable 
possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  state's  financial  statements  will  not  be  prevented, 
or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  was  for  the  limited  purpose 
described  in  the  first  paragraph  of  this  section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies 
in  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that  might  be  deficiencies,  significant  deficiencies, 
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or  material  weaknesses.  We  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses,  as  defined  previously.  However,  we 
identified  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial  reporting,  described  in  the 
accompanying  Schedule  of  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs  as  finding  numbers  2012-1,  2012-2, 
and  2012-3,  that  we  consider  to  be  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal 
control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by 
those  charged  with  governance. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  state  of  Missouri's  financial 
statements  are  free  of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain 
provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which 
could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the  determination  of  financial  statement  amounts. 
However,  providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our 
audit,  and  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our  tests  disclosed  no 
instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under  Government 
Auditing  Standards. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  regularly  issues  management  reports  on  the  various  programs, 
agencies,  divisions,  and  departments  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  conditions  mentioned  in  those 
management  reports  were  considered  in  determining  the  nature,  timing,  and  extent  of  the 
auditing  procedures  to  be  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements.  Our  reports  of 
these  conditions  do  not  modify  our  report  dated  January  24,  2013,  on  the  basic  financial 
statements. 

This  report  is  intended  for  the  information  and  use  of  the  management  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  federal  awarding  agencies  and  pass-through  entities,  and  other  applicable  government 
officials.  However,  pursuant  to  Section  29.270,  RSMo,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record 
and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


January  24,  2013 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE 
WITH  REQUIREMENTS  APPLICABLE  TO  EACH  MAJOR  PROGRAM 
AND  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  COMPLIANCE  IN  ACCORDANCE 

WITH  OMB  CIRCULAR  A- 133 

Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  General  Assembly 
Compliance 

We  have  audited  the  state  of  Missouri's  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance 
requirements  described  in  the  U.S.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  (OMB)  Circular  A-133 
Compliance  Supplement  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  each  of  its  major  federal 
programs  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  The  state's  major  federal  programs  are  identified  in 
the  summary  of  auditor's  results  section  of  the  accompanying  Schedule  of  Findings  and 
Questioned  Costs.  Compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grants 
applicable  to  each  of  its  major  federal  programs  is  the  responsibility  of  the  state's  management. 
Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  the  state's  compliance  based  on  our  audit. 

Our  compliance  audit,  described  below,  did  not  include  the  operations  of  the  component 
units  and  related  organizations  that  expended  federal  financial  assistance  during  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012,  because  they  engaged  other  auditors  to  perform  audits  in  accordance  with  OMB 
Circular  A-133. 

We  conducted  our  audit  of  compliance  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally 
accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America;  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained 
in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States;  and 
OMB  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and  Nonprofit  Organizations.  Those 
standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain 
reasonable  assurance  about  whether  noncompliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements 
referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  a  major  federal  program 
occurred.  An  audit  includes  examining,  on  a  test  basis,  evidence  about  the  state's  compliance 
with  those  requirements  and  performing  such  other  procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the 
circumstances.  We  believe  that  our  audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion.  Our  audit 
does  not  provide  a  legal  determination  of  the  state's  compliance  with  those  requirements. 
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As  described  in  finding  numbers  2012-6,  2012-11,  2012-14,  and  2012-15  in  the 
accompanying  Schedule  of  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs,  the  state  of  Missouri  did  not  comply 
with  requirements  regarding  allowable  activities  or  allowable  costs  and  cost  principles  applicable 
to  the  Medicaid  Cluster,  allowable  activities  or  allowable  costs  and  cost  principles  and  eligibility 
requirements  applicable  to  the  Child  Care  and  Development  Fund  Cluster,  and  allowable 
activities  or  allowable  costs  and  cost  principles,  eligibility,  and  level  of  effort  requirements 
applicable  to  the  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  Cluster.  Compliance  with  such 
requirements  is  necessary,  in  our  opinion,  for  the  state  of  Missouri  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  applicable  to  these  programs. 

In  our  opinion,  except  for  the  noncompliance  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  the 
state  of  Missouri  complied,  in  all  material  respects,  with  the  requirements  referred  to  above  that 
could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  each  of  its  major  federal  programs  for  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012.  The  results  of  our  auditing  procedures  also  disclosed  other  instances  of 
noncompliance  with  those  requirements,  which  are  required  to  be  reported  in  accordance  with 
OMB  Circular  A- 133  and  which  are  described  in  the  accompanying  Schedule  of  Findings  and 
Questioned  Costs  as  finding  numbers  2012-5,  2012-7,  2012-8,  2012-12,  2012-13,  2012-16, 
2012-18,  and  2012-20. 

Internal  Control  Over  Compliance 

Management  of  the  state  of  Missouri  is  responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining 
effective  internal  control  over  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts, 
and  grants  applicable  to  federal  programs.  In  planning  and  performing  our  audit,  we  considered 
the  state's  internal  control  over  compliance  with  the  requirements  that  could  have  a  direct  and 
material  effect  on  a  major  federal  program  to  determine  our  auditing  procedures  for  the  purpose 
of  expressing  our  opinion  on  compliance  and  to  test  and  report  on  internal  control  over 
compliance  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A- 133,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an 
opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  internal  control  over  compliance.  Accordingly,  we  do  not 
express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  state's  internal  control  over  compliance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  compliance  was  for  the  limited  purpose 
described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal 
control  over  compliance  that  might  be  significant  deficiencies  or  material  weaknesses  and 
therefore,  there  can  be  no  assurance  that  all  deficiencies,  significant  deficiencies,  or  material 
weaknesses  have  been  identified.  However,  as  discussed  below,  we  identified  certain 
deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  compliance  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses  and 
other  deficiencies  that  we  consider  to  be  significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a 
control  over  compliance  does  not  allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of 
performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  noncompliance  with  a  type 
of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  in 
internal  control  over  compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal 
control  over  compliance,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  material  noncompliance 
with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected 
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and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  We  consider  the  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  compliance 
described  in  the  accompanying  Schedule  of  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs  as  finding  numbers 
2012-11,  2012-14,  and  2012-15  to  be  material  weaknesses. 

A  significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or 
combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance  with  a  type  of  compliance 
requirement  of  a  federal  program  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness  in  internal  control 
over  compliance,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We 
consider  the  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  compliance  described  in  the  accompanying 
Schedule  of  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs  as  finding  numbers  2012-5,  2012-7,  2012-12,  2012- 
16,  2012-18,  and  2012-19  to  be  significant  deficiencies. 

The  state  of  Missouri's  responses  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  are  described  in 
the  accompanying  Schedule  of  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs.  We  did  not  audit  the  state's 
responses  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  responses. 

This  report  is  intended  for  the  information  and  use  of  the  management  of  the  state  of 
Missouri;  federal  awarding  agencies  and  pass-through  entities;  and  other  applicable  government 
officials.  However,  pursuant  to  Section  29.270,  RSMo,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record 
and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


February  8,  2013 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT  ON  THE 
SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  OMB  CIRCULAR  A- 133 

Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  General  Assembly 

We  have  audited  the  financial  statements  of  the  governmental  activities,  the  business-type 
activities,  the  aggregate  discretely  presented  component  units,  each  major  fund,  and  the 
aggregate  remaining  fund  information  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  as  of  and  for  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012,  which  collectively  comprise  the  state's  basic  financial  statements,  and  have  issued 
our  report  thereon  dated  January  24,  2013.  Our  report  includes  a  reference  to  other  auditors.  Our 
report  also  expressed  a  qualified  opinion  on  the  basic  financial  statements  because  we  were  not 
allowed  access  to  tax  returns  and  related  source  documents  for  income  taxes.  Except  as  discussed 
in  the  preceding  sentence,  we  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial 
audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States. 

As  described  in  our  report  on  the  state  of  Missouri's  financial  statements,  other  auditors 
audited  the  financial  statements  of: 

1.  The  Missouri  Road  Fund;  the  Missouri  Highway  63  Transportation  Corporation,  a 
blended  transportation  corporation;  the  Missouri  Road  Bond  Fund;  the 
Conservation  Employees'  Insurance  Plan;  the  Transportation  Self-Insurance  Plan; 
the  Missouri  State  Employees'  Insurance  Plan;  the  Missouri  Consolidated  Health 
Care  Plan;  and  the  Missouri  Department  of  Transportation  and  Missouri  State 
Highway  Patrol  Medical  and  Life  Insurance  Plan,  which  represent  78  percent  and 
12  percent  of  the  assets  and  revenues,  respectively,  of  the  governmental  activities. 

2.  The  State  Lottery  and  the  Petroleum  Storage  Tank  Insurance  Fund,  which 
represent  37  percent  and  42  percent  of  the  assets  and  revenues,  respectively,  of 
the  business-type  activities. 
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3. 


The  discretely  presented  component  units. 


4. 


The  pension  (and  other  employee  benefit)  trust  funds  and  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Transportation  Local  Fund,  which  represent  94  percent  and  94 
percent  of  the  assets  and  additions,  respectively,  of  the  fiduciary  funds. 


The  financial  statements  of  the  Missouri  Highway  63  Transportation  Corporation,  a 
blended  transportation  corporation;  the  Conservation  Employees'  Insurance  Plan;  the  Missouri 
State  Employees'  Insurance  Plan  and  the  Missouri  Consolidated  Health  Care  Plan,  internal 
service  funds;  the  Missouri  Development  Finance  Board,  a  discretely  presented  component  unit; 
and  the  pension  (and  other  employee  benefit)  trust  funds  were  not  audited  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards. 

As  described  in  Note  2  to  the  financial  statements  presented  in  the  Missouri 
Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Report,  the  state  of  Missouri  implemented  Governmental 
Accounting  Standards  Board  Statement  No.  64,  Derivative  Instruments:  Application  of  Hedge 
Accounting  Termination  Provisions — an  amendment  of  GASB  Statement  No.  53. 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  opinions  on  the  financial  statements 
that  collectively  comprise  the  state  of  Missouri's  basic  financial  statements.  The  accompanying 
Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  as 
required  by  U.S.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A- 133,  Audits  of  States,  Local 
Governments,  and  Non-Profit  Organizations,  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the  basic  financial 
statements.  Such  information  is  the  responsibility  of  management  and  was  derived  from  and 
relates  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial 
statements.  The  information  has  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  by  us  and  the 
other  auditors  in  the  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements  and  certain  additional  procedures, 
including  comparing  and  reconciling  such  information  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and 
other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements  or  to  the  basic  financial  statements 
themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally 
accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  state  of  Missouri  has  excluded  federal  award 
expenditures  of  public  universities  and  other  component  units  from  the  accompanying  schedule. 
In  our  opinion,  except  for  the  effects  of  the  exclusion  of  federal  award  expenditures  of  public 
universities  and  other  component  units,  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  is  fairly 
stated,  in  all  material  respects,  in  relation  to  the  basic  financial  statements  as  a  whole. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


January  24,  2013 
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STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
YEAR  ENDED  JUNE  30,  2012 


CFDA  Number 

Federal  Grantor  Agency  -  Program 

Federal  Awards 
Expended 

Amount  Provided 
to  Subrecipients 

Office  of  National  Drug  Control  Policy 

07.UNKNOWN 

HIDTA 

$  2,862,205 

2,128,824 

Total  Office  of  National  Drug  Control  Policy 

2,862,205 

2,128,824 

Department  of  Agriculture 

10.UNKNOWN 

School  Lunch  Commodity  Refund 

8,702 

8,702 

10.025 

Plant  and  Animal  Disease,  Pest  Control,  and  Animal  Care 

978,282 

85,581 

10.069 

Conservation  Reserve  Program 

410,149 

0 

10.153 

Market  News 

697 

0 

10.163 

Market  Protection  and  Promotion 

70,523 

62,186 

10.169 

Specialty  Crop  Block  Grant  Program 

25,875 

25,875 

10.170 

Specialty  Crop  Block  Grant  Program  -  Farm  Bill 

145,064 

128,693 

10.435 

State  Mediation  Grants 

24,031 

0 

10.475 

Cooperative  Agreements  with  States  for  Intrastate  Meat  and  Poultry  Inspection 

581,912 

0 

10.479 

Food  Safety  Cooperative  Agreements 

166,639 

0 

SNAP  Cluster: 

10.551 

Supplemental  Nutrition  Assistance  Program 

1,460,337,454 

0 

10.561 

State  Administrative  Matching  Grants  for  the  Supplemental  Nutrition  Assistance  Program 

54,022,825 

11,121,444 

Total  SNAP  Cluster 

1,514,360,279 

11,121,444 

Child  Nutrition  Cluster: 

10.553 

School  Breakfast  Program 

63,768,228 

63,768,228 

10.555 

National  School  Lunch  Program 

220,655,708 

220,555,172 

10.556 

Special  Milk  Program  for  Children 

588,796 

588,796 

10.559 

Summer  Food  Service  Program  for  Children 

9,142,870 

8,729,268 

Total  Child  Nutrition  Cluster 

294,155,602 

293,641,464 

10.557 

Special  Supplemental  Nutrition  Program  for  Women,  Infants,  and  Children 

97,380,434 

24,031,236 

10.558 

Child  and  Adult  Care  Food  Program 

51,815,450 

51,218,893 

10.560 

State  Administrative  Expenses  for  Child  Nutrition 

3,886,833 

1,632,148 

10.565 

Commodity  Supplemental  Food  Program 

1,184,639 

1,135,673 

Emergency  Food  Assistance  Cluster: 

10.568 

Emergency  Food  Assistance  Program  (Administrative  Costs) 

1,648,025 

1,569,625 

10.569 

Emergency  Food  Assistance  Program  (Food  Commodities) 

6,219,194 

0 

Total  Emergency  Food  Assistance  Cluster 

7,867,219 

1,569,625 

10.574 

Team  Nutrition  Grants 

152,687 

53,784 

10.578 

ARRA  -  WIC  Grants  to  States  (WGS) 

621,084 

0 

10.579 

Child  Nutrition  Discretionary  Grants  Limited  Availability 

745,468 

168,165 

10.582 

Fresh  Fruit  and  Vegetable  Program 

2,742,916 

2,742,916 

10.664 

Cooperative  Forestry  Assistance 

1,725,666 

314,515 

Forest  Service  Schools  and  Roads  Cluster: 

10.665 

Schools  and  Roads  -  Grants  to  States 

7,185,969 

7,185,969 

Total  Forest  Service  Schools  and  Roads  Cluster 

7,185,969 

7,185,969 

10.675 

Urban  and  Community  Forestry  Program 

86,598 

0 

10.678 

Forest  Stewardship  Program 

17,398 

0 

10.680 

Forest  Health  Protection 

39,509 

0 

10.762 

Solid  Waste  Management  Grants 

118,625 

0 

10.912 

Environmental  Quality  Incentives  Program 

29,690 

0 

Total  Department  of  Agriculture 

1,986,527,940 

395,126,869 

Department  of  Commerce 

11.555 

Public  Safety  Interoperable  Communications  Grant  Program 

8,152,628 

8,152,014 

11.558 

ARRA  -  State  Broadband  Data  and  Development  Grant  Program 

3,651,535 

3,015,742 

Total  Department  of  Commerce 

11,804,163 

11,167,756 
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STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 

YEAR  ENDED  JUNE  30,  2012 

Federal  Awards 

Amount  Provided 

CFDA  Number 

Federal  Grantor  Agency  -  Program 

Expended 

to  Subrecipients 

Department  of  Defense 

12AAG 

Drug  Interdiction  and  Counter  Drug  Activities 

1,144,331 

0 

12.UNKNOWN 

Troops  to  Teachers 

131,920 

20,308 

12.112 

Payments  to  States  in  Lieu  of  Real  Estate  Taxes 

1,375,278 

1,375,278 

12.113 

State  Memorandum  of  Agreement  Program  for  the  Reimbursement  of  Technical  Services 

677,107 

0 

12.401 

National  Guard  Military  Operations  and  Maintenance  (O&M)  Projects 

31,158,066 

0 

Total  Department  of  Defense 

34,486,702 

1,395,586 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

CDBG  -  State- Administered  CDBG  Cluster: 

14.228 

Community  Development  Block  Grants/State's  Program  and  Non-Entitlement  Grants  in  Hawaii 

49,389,570 

47,772,340 

14.255 

ARRA  -  Community  Development  Block  Grants/State's  Program  and  Non-Entitlement  Grants 

in  Hawaii 

2,986,037 

2,769,087 

Total  CDBG  -  State-Administered  CDBG  Cluster 

52,375,607 

50,541,427 

14.231 

Emergency  Solutions  Grants  Program 

1,393,682 

1,393,682 

14.238 

Shelter  Plus  Care 

10,183,758 

10,084,936 

14.241 

Housing  Opportunities  for  Persons  with  AIDS 

372,312 

372,312 

14.257 

ARRA  -  Homelessness  Prevention  and  Rapid  Rehousing  Program 

2,563,975 

2,386,680 

14.401 

Fair  Housing  Assistance  Program  -  State  and  Local 

567,098 

0 

14.416 

Education  and  Outreach  Initiatives 

158,870 

0 

Total  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

67,615,302 

64,779,037 

Department  of  the  Interior 

15.250 

Regulation  of  Surface  Coal  Mining  and  Surface  Effects  of  Underground  Coal  Mining 

247,807 

0 

15.252 

Abandoned  Mine  Land  Reclamation  (AMLR)  Program 

2,630,659 

0 

15.255 

Science  and  Technology  Projects  Related  to  Coal  Mining  and  Reclamation 

21,898 

0 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Cluster: 

15.605 

Sport  Fish  Restoration  Program 

8,857,785 

0 

15.611 

Wildlife  Restoration  and  Basic  Hunter  Education 

10,983,096 

o 

Total  Fish  and  Wildlife  Cluster 

19,840,881 

o 

15.608 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Management  Assistance 

201,087 

o 

15.615 

Cooperative  Endangered  Species  Conservation  Fund 

29,884 

o 

15.616 

Clean  Vessel  Act 

13,500 

o 

15.623 

North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Fund 

304,884 

0 

15.633 

Landowner  Incentive  Program 

197,675 

o 

15.634 

State  Wildlife  Grants 

806,703 

0 

15.649 

Service  Training  and  Technical  Assistance  (Generic  Training) 

73,176 

0 

15.650 

Research  Grants  (Generic) 

20,000 

0 

15.657 

Endangered  Species  Conservation  -  Recovery  Implementation  Funds 

54,279 

0 

15.658 

Natural  Resource  Damage  Assessment,  Restoration  and  Implementation 

885 

0 

15.807 

Earthquake  Hazards  Reduction  Program 

17,967 

o 

15.808 

U.S.  Geological  Survey  -  Research  and  Data  Collection 

55,940 

0 

15.810 

National  Cooperative  Geologic  Mapping  Program 

132,129 

0 

15.814 

National  Geological  and  Geophysical  Data  Preservation  Program 

4,918 

0 

15.819 

Energy  Cooperatives  to  Support  the  National  Coal  Resources  Data  System  (NCRDS) 

15,576 

0 

15.904 

Historic  Preservation  Fund  Grants-In-Aid 

847,600 

83,460 

15.916 

Outdoor  Recreation  -  Acquisition,  Development  and  Planning 

358,026 

264,858 

15.935 

National  Trails  System  Projects 

9,646 

0 

15.978 

Upper  Mississippi  River  System  Long  Term  Resource  Monitoring  Program 

282,125 

0 

Total  Department  of  the  Interior 

26,167,245 

348,318 

Department  of  Justice 

16.UNKNOWN 

Domestic  Cannabis  Eradication 

233,506 

0 

16.017 

Sexual  Assault  Services  Formula  Program 

181,074 

170,636 

16.202 

Prisoner  Reentry  Initiative  Demonstration  (Offender  Reentry) 

35,412 

0 

16.523 

Juvenile  Accountability  Block  Grants 

841,202 

592,598 

16.540 

Juvenile  Justice  and  Delinquency  Prevention  -  Allocation  to  States 

1,090,281 

827,452 
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STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
YEAR  ENDED  JUNE  30,  2012 


Federal  Awards 

Amount  Provided 

CFDA  Number 

Federal  Grantor  Agency  -  Program 

Expended 

to  Subrecipients 

16.548 

Title  V  -  Delinquency  Prevention  Program 

38,171 

38,171 

16.554 

National  Criminal  History  Improvement  Program  (NCHIP) 

250,103 

0 

16.560 

National  Institute  of  Justice  Research,  Evaluation,  and  Development  Project  Grants 

412,679 

288,373 

16.575 

Crime  Victim  Assistance 

7,103,745 

6,917,455 

16.576 

Crime  Victim  Compensation 

2,906,815 

2,906,815 

16.585 

Drug  Court  Discretionary  Grant  Program 

148,155 

0 

16.588 

Violence  Against  Women  Formula  Grants 

2,072,730 

1,943,978 

16.588 

ARRA  -  Violence  Against  Women  Formula  Grants 

188,210 

170,304 

16.590 

Grants  to  Encourage  Arrest  Policies  and  Enforcement  of  Protection  Orders  Program 

42,768 

16,875 

16.593 

Residential  Substance  Abuse  Treatment  for  State  Prisoners 

157,792 

78,846 

16.606 

State  Criminal  Alien  Assistance  Program 

182,422 

0 

16.610 

Regional  Information  Sharing  Systems 

4,432,255 

4,431,255 

16.710 

Public  Safety  Partnership  and  Community  Policing  Grants 

1,252,513 

0 

16.726 

Juvenile  Mentoring  Program 

318,341 

229,251 

16.727 

Enforcing  Underage  Drinking  Laws  Program 

167,039 

137,724 

16.734 

Special  Data  Collections  and  Statistical  Studies 

70,705 

0 

JAG  Program  Cluster: 

16.738 

Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant  Program 

6,904,607 

6,224,751 

16.803 

ARRA  -  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant  (JAG)  Program/Grants  to  States 

and  Territories 

9,400,613 

2,593,732 

Total  JAG  Program  Cluster 

16,305,220 

8,818,483 

16.740 

Statewide  Automated  Victim  Information  Notification  (SAVIN)  Program 

27,968 

0 

16.741 

DNA  Backlog  Reduction  Program 

676,474 

0 

16.745 

Criminal  and  Juvenile  Justice  and  Mental  Health  Collaboration  Program 

93,311 

93,232 

16.746 

Capital  Case  Litigation 

445 

0 

16.801 

ARRA  -  State  Victim  Assistance  Formula  Grant  Program 

530 

517 

16.810 

ARRA  -  Assistance  to  Rural  Law  Enforcement  to  Combat  Crime  and  Drugs  Competitive  Grant 

Program 

1,202,140 

107,537 

16.812 

Second  Chance  Act  Prisoner  Reentry  Initiative 

194,387 

0 

16.816 

John  R.  Justice  Prosecutors  and  Defenders  Incentive  Act 

148,700 

148,700 

16.821 

Juvenile  Justice  Reform  and  Reinvestment  Demonstration  Program 

147,140 

0 

Total  Department  of  Justice 

40,922,233 

27,918,202 

Department  of  Labor 

17.002 

Labor  Force  Statistics 

1,122,150 

0 

17.005 

Compensation  and  Working  Conditions 

207,828 

0 

Employment  Service  Cluster: 

17.207 

Employment  Service/Wagner-Peyser  Funded  Activities 

13,659,091 

0 

17.801 

Disabled  Veterans'  Outreach  Program  (DVOP) 

873,054 

0 

17.804 

Local  Veterans'  Employment  Representative  Program 

2,266,009 

0 

Total  Employment  Service  Cluster 

16,798,154 

0 

17.225 

Unemployment  Insurance 

1,327,493,807 

0 

17.235 

Senior  Community  Service  Employment  Program 

2,450,803 

2,395,703 

17.245 

Trade  Adjustment  Assistance 

7,635,075 

0 

WIA  Cluster: 

17.258 

Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Adult  Program 

13,483,326 

12,126,529 

17.259 

Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Youth  Activities 

15,696,171 

14,414,975 

17.278 

Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Dislocated  Worker  Formula  Grants 

18,106,599 

15,439,059 

Total  WIA  Cluster 

47,286,096 

41,980,563 

17.260 

Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Dislocated  Workers 

491,090 

377,749 

17.260 

ARRA  -  Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Dislocated  Workers 

200,619 

200,619 

17.261 

Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Pilots,  Demonstrations,  and  Research  Projects 

263,437 

74,349 

17.267 

Incentive  Grants  -  WIA  Section  503 

859,928 

389,544 

17.271 

Work  Opportunity  Tax  Credit  Program  (WOTC) 

602,565 

0 

17.273 

Temporary  Labor  Certification  for  Foreign  Workers 

61,615 

0 

17.275  ARRA  -  Program  of  Competitive  Grants  for  Worker  Training  and  Placement  in  High  Growth 
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and  Emerging  Industry  Sectors 

1,791,935 

1,713,098 

17.277 

Workforce  Investment  Act  (WIA)  National  Emergency  Grants 

22,546,388 

22,028,414 

17.282 

ARRA  -  Trade  Adjustment  Assistance  Community  College  and  Career  Training  (TAACCCT)  Grants 

82,085 

0 

17.504 

Consultation  Agreements 

1,138,322 

0 

17.505 

OSHA  Data  Initiative 

44,089 

0 

17.600 

Mine  Health  and  Safety  Grants 

292,389 

0 

17.807 

Transition  Assistance  Program 

9,143 

o 

Total  Department  of  Labor 

1,431,377,518 

69,160,039 

Department  of  Transportation 

20.106 

Airport  Improvement  Program 

14,983,007 

14,637,426 

Highway  Planning  and  Construction  Cluster; 

20.205 

Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

859,827,789 

139,655,164 

20.205 

ARRA  -  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

80,358,558 

19,265,980 

20.219 

Recreational  Trails  Program 

4,086,101 

539,143 

Total  Highway  Planning  and  Construction  Cluster 

944,272,448 

159,460,287 

20.217 

Motor  Carrier  Safety 

917,937 

898,370 

20.218 

National  Motor  Carrier  Safety 

3,685,483 

745,378 

20.231 

Performance  and  Registration  Information  Systems  Management 

199,998 

0 

20.237 

Commercial  Vehicle  Information  Systems  and  Networks 

33,500 

0 

20.240 

Fuel  Tax  Evasion  -  Intergovernmental  Enforcement  Effort 

121,112 

0 

20.319 

High-Speed  Rail  Corridors  and  Intercity  Passenger  Rail  Service  -  Capital  Assistance  Grants 

404,295 

404,295 

20.319 

ARRA  -  High-Speed  Rail  Corridors  and  Intercity  Passenger  Rail  Service  -  Capital  Assistance  Grants 

399,379 

399,379 

Federal  Transit  Cluster; 

20.500 

Federal  Transit  -  Capital  Investment  Grants 

4,668,418 

4,668,418 

Total  Federal  Transit  Cluster 

4,668,418 

4,668,418 

20.505 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Planning 

5,565,929 

5,410,541 

20.509 

Formula  Grants  for  Other  Than  Urbanized  Areas 

14,187,111 

13,625,432 

20.509 

ARRA  -  Formula  Grants  for  Other  Than  Urbanized  Areas 

1,987,065 

1,987,065 

Transit  Services  Programs  Cluster: 

20.513 

Capital  Assistance  Program  for  Elderly  Persons  and  Persons  with  Disabilities 

944,816 

810,098 

20.516 

Job  Access  -  Reverse  Commute 

1,314,817 

1,314,817 

20.521 

New  Freedom  Program 

255,104 

255,104 

Total  Transit  Services  Programs  Cluster 

2,514,737 

2,380,019 

Highway  Safety  Cluster: 

20.600 

State  and  Community  Highway  Safety 

4,163,322 

3,222,919 

20.601 

Alcohol  Impaired  Driving  Countermeasures  Incentive  Grants  I 

2,512,627 

2,161,920 

20.610 

State  Traffic  Safety  Information  System  Improvement  Grants 

870,805 

672,892 

20.612 

Incentive  Grant  Program  to  Increase  Motorcyclist  Safety 

162,508 

7,703 

20.613 

Child  Safety  and  Child  Booster  Seats  Incentive  Grants 

480,123 

169,545 

Total  Highway  Safety  Cluster 

8,189,385 

6,234,979 

20.607 

Alcohol  Open  Container  Requirements 

10,084,118 

3,096,657 

20.608 

Minimum  Penalties  for  Repeat  Offenders  for  Driving  While  Intoxicated 

5,067,585 

0 

20.614 

National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA)  Discretionary  Safety  Grants 

49,282 

0 

20.615 

Ensuring  Needed  Help  Arrives  Near  Callers  Employing  911 

187,901 

187,901 

20.700 

Pipeline  Safety  Program  State  Base  Grant 

601,882 

0 

20.703 

Interagency  Hazardous  Materials  Public  Sector  Training  and  Planning  Grants 

675,109 

410,573 

20.720 

State  Damage  Prevention  Program  Grants 

26,922 

0 

20.721 

PHMSA  Pipeline  Safety  Program  One  Call  Grant 

9,414 

0 

20.816 

America's  Marine  Highway  Grants 

250,277 

0 

20.930 

Payments  for  Small  Community  Air  Service  Development 

58,643 

0 

Total  Department  of  Transportation 

1,019,140,937 

214,546,720 

Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission 

30.002 

Employment  Discrimination  -  State  and  Local  Fair  Employment  Practices  Agency  Contracts 

505,683 

0 

Total  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission 

505,683 

0 
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General  Services  Administration 

39.003 

Donation  of  Federal  Surplus  Personal  Property 

2,084,459 

1,763,694 

39.011 

Election  Reform  Payments 

511,641 

510,343 

Total  General  Services  Administration 

2,596,100 

2,274,037 

National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities 

45.025 

Promotion  of  the  Arts  -  Partnership  Agreements 

763,537 

443,199 

45.310 

Grants  to  States 

3,097,721 

1,724,677 

Total  National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities 

3,861,258 

2,167,876 

Small  Business  Administration 

59.061 

ARRA  -  State  Trade  and  Export  Promotion  Pilot  Grant  Program 

274,304 

0 

Total  Small  Business  Administration 

274,304 

0 

Department  of  Veterans  Affairs 

64.UN  KNOWN 

Vocational  Training  for  Certain  Veterans  Receiving  VA  Pension 

710,639 

0 

64.005 

Grants  to  States  for  Construction  of  State  Home  Facilities 

1,345,054 

0 

64.015 

Veterans  State  Nursing  Home  Care 

50,501,723 

0 

64.024 

VA  Homeless  Providers  Grant  and  Per  Diem  Program 

589,058 

589,058 

Total  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs 

53,146,474 

589,058 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

66.032 

State  Indoor  Radon  Grants 

151,198 

0 

66.034 

Surveys,  Studies,  Research,  Investigations,  Demonstrations,  and  Special  Purpose  Activities 

Relating  to  the  Clean  Air  Act 

651,955 

39,240 

66.039 

National  Clean  Diesel  Emissions  Reduction  Program 

1,697,120 

1,090,513 

66.040 

State  Clean  Diesel  Grant  Program 

574,989 

311,144 

66.202 

Congressionally  Mandated  Projects 

874,235 

0 

66.419 

Water  Pollution  Control  State,  Interstate,  and  Tribal  Program  Support 

270,416 

0 

66.433 

State  Underground  Water  Source  Protection 

101,082 

0 

66.454 

Water  Quality  Management  Planning 

230,739 

1,189 

66.454 

ARRA  -  Water  Quality  Management  Planning 

432,220 

299,185 

66.458 

Capitalization  Grants  for  Clean  Water  State  Revolving  Funds 

53,961,115 

39,647,933 

66.458 

ARRA  -  Capitalization  Grants  for  Clean  Water  State  Revolving  Funds 

9,703,383 

9,703,383 

66.460 

Nonpoint  Source  Implementation  Grants 

2,112,531 

1,217,055 

66.461 

Regional  Wetland  Program  Development  Grants 

114,522 

0 

66.468 

Capitalization  Grants  for  Drinking  Water  State  Revolving  Funds 

16,793,401 

8,335,336 

66.468 

ARRA  -  Capitalization  Grants  for  Drinking  Water  State  Revolving  Funds 

2,637,416 

2,637,416 

66.471 

State  Grants  to  Reimburse  Operators  of  Small  Water  Systems  for  Training  and  Certification  Costs 

666,760 

25,795 

66.474 

Water  Protection  Grants  to  the  States 

617 

0 

66.475 

Gulf  of  Mexico  Program 

1,270 

0 

66.605 

Performance  Partnership  Grants 

13,908,939 

377,392 

66.608 

Environmental  Information  Exchange  Network  Grant  Program  and  Related  Assistance 

16,000 

0 

66.707 

TSCA  Title  IV  State  Lead  Grants  Certification  of  Lead-Based  Paint  Professionals 

253,216 

0 

66.709 

Multi-Media  Capacity  Building  Grants  for  States  and  Tribes 

15,269 

0 

66.714 

Regional  Agricultural  IPM  Grants 

2,596 

0 

66.802 

Superfund  State,  Political  Subdivision,  and  Indian  Tribe  Site-Specific  Cooperative  Agreements 

1,561,802 

385,830 

66.804 

Underground  Storage  Tank  Prevention,  Detection  and  Compliance  Program 

729,705 

0 

66.805 

Leaking  Underground  Storage  Tank  Trust  Fund  Corrective  Action  Program 

1,297,555 

0 

66.810 

Chemical  Emergency  Preparedness  and  Prevention  (CEPP)  Technical  Assistance  Grants  Program 

21,000 

21,000 

66.817 

State  and  Tribal  Response  Program  Grants 

1,364,605 

0 

66.818 

Brownfields  Assessment  and  Cleanup  Cooperative  Agreements 

115,082 

0 

66.940 

Environmental  Policy  and  State  Sustainability  Grants 

73,857 

0 

Total  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

110,334,595 

64,092,411 

Department  of  Energy 

81.039 

National  Energy  Information  Center 

1,854 

0 

81.041 

State  Energy  Program 

455,671 

0 

81.041 

ARRA  -  State  Energy  Program 

36,256,716 

27,830,290 
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81.042 

Weatherization  Assistance  for  Low-Income  Persons 

2,318,849 

2,013,877 

81.042 

ARRA  -  Weatherization  Assistance  for  Low-Income  Persons 

44,902,202 

43,419,703 

81.089 

Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development 

57,379 

0 

81.092 

Weldon  Springs  Site  Remedial  Action  Project 

435,481 

0 

81.104 

Office  of  Environmental  Waste  Processing 

141,598 

0 

81.122 

ARRA  -  Electricity  Delivery  and  Energy  Reliability,  Research,  Development  and  Analysis 

441,381 

0 

81.127 

ARRA  -  Energy  Efficient  Appliance  Rebate  Program  (EEARP) 

46,658 

0 

81.128 

ARRA  -  Energy  Efficiency  and  Conservation  Block  Grant  Program  (EECBG) 

5,057,903 

4,667,911 

81.138 

State  Heating  Oil  and  Propane  Program 

3,940 

0 

81.902 

State  Environmental  Oversite  and  Monitoring 

72,224 

0 

Total  Department  of  Energy 

90,191,856 

77,931,781 

Department  of  Education 

84.UNKNOWN 

Cooperative  System  Grant 

86,522 

0 

84.002 

Adult  Education  -  Basic  Grants  to  States 

9,953,732 

8,676,398 

Title  I,  Part  A  Cluster: 

84.010 

Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agencies 

247,296,811 

244,181,513 

84.389 

ARRA  -  Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agencies,  Recovery  Act 

14,998,424 

14,998,424 

Total  Title  I,  Part  A  Cluster 

262,295,235 

259,179,937 

84.011 

Migrant  Education  -  State  Grant  Program 

1,357,482 

1,328,591 

84.013 

Title  I  State  Agency  Program  for  Neglected  and  Delinquent  Children  and  Youth 

1,438,875 

1,424,413 

Special  Education  Cluster  (IDEA): 

84.027 

Special  Education  -  Grants  to  States 

208,104,892 

178,223,503 

84.173 

Special  Education  -  Preschool  Grants 

9,048,648 

9,048,648 

84.391 

ARRA  -  Special  Education  -  Grants  to  States,  Recovery  Act 

31,256,212 

31,256,212 

84.392 

ARRA  -  Special  Education  -  Preschool  Grants,  Recovery  Act 

2,082,335 

2,082,335 

Total  Special  Education  Cluster  (IDEA) 

250,492,087 

220,610,698 

84.032 

Federal  Family  Education  Loans 

144,083,021 

0 

84.048 

Career  and  Technical  Education  -  Basic  Grants  to  States 

20,928,851 

18,671,865 

Vocational  Rehabilitation  Cluster: 

84.126 

Rehabilitation  Services  -  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Grants  to  States 

60,805,280 

0 

84.390 

ARRA  -  Rehabilitation  Services  -  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Grants  to  States,  Recovery  Act 

143,631 

0 

Total  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Cluster 

60,948,911 

0 

84.144 

Migrant  Education  -  Coordination  Program 

99,549 

75,438 

Independent  Living  State  Grants  Cluster: 

84.169 

Independent  Living  -  State  Grants 

431,417 

375,580 

84.398 

ARRA  -  Independent  Living  State  Grants 

33,933 

0 

Total  Independent  Living  -  State  Grants  Cluster 

465,350 

375,580 

Independent  Living  Services  for  Older  Individuals  Who  Are  Blind  Cluster: 

84.177 

Rehabilitation  Services  -  Independent  Living  Services  for  Older  Individuals  Who  Are  Blind 

878,263 

0 

84.399 

ARRA  -  Independent  Living  Services  for  Older  Individuals  Who  Are  Blind 

217,408 

o 

Total  Independent  Living  Services  for  Older  Individuals  Who  Are  Blind  Cluster 

1,095,671 

o 

Early  Intervention  Services  (IDEA)  Cluster: 

84.181 

Special  Education  -  Grants  for  Infants  and  Families 

7,864,270 

0 

84.393 

ARRA  -  Special  Education  -  Grants  for  Infants  and  Families,  Recovery  Act 

374,372 

0 

Total  Early  Intervention  Services  (IDEA)  Cluster 

8,238,642 

0 

84.185 

Byrd  Honors  Scholarships 

28,154 

0 

84.186 

Safe  and  Drug-Free  Schools  and  Communities  -  State  Grants 

615,406 

615,406 

84.187 

Supported  Employment  Services  for  Individuals  with  the  Most  Significant  Disabilities 

418,728 

0 

Education  for  Homeless  Children  and  Youth  Cluster: 

84.196 

Education  for  Homeless  Children  and  Youth 

897,436 

888,842 

84.387 

ARRA  -  Education  for  Homeless  Children  and  Youth,  Recovery  Act 

248,152 

248,152 

Total  Education  for  Homeless  Children  and  Youth  Cluster 

1,145,588 

1,136,994 

84.213 

Even  Start  -  State  Educational  Agencies 

397,708 

367,790 

84.224 

Assistive  Technology 

825,201 

604,440 
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CFDA  Number     Federal  Grantor  Agency  -  Program 
84.243 
84.265 
84.282 
84.287 

84.318 
84.386 


Tech-Prep  Education 

Rehabilitation  Training  -  State  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Unit  In-Service  Training 
Charter  Schools 

Twenty-First  Century  Community  Learning  Centers 
Educational  Technology  State  Grants  Cluster: 
Educational  Technology  State  Grants 
ARRA  -  Education  Technology  State  Grants,  Recovery  Act 
Total  Educational  Technology  State  Grants  Cluster 


Federal  Awards 
Expended 
1,381,285 
48,746 
540,886 
17,584,172 


1,038,495 
829,839 
1,868,334 


Amount  Provided 
to  Subrecipients 
1,381,214 
0 

537,848 
17,305,124 

979,394 
799,839 
1,779,233 


84.323 

Special  Education  -  State  Personnel  Development 

1,008,435 

1,008,435 

84.326 

Special  Education  -  Technical  Assistance  and  Dissemination  to  Improve  Services  and  Results 

for  Children  with  Disabilities 

181,155 

0 

84.330 

Advanced  Placement  Program  (Advanced  Placement  Test  Fee;  Advanced  Placement  Incentive 

Program  Grants) 

253,036 

253,036 

84.331 

Grants  to  States  for  Workplace  and  Community  Transition  Training  for  Incarcerated  Individuals 

45,292 

0 

84.358 

Rural  Education 

3,017,125 

2,960,304 

84.365 

English  Language  Acquisition  State  Grants 

4,305,317 

4,128,895 

84.366 

Mathematics  and  Science  Partnerships 

2,892,313 

2,891,547 

84.367 

Improving  Teacher  Quality  State  Grants 

47,721,344 

47,146,024 

84.369 

Grants  for  State  Assessments  and  Related  Activities 

5,419,083 

0 

84.371 

Striving  Readers 

32,105 

3,000 

Statewide  Data  Systems  Cluster: 

84.372 

Statewide  Data  Systems 

1,688,565 

0 

Total  Statewide  Data  Systems  Cluster 

1,688,565 

0 

School  Improvement  Grants  Cluster: 

84.377 

School  Improvement  Grants 

137,058 

137,058 

84.388 

ARRA  -  School  Improvement  Grants,  Recovery  Act 

17,205,785 

17,203,667 

Total  School  Improvement  Grants  Cluster 

17,342,843 

17,340,725 

84.378 

84.394 
84.397 


College  Access  Challenge  Grant  Program 
State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  Cluster: 
ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  (SFSF)  ■ 
ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  (SFSF)  - 
Total  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  Cluster 


Education  State  Grants,  Recovery  Act 
Government  Services,  Recovery  Act 


1,671,732 

64,918,743 
3,604,871 
68,523,614 


1,347,531 

64,918,746 
3,604,871 
68,523,617 


84.410               ARRA  -  Education  Jobs  Fund 

2,802,893 

2,802,893 

84.902               National  Assessment  of  Educational  Programs 

1 14,274 

0 

Total  Department  of  Education 

943,357,262 

682,476,976 

National  Archives  and  Records  Administration 

89.003  National  Historical  Publications  and  Records  Grants   97,064   34,690 

Total  National  Archives  and  Records  Administration  97,064  34,690 


Elections  Assistance  Commission 

90.401  Help  America  Vote  Act  Requirements  Payments  3,471,477   631,477 

Total  Elections  Assistance  Commission   3,471,477   631,477 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

93.003  Public  Health  and  Social  Services  Emergency  Fund  536,543  351,021 

93.041  Special  Programs  for  the  Aging  -  Title  VII,  Chapter  3  -  Programs  for  Prevention  of  Elder  Abuse, 

Neglect,  and  Exploitation  100,983  11,704 

93.042  Special  Programs  for  the  Aging  -  Title  VII,  Chapter  2  -  Long  Term  Care  Ombudsman  Services 

for  Older  Individuals  388,800  148,838 
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93.043 

Special  Programs  for  the  Aging  -  Title  III,  Part  D  -  Disease  Prevention  and  Health  Promotion  Services 

421,295 

421,295 

Aging  Cluster: 

93.044 

Special  Programs  for  the  Aging  -  Title  III,  Part  B  -  Grants  for  Supportive  Services  and 

Senior  Centers 

8,572,297 

7,590,342 

93.045 

Special  Programs  for  the  Aging  -  Title  III,  Part  C  -  Nutrition  Services 

11,239,956 

11,239,956 

93.053 

Nutrition  Services  Incentive  Program 

3,311,172 

3,311,172 

Total  Aging  Cluster 

23,123,425 

22,141,470 

93.048 

Special  Programs  for  the  Aging  -  Title  IV  -  and  Title  II  -  Discretionary  Projects 

148,711 

71,332 

93.051 

Alzheimer's  Disease  Demonstration  Grants  to  States 

229,489 

215,530 

93.052 

National  Family  Caregiver  Support,  Title  III,  Part  E 

2,989,678 

2,989,678 

93.069 

Public  Health  Emergency  Preparedness 

15,686,142 

8,814,173 

93.070 

Environmental  Public  Health  and  Emergency  Response 

815,550 

449,478 

93.089 

Emergency  System  for  Advance  Registration  of  Volunteer  Health  Professionals 

60,085 

0 

93.090 

Guardianship  Assistance 

3,133,866 

0 

93.090 

ARRA  -  Guardianship  Assistance 

158,492 

o 

93.092 

Affordable  Care  Act  (ACA)  Personal  Responsibility  Education  Program 

544,082 

397,186 

93.103 

Food  and  Drug  Administration  -  Research 

242,185 

0 

93.104 

Comprehensive  Community  Mental  Health  Services  for  Children  with  Serious  Emotional 

Disturbances  (SED) 

1,128,235 

1,093,837 

93.110 

Maternal  and  Child  Health  Federal  Consolidated  Programs 

817,888 

110,556 

93.116 

Project  Grants  and  Cooperative  Agreements  for  Tuberculosis  Control  Programs 

757,848 

253,429 

93.127 

Emergency  Medical  Services  for  Children 

92,997 

9,956 

93.130 

Cooperative  Agreements  to  States/Territories  for  the  Coordination  and  Development  of  Primary 

Care  Offices 

251,144 

48,370 

93.135 

Centers  for  Research  and  Demonstration  for  Health  Promotion  and  Disease  Prevention 

37,883 

0 

93.136 

Injury  Prevention  and  Control  Research  and  State  and  Community  Based  Programs 

715,226 

614,653 

93.150 

Projects  for  Assistance  in  Transition  from  Homelessness  (PATH) 

949,792 

914,656 

93.161 

Health  Program  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease  Registry 

22,500 

22,500 

93.197 

Childhood  Lead  Poisoning  Prevention  Projects  -  State  and  Local  Childhood  Lead  Poisoning  Prevention 

and  Surveillance  of  Blood  Lead  Levels  in  Children 

84,265 

56,573 

93.230 

Consolidated  Knowledge  Development  and  Application  (KD&A)  Program 

177,304 

22,118 

93.234 

Traumatic  Brain  Injury  State  Demonstration  Grant  Program 

280,168 

190,564 

93.235 

Affordable  Care  Act  (ACA)  Abstinence  Education  Program 

1,039,584 

852,801 

93.240 

State  Capacity  Building 

321,623 

0 

93.241 

State  Rural  Hospital  Flexibility  Program 

592,338 

413,649 

93.243 

Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Services  -  Projects  of  Regional  and  National  Significance 

9,338,931 

8,345,521 

93.251 

Universal  Newborn  Hearing  Screening 

281,840 

98,685 

Immunization  Cluster: 

93.268 

Immunization  Cooperative  Agreements 

63,346,736 

374,956 

93.712 

ARRA  -  Immunization 

592,752 

1,075 

Total  Immunization  Cluster 

63,939,488 

376,031 

93.270 

Adult  Viral  Hepatitis  Prevention  and  Control 

58,065 

0 

93.283 

The  Affordable  Care  Act:  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention  -  Investigations  and 

Technical  Assistance 

7,732,609 

3,018,753 

93.293 

Cooperative  Agreements  to  Support  Comprehensive  School  Health  Programs  to  Prevent  the  Spread 

of  HIV  and  Other  Important  Health  Problems 

25,400 

25,389 

93.301 

Small  Rural  Hospital  Improvement  Grant  Program 

339,514 

326,776 

93.414 

ARRA  -  State  Primary  Care  Offices 

73,415 

0 

93.505 

Affordable  Care  Act  (ACA)  Maternal,  Infant,  and  Early  Childhood  Home  Visiting  Program 

1,096,939 

750,604 

93.506 

ACA  Nationwide  Program  for  National  and  State  Background  Checks  for  Direct  Patient  Access 

Employees  of  Long  Term  Care  Facilities  and  Providers 

1,922,181 

0 

93.507 

PPHF  2012  National  Public  Health  Improvement  Initiative 

197,388 

0 

93.511 

Affordable  Care  Act  (ACA)  Grants  to  States  for  Health  Insurance  Premium  Review 

90,733 

0 

93.518 

Affordable  Care  Act  -  Medicare  Improvements  for  Patients  and  Providers 

201,241 

193,603 

93.519 

Affordable  Care  Act  (ACA)  -  Consumer  Assistance  Program  Grants 

511,013 

0 

-27- 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
YEAR  ENDED  JUNE  30,  2012 

Federal  Awards     Amount  Provided 


CFDA  Number 

Federal  Grantor  Agency  -  Program 

Expended 

to  Subrecipients 

93.520 

Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention  -  Affordable  Care  Act  (ACA)  -  Communities  Putting 

Prevention  to  Work 

93,516 

93,291 

93.521 

The  Affordable  Care  Act:  Building  Epidemiology,  Laboratory,  and  Health  Information  Systems 

Capacity  in  the  Epidemiology  and  Laboratory  Capacity  for  Infectious  Disease  (ELC)  and  Emerging 

Infections  Program  (EIP)  Cooperative  Agreements;  PPHF 

210,135 

11,640 

93.525 

State  Planning  and  Establishment  Grants  for  the  Affordable  Care  Act  (ACA)'s  Exchanges 

820,455 

0 

93.538 

Affordable  Care  Act  -  National  Environmental  Public  Health  Tracking  Program  -  Network 

Implementation 

731,624 

0 

93.539 

PPHF  2012  -  Prevention  and  Public  Health  Fund  (Affordable  Care  Act)  -  Capacity  Building 

Assistance  to  Strengthen  Public  Health  Immunization  Infrastructure  and  Performance  Financed 

in  Part  by  20 1 2  Prevention  and  Public  Health  Funds 

264,891 

0 

93.544 

The  Patient  Protection  and  Affordable  Care  Act  of  2010  (Affordable  Care  Act)  Authorizes 

Coordinated  Chronic  Disease  Prevention  and  Health  Promotion  Program 

353,821 

18,780 

93.556 

Promoting  Safe  and  Stable  Families 

7,122,183 

5,195,527 

TANF  Cluster: 

93.558 

Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

196,828,854 

20,306,481 

93.714 

ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  for  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

(TANF)  State  Program 

2,007,415 

802,098 

Total  TANF  Cluster 

198,836,269 

21,108,579 

93.563 

Child  Support  Enforcement 

34,104,988 

17,473,216 

93.566 

Refugee  and  Entrant  Assistance  -  State  Administered  Programs 

2,317,233 

0 

93.568 

Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance 

81,309,667 

40,463,250 

CSBG  Cluster: 

93.569 

Community  Services  Block  Grant 

15,593,716 

15,455,294 

Total  CSBG  Cluster 

15,593,716 

15,455,294 

CCDF  Cluster: 

93.575 

Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

72,988,101 

2,394,019 

93.596 

Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child  Care  and  Development  Fund 

53,143,933 

0 

93.713 

ARRA  -  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

7,592,213 

0 

Total  CCDF  Cluster 

133,724,247 

2,394,019 

93.576 

Refugee  and  Entrant  Assistance  -  Discretionary  Grants 

371,330 

188,648 

93.584 

Refugee  and  Entrant  Assistance  -  Targeted  Assistance  Grants 

123,184 

0 

93.586 

State  Court  Improvement  Program 

1,028,432 

0 

93.590 

Community-Based  Child  Abuse  Prevention  Grants 

1,155,085 

1,148,816 

93.597 

Grants  to  States  for  Access  and  Visitation  Programs 

556,102 

0 

93.599 

Chafee  Education  and  Training  Vouchers  Program  (ETV) 

1,018,721 

1,018,721 

Head  Start  Cluster: 

93.600 

Head  Start 

197,658 

197,658 

93.708 

ARRA  -  Head  Start 

152,983 

70,015 

Total  Head  Start  Cluster 

350,641 

267,673 

93.603 

Adoption  Incentive  Payments 

1,150,839 

0 

93.617 

Voting  Access  for  Individuals  with  Disabilities  -  Grants  to  States 

278,088 

278,088 

93.630 

Developmental  Disabilities  Basic  Support  and  Advocacy  Grants 

1,301,132 

407,831 

93.643 

Children's  Justice  Grants  to  States 

58,091 

0 

93.645 

Stephanie  Tubbs  Jones  Child  Welfare  Services  Program 

8,950,309 

0 

93.652 

Adoption  Opportunities 

441,155 

0 

93.658 

Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

49,858,624 

404,941 

93.659 

Adoption  Assistance 

37,450,981 

0 

93.667 

Social  Services  Block  Grant 

56,500,147 

3,761,034 

93.669 

Child  Abuse  and  Neglect  State  Grants 

824,759 

0 

93.671 

Family  Violence  Prevention  and  Services/Grants  for  Battered  Women's  Shelters  -  Grants  to  States 

and  Indian  Tribes 

1,782,794 

0 
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93.674 

Chafee  Foster  Care  Independence  Program 

2,345,617 

0 

93.717 

ARRA  -  Preventing  Healthcare-Associated  Infections 

159,701 

108,531 

93.719 

ARRA  -  State  Grants  to  Promote  Health  Information  Technology 

2,657,242 

0 

93.723 

ARRA  -  Prevention  and  Wellness  -  State,  Territories  and  Pacific  Islands 

911,472 

907,605 

93.725 

ARRA  -  Communities  Putting  Prevention  to  Work:  Chronic  Disease  Self-Management  Program 

368,970 

368,970 

93.767 

Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

117,177,877 

0 

Medicaid  Cluster: 

93.775 

State  Medicaid  Fraud  Control  Units 

1,341,498 

0 

93.777 

State  Survey  and  Certification  of  Health  Care  Providers  and  Suppliers  (Title  XVIII)  Medicare 

17,044,274 

0 

93.778 

Medical  Assistance  Program 

5,654,719,191 

0 

93.778 

ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

73,892,407 

0 

Total  Medicaid  Cluster 

5,746,997,370 

0 

93.779 

Centers  for  Medicare  and  Medicaid  Services  (CMS)  Research,  Demonstrations  and  Evaluations 

1,634,221 

308,347 

93.791 

Money  Follows  the  Person  Rebalancing  Demonstration 

7,136,899 

0 

93.889 

National  Bioterrorism  Hospital  Preparedness  Program 

6,258,941 

4,872,951 

93.913 

Grants  to  States  for  Operation  of  Offices  of  Rural  Health 

186,131 

22,621 

93.917 

HIV  Care  Formula  Grants 

8,896,654 

8,340,208 

93.919 

Cooperative  Agreements  for  State-Based  Comprehensive  Breast  and  Cervical  Cancer  Early 

Detection  Programs 

3,175,080 

174,895 

93.940 

HIV  Prevention  Activities  -  Health  Department  Based 

3,801,438 

2,100,830 

93.943 

Epidemiologic  Research  Studies  of  Acquired  Immunodeficiency  Syndrome  (AIDS)  and  Human 

Immunodeficiency  Virus  (HIV)  Infection  in  Selected  Population  Groups 

515,859 

249,668 

93.944 

Human  Immunodeficiency  Virus  (HIV)/Acc]uired  Immunodeficiency  Virus  Syndrome  (AIDS) 

Surveillance 

676,438 

313,962 

93.945 

Assistance  Programs  for  Chronic  Disease  Prevention  and  Control 

14,056 

5,370 

93.946 

Cooperative  Agreements  to  Support  State-Based  Safe  Motherhood  and  Infant  Health  Initiative 

Programs 

159,877 

39,735 

93.958 

Block  Grants  for  Community  Mental  Health  Services 

7,670,948 

7,313,363 

93.959 

Block  Grants  for  Prevention  and  Treatment  of  Substance  Abuse 

25,685,701 

23,847,836 

93.977 

Preventive  Health  Services  -  Sexually  Transmitted  Diseases  Control  Grants 

2,277,917 

260,381 

93.982 

Mental  Health  Disaster  Assistance  and  Emergency  Mental  Health 

2,221,912 

2,164,358 

93.991 

Preventive  Health  and  Health  Services  Block  Grant 

1,095,305 

361,159 

93.994 

Maternal  and  Child  Health  Services  Block  Grant  to  the  States 

10,861,708 

6,123,573 

Total  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

6,733,227,371 

221,324,440 

Corporation  for  National  and  Community  Service 

94.003 

State  Commissions 

305,775 

1,174 

94.004 

Learn  and  Serve  America  -  School  and  Community  Based  Programs 

99,149 

90,882 

94.006 

AmeriCorps 

3,294,969 

3,266,660 

94.007 

Program  Development  and  Innovation  Grants 

67,870 

67,870 

94.009 

Training  and  Technical  Assistance 

108,042 

14,750 

Total  Corporation  for  National  and  Community  Service 

3,875,805 

3,441,336 

Social  Security  Administration 

Disability  Insurance/SSI  Cluster: 

96.001 

Social  Security  -  Disability  Insurance 

41,040,166 

0 

Total  Disability  Insurance/SSI  Cluster 

41,040,166 

0 

Total  Social  Security  Administration 

41,040,166 

0 

Department  of  Homeland  Security 

97.005 

State  and  Local  Homeland  Security  National  Training  Program 

432,349 

245,544 

97.008 

Non-Profit  Security  Program 

81,272 

81,272 

97.012 

Boating  Safety  Financial  Assistance 

2,153,292 

0 

97.017 

Pre-Disaster  Mitigation  (PDM)  Competitive  Grants 

464,559 

464,559 

97.023 

Community  Assistance  Program  State  Support  Services  Element  (CAP-SSSE) 

155,313 

0 

97.029 

Flood  Mitigation  Assistance 

70,883 

70,883 

97.032 

Crisis  Counseling 

836,309 

0 

97.036 

Disaster  Grants  -  Public  Assistance  (Presidentially  Declared  Disasters) 

54,463,845 

50,265,999 

97.039 

Hazard  Mitigation  Grant 

16,151,717 

15,881,940 
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97.041 

National  Dam  Safety  Program 

99,002 

0 

97.042 

Emergency  Management  Performance  Grants 

3,357,753 

0 

97.045 

Cooperating  Technical  Partners 

1,912,981 

0 

97.047 

Pre-Disaster  Mitigation 

3,916 

3,916 

97.052 

Emergency  Operations  Center 

867,796 

867,796 

97.055 

Interoperable  Emergency  Communications 

511,121 

487,875 

97.056 

Port  Security  Grant  Program 

511,229 

0 

97.067 

Homeland  Security  Grant  Program 

35,338,002 

31,774,612 

97.075 

Rail  and  Transit  Security  Grant  Program 

49,765 

49,280 

97.078 

Buffer  Zone  Protection  Program  (BZPP) 

726,845 

723,959 

97.082 

Earthquake  Consortium 

12,309 

0 

97.088 

Disaster  Assistance  Projects 

212,886 

181,403 

97.091 

Homeland  Security  Biowatch  Program 

348,577 

272,868 

97.092 

Repetitive  Flood  Claims 

31,881 

31,881 

Total  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

118,793,602 

101,403,787 

$  12,725,677,262 

1,942,939,220 

The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  are  an  integral  part  of  this  schedule. 
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STATE  OF  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 


1.        Significant  Accounting  Policies 

A.  Purpose  of  Schedule  and  Reporting  Entity 

The  accompanying  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  of  the  state  of 
Missouri  has  been  prepared  to  comply  with  U.S.  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  (OMB)  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and  Non- 
profit Organizations  and  the  2012  OMB  Circular  A-133  Compliance  Supplement. 
The  circular  requires  a  schedule  that  shows  total  federal  awards  expended  for  each 
federal  program  and  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance  (CFDA)  number 
or  other  identifying  number  when  the  CFDA  information  is  not  available. 
Appendix  VII  of  the  supplement  requires  identifying  expenditures  of  federal 
awards  made  under  the  American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009 
(ARRA)  separately  on  the  schedule  with  the  inclusion  of  the  prefix  'ARRA-"  in 
the  name  of  the  federal  program. 

The  accompanying  schedule  includes  all  federal  financial  assistance  administered 
by  the  state  of  Missouri,  except  for  those  programs  administered  by  public 
universities  and  other  component  units  and  related  organizations  which  are  legally 
separate  from  the  state  of  Missouri.  Federal  financial  assistance  provided  to  public 
universities  and  other  component  units  and  related  organizations  has  been 
excluded  from  this  audit.  They  were  audited  by  other  auditors  under  OMB 
Circular  A-133. 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation 

The  accompanying  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  is  presented  in 
accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-133,  which  defines  federal  financial  assistance 
as  assistance  that  non-federal  entities  receive  or  administer  in  the  form  of  grants, 
loans,  loan  guarantees,  property  (including  donated  surplus  property),  cooperative 
agreements,  interest  subsidies,  insurance,  food  commodities,  direct  appropriations 
and  other  assistance,  but  does  not  include  amounts  received  as  reimbursement  for 
services  rendered  to  individuals. 

The  schedule  presents  both  Type  A  and  B  federal  financial  assistance  programs 
administered  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  OMB  Circular  A-133  establishes  the 
formula  for  determining  the  level  of  expenditures  or  disbursements  to  be  used  in 
defining  Type  A  and  B  federal  financial  assistance  programs.  For  the  state  of 
Missouri  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  Type  A  programs  are  those  which 
exceed  $30  million  in  disbursements,  expenditures,  or  distributions.  The 
determination  of  major  and  non-major  programs  is  based  on  the  risk-based 
approach  outlined  in  OMB  Circular  A-133. 
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C.       Basis  of  Accounting 


The  expenditures  for  each  of  the  federal  financial  assistance  programs  are 
presented  on  the  accounting  basis  as  required  by  the  federal  agency  which 
awarded  the  assistance.  Most  programs  are  presented  on  a  cash  basis,  which 
recognizes  expenditures  of  federal  awards  when  disbursed  in  cash.  However, 
some  are  presented  on  a  modified  accrual  basis,  which  recognizes  expenditures  of 
federal  awards  when  the  related  liability  is  incurred. 

2.  Supplemental  Nutrition  Assistance  Program  Expenditures 

The  reported  expenditures  for  benefits  under  the  Supplemental  Nutrition  Assistance 
Program  (SNAP)  (CFDA  No.  10.551)  are  supported  by  both  regularly  appropriated  funds 
and  incremental  funding  made  available  under  section  101  of  the  ARRA.  The  portion  of 
total  expenditures  for  SNAP  benefits  that  is  supported  by  ARRA  funds  varies  according 
to  fluctuations  in  the  cost  of  the  Thrifty  Food  Plan,  and  to  changes  in  participating 
households'  income,  deductions,  and  assets.  This  condition  prevents  The  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  (USDA)  from  obtaining  the  regular  and  ARRA  components  of  SNAP 
benefits  expenditures  through  normal  program  reporting  processes.  As  an  alternative,  the 
USDA  has  computed  a  weighted  average  percentage  to  be  applied  to  the  national 
aggregate  SNAP  benefits  provided  to  households  in  order  to  allocate  an  appropriate 
portion  thereof  to  ARRA  funds.  This  methodology  generates  valid  results  at  the  national 
aggregate  level  but  not  at  the  individual  state  level.  Therefore,  the  state  cannot  validly 
disaggregate  the  regular  and  ARRA  components  of  its  reported  expenditures  for  SNAP 
benefits.  At  the  national  aggregate  level,  however,  ARRA  funds  account  for 
approximately  10.95  percent  of  the  USDA's  total  expenditures  for  SNAP  benefits  in  the 
federal  fiscal  year  ended  September  30,  2012. 

3.  Special  Supplemental  Nutrition  Program  for  Women,  Infants  and  Children  Program 
Rebates 

The  state  received  cash  rebates  from  an  infant  formula  manufacturer,  totaling 
$34,097,673,  on  sales  of  formula  to  participants  in  the  Special  Supplemental  Nutrition 
Program  for  Women,  Infants,  and  Children  (WIC)  (CFDA  No.  10.557).  This  amount  was 
excluded  from  total  program  expenditures.  Rebate  contracts  with  infant  formula 
manufacturers  are  authorized  by  7  CFR  Section  246.16(a)  as  a  cost  containment  measure. 
Rebates  represent  a  reduction  of  expenditures  previously  incurred  for  WIC  food  benefit 
costs.  The  state  was  able  to  extend  program  benefits  to  more  persons  than  could  have 
been  served  this  fiscal  year  in  the  absence  of  the  rebate  contract. 

4.  Unemployment  Insurance  Expenditures 

Expenditures  of  federal  awards  reported  for  the  Unemployment  Insurance  program 
(CFDA  No.  17.225)  include  unemployment  benefit  payments  from  the  State 
Unemployment  Compensation  Fund  totaling  $1,272,764,214.  Reimbursements  to  other 
states  from  the  State  Unemployment  Compensation  Fund  for  benefits  paid  by  those  other 
states,  totaling  $35,859,459,  have  also  been  included  in  the  Unemployment  Insurance 
program  expenditures.  Reimbursements  to  the  State  Unemployment  Compensation  Fund 
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from  other  states  for  benefits  paid  by  the  state  of  Missouri,  totaling  $8,855,281,  have 
been  excluded  from  total  expenditures. 

5.  Federal  Loan  Guarantees 

The  Department  of  Higher  Education  (DHE)  guarantees  student  loans  made  by  lenders 
under  the  Federal  Family  Education  Loans  program  (CFDA  84.032).  The  original 
principal  balance  outstanding  of  all  loans  guaranteed  by  the  DHE  was  $2,773,527,299  as 
of  June  30,  2012.  Additionally,  the  outstanding  balance  of  defaulted  loans  (including 
principal  and  accrued  interest)  for  which  the  federal  government  imposes  continuing 
compliance  requirements  on  the  DHE  was  $322,982,336  as  of  June  30,  2012. 

6.  Nonmonetary  Assistance 

The  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  distributes  food  commodities  to 
school  districts  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Program  (CFDA  No.  10.555). 
Distributions  are  valued  at  the  cost  of  the  food  paid  by  the  federal  government  and  totaled 
$28,147,923. 

The  Department  of  Public  Safety  distributes  excess  Department  of  Defense  (DOD) 
equipment  to  state  and  local  law  enforcement  agencies  under  the  DOD  Surplus  Property 
program  (CFDA  No.  12.AAG).  Property  distributions  totaled  $4,832,480  valued  at  the 
historical  cost  as  assigned  by  the  federal  government,  which  is  substantially  in  excess  of 
the  property's  fair  market  value.  The  amount  of  expenditures  presented  on  the  Schedule 
of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  is  23.68  percent  of  the  historical  cost  ($1,144,331), 
which  approximates  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  distribution. 

The  State  Agency  for  Surplus  Property  distributes  federal  surplus  property  to  eligible 
donees  under  the  Donation  of  Federal  Surplus  Personal  Property  program  (CFDA  No. 
39.003).  Property  distributions  totaled  $8,802,614  valued  at  the  historical  cost  as  assigned 
by  the  federal  government,  which  is  substantially  in  excess  of  the  property's  fair  market 
value.  The  amount  of  expenditures  presented  on  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal 
Awards  is  23.68  percent  of  the  historical  cost  ($2,084,459),  which  approximates  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  distribution  as  determined  by  the  General 
Services  Administration. 

The  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  distributes  vaccines  to  local  health 
agencies  and  other  health  care  professionals  under  the  Immunization  Grants  Cluster 
(CFDA  No.  93.268  and  93.712).  Distributions  are  valued  at  the  cost  of  the  vaccines  paid 
by  the  federal  government  and  totaled  $59,788,106. 
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STATE  OF  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
YEAR  ENDED  JUNE  30,  2012 

Section  I  -  Summary  of  Auditor's  Results 

Financial  Statements 

Type  of  auditor's  report  issued:  Qualified 
Internal  control  over  financial  reporting: 
•         Material  weaknesses  identified? 


Noncompliance  material  to  the  financial  statements 
noted? 

Federal  Awards 

Internal  control  over  major  programs: 

•  Material  weaknesses  identified? 

•  Significant  deficiencies  identified  that  are 
not  considered  to  be  material  weaknesses? 


yes         x  no 


Significant  deficiencies  identified  that  are 

not  considered  to  be  material  weaknesses?  x  yes 


yes 


yes 


Type  of  auditor's  report  issued  on  compliance  for 

major  program(s):  Qualified 

Any  audit  findings  disclosed  that  are  required  to  be 

reported  in  accordance  with  Section  .510(a)  of  OMB 

Circular  A- 1 3  3  ?  x  yes 


The  following  programs  were  audited  as  major  programs: 


CFDA 
Number 

10.553 
10.555 
10.556 
10.559 


Name  of  Federal  Program  or  Cluster 
Child  Nutrition  Cluster: 

School  Breakfast  Program 

National  School  Lunch  Program 

Special  Milk  Program  for  Children 

Summer  Food  Service  Program  for  Children 


none  reported 


yes         x  no 


no 


no 
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17.225       Unemployment  Insurance 
WIA  Cluster: 

17.258  Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Adult  Programs 

17.259  Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Youth  Activities 

17.278  Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Dislocated  Worker  Formula  Grants 

17.277       Workforce  Investment  Act  (WIA)  National  Emergency  Grants 

Highway  Planning  and  Construction  Cluster: 
20.205  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

20.205  ARRA  -  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

20.219  Recreational  Trails  Program 

8 1 .04 1       State  Energy  Program 

8 1 .04 1  ARRA  -  State  Energy  Program 

8 1 .042  Weatherization  Assistance  for  Low-Income  Persons 

8 1 .042       ARRA  -  Weatherization  Assistance  for  Low-Income  Persons 

81.128       ARRA  -  Energy  Efficiency  and  Conservation  Block  Grant  Program  (EECBG) 

Title  I,  Part  A  Cluster: 
84.010  Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agencies 

84.389  ARRA  -  Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agencies,  Recovery  Act 
Special  Education  Cluster  (IDEA): 

84.027  Special  Education  -  Grants  to  States 

84.173  Special  Education  -  Preschool  Grants 

84.391  ARRA  -  Special  Education  -  Grants  to  States,  Recovery  Act 

84.392  ARRA  -  Special  Education  -  Preschool  Grants,  Recovery  Act 
84.032       Federal  Family  Education  Loans 

Vocational  Rehabilitation  Cluster: 
84.126  Rehabilitation  Services  -  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Grants  to  States 

84.390  ARRA  -  Rehabilitation  Services  -  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Grants  to  States, 
Recovery  Act 

84.367       Improving  Teacher  Quality  State  Grants 

School  Improvement  Grants  Cluster: 
84.377  School  Improvement  Grants 

84.388  ARRA  -  School  Improvement  Grants,  Recovery  Act 

State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  Cluster: 

84.394  ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  (SFSF)  -  Education  State  Grants, 

Recovery  Act 

84.397  ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  (SFSF)  -  Government  Services,  Recovery 

Act 
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TANF  Cluster: 
93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

93.714  ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  for  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy 

Families  (TANF)  State  Program 
93.568       Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance 

CCDF  Cluster: 

93.575  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

93.596  Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child  Care  and  Development 

Fund 

93.713  ARRA  -  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

93.667       Social  Services  Block  Grant 
93.767       Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

Medicaid  Cluster: 
93.775  State  Medicaid  Fraud  Control  Units 

93.777  State  Survey  and  Certification  of  Health  Care  Providers  and  Suppliers  (Title 
XVIII)  Medicare 

93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

97.067       Homeland  Security  Grant  Program 

Dollar  threshold  used  to  distinguish  between  Type  A 

and  Type  B  programs:  $30,000,000 

Auditee  qualified  as  a  low-risk  auditee?   yes         x  no 

Section  II  -  Financial  Statement  Findings 

2012-1.     Financial  Reporting  Controls  -  Inter-Fund/Inter-Agency  Transactions 


As  noted  in  the  prior  report,  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Division  of  Accounting 
(DOA)  does  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to  identify  improperly  recorded  inter- 
fund  and  inter- agency  transactions.  In  addition,  the  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS) 
and  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  (DMH)  do  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to 
ensure  complete  and  accurate  information  regarding  inter-fund  and  inter- agency 
transactions  is  submitted  to  the  DOA.  Although  the  DOA  implemented  procedures  in 
response  to  the  prior  audit  finding,  these  procedures  did  not  identify  similar  improperly 
recorded  transactions  totaling  $248  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  2012. 
Revenues  and  expenditures  related  to  these  improperly  recorded  transactions  would  have 
been  double  counted  and  overstated  in  the  Missouri  Comprehensive  Annual  Financial 
Report  (CAFR)  if  they  had  remained  undetected.  The  corrections  for  the  misstatement 
were  made  to  the  CAFR  in  November  2012,  after  we  brought  this  to  the  attention  of  the 
DOA. 
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Data  recorded  in  the  SAM  II  accounting  system  is  a  primary  source  of  information  used 
in  compiling  the  CAFR.  Policies  and  procedures  for  processing  transactions  in  SAM  II 
are  designed  to  allow  the  DOA  to  identify  and  eliminate  inter-fund  and  inter-agency 
transactions  when  compiling  the  CAFR,  as  required  by  governmental  accounting 
standards.  These  policies  require  state  agencies  to  record  inter- fund  and  inter-agency 
transactions  using  transfer  or  inter-agency  billing  documents.  Recording  inter-fund 
transfers  and  inter-agency  billings  correctly  provides  the  transaction  information  needed 
by  the  DOA  to  identify  necessary  adjustments. 

Beginning  in  July  2010,  the  federal  Centers  for  Medicare  and  Medicaid  Services  required 
a  change  in  the  processing  of  certain  Medical  Assistance  Program  claims  between  the 
DSS  and  the  DMH  to  provide  for  greater  transparency.  However,  this  change  resulted  in 
overstated  revenues  and  expenditures  in  SAM  II  as  these  transactions  flowed  between 
several  DSS  and  DMH  funds.  As  noted  in  the  prior  report,  these  overstatements  were 
corrected  when  identified  during  the  preparation  of  the  fiscal  year  2011  CAFR.  In 
response  to  the  prior  audit  finding,  the  DOA  developed  and  distributed  a  new  survey 
form  to  state  agencies  requesting  information  on  inter-fund  and  inter-agency  transactions 
that  were  not  recorded  using  the  transfer  or  inter-agency  billing  process  during  fiscal  year 
2012.  In  addition,  the  DOA  performed  a  review  of  SAM  II  expenditure  transactions  in  an 
attempt  to  identify  transactions  not  reported  by  the  state  agencies.  However,  neither  the 
DSS  nor  the  DMH  initially  reported  such  Medical  Assistance  Program  inter-fund  and 
inter-agency  transactions,  totaling  $248  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  2012, 
on  their  survey  forms  and  the  review  performed  by  the  DOA  did  not  identify  these 
additional  improperly  recorded  transactions. 

We  held  several  discussions  with  personnel  of  the  DSS,  the  DMH,  and  the  DOA  from 
June  through  early  November  2012,  to  determine  the  status  of  the  prior  audit  finding. 
Agency  personnel  indicated  the  process  to  record  the  inter-fund  and  inter-agency 
transactions  was  changed  in  November  2011.  The  agencies  also  indicated  that  under  the 
new  process  there  were  no  similar  improperly  recorded  transactions  and;  therefore,  no 
needed  corrections  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  However,  this  new  transaction 
recording  process  only  changed  the  funds  involved  and  did  not  affect  the  way  the 
transactions  were  recorded.  As  a  result,  the  double  counting  of  revenues  and  expenditures 
still  existed. 

We  determined  the  transactions  between  the  DSS  and  the  DMH  continued  to  result  in 
improperly  recorded  revenues  and  expenditures  during  fiscal  year  2012,  by  reviewing 
Medical  Assistance  Program  payment  data  in  SAM  II.  When  it  became  apparent  in  early 
November  2012  the  DOA's  new  survey  form  and  internal  review  of  SAM  II  expenditure 
transactions  had  not  identified  the  misstatements,  we  provided  our  documentation  to  the 
DOA.  As  a  result,  the  DOA  made  corrections  to  the  overstated  amounts  in  the  fiscal  year 
2012  CAFR.  In  subsequent  discussions  during  mid-November  2012,  DOA  personnel 
indicated  the  overstatements  would  have  been  detected  through  analytical  procedures 
performed  during  their  review  of  the  CAFR  draft.  However,  it  is  not  clear  if  the 
overstatements  would  have  been  identified  with  this  analytical  procedure. 


-38- 


In  addition,  following  discussions  among  the  agencies  in  November  2012  regarding  the 
inter-agency  transactions,  the  DSS  and  the  DMH  resubmitted  their  survey  forms  to  the 
DO  A  with  revised  amounts.  However,  these  revised  survey  forms  reported  only  a  portion 
of  the  interagency  transactions. 

Adequate  systems  of  internal  controls  include  the  design  and  operation  of  controls  which 
allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct  misstatements. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  DOA  continue  to  implement  and  improve  controls  which  allow 
for  the  timely  detection  and  correction  of  inter-agency  and  inter-fund  transactions  that  are 
not  processed  in  compliance  with  SAM  II  policies  and  procedures.  In  addition,  the  DSS 
and  the  DMH  should  implement  controls  to  ensure  complete  and  accurate  information  is 
submitted  to  the  DOA  identifying  inter-fund  and  inter- agency  transactions. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 

The  DOA  provided  the  following  written  response: 

We  disagree  that  the  DOA  does  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to  identify  improperly 
recorded  inter-fund  and  inter-agency  transactions.  In  addition  to  the  new  survey,  the  DOA 
management  conducts  an  extensive  review  of  the  CAFR  prior  to  completion.  The  State  Auditor's 
office  (SAO)  presented  the  transactions  in  question  to  the  DOA  staff  in  early  November,  two  and 
a  half  months  before  the  release  of  the  FY  12  CAFR.  As  such,  the  DOA  management  had  not 
completed  their  review  of  CAFR.  If  we  had  been  allowed  to  complete  our  review  in  its  entirety, 
the  transactions  would  have  been  detected  and  corrected  without  any  assistance  from  the  SAO. 

AUDITOR'S  COMMENT 

As  noted  in  the  finding,  a  similar  issue  was  first  identified  and  discussed  with  the  DOA  in  late 
2011  and  was  reported  in  the  prior  report.  Also  as  noted  above,  the  additional  procedures 
specifically  developed  by  the  DOA  subsequent  to  that  report  were  not  successful.  While  it  is 
possible  the  DOA's  management  level  review  of  the  CAFR  draft  may  have  detected  the 
misstatements,  it  cannot  be  assumed  as  a  certainty.  The  improperly  recorded  transactions  could 
have  been  identified  through  an  analysis  of  SAM  II  data  at  any  point  during  the  fiscal  year  and 
corrected  by  the  DOA  long  before  the  CAFR  draft  was  prepared.  It  appears  the  DOA  had 
sufficient  time  and  knowledge  to  ensure  the  misstatements  were  corrected  during  the  CAFR 
compilation  process  rather  than  waiting  until  the  DOA's  final  review  of  the  fiscal  year  2012 
CAFR  draft  was  performed. 

The  DMH  and  the  DSS  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  DMH  and  the  DSS  did  not  initially  report  these  inter-fund/inter-agency  transactions  to  the 
Office  of  Administration.  However,  after  gaining  a  better  understanding  of  how  the  Inter- 
Governmental  Transfer  Reimbursement  Methodology  transactions  were  processed,  the  DMH 
and  the  DSS  reported  the  transactions  to  the  Office  of  Administration  on  November  8,  2012.  The 
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DMH  and  the  DSS  have  processes  in  place  to  identify  and  accurately  report  these  transactions  to 
the  Office  of  Administration.  The  DMH  and  the  DSS  will  continue  to  ensure  complete  and 
accurate  information  is  submitted  to  the  Office  of  Administration  identifying  inter-fund  and  inter- 
agency transactions. 


2012-2.  Financial  Reporting  Controls  - 

Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations 

The  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  (DLIR)  does  not  have  adequate 
procedures  in  place  to  ensure  the  accuracy  of  financial  statements  and  adjusting  entries 
submitted  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Division  of  Accounting  (DOA)  for  the 
Unemployment  Compensation  Fund  (UCF).  The  UCF  revenues  and  accounts  receivable 
account  balances  would  have  been  overstated  by  $22.5  million  in  the  Missouri 
Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Report  (CAFR)  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  had 
an  error  in  the  adjusting  entries  not  been  identified  during  our  audit. 

DLIR  personnel  properly  included  a  $22.5  million  federal  assessment  charge  to 
employers  in  revenues  and  accounts  receivable  balances  of  the  UCF  financial  statements 
for  the  year  ending  June  30,  2012.  However,  our  audit  identified  these  federal  assessment 
charges  were  mistakenly  included  again  in  the  year-end  adjusting  entries  to  accrue 
revenues  and  accounts  receivable  balances  for  preparation  of  the  CAFR.  Although  the 
financial  statements  and  adjusting  entries  are  reviewed  by  DLIR  supervisors,  the  error 
was  not  detected  and  the  incorrect  information  was  submitted  to  the  DOA. 

When  compiling  the  draft  CAFR,  the  DOA  incorporated  the  incorrect  amounts  reported 
by  the  DLIR.  After  we  brought  this  to  the  attention  of  the  DLIR,  a  correction  of  this 
misstatement  was  made  to  the  CAFR  by  the  DOA  in  December  2012,  prior  to  its 
completion. 

Adequate  systems  of  internal  controls  include  the  design  and  operation  of  controls  which 
allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct  misstatements. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  DLIR  implement  controls  which  allow  for  the  detection  and 
correction  of  errors  when  preparing  year-end  financial  statement  adjusting  entries. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 

We  concur  with  the  finding  and  we  will  perform  a  more  thorough  review  and  analysis  of  all 
adjusting  entries  before  sending  information  to  the  DOA. 


2012-3.  Financial  Reporting  Controls  -  Department  of  Revenue 


The  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  does  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to  ensure 
the  accuracy  of  agency  fund  financial   statements   submitted  to  the  Office  of 
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Administration  -  Division  of  Accounting  (DOA).  Accounts  receivable  and  the  related 
liability  balances  of  the  agency  funds  would  have  been  understated  by  $54.4  million  in 
the  Missouri  Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Report  (CAFR)  for  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012,  had  an  error  in  the  preparation  of  the  DOR  financial  statements  not  been 
identified  during  our  audit. 

Agency  fund  financial  statements  prepared  by  the  DOR  incorrectly  reported  accounts 
receivable  balances.  The  DOR  financial  statements  are  to  include  an  amount  for  gross 
accounts  receivable,  as  well  as  an  offsetting  deduction  for  the  portion  considered  likely  to 
be  uncollectible,  resulting  in  expected  net  accounts  receivable.  However,  when  preparing 
the  financial  statements,  the  DOR  incorrectly  reported  as  the  gross  accounts  receivable  a 
total  which  had  already  been  reduced  by  the  expected  uncollectible  amounts.  The 
uncollectible  amount  of  $54.4  million  was  then  also  shown  on  the  financial  statement,  in 
effect  deducting  those  amounts  twice  from  gross  receivables  and  resulting  in  net 
receivables  being  understated  by  $54.4  million.  Although  the  DOR  financial  statements 
are  reviewed  by  DOR  supervisors,  the  misstatement  was  not  detected  and  the  incorrect 
financial  statements  were  submitted  to  the  DOA. 

When  compiling  the  draft  CAFR,  the  DOA  incorporated  the  incorrect  amounts  reported 
by  the  DOR.  This  resulted  in  an  understatement  of  $54.4  million  in  accounts  receivable 
and  the  related  liability  balances  included  in  the  CAFR.  After  we  brought  this  to  the 
attention  of  the  DOR  and  the  DOA,  correction  of  the  misstatement  was  made  to  the 
CAFR  in  December  2012,  prior  to  its  completion. 

Adequate  systems  of  internal  controls  include  the  design  and  operation  of  controls  which 
allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct  misstatements. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  DOR  implement  controls  which  allow  for  the  detection  and 
correction  of  errors  when  preparing  the  Agency  Fund  financial  statements. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 

The  Department  of  Revenue  agrees  that  it  submitted  the  Combining  Schedule  of  Changes  in 
Assets  and  Liabilities  -  All  Agency  Funds  to  the  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Accounting 
with  a  material  mistake.  The  Department  reduced  agency  funds'  accounts  receivable  for 
allowance  for  doubtful  accounts  prior  to  reporting  receivables  in  the  agency  fund  statement  and 
then  also  reported  allowances  for  doubtful  accounts  in  the  statement,  causing  double  counting  of 
allowances.  The  Department  will  analyze  its  review  process  and  increase  controls  where  needed. 
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Section  III  -  Federal  Award  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs 


2012-4.  Subrecipient  Monitoring  and  Participant  Data 


Federal  Agency:        Department  of  Labor 

Federal  Program:       17.258  Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Adult  Program 

2010  -  AA-20203-10-55-A-29 

2011  -  AA-21405-11-55-A-29 

17.259  Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Youth  Activities 

2010  -  AA-20203-10-55-A-29 

2011  -  AA-21405-11-55-A-29 

17.278  Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Dislocated  Workers  Formula 
Grants 

2010  -  AA-20203-10-55-A-29 

2011  -  AA-21405-11-55-A-29 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Economic  Development  -  Division  of  Workforce 

Development  (DWD) 


The  DWD  has  not  established  adequate  procedures  to  ensure  subrecipients  are  complying 
with  all  federal  requirements  regarding  participant  enrollment,  and  has  not  ensured 
participant  records  are  complete  and  accurate  for  the  Workforce  Investment  Act  (WIA) 
program.  The  DWD  expended  approximately  $48  million  in  WIA  funding  in  fiscal  year 
2012,  of  which  approximately  $42.6  million  (89  percent)  was  paid  to  subrecipients.  The 
majority  of  subrecipient  funds  were  passed  through  to  14  Workforce  Investment  Boards 
(WIBs)  throughout  the  state  for  various  worker  training  programs. 

A.  The  DWD  did  not  take  action  to  ensure  WIBs  were  following  federal  guidelines 
which  require  participants  be  exited  from  the  WIA  program  if  no  services  have 
been  provided  for  90  days. 

Services  provided  to  participants,  such  as  assisted  job  searches,  skills 
assessments,  and  job  training,  require  contact  from  a  WIB  representative  (either 
WIB  staff  or  a  WIB  subcontractor's  staff).  An  August  2012  report  from  the 
Department  of  Labor,  Employment  and  Training  Administration  (DOL-ETA) 
noted  the  failure  of  the  Central  Region  WIB  to  timely  exit  participants  from  the 
program.  The  review  revealed  multiple  participant  files  indicated  various  services 
had  been  provided,  even  though  the  files  also  contained  repeated  case  notes 
documenting  the  participant  had  not  been  directly  contacted,  and  therefore  had  not 
actually  been  provided  program  services,  for  over  90  days.  Allowing  participants 
to  remain  enrolled  when  they  have  not  been  directly  contacted  or  provided 
services  allows  the  WIB  and  its  subcontractors  to  manipulate  performance 
statistics  and  potentially  receive  performance  incentives  not  earned.  The  DOL- 
ETA  report  recommended  the  DWD  ensure  subrecipients  are  exiting  participants 
from  the  program  timely  when  required. 
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Our  discussions  with  DWD  management  in  early  December  2012  indicated  no 
specific  corrective  action  had  yet  been  taken  in  response  to  the  DOL-ETA  report 
beyond  conducting  normal  monitoring  procedures  to  identify  potential 
manipulations  of  the  90  day  requirement.  Subsequently,  DWD  management 
indicated  the  agency  began  a  process  of  reviewing  100  percent  of  Central  Region 
enrollments  and  has  provided  additional  guidance  to  all  subrecipients  to  help 
ensure  compliance  with  federal  requirements. 

B.  The  DWD  Central  Office  has  approved  change  requests  to  participant  records 
which  are  not  in  compliance  with  federal  requirements.  In  addition,  changes  made 
via  the  agency's  change  order  process  are  documented  with  hard-copy  change 
requests  and  logged  separately  from  the  electronic  participant  tracking  system. 
However,  the  tracking  system  itself  contains  no  mention  or  documentation  of  any 
changes  to  the  participant  record. 

The  ToolBox  Case  Tracking  System  (Toolbox)  was  created  to  track  information 
on  job  seekers  and  employers  who  participate  in  all  WIA  programs.  All  WIB 
representatives  are  required  to  enter  participant  data  into  the  Toolbox  system. 
Only  specific  fields  in  electronic  Toolbox  participant  records  can  be  edited  by 
WIB  representatives  and  records  can  be  backdated  by  the  representative  no  more 
than  7  days.  A  change  request  form  must  be  submitted  to  DWD  Central  Office  to 
request  modifications  to  fields  not  editable  by  staff.  These  change  request  forms 
are  manually  numbered,  logged,  and  retained  by  the  DWD.  Our  review  of  change 
requests  noted  2  of  the  25  (8  percent)  tested  were  approved  and  processed 
although  the  change  did  not  appear  appropriate.  Both  change  requests  involved 
participants  who  were  automatically  exited  by  the  system  due  to  inactivity,  as 
required.  In  both  cases,  a  change  was  made  to  'unexit'  the  participant  although 
case  notes  clearly  showed  the  participant  had  not  been  contacted  or  provided 
services  for  more  than  90  days.  Such  changes  are  not  in  accordance  with  federal 
requirements. 

In  addition,  the  Toolbox  system  does  not  adequately  track  administrative  changes 
made  on  the  system,  such  as  what  changes  were  made,  who  made  the  changes,  or 
the  date  the  changes  occurred.  Record  of  the  change  requests  are  maintained  in  a 
spreadsheet  separate  from  the  Toolbox  system,  and  change  request  forms  are 
maintained  in  hardcopy.  A  DWD  official  said  an  electronic  audit  trail  of 
information  may  be  available  if  needed  for  review  of  a  specific  case;  however,  the 
information  is  not  readily  evident  and  changes  are  not  identified  as  such  when  the 
files  are  viewed  on  Toolbox. 

DOL-ETA  Training  and  Employment  Guidance  Letter  (TEGL)  No.  17-05  states  that  a 
participant  is  to  be  exited  from  the  program  if  a  program  service  has  not  been  received  in 
a  90-day  period.  In  addition,  without  a  sufficient  and  accurate  audit  trail  of  changes  to 
records  of  participant  activity  oversight  agency  personnel,  as  well  as  DWD  management 
and  monitoring  personnel,  are  less  able  to  adequately  monitor  subrecipient  participant 
records. 
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WE  RECOMMEND  the  DWD: 


A.  Continue  to  implement  additional  monitoring  of  WIB  representatives  or  other 
staff  responsible  for  documenting  program  exits  to  ensure  compliance  with 
federal  requirements. 

B.  Ensure  administrative  changes  made  to  participant  records  are  appropriate,  and 
develop  or  acquire  the  functionality  to  maintain  adequate  records  of  all  changes 
made  to  participant  records  in  the  Toolbox  Case  Tracking  System. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 

A.  We  agree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  our  planned 
actions  to  address  the  finding. 

B.  We  partially  agree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an 
explanation  and  specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement  and  any  planned  actions  to 
address  the  finding. 

2012-5.  Vocational  Rehabilitation 


Federal  Agency:        Department  of  Education 

Federal  Program:       84.126  Rehabilitation  Services  -  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Grants 

to  States 

2010  -  H126A100036C;  2011  -  H126A1 10036-1 1H  and 

2012  -  H126A120036-12D 
84.187  Supported  Employment  Services  for  Individuals  with 

Significant  Disabilities 

2012  -  H187A120037-12B 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  (DESE)  - 

Missouri  Vocational  Rehabilitation  (MVR) 

An  adequate  review  of  community  rehabilitation  provider  (CRP)  billings  and  other 
supporting  documentation,  including  obtaining  independent  employment  verification, 
was  not  performed.  As  a  result,  at  least  $46,030  was  paid  to  a  CRP  for  falsified  and 
erroneous  billings.  MVR  procedures  to  address  concerns  identified  in  annual 
performance  appraisals  performed  on  counselors  were  not  effective.  Correction  of  these 
concerns  may  have  helped  the  agency  detect  the  falsified  and  erroneous  billings  more 
timely. 

During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  MVR  expended  approximately  $54  million 
through  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  (VR)  program,  including  $20.1  million  for  MVR 
staff  payroll  and  operating  expenses,  $9.4  million  for  various  types  of  client  assistance 
payments,  and  $24.5  million  paid  to  CRPs  for  contracted  services.  The  VR  program 
assists  individuals  with  disabilities  prepare  for  and  engage  in  gainful  employment.  MVR 


-44- 


counselors  determine  client  eligibility  and  services  required.  Some  clients  are  provided 
with  assistance  for  transportation  costs,  tuition,  etc.  In  addition,  many  clients  are  referred 
to  contracted  CRPs  which  provide  services  such  as  job  readiness  training,  job  placement, 
and  job  coaching. 

A.  An  adequate  review  of  CRP  billings  and  other  supporting  documentation  was  not 
performed,  and  employment  of  some  clients  was  not  independently  verified,  prior 
to  payment  for  placement  and  job  coaching  services.  As  a  result,  23  payments 
totaling  $33,699  were  made  during  the  period  March  2011  to  July  2012  to  a  CRP 
for  falsified  billings.  In  addition,  another  14  payments  totaling  $12,331  made  to 
the  same  CRP  during  the  period  March  2011  to  May  2012  were  determined 
questionable  and  may  be  either  billing  errors  or  additional  falsified  billings. 
During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  this  CRP  was  paid  approximately  $2.8 
million  by  the  MVR  for  contracted  services. 

CRPs  are  allowed  to  bill  the  MVR  when  certain  services  are  completed  or 
benchmarks/outcomes  are  achieved  for  a  client.  CRP  service  invoices  are  received 
by  the  district  MVR  offices  and  reviewed  by  a  supervisor  or  counselor.  The 
supervisor  or  counselor  compares  the  invoice  to  the  client  case  file  maintained  by 
the  MVR  to  ensure  the  information  agrees,  such  as,  level  of  service  provided, 
amount  of  job  coaching  provided,  and  if  the  client  has  been  placed  in  a  job.  The 
supervisor  or  counselor  documents  approval  on  the  invoice  with  initials  or  a 
signature.  This  review  does  not,  however,  include  independent  verification  of 
client  employment  activity.  The  billing  is  then  approved  by  the  billing  department 
and  processed  for  payment. 

In  July  2012,  discrepancies  in  a  previously  approved  billing  and  other  supporting 
documentation  provided  by  a  CRP  were  identified  by  a  MVR  counselor.  The  CRP 
had  billed  for  services  not  received  by  the  clients,  and  the  billing  was 
subsequently  determined  by  the  MVR  to  be  falsified.  In  August  2012,  the  DESE 
and  the  State  Auditor's  office  also  received  an  anonymous  tip  regarding  the 
falsified  billings.  As  a  result,  the  MVR  created  a  team  to  review  all  open  cases 
with  payments  to  this  CRP  for  federal  fiscal  years  2011  and  2012  and  to 
investigate  any  discrepancies  identified.  At  our  request,  the  MVR  also  conducted 
an  additional  review  of  some  of  the  closed  cases  with  payments  made  to  this  CRP 
in  federal  fiscal  year  2011  and  2012.  Closed  cases  are  classified  as  either 
successful  or  unsuccessful  (meaning  the  client  did  not  find  and  retain  employment 
in  accordance  with  the  client's  employment  goals).  The  MVR  review  of  the  94 
unsuccessful  closed  cases  that  billed  for  job  placement  or  job  coaching  services 
identified  additional  falsified  or  erroneous  billings.  The  MVR  did  not  review 
closed  cases  for  which  no  placement  activities  or  services  were  provided  or  closed 
cases  with  successful  closures  because  the  MVR  counselor  contacts  these  clients 
before  a  case  is  closed.  The  MVR  believed  unsuccessful  closed  cases  were  a 
higher  risk  for  falsified  billings. 
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The  MVR  review  of  both  open  and  closed  cases  identified  the  37  questionable 
payments  noted  above,  totaling  $46,030.  Questionable  payments  included,  for 
example,  the  CRP  billing  for  job  coaching  and  job  placement;  however,  the 
clients  and  the  employers  indicated  to  the  review  team  the  client  never  worked  at 
the  place  of  employment  noted  on  the  billing  or  received  any  job  coaching.  Also, 
some  client  signatures  on  supporting  documentation  submitted  by  the  CRP  did  not 
match  signatures  maintained  in  MVR  case  files.  The  CRP  acknowledged  the 
questionable  payments,  and  as  of  November  2012,  the  MVR  received  full 
reimbursement  of  $46,030  from  the  CRP  for  the  falsified  and  erroneous  billings 
and  terminated  the  contract  with  the  CRP. 

In  addition  to  the  MVR  review  of  cases  involving  this  CRP,  we  conducted  a 
review  of  60  program  expenditures,  which  included  20  payments  to  this  and  other 
CRP  vendors,  as  well  as  other  assistance  payments,  etc.  Our  review  noted 
employment  was  also  not  verified  for  three  payments  made  to  other  CRPs  and 
adequate  supporting  documentation  was  not  retained  for  two  education  assistance 
payments  reviewed. 

In  response  to  the  falsified  and  erroneous  billings  identified  above,  the  MVR 
established  new  procedures  for  all  contracted  CRPs,  which  includes  requiring  the 
CRP  to  provide  proof  of  outside  employment  verification  such  as  a  client's 
paycheck  stub  or  a  letter  from  the  client's  employer.  If  documentation  is  not 
submitted,  the  MVR  counselor  is  required  to  document  their  own  verification  of 
employment  with  the  client  prior  to  the  payment  of  invoices. 

Federal  regulation  34  CFR,  Section  74.21  states  recipients  shall  provide  effective 
controls  over  and  accountability  for  all  funds,  and  have  procedures  for 
determining  the  reasonableness,  allocability,  and  allowability  of  costs  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  federal  cost  principles.  Due  to  the  lack  of 
adequate  procedures,  these  falsified  billings  and  other  errors  were  not  detected  on 
a  timely  basis.  Adequate  documentation  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  appropriateness 
of  these  expenditures.  Adequate  supervisory  reviews  and  verification  of  services 
billed  assists  in  preventing  the  misappropriation  of  funds. 

B.  Procedures  have  not  been  established  to  effectively  address  concerns  related  to 
inadequate  client  contact  identified  in  annual  performance  appraisals  of 
counselors.  More  frequent  client  contact  may  have  helped  the  MVR  identify  the 
falsified  and  erroneous  billings  noted  in  part  A  above. 

MVR  district  supervisors  perform  annual  performance  appraisals  of  each  MVR 
counselor.  While  the  appraisals  appear  oriented  toward  case  outcomes,  one  of  the 
areas  reviewed  evaluates  whether  a  counselor  provides  and  documents  goal- 
directed  client  contact.  The  MVR  client  services  guide  recommends  counselors 
contact  clients  monthly.  We  reviewed  annual  performance  appraisals  conducted 
during  the  period  October  2009  through  September  2012  for  17  counselors  that 
approved  $42,130  of  the  questionable  billings  noted  above.  Annual  appraisals  for 
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ten  of  these  counselors  identified  failure  of  the  counselors  to  adequately  contact 
clients.  Additionally,  for  eight  of  the  ten  counselors,  this  issue  was  identified  in 
multiple  annual  appraisals,  signifying  ongoing  deficiencies. 

Upon  completion  of  the  appraisal,  the  district  supervisor  addresses  any  identified 
concerns  with  the  counselor.  Depending  on  the  type  of  concern,  the  district 
supervisor  may  monitor  the  counselor  by  reviewing  his/her  casework  on  the  case 
management  system;  however,  this  review  is  not  documented.  The  district 
supervisor  may  also  initiate  an  action  plan  or  performance  objective  with  the 
counselor.  However,  action  plans  and  performance  objectives  are  typically 
initiated  to  address  the  MVR's  primary  objective  of  employment  outcomes  rather 
than  focusing  on  improving  client  contact. 

In  addition  to  contributing  to  productive  outcomes  for  clients,  counselor  contact 
with  clients  can  provide  valuable  information  regarding  the  services  provided  by 
contracted  CRPs.  Since  the  MVR  was  not  obtaining  independent  verification  of 
reported  employment  as  noted  in  part  A,  more  frequent  counselor  contact  of 
clients  may  have  detected  the  falsified  and  erroneous  billings  more  timely. 
Procedures  should  be  developed  to  ensure  concerns  with  inadequate  client  contact 
are  corrected  timely. 


WE  RECOMMEND  the  DESE: 


A.  Continue  improving  procedures  over  the  billing  review  process  to  help  prevent 
and  identify  falsified  or  erroneous  billings  from  CRPs  in  a  timely  manner  and 
ensure  adequate  supporting  documentation  is  obtained  for  all  expenditures. 

B.  Ensure  concerns  with  inadequate  client  contact  identified  during  annual 
performance  appraisals  are  corrected  timely. 


AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 


We  agree  with  the  auditor's  findings.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  our  planned  actions 
to  address  the  findings. 


2012-6.  Medicaid  Home  and  Community  Based  Services 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 

2012  -  1205MO5MAP  and  1205MO5ADM 
Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (DHSS) 
Senior  and  Disability  Services  (DSDS) 

$297,964 


Division  of 
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As  noted  in  the  two  prior  audits,  the  DSDS  does  not  ensure  annual  reassessments  are 
performed,  as  required,  to  determine  continued  need  of  services  of  Home  and  Community 
Based  Services  (HCBS)  recipients.  As  a  result,  the  DSDS  has  not  ensured  most  HCBS 
recipients  have  a  need  for  and  are  receiving  the  appropriate  level  of  care. 

The  DSDS  is  responsible  for  the  direct  administration  of  various  Medical  Assistance 
Program  (Medicaid)-funded  HCBS  programs  for  seniors  and  adults  with  disabilities, 
including  the  two  largest  programs,  State  Plan  Personal  Care  (SPPC)  and  Aged  and 
Disabled  Waiver  (ADW).  The  Medicaid  program  is  administered  by  the  Department  of 
Social  Services  (DSS)  -  MO  HealthNet  Division,  while  the  DSDS  is  charged  with 
assessing  and  reassessing  the  need  for,  and  authorizing  HCBS  services  for  these 
Medicaid  recipients.  These  services,  which  are  authorized  in  a  plan  of  care,  provide 
assistance  to  help  qualifying  recipients  remain  in  or  return  to  their  home  or  community, 
and  include  services  such  as  bathing,  grooming,  and  dressing;  general  toileting  activities; 
cleaning,  dusting,  and  laundry;  meal  preparation  and/or  assistance  with  eating  and 
washing  dishes;  and  transportation  for  shopping/errands  and  medical  appointments.  Other 
services  include  advanced  personal  care,  authorized  nurse  visits,  and  respite  care.  During 
the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  approximately  59,000  recipients  were  provided  SPPC  and 
ADW  services  totaling  approximately  $483  million. 

Backlogs  of  HCBS  reassessments  due,  which  have  existed  for  several  years,  have  been 
compounded  by  staff  reductions  in  state  fiscal  years  2010  and  2011  and  a  failed  contract 
with  an  assessment  administrator.  After  the  contract  with  the  assessment  administrator 
was  canceled  in  September  2011,  the  DSDS  hired  approximately  90  staff  to  perform  call 
center,  initial  assessment,  reassessment,  and  care  plan  maintenance  functions.  In  July 
2012,  the  DSDS  received  additional  funding  and  began  paying  HCBS  providers  to  also 
perform  some  annual  reassessments.  With  these  changes,  there  has  been  limited 
improvement  and  a  significant  backlog  of  reassessments  due  still  exists.  According  to 
DSDS  officials,  as  of  February  15,  2013,  reassessments  were  due  for  approximately 
29,600  Medicaid  HCBS  recipients. 

In  May  2011,  the  DSDS  established  the  new  HCBS  Web  Tool  for  performing  various 
tasks  for  each  recipient.  Most  new  recipients  and  those  existing  recipients  who  have  had  a 
care  plan  change  or  reassessment  after  May  2011  have  been  entered  in  the  HCBS  Web 
Tool.  DSDS  staff  have  been  yet  unable  to  add  the  remaining  existing  recipients  to  the 
HCBS  Web  Tool.  Participating  HCBS  providers  and  DSDS  staff  are  responsible  for 
performing  reassessments  for  those  recipients  in  the  HCBS  Web  Tool  (approximately  44 
percent  as  of  February  2013);  while  DSDS  staff  are  responsible  for  performing 
reassessments  for  recipients  (approximately  56  percent)  not  yet  in  the  HCBS  Web  Tool. 
According  to  DSDS  officials,  while  reassessments  are  performed  annually  for  those 
recipients  in  the  HCBS  Web  Tool,  there  is  still  a  backlog  of  reassessments  due  for  those 
recipients  not  yet  in  the  HCBS  Web  Tool.  For  those  participants  in  the  HCBS  Web  Tool, 
participating  providers  and  DSDS  staff  receive  a  monthly  list  of  reassessments  due  within 
60  days,  and  have  45  days  to  submit  the  completed  reassessments.  DSDS  staff  are 
assigned  to  perform  initial  assessments,  care  plan  changes,  and  reassessments,  with 
reassessments  for  participants  not  in  the  HCBS  Web  Tool  being  lower  priority.  Recently, 
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in  an  effort  to  reduce  the  backlog  of  reassessments,  the  DSDS  has  been  working  to 
increase  provider  participation  in  the  reassessment  process.  DSDS  officials  indicated 
their  goal  is  to  resolve  the  backlog  of  reassessments  during  fiscal  year  2014,  with  current 
staff  levels  and  full  provider  participation. 

We  tested  assessment  documentation  for  60  Medicaid  recipients  who  received  SPPC 
and/or  ADW  services  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  Payments  totaling  $719,980 
were  made  to  providers  on  behalf  of  these  recipients  during  this  period.  We  found  the 
DSDS  did  not  perform  annual  reassessments  of  eligibility  for  40  of  the  58  (69  percent) 
recipients  requiring  a  reassessment.  The  most  recent  reassessment  for  these  recipients 
was  completed  2  to  7  years  ago.  As  a  result,  the  DSDS  could  not  demonstrate  these  40 
recipients  needed  the  services  for  which  the  payments  were  made.  The  payments  for 
SPPC  and  ADW  services  provided  to  these  recipients  without  annual  reassessments 
during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  totaled  $468,570.  We  question  the  federal  share,  or 
$297,964  (63.59  percent). 

The  failure  to  perform  annual  reassessments  as  required  can  result  in  payments  for 
services  which  are  not  necessary.  Various  regulations,  including  42  CFR  Section 
441.302(c),  Missouri  statutes  Sections  208.906  and  208.930,  RSMo,  the  Cooperative 
Agreement  between  the  DSS  and  the  DHSS,  and  the  DSDS  Home  and  Community 
Services  Case  Management  Manual,  Section  1606.20,  require  that  annual  reassessments 
be  performed  for  ADW  and/or  SPPC  recipients  to  ensure  the  adequacy  of  the  care  plan 
and  continued  need  for  the  level  of  care  provided. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  DHSS,  through  the  DSDS,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with 
the  grantor  agency  and  ensure  annual  reassessments  are  performed  as  required. 


AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 


We  partially  agree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an 
explanation  and  specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement  and  any  planned  actions  to  address  the 
finding. 


2012-7.  Homeland  Security  Grant  Program 


Federal  Agency:        Department  of  Homeland  Security 
Federal  Program:       97.067  Homeland  Security  Grant  Program 

2007  -  GE-T7-0034 

2008  -  GE-T8-0014 

2009  -  SS-T9-0062 

2010  -  SS-TO-0039 

2011  -SS- 00003 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  (OD) 

Questioned  Costs:  $745,978 
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Controls  and  procedures  over  the  operation  of  the  Homeland  Security  program  need 
improvement.  During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  Homeland  Security  program 
disbursed  approximately  $35.3  million  in  program  funds. 

A.  The  OD  did  not  ensure  personnel  related  expenditures  were  properly  supported 
by  salary  certifications  and  approved  activity  reports  for  the  Homeland  Security 
program.  A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

1)  Salary  certifications  were  not  prepared  for  the  17  employees  the  OD 
identified  as  working  solely  on  the  Homeland  Security  program  from  July 
2011  to  March  2012.  Personnel  costs  charged  to  the  program  (excluding 
benefits)  during  this  period  for  these  employees  totaled  $511,940.  We 
question  the  federal  share,  or  $51 1,940  (100  percent). 

In  April  2012,  in  response  to  a  similar  finding  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the 
OD  began  preparing  salary  certifications;  however,  our  review  identified  1 
of  the  17  employees  noted  above  still  lacked  a  salary  certification  for  both 
May  and  June  2012.  An  additional  employee,  newly  assigned  to  the 
program  in  May  2012,  did  not  prepare  a  salary  certification  until  June 
2012.  Personnel  costs  charged  to  the  program  (excluding  benefits)  for 
these  two  employees  during  the  additional  periods  without  salary 
certifications  totaled  $8,762.  We  question  the  federal  share,  or  $8,762  (100 
percent).  Beginning  July  2012,  all  OD  employees  record  time  using  semi- 
monthly timesheets. 

2)  Documentation  of  employee  and  supervisor  approval  for  time  worked  is 
not  always  maintained  for  employees  splitting  time  between  multiple 
programs,  including  the  Homeland  Security  program.  As  a  result,  the  OD 
cannot  substantiate  some  payroll  costs  charged  to  the  program. 

Each  pay  period,  OD  employees  enter  the  time  spent  on  each  federal 
program  into  an  internal  time  tracking  system.  This  data  is  used  by  OD 
officials  to  determine  the  allocation  of  payroll  costs  to  various  federal 
programs.  However,  the  time  entered  and  charged  to  the  program  for  the 
period  of  July  2011  to  March  2012  was  not  approved  by  the  employee  or 
the  employee's  direct  supervisor  as  required  for  any  of  the  10  employees 
charging  part  of  their  time  to  the  Homeland  Security  program  during  at 
least  part  of  that  period.  Salary  costs  (excluding  benefits)  allocated  for 
these  employees  during  July  2011  to  March  2012  totaled  $215,991.  We 
question  the  federal  share,  or  $215,991  (100  percent). 

In  April  2012,  in  response  to  a  similar  finding  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the 
OD  established  procedures  requiring  the  employee  or  the  employee's 
supervisor  to  approve  the  time  charged  to  the  various  programs  and 
activities.  Our  review  of  salary  costs  allocated  during  May  2012  found 
three  of  the  five  employees  during  that  period  working  on  multiple 
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programs  (which  included  the  Homeland  Security  program),  either  did  not 
have  properly  approved  activity  forms  or  the  allocation  made  did  not  agree 
to  the  approved  form  or  other  supporting  documentation.  A  further  review 
of  a  pay  period  in  June  2012  found  similar  errors  for  two  of  these  three 
employees.  Salary  costs  (excluding  benefits)  allocated  to  the  Homeland 
Security  program  for  these  three  employees  during  the  periods  reviewed  in 
which  costs  were  not  fully  supported,  totaled  $9,285.  We  question  the 
federal  share,  or  $9,285  (100  percent). 

OMB  Circular  A-87  requires  salaries  or  wages  charged  to  the  federal  award  be 
supported  by  salary  certifications  or  personnel  activity  reports  or  equivalent 
documentation.  These  records  must  account  for  the  total  activity  for  which  the 
employee  was  compensated  and  be  signed  by  the  employee  or  supervisor. 
Without  adequate  documentation  and  proper  approval  of  activity  charged  to  the 
program,  the  OD  has  not  fully  substantiated  the  payroll  costs  allocated  to  the 
federal  program. 

B.  The  OD  should  improve  policies  and  procedures  to  provide  better  assurance  that 
subrecipients  of  the  Homeland  Security  program  are  in  compliance  with 
applicable  federal  and  grant  requirements.  During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012, 
the  Homeland  Security  program  disbursed  approximately  $31.8  million  to  68 
subrecipients. 

1)  Although  a  formal  subrecipient  monitoring  policy  was  implemented  in 
March  2011  and  a  revised  policy  was  issued  in  April  2012  for  the 
Homeland  Security  program,  the  OD  did  not  comply  with  these  policies 
and  monitoring  procedures  could  still  be  improved.  A  similar  condition 
was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

Prior  to  payment  of  a  claim,  the  OD  receives  supporting  documentation 
(i.e.  invoices,  proof  of  payment,  etc.)  from  the  subrecipient.  In  addition, 
the  OD  monitoring  policy  requires  personnel  to  perform  an  annual  desk 
monitoring  review  of  each  subrecipient.  However,  the  OD  did  not  perform 
desk  monitoring  reviews  for  57  of  the  68  subrecipients  with  expenditures 
during  fiscal  year  2012.  In  addition,  the  monitoring  policy  requires  the  OD 
to  perform  on-site  visits  to  three  subrecipients  per  year;  however,  the  OD 
only  performed  one  on-site  visit  during  fiscal  year  2012. 

2)  The  OD  has  not  established  an  audit  tracking  system  or  ensured  Homeland 
Security  program  subrecipients  expending  $500,000  or  more  in  federal 
funds  obtained  independent  Single  Audits  as  required.  In  addition, 
followup  was  not  performed  on  findings  reported  in  subrecipient  Single 
Audits.  A  similar  condition  was  reported  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

Nine  Homeland  Security  subrecipients  each  received  $500,000  or  more  in 
federal  funds  from  the  Homeland  Security  program  alone.  For  these  nine 
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subrecipients,  the  OD  obtained  copies  of  data  collection  forms,  which 
accompany  Single  Audit  reports  submitted  to  the  federal  Single  Audit 
Clearinghouse.  These  forms  summarize  various  information  from  the  audit 
reports,  including  whether  material  non-compliance  or  other  audit  findings 
were  identified  by  the  auditor.  The  OD  performed  desktop  reviews  of  the 
data  collection  forms  for  two  of  the  nine  subrecipients  and  identified  one 
of  the  subrecipients  had  audit  findings.  In  addition,  one  of  the  seven 
subrecipients  with  no  desktop  review  also  had  audit  findings.  However, 
the  OD  did  not  obtain  a  copy  of  the  actual  audit  report  from  the  two 
subrecipients  to  determine  the  significance  of  the  findings  and  there  was 
no  documentation  of  any  follow-up  action  by  the  OD.  In  addition,  the  OD 
had  no  system  to  identify  which  of  the  remaining  subrecipients  could  be 
expected  to  need  a  Single  Audit.  While  remaining  subrecipients  received 
Homeland  Security  program  funding  of  less  than  $500,000,  numerous 
awardees  received  significant  Homeland  Security  funds  and  it  is  likely, 
when  considering  federal  awards  from  other  sources,  a  Single  Audit  would 
have  been  required  for  some. 

Under  28  CFR  Section  66.40  and  OMB  Circular  A- 133,  grantees  are  responsible 
for  monitoring  subrecipient  activities  to  assure  compliance  with  applicable  federal 
requirements.  Grantee  monitoring  must  cover  each  program,  function,  or  activity. 
In  addition,  OMB  Circular  A- 133  requires  grant  recipients  to  ensure  subrecipients 
obtain  a  Single  Audit  when  federal  grant  expenditures  exceed  $500,000  in  a  fiscal 
year.  That  audit  report  is  required  to  be  filed  with  the  recipient  agency  and  the 
federal  Single  Audit  Clearinghouse  within  9  months  of  the  end  of  the 
subrecipient's  fiscal  year.  The  recipient  agency  is  also  required  to  issue  a 
management  decision  on  audit  findings  within  6  months  after  receipt  of  the 
subrecipient's  audit  report  and  ensure  the  subrecipient  takes  timely  and 
appropriate  corrective  action.  Findings  identified  in  subrecipient  Single  Audit 
reports  could  provide  the  OD  valuable  information  about  the  performance  of 
subrecipients. 

C.  The  OD  does  not  have  adequate  controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  compliance 
with  the  Federal  Funding  Accountability  and  Transparency  Act  (FFATA),  and  as 
a  result,  several  subawards  were  not  reported  timely  as  required. 

The  FFATA  requires  the  reporting  of  key  data  elements  for  certain  subawards  and 
subcontracts  to  promote  the  transparency  and  accountability  over  the  use  of  non- 
ARRA  federal  financial  awards,  and  requires  such  information  be  made  available 
to  the  public  through  a  single  searchable  website.  The  FFATA  requirements  relate 
to  direct  recipients  of  grants  or  cooperative  agreements  who  make  first-tier 
subawards,  and  to  contractors  that  award  first- tier  subcontracts.  Reporting  is 
required  to  be  made  by  the  end  of  the  month  following  the  month  a 
subaward/subcontract,  or  an  amendment  or  modification  to  a 
subaward/subcontract,  greater  than  $25,000  was  made.  According  to  the  OMB 
Circular  A-133  Compliance  Supplement,  due  to  the  relative  newness  of  the 
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FFATA,  the  recipient  must  at  least  demonstrate  a  good  faith  effort  to  comply  with 
these  requirements,  and  such  effort  must  be  adequately  documented. 


An  OD  official  was  assigned  to  ensure  compliance  with  FFATA.  This  official 
provided  copies  of  correspondence  indicating  there  were  delays  in  obtaining 
information  and  guidance  from  the  granting  agency  needed  to  comply  with  the 
FFATA.  As  of  February  2012,  the  documentation  indicated  these  issues  were 
resolved.  However,  none  of  the  16  subawards  issued  during  state  fiscal  year  2012 
that  we  reviewed,  totaling  $8.6  million,  were  reported  until  after  our  inquiry  in 
October  2012,  approximately  a  year  after  the  information  was  required  to  be 
reported.  As  of  December  2012,  3  of  the  16  subawards  still  had  not  been  reported. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  OD: 


A.  Resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency,  and  ensure  adequate 
records  of  time  worked  are  prepared  and  approved  by  the  employee  and/or  their 
supervisor  to  support  the  salary  costs  allocated  to  the  program. 

B.  Improve  procedures  to  ensure  subrecipients  are  monitored  timely.  In  addition,  a 
system  should  be  established  to  track  Single  Audit  reports  expected  and  received 
from  applicable  subrecipients,  and  to  document  the  review  and  follow-up  of  all 
subrecipient  Single  Audit  reports  received. 

C.  Establish  procedures  to  ensure  the  subaward  information  required  to  be  reported 
per  the  FFATA  is  complete,  accurate,  and  submitted  timely. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 


We  partially  agree  with  the  auditor's  findings.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an 
explanation  and  specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement  and  any  planned  actions  to  address  the 
findings. 


2012-8. 


Payroll  Cost  Allocation  Procedures 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


Department  of  Agriculture 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
10.561  State  Administrative  Matching  Grants  for  the 
Supplemental  Nutrition  Assistance  Program 

2011  -  2011IS252043,  201 HE25 1843,  2011CQ270343, 

and2011IQ390343 

2012  -  2012IS252043,  2012IE251843,  and  2012IQ390343 
93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2011  -  G1102MOTANF  and  2012  -  G 1 202MOT ANF 
93.575  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2011  -  G1101MOCCDF  and  2012  -  G1201MOCCDF 
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93.596  Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child 
Care  and  Development  Fund 

2011  -  G1101MOCCDF  and  2012  -  G1201MOCCDF 

93.658  Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

2011  -  G1101MO1401  and  2012 -G1201MO1401 

93.659  Adoption  Assistance 

2011  -  Gl  101MO1407  and  2012  -  G1201MO1407 
93.667  Social  Services  Block  Grant 

2011 -  G1101MOSOSR 

2012-  G1201MOSOSR 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2011  -  1105MO5ADM  and  2012  -  1205MO5ADM 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Division  of  Finance 

and  Administrative  Services  (DFAS) 
Questioned  Costs:        $ 148,884 

DFAS  controls  and  procedures  over  the  allocation  of  some  payroll  costs  to  federal 
programs  were  inadequate  and,  as  a  result,  several  errors  were  not  prevented  and/or 
detected. 

The  DFAS  has  developed  procedures  to  identify  and  allocate  payroll  costs  to  federal 
programs  administered  by  the  department  in  accordance  with  the  DSS  cost  allocation 
plan.  These  procedures  provide  for  the  classification  of  payroll  costs  by  labor  codes. 
Payroll  costs  related  to  some  labor  codes  are  directly  charged  to  specific  federal 
programs  while  payroll  costs  related  to  other  labor  codes  are  included  in  the  Income 
Maintenance  (IM)  or  Children's  Services  (CS)  cost  pools.  Payroll  costs  included  in  the 
cost  pools  are  allocated  to  federal  programs  based  on  the  percentage  of  time  worked  by 
employees  on  certain  federal  programs.  Costs  included  in  the  IM  cost  pool  are  primarily 
allocated  to  the  programs  administered  by  the  Family  Support  Division  (FSD)  and  the 
costs  included  in  the  CS  cost  pool  are  primarily  allocated  to  programs  administered  by 
the  Children's  Division  (CD). 

FSD,  CD,  and  MO  HealthNet  Division  Personnel  Unit  staff  assign  a  labor  code  to  each 
employee  that  reflects  the  employee's  position,  division,  and  other  programmatic 
information  related  to  the  employee's  duties.  Each  division  has  the  authority  to  establish 
new  labor  codes  or  modify  existing  labor  codes,  as  necessary,  to  account  for  new 
programs  or  facilitate  reorganization  of  existing  employees.  The  DFAS  is  primarily 
responsible  for  determining  how  those  labor  codes  are  to  be  processed  through  the  cost 
allocation  plan.  DFAS  officials  indicated  the  Personnel  Unit  staff  notify  and  discuss  with 
them  changes  to  labor  codes  so  the  DFAS  can  make  necessary  changes  in  the  allocation 
of  the  labor  codes  to  federal  grants.  The  DFAS  does  not  maintain  a  master  listing  of  the 
title/definition  of  each  labor  code  or  periodically  review  labor  codes  assigned  to 
employees  to  ensure  payroll  costs  are  allocated  appropriately. 

Our  review  of  selected  labor  codes  charged  to  the  IM  and  CS  cost  pools  during  state 
fiscal  year  2012  identified  3  of  60  employees  reviewed  (5  percent)  were  assigned  labor 
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codes  that  resulted  in  their  payroll  costs  being  charged  to  the  incorrect  cost  pool.  We 
expanded  our  review  to  include  all  employees  assigned  the  labor  codes  in  question  and 
noted  payroll  costs  were  incorrectly  charged  for  two  additional  employees.  The  labor 
codes  associated  with  these  errors  only  include  a  few  employees.  DFAS  officials 
indicated  the  purpose  or  definition  of  these  labor  codes  may  have  changed,  but  these 
changes  were  not  properly  reflected  in  the  assignment  of  the  labor  codes  to  the  cost  pools. 
These  errors  resulted  in  overstatements  of  payroll  costs  totaling  approximately  $236,000 
($149,000  federal  share)  and  understatements  totaling  approximately  $139,000  ($86,000 
federal  share)  for  seven  federal  programs  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  Identified 
errors  include: 

•  One  labor  code  that  included  two  FSD  administrative  support  employees  was  charged 
to  the  CS  cost  pool  instead  of  the  IM  cost  pool.  This  error  resulted  in  overstatements 
totaling  approximately  $70,200  to  four  federal  programs  and  understatements  totaling 
approximately  $69,800  to  three  federal  programs.  We  question  the  federal  share  of 
the  overstatements,  or  $51,255. 

•  One  labor  code  that  included  a  CD  area  director  was  charged  to  the  IM  cost  pool 
instead  of  the  CS  cost  pool.  This  error  resulted  in  overstatements  totaling 
approximately  $68,300  to  three  federal  programs  and  understatements  totaling 
approximately  $68,700  to  four  federal  programs.  We  question  the  federal  share  of  the 
overstatements,  or  $35,191. 

•  One  labor  code  was  charged  to  the  CS  cost  pool;  however,  the  labor  code  included 
two  employees  whose  entire  payroll  costs  should  have  been  directly  charged  to  the 
federal  programs  related  to  their  duties.  These  employees  provide  administrative 
support  for  the  Caring  Communities  program  funded  by  the  Promoting  Safe  and 
Stable  Families  or  the  Social  Services  Block  Grant  programs.  In  response  to  Report 
No.  2010-30,  State  of  Missouri,  Single  Audit,  Year  Ended  June  30,  2009,  issued  in 
March  2010,  finding  2009-12,  DFAS  management  indicated  the  allocation  of  similar 
Caring  Community  partnership  costs  through  the  CS  cost  pool  would  be  discontinued 
and  the  costs  would  be  charged  directly  to  the  applicable  federal  programs.  This 
resulted  in  overstatements  to  four  federal  programs  totaling  approximately  $97,800. 
We  question  the  federal  share  of  the  overstatements,  or  $62,438. 

As  noted  above,  the  identified  errors  resulted  in  both  understatements  and  overstatements 
for  various  federal  programs.  We  question  the  federal  share  of  payroll  costs  related  to  the 
overstatements  because  those  costs  were  not  allowable  costs  of  the  applicable  federal 
programs.  The  understatements  relate  to  allowable  costs  the  DSS  can  allocate  to 
applicable  federal  programs  through  future  adjustments  on  cost  allocation  spreadsheets. 
Listed  below  is  the  federal  share  of  questioned  costs  related  to  the  overstatements: 
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CFDA 

Program 

Amount 

1  a  c/;  1 
11). 361 

State  Administrative  Matching  Grants  for  the 

0>  17,086 

Supplemental  Nutrition  Assistance  Program 

93.558 

Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

36,618 

yj.D  /  j/ 

93.596 

Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant  /  Child  Care 
Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child  Care  and 

2,429 

Development  Fund 

93.658 

Foster  Care  Title  IV-E 

47,459 

93.659 

Adoption  Assistance 

6,363 

93.667 

Social  Services  Block  Grant 

22,795 

93.778 

Medical  Assistance  Program 

16,134 

Total 

$  148,884 

OMB  Circular  A-87,  Attachment  A,  Section  C  states  that  a  cost  is  allocable  to  a  particular 
cost  objective  if  the  goods  or  services  involved  are  chargeable  or  assignable  to  such  cost 
objective  in  accordance  with  relative  benefits  received.  In  addition,  federal  regulation  45 
CFR  Section  96.30(a)  requires  the  DSS  to  have  sufficient  controls  over  block  grants  to 
ensure  expenditures  are  allowable.  Without  proper  controls  to  periodically  review  the 
purpose  and  definition  of  labor  codes  and  labor  codes  assigned  to  employees,  the  DFAS 
cannot  ensure  payroll  costs  are  allowable  and  allocable  to  the  various  federal  programs. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  DSS,  through  the  DFAS,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the 
grantor  agency,  and  establish  controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  payroll  costs  are  allowable 
and  allocable.  These  procedures  should  include  a  periodic  documented  review  of  labor 
codes  assigned  to  employees  and  the  purpose  and  definition  of  labor  codes  to  ensure 
associated  payroll  costs  are  charged  to  appropriate  federal  programs  directly  or  through  the 
proper  cost  pool. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 

We  partially  agree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an 
explanation  and  specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement  and  any  planned  actions  to  address  the 
finding. 


2012-9.  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 


Federal  Agency:         Department  of  Education 

Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:       84. 126  Rehabilitation  Services  -  Vocational  Rehabilitation 

Grants  to  States 

2011  -  H126A1 10037  and  2012  -  H126A120037 
93.090  Guardianship  Assistance 

2012  -  1201MO1409 

93.090  ARRA  -  Guardianship  Assistance 
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2012-  1201MO1408 
93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2011  -  G1102MOTANF  and  2012  -  G 1 202MOT ANF 
93.714  ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  for  Temporary 

Assistance  for  Needy  Families  State  Program 

2009  -  G0901MOTAN2  and  2010  -  G1001MOTAN2 
93.563  Child  Support  Enforcement 

2010  -  G1004MO4004 

2011  -G1104MO4004 

2012  -  G1204MO4005 

93.568  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program 

2011  -  G11B1MOLIEA  and  2012  -  G12B1MOLIEA 

93.575  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2011  -  G1101MOCCDF  and  2012  -  G1201MOCCDF 

93.596  Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child 
Care  and  Development  Fund 

20 1 1  -  G 1 1 0 1 MOCCDF  and  20 1 2  -  G 1 20 1 MOCCDF 
93.713  ARRA  -  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2009  -  G0901MOCCD7 
93.658  Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

2011  -  G1101MO1401  and  2012 -G1201MO1401 
93.667  Social  Services  Block  Grant 

2009  -  0901MOSOS2 

2011 -  G1101MOSOSR 

2012-  G1201MOSOSR 

93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5021  and  2011  -  1105MO5021 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 

2012  -  1205MO5MAP  and  1205MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2011  -  1105MOARRA,  1105MOHIMP, 

1105MOINCT  and  1105MOEXTN 

2012  -  1205MOIMPL  and  1205MOINCT 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Division  of  Finance 

and  Administrative  Services  (DFAS) 

As  noted  in  the  prior  audit  report,  DFAS  controls  and  procedures  over  the  preparation  of 
the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA)  are  not  sufficient,  and  as  a 
result,  errors  on  the  SEFA  were  not  prevented  and/or  detected.  Expenditures  reported  on 
the  SEFA  for  7  of  18  (39  percent)  programs  reviewed  were  overstated  by  a  net  amount 
of  approximately  $16.9  million  (overstatements  totaled  approximately  $23.4  million 
and  understatements  totaled  approximately  $6.5  million).  Listed  below  are  the 
misstatements  applicable  to  each  program: 
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Overstated/ 

CFDA 

Program 

(Understated) 

93.090 

Guardianship  Assistance 

$  (3,133,866) 

93.090 

ARRA  -  Guardianship  Assistance 

(158,492) 

93.563 

Child  Support  Enforcement 

(401,163) 

93.575 

Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

22,975,559 

93.596 

Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child 

5,520 

Care  and  Development  Fund 

93.658 

Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

435,043 

93.667 

Social  Services  Block  Grant  (SSBG) 

(2,771,173) 

In  addition  to  the  above  errors,  the  amount  provided  to  subrecipients  was  understated 
by  approximately  $6.4  million  for  the  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program 
(LIHEAP).  The  DFAS  revised  the  schedule  after  we  brought  the  above  errors  to 
management's  attention. 


DFAS  personnel  prepare  the  SEFA  from  various  records,  including  the  program 
federal  reports,  the  cost  allocation  plan,  and  other  internal  spreadsheets.  In  response  to 
our  prior  finding,  the  DSS  implemented  new  written  procedures  over  the  preparation  of 
the  SEFA  in  fiscal  year  2012  including  additional  reviews  and  the  use  of  a  checklist  by 
the  preparer  and  reviewers.  The  checklist  requires  the  reviewers  to  perform  a  comparison 
of  expenditure  amounts  by  program  to  federal  reports,  the  cost  allocation  plan,  or  other 
documentation.  The  reviewers  did  not  document  which  specific  programs  were  verified 
and  which  documents  were  used  to  verify  the  SEFA  amounts.  The  errors  discussed  above 
were  not  detected  during  the  review  process. 

The  majority  of  the  above  errors  resulted  from  the  incorrect  compilation  of  data  from 
program  federal  reports  or  other  documentation  during  preparation  of  the  SEFA.  In 
addition,  the  amount  paid  to  subrecipients  for  the  LIHEAP  program  was  understated 
because  DFAS  personnel  were  not  aware  how  to  identify  the  applicable  population  of 
payments  in  SAM  II.  The  SSBG  expenditure  amount  was  understated  because  DFAS 
personal  preparing  the  SEFA  did  not  include  amounts  expended  by  another  state 
agency.  DFAS  personnel  also  stated  Guardianship  Assistance  expenditures  were  not 
included  on  the  SEFA  schedule  because  the  federal  grantor  agency  did  not  allow  the 
DSS  to  draw  down  grant  funds  until  fiscal  year  2013  although  the  expenditures  were 
claimed  for  reimbursement  in  fiscal  year  2012.  However,  the  DSS  properly 
recognized  similar  expenditures  for  other  grants  in  the  year  claimed  for 
reimbursement  rather  than  when  the  funds  were  drawn  down.  It  is  unclear  why  the 
DSS  reconciliation  of  the  federal  reports  and  other  documentation  to  the  prepared  SEFA 
failed  to  detect  these  misstatements. 

OMB  Circular  A- 133,  section  .310(b)(3),  requires  the  DSS  prepare  a  schedule  of 
expenditures  of  federal  awards  showing  the  financial  activity  for  each  federal  program. 
To  ensure  the  SEFA  is  complete  and  accurate,  effective  procedures  should  be 
established,  including  a  documented  reconciliation  to  federal  reports  and  detailed 
supervisory  review. 
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WE  RECOMMEND  the  DSS,  through  the  DFAS,  continue  to  implement  controls  and 
procedures  to  ensure  the  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  complete  and 
accurate. 


AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 


We  partially  agree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an 
explanation  and  specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement  and  any  planned  actions  to  address  the 
finding. 


2012-10.  Reporting 


Federal  Agency:        Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:       93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

201 1  -  Gl  102MOTANF  and  2012  -  G 1 202MOTANF 
93.568  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program 

2011  -  G11B1MOLIEA  and  2012  -  G12B1MOLIEA 
93.575  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2011  -  G1101MOCCDF  and  2012  -  G1201MOCCDF 
93.596  Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child 
Care  and  Development  Fund 

2011  -  G1101MOCCDF  and  2012  -  G1201MOCCDF 
93.667  Social  Services  Block  Grant 

201 1  -  Gl  101MOSOSR  and  2012  -  G1201MOSOSR 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Division  of  Finance 

and  Administrative  Services  (DFAS) 


The  DFAS  does  not  have  adequate  controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  compliance  with  the 
Federal  Funding  Accountability  and  Transparency  Act  of  2006  (FFATA)  and,  as  a  result, 
several  subawards  were  not  reported  as  required. 

The  FFATA  requires  the  reporting  of  key  data  elements  for  certain  subawards  and 
subcontracts  to  promote  the  transparency  and  accountability  over  the  use  of  non-ARRA 
federal  financial  awards,  and  requires  such  information  be  made  available  to  the  public 
through  a  single  searchable  website.  The  FFATA  requirements  relate  to  direct  recipients 
of  grants  or  cooperative  agreements  who  make  first-tier  subawards,  and  to  contractors 
that  award  first- tier  subcontracts.  Reporting  is  required  to  be  made  by  the  end  of  the 
month  following  the  month  a  subaward/subcontract,  or  an  amendment  or  modification  to 
a  subaward/subcontract,  greater  than  $25,000  was  made.  According  to  the  OMB  Circular 
A- 133  Compliance  Supplement,  due  to  the  relative  newness  of  the  FFATA,  the  recipient 
must  at  least  demonstrate  a  good  faith  effort  to  comply  with  these  requirements,  and  such 
effort  must  be  adequately  documented. 

The  DFAS  has  developed  written  procedures  for  FFATA  reporting.  The  procedures 
require  a  designated  DFAS  employee  to  ask  the  Purchasing  Unit  monthly  which  federally 
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funded  subaward  contracts  or  agreements  exceeding  $25,000  were  issued  during  the 
month.  The  Purchasing  Unit  manager  is  required  to  respond  and  provide  copies  of  the 
applicable  contracts  or  agreements.  The  Purchasing  Unit  manager  identifies  the  subaward 
contracts  by  the  inclusion  of  certain  attachments.  Subaward  contracts  identify  the 
recipient  as  a  subrecipient  and  the  DSS  requires  an  attachment  identifying  information 
about  the  grantor  agency,  federal  grant,  grant  terms  and  conditions,  and  audit 
requirements.  Additionally,  the  DSS  requires  the  contract/agreement  recipient  complete  a 
separate  FFATA  attachment  that  includes  certain  details  required  to  be  reported  for  the 
FFATA.  DFAS  officials  indicated  there  is  no  supervisory  review  of  the  FFATA  entries  or 
the  information  submitted  to  the  DFAS  and  DFAS  staff  do  not  compare  subawards  for  a 
grant  to  prior  year  submissions. 

We  reviewed  24  of  the  41  subawards  for  four  federal  grants.  For  23  of  the  24  subawards 
reviewed,  totaling  approximately  $35.3  million,  FFATA  information  was  either  not 
reported  or  not  reported  timely. 

•  The  DFAS  did  not  timely  report  a  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 
subaward  totaling  approximately  $3.5  million.  After  our  inquiry,  approximately  9 
months  after  the  information  was  required  to  be  reported,  the  DSS  reported  this 
subaward.  The  employee  responsible  for  entering  data  in  the  federal  system  indicated 
Purchasing  Unit  staff  did  not  inform  her  of  this  agreement. 

•  The  DFAS  did  not  timely  report  two  Social  Services  Block  Grant  subawards  totaling 
approximately  $6.8  million.  These  subawards  were  not  reported  until  4  and  5  months, 
respectively,  after  required.  DFAS  officials  indicated  these  awards  were  likely 
reported  late  because  the  grantor  agency  did  not  upload  the  prime  award  information 
timely.  DFAS  officials  did  not  document  this  delay  and  could  not  provide  evidence 
that  a  good  faith  effort  had  been  previously  taken  to  comply  with  FFATA 
requirements. 

•  The  DFAS  did  not  report  increases  in  the  amount  of  Low-Income  Home  Energy 
Assistance  Program  monies  obligated  to  ten  Community  Action  Agencies  as  required. 
While  the  original  subawards  were  reported  as  required  in  October  2011,  each  of  the 
ten  contracts  were  subsequently  amended  by  more  than  $25,000  in  February  2012. 
The  subaward  increases  totaled  approximately  $5  million.  DFAS  procedures  do  not 
address  whether  Purchasing  Unit  staff  should  identify  amendments  increasing 
subawards  for  FFATA  reporting. 

•  The  DFAS  did  not  report  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  subawards, 
totaling  approximately  $20  million,  to  ten  contractors.  The  DSS  indicated  the 
amounts  were  not  reported  because  the  fiscal  year  2012  subaward  contracts  did  not 
designate  the  contractors  as  subrecipients,  so  they  were  not  identified  as  contracts  to 
be  reported.  The  fiscal  year  2013  contracts  do  designate  the  contractors  as 
subrecipients  and  the  DSS  intends  to  report  the  current  subawards  in  accordance  with 
the  FFATA. 
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Strengthening  procedures  over  FFATA  reporting  would  provide  the  DSS  more  assurance 
information  included  in  the  FFATA  data  for  the  various  programs  is  complete,  accurate, 
and  reported  timely. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  DSS,  through  the  DFAS,  improve  controls  to  ensure  the 
subaward  information  required  to  be  reported  per  the  FFATA  is  complete,  accurate,  and 
submitted  timely.  In  addition,  the  DSS  should  report  the  2012  subawards  not  yet  reported 
as  required. 


AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 


We  agree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  our  planned  actions  to 
address  the  finding. 


2012-11.  Child  Care  Eligibility  and  Payments 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.575  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2011  -  G1101MOCCDF  and  2012  -  G1201MOCCDF 
93.596  Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child 

Care  and  Development  Fund 

2011  -  G1101MOCCDF  and  2012  -  G1201MOCCDF 
93.713  ARRA  -  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2009  -  G0901MOCCD7 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Children's  Division  (CD), 
Family  Support  Division  (FSD),  and  Division  of  Legal  Services 
(DLS) 
$298,847 


As  noted  in  our  prior  two  audit  reports,  significant  weaknesses  exist  in  DSS  controls  over 
Child  Care  Development  Fund  (Child  Care)  eligibility  and  provider  payments.  Controls 
are  not  sufficient  to  prevent  and/or  detect  payments  on  behalf  of  ineligible  clients  or 
improper  payments  to  child  care  providers.  Eligibility  and  payment  documentation  could 
not  be  located  for  many  child  care  cases  reviewed  and  overpayments  were  made  to  some 
providers.  In  addition,  controls  over  investigations  of  potentially  fraudulent  child  care 
payments  need  improvement.  During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  DSS  paid  over 
8,200  child  care  providers  approximately  $172  million  for  services  provided  to  about 
85,000  children. 

The  DSS  provides  funds  to  child  care  providers  who  serve  eligible  clients.  Federal 
regulation  45  CFR  Section  98.20  provides  that  to  be  eligible  for  services  the  child  must  1) 
be  under  13  years  old,  or  at  the  option  of  the  DSS  under  age  19  and  physically  or 
mentally  incapable  of  caring  for  himself/herself  or  under  court  supervision,  2)  live  with  a 
family  who  meets  certain  income  guidelines,  and  3)  have  parents  who  are  working  or 
attending  a  job  training  or  educational  program. 
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Parents/caregivers  apply  to  FSD  or  CD  case  workers  for  participation  in  the  program. 
Once  approved,  the  parent/caregiver  selects  a  child  care  provider  and  the  DSS  enters  into 
an  agreement  with  the  provider  for  child  care  services.  To  comply  with  federal 
requirements,  the  DSS  Income  Maintenance  manual  requires  that  case  workers  set 
maximum  authorized  service  units  for  the  amount  and  type  of  care  that  best  meets  the 
family's  need;  and  maintain  case  file  documentation,  including  the  child  care  application 
or  a  signed  system- generated  interview  summary  and  copies  of  income  (including  work 
hours)  or  educational  program  verifications  to  support  eligibility  determination.  The  DSS 
Income  Maintenance  manual  also  limits  the  number  of  absences  and  holidays  eligible  for 
reimbursement. 

In  addition,  the  Child  Care  policy  manual  and  provider  agreements  require  that  providers 
submit  a  monthly  invoice  electronically  via  the  internet  through  the  Child  Care  Online 
Invoicing  System  (CCOIS)  or  manually  through  the  Child  Care  Provider  Relations  Unit. 
The  CCOIS  system  interfaces  with  the  Family  Assistance  Management  Information 
System  (FAMIS)  eligibility  and  payment  system  to  process  provider  payments. 
Additionally,  providers  are  required  to  maintain  detailed  attendance  records  documenting 
daily  arrival  and  departure  times  and  containing  parent/caregiver  signature  verifying  the 
child  received  the  services.  Although  all  providers  are  required  to  retain  attendance 
records  for  5  years,  the  DSS  only  requires  registered  (license  exempt)  providers  who 
submit  manual  invoices  to  submit  attendance  records  for  payment. 

A.  Controls  over  eligibility  and  provider  payments  are  not  sufficient  to  prevent 
and/or  detect  payments  made  on  behalf  of  ineligible  clients  or  improper  payments 
to  child  care  providers.  The  DSS  has  only  limited  procedures  to  review  eligibility 
determinations  and  current  procedures  are  inadequate  to  monitor  payments  to 
providers. 

To  test  compliance  with  program  requirements,  we  sampled  eligibility 
documentation  for  60  children,  and  reviewed  provider  agreements  and  payment 
documentation  supporting  one  payment  for  each  of  these  children.  Payments 
totaling  approximately  $151,000  were  made  to  child  care  providers  on  behalf  of 
these  children  during  state  fiscal  year  2012.  We  noted  the  following: 

•  The  DSS  could  not  locate  the  child  care  eligibility  file  for  5  of  60  (8  percent) 
cases  reviewed.  For  two  files,  the  DSS  could  not  locate  any  original  signed 
information  and  provided  only  reprinted  information  from  the  FAMIS  system. 
The  remaining  three  files  included  information  related  to  other  benefit 
programs  or  child  care  information  for  other  time  periods;  however,  child  care 
eligibility  information  for  the  audit  period  was  missing.  In  addition,  the  DSS 
could  not  locate  an  additional  two  files  until  approximately  5  months  after  our 
initial  request.  Child  care  payments  made  on  behalf  of  these  children  and  their 
siblings  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  totaled  $51,884.  We  question 
the  federal  share  of  $42,026  (81  percent). 
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•  Eligibility  documentation  was  not  sufficient  to  support  a  valid  need  for  child 
care  for  5  of  60  (8  percent)  cases  reviewed.  For  one  case,  the  client  did  not 
report  all  sources  of  income  and  additional  income  identified  later  by  the  DSS 
made  her  ineligible  for  benefits.  For  the  remaining  four  cases,  there  was  no 
documentation  supporting  the  need  for  child  care  while  enrolled  in  an 
educational  program  for  all  or  part  of  the  year.  Payments  totaling  $12,603, 
made  on  behalf  of  these  children  and  their  siblings,  were  unallowable  and/or 
unsupported  by  adequate  documentation.  We  question  the  federal  share  of 
$10,208  (81  percent). 

•  For  child  care  payments,  22  of  60  (37  percent)  payments  reviewed  were  not 
supported  by  adequate  documentation  and/or  were  not  in  compliance  with 
DSS  policies.  Attendance  records  were  not  provided  by  child  care  providers 
upon  our  request,  some  provider  invoices  did  not  agree  to  the  corresponding 
attendance  records,  and  one  provider  was  paid  more  than  the  authorized 
number  of  days.  In  addition,  documentation  supporting  some  authorizations 
for  payments  at  enhanced  evening/weekend  rates  could  not  be  located.  Of 
these  22  payments,  6  were  for  cases  which  also  lacked  eligibility 
documentation  and  were  included  in  the  questioned  costs  above  or  were 
absence  and/or  holiday  payment  errors  and  are  questioned  in  Part  B.  Payments 
for  the  remaining  16  cases  totaled  an  additional  $3,989.  We  question  the 
federal  share  of  $3,231  (81  percent). 

During  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  there  was  a  lack  of  overall  quality 
control  for  the  Child  Care  program.  The  various  errors  noted  above  occurred 
because  the  DSS  lacks  sufficient  controls  to  ensure  eligibility  determinations  are 
accurate  and  payments  are  proper  and  adequately  supported.  At  least  three 
significant  factors  contributed  to  the  weak  control  system  including:  limited 
supervisory  review  of  child  care  eligibility  determinations,  failure  to  perform  on- 
site  contract  compliance  reviews  of  child  care  providers  and  minimal  other 
procedures  in  place  to  review  provider  attendance  records,  and  poor  case 
management  and  document  retention. 

In  response  to  deficiencies  identified  in  previous  audit  reports,  the  DSS 
implemented  new  controls  over  eligibility  determinations.  Although  the  DSS  has 
a  system  for  monthly  supervisory  reviews  of  eligibility  determinations  by 
caseworkers  statewide  for  other  DSS  assistance  programs,  the  review  system  did 
not  previously  include  the  Child  Care  program.  Effective  March  1,  2012,  the  DSS 
requires  all  FSD  eligibility  supervisors  to  review  a  minimum  of  three  child  care 
cases  each  month  in  the  case  review  system.  While  the  new  procedures  improve 
controls  over  eligibility  determinations,  there  are  no  requirements  for  random  case 
selection  and  only  limited  procedures  to  ensure  the  monthly  case  reviews  are 
performed. 

The  DSS  needs  to  review  and  strengthen  policies  and  procedures  to  ensure  child 
care  payments  are  made  only  on  behalf  of  eligible  clients,  invoices  agree  to  the 
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corresponding  attendance  records,  attendance  records  are  complete,  payments  are 
in  accordance  with  department  policy,  and  appropriate  child  care  services  are 
authorized.  These  procedures  should  include  sufficient  monitoring  of  eligibility 
determinations  and  provider  payments,  and  follow-up  on  errors  identified. 
Complete  and  accurate  case  records  are  critical  in  properly  administering  the 
program. 

Payments  associated  with  known  questioned  costs  represented  approximately  20 
percent  of  payments  reviewed.  If  similar  errors  were  made  on  the  remaining 
population  of  child  care  payments,  questioned  costs  could  be  significant. 

B.  Controls  and  procedures  over  absence  and  holiday  payments  are  inadequate  and, 
as  a  result,  the  DSS  paid  at  least  $300,000  to  providers  who  did  not  actually 
provide  child  care  for  the  children  claimed.  In  addition,  some  payment  edit  checks 
in  the  FAMIS  and  CCOIS  systems  were  not  operating  effectively. 

Child  care  providers  are  allowed  to  bill  for  a  limited  number  of  absences  and/or 
holidays  during  a  month  if  the  child  has  not  left  the  provider's  care.  Our  review  of 
DSS  expenditure  data  determined  the  DSS  paid  at  least  680  providers  on  behalf  of 
at  least  2,900  children  for  absences  and/or  holidays  in  months  with  no  attendance 
reported  for  the  child  during  either  the  month  reported  or  the  subsequent  month. 
For  many  of  these  the  provider  billed  and  was  paid  for  the  maximum  number  of 
absences  and/or  holidays  allowed  even  though  no  other  services  were  provided  or 
billed.  Identified  payments  made  on  behalf  of  these  children  with  fiscal  year  2012 
service  dates  totaled  $300,471.  We  question  the  federal  share,  or  $243,382  (81 
percent).  For  at  least  two  children,  the  DSS  paid  the  provider  for  absences  and/or 
holidays  for  all  12  months  when  there  was  no  other  claimed  attendance.  We  also 
identified  an  additional  $133,645  in  potentially  unallowable  payments  on  behalf 
of  children  who  had  attendance  in  the  subsequent  month  but  their  case  was  not 
reviewed  by  the  DSS  in  accordance  with  policy  or  the  service  date  was  outside  of 
the  audit  period,  and  we  could  not  confirm  if  they  had  additional  attendance.  DSS 
officials  confirmed  there  is  no  system  edit  in  place  to  prevent  providers  from 
billing  for  only  absences  and/or  holidays. 

We  also  noted  additional  weaknesses  in  the  FAMIS  (eligibility  and  payments)  and 
CCOIS  (web  invoicing)  systems.  In  some  instances  the  FAMIS  system  paid 
providers  more  than  the  allowed  number  of  absences  and/or  holidays  when  a  child 
care  authorization  ended  during  the  month  and  a  new  authorization  subsequently 
began  in  the  same  month.  For  example,  the  DSS  paid  one  provider  for  nine 
absences  and  one  holiday  in  November  2011  because  the  FAMIS  system  allowed 
five  absences  and/or  holidays  for  the  child's  authorization  period  that  ended  on 
November  17  and  also  the  new  authorization  period  that  began  on  November  18. 
CD  officials  were  not  aware  edit  checks  were  not  operating  correctly.  Providers 
are  limited  to  a  maximum  of  three  or  five  absences  and  holidays  combined,  per 
calendar  month,  depending  on  the  child's  authorized  level  of  care.  In  addition,  the 
CCOIS  system  does  not  limit  the  service  dates  that  can  be  claimed  for  payment. 
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Some  payments  made  during  state  fiscal  year  2012  were  for  services  provided  as 
old  as  February  2007.  Payments  for  service  dates  prior  to  January  2011  totaled 
over  $388,000.  While  some  older  service  date  payments  may  be  allowable  or 
correcting  entries,  CD  officials  stated  they  were  not  aware  older  entries  by 
providers  were  possible  and  thought  the  FAMIS  system  would  limit  the  service 
dates  that  could  be  paid  even  if  the  CCOIS  allowed  the  service  dates  to  be  entered 
by  providers. 

Current  DSS  policy  prohibits  providers  from  billing  for  absences  and/or  holidays 
after  a  child  has  left  the  care  of  a  provider.  Officials  indicated  there  may  be  times 
when  a  child  is  temporarily  absent  from  the  provider,  but  the  determination  of 
whether  the  provider  would  be  allowed  to  claim  absences  and/or  holidays  would 
need  to  be  addressed  on  a  case  by  case  basis.  Policy  instructs  employees  to  review 
the  child's  authorization  and  circumstances  when  a  provider  claims  only  absences. 
However,  this  does  not  occur  in  practice,  because  procedures  do  not  exist  to 
review  any  web  invoices  prior  to  payment,  including  those  submitted  with  only 
absences  and/or  holidays.  Without  adequate  controls  and  procedures  in  place, 
including  appropriate  computer  system  edits,  the  DSS  is  unable  to  effectively 
prevent  and  detect  improper  payments. 

C.  Controls  over  child  care  fraud  investigations  are  not  sufficient  to  ensure  cases  are 
investigated  timely  and  effectively.  The  Division  of  Legal  Services  -  Welfare 
Investigations  Unit  (WIU)  is  responsible  for  investigating  cases  of  suspected 
fraud  for  all  DSS  public  assistance  programs,  including  the  Child  Care  program. 
The  WIU  closed  27  fraud  investigations  that  included  child  care  benefits  during 
the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  and  as  of  December  31,  2012,  had  165  open  fraud 
investigations  (both  client  and  provider  fraud)  that  included  child  care  benefits. 
Approximately  30  percent  of  the  open  investigations  were  opened  prior  to  January 
2012. 

We  reviewed  ten  investigations  closed  during  fiscal  year  2012  and  noted  two  of 
these  investigations  were  not  reviewed  by  the  WIU  timely.  One  of  the 
investigations  was  open  for  over  5  years  and  eventually  closed  without  a 
repayment  agreement  because  the  statute  of  limitations  had  expired.  The  other 
investigation  was  open  for  3  years  with  no  repayment  agreement.  The  WIU 
referred  this  client  to  the  CD  and  the  CD  did  not  deny  eligibility  to  the  client  as 
required  until  6  months  later. 

Officials  indicated  there  is  no  specific  method  established  to  prioritize  pending 
investigations.  The  supervisor  in  each  of  the  five  regional  offices  assigns  new 
cases  to  investigators  and  monitors  caseloads,  but  procedures  vary  between 
offices.  DSS  officials  stated  current  DLS  staffing  levels  may  affect  the  number  of 
cases  that  can  be  investigated. 

45  CFR  Section  98.60  requires  states  recover  child  care  payments  from  the 
responsible  party  that  are  the  result  of  fraud.  The  DSS  Child  Care  Policy  manual 
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states  upon  application  for  child  care  benefits  the  eligibility  specialist  is  required 
to  check  for  outstanding  claims  against  the  client  and  contact  the  WIU  to 
determine  if  the  family  is  paying  restitution.  If  the  client  is  not  paying  restitution 
as  required  the  eligibility  specialist  is  required  to  reject  the  application. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  DSS  through  the  CD,  FSD,  and  DLS  resolve  the  questioned 
costs  with  the  grantor  agency  and: 

A.  Review  and  strengthen  policies  and  procedures  regarding  child  care  eligibility 
determinations,  provider  payments,  and  case  record  documentation  and  retention. 
These  procedures  should  include  sufficient  monitoring  of  eligibility 
determinations  and  provider  payments,  and  follow-up  on  errors  identified. 

B.  Implement  procedures  to  ensure  payments  for  absences  and  holidays  are 
allowable  and  reviewed  in  accordance  with  policy.  In  addition,  system  controls 
should  be  strengthened  to  ensure  claimed  absences  are  limited  in  accordance  with 
policy  and  services  dates  claimed  are  timely. 

C.  Improve  controls  and  procedures  over  fraud  investigations  and  ensure  cases  are 
investigated  timely,  appropriate  actions  are  taken  to  recover  overpayments,  and 
eligibility  is  not  approved  when  the  client  is  not  repaying. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 

We  agree  with  the  auditor's  findings.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  our  planned  actions 
to  address  the  findings. 


2012-12.  Child  Care  Reporting  and  Earmarking 



Federal  Agency:         Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:       93.575  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2011  -  G1101MOCCDF  and  2012  -  G1201MOCCDF 
93.596  Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child 

Care  and  Development  Fund 

2011  -  G1101MOCCDF  and  2012  -  G1201MOCCDF 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Division  of  Finance 

and  Administrative  Services  (DFAS) 

DFAS  controls  over  the  preparation  of  quarterly  federal  financial  reports  are  inadequate 
and,  as  a  result,  some  reports  were  inaccurate.  Additionally,  DFAS  procedures  need 
improvement  to  ensure  Child  Care  and  Development  Fund  (CCDF)  federal  earmarking 
requirements  (targeted  funds)  are  met.  As  a  result,  the  DFAS  did  not  report  meeting  two 
of  three  targeted  fund  requirements  for  federal  fiscal  year  2012. 
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Expenditure  amounts  reported  on  CCDF  quarterly  financial  reports  (ACF-696)  for 
two  quarters  exceeded  actual  expenditures  because  formula  errors  in  a  supporting 
spreadsheet  were  not  detected.  The  ACF-696  reports  Mandatory,  Matching,  and 
Discretionary  grant  cumulative  expenditure  and  obligation  information  for  the 
federal  fiscal  year  as  well  as  required  Maintenance  of  Effort  (MOE)  expenditures. 

The  DFAS  Grants  Unit  Manager  prepares  the  ACF-696  reports  quarterly.  A 
spreadsheet  is  used  to  determine  the  federal  amounts  for  each  grant  type  and  the 
MOE  amount  to  be  included.  The  manager  enters  the  quarterly  federal  allotment 
amounts  from  grantor  agency  award  letters  and  actual  administrative  and  earmark 
expenditures  from  cost  allocation  spreadsheets.  A  spreadsheet  formula  then 
calculates  the  direct  services  (assistance)  expenditure  amount  by  deducting  the 
cumulative  actual  administrative  and  earmark  expenditures  from  the  cumulative 
allotment  amount.  When  actual  expenditures  exceed  the  allotted  amount,  the 
formula  accurately  limits  the  reported  expenditures  to  the  allotment.  However, 
when  actual  expenditures  are  less  than  the  allotment,  the  balance  of  the  allotment 
is  inappropriately  reported  as  direct  services  expenditures.  DFAS  officials 
indicated,  in  the  past,  actual  expenditures  always  exceeded  the  grant  allotment.  In 
fiscal  year  2012,  the  number  of  child  care  recipients  decreased  causing  two 
quarters  of  expenditures  to  be  less  than  the  quarterly  allotment.  The  DFAS 
Deputy  Director  reviews  the  quarterly  reports  and  the  DFAS  Director 
electronically  signs  the  reports  before  they  are  electronically  submitted  to  the 
Administration  for  Children  and  Families  (ACF).  The  report  review  does  not 
include  a  detailed  comparison  of  amounts  to  source  documentation  or  a  review  of 
formulas  in  supporting  spreadsheets. 

Our  review  of  the  federal  fiscal  year  2012  quarterly  ACF-696  reports  noted  the 
assistance  amounts  reported  for  the  quarters  ended  March  31,  2012,  and 
December  31,  2011,  exceeded  total  assistance  expenditures  reported  on  the 
respective  quarterly  cost  allocation  spreadsheets.  The  spreadsheet  formula  error 
discussed  above  caused  the  DSS  to  improperly  report  the  full  grant  allotment  as 
expended  rather  than  the  lesser  actual  expenditures  amount.  For  these  two 
quarters  the  DSS  reported  approximately  $7.9  million  (federal,  state  match,  and 
MOE)  more  in  expenditures  than  the  amount  supported  by  the  quarterly  cost 
allocation  spreadsheets.  While  the  actual  assistance  expenditures  were  overstated 
for  these  two  quarters,  by  year-end  total  federal  fiscal  year  2012  eligible 
assistance  expenditures  exceeded  the  grant  award  by  $150,000.  If  eligible 
expenditures  had  not  exceeded  the  available  grant  award  by  year  end,  the  errors 
could  have  resulted  in  claiming  unallowable  expenditures  on  federal  reports  and 
likely  questioned  costs. 

ACF  report  guidance  states  all  amounts  reported  on  required  quarterly  reports 
must  be  actual  obligations  or  expenditures  made  under  the  State's  plan  and  in 
accordance  with  all  applicable  statutes  and  regulations.  Additionally,  the  grant 
terms  require  the  grantee's  fiscal  and  accounting  procedures  be  sufficient  to 
permit  the  preparation  of  required  reports  and  tracing  of  expenditures  to  a  level  of 
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expenditure  adequate  to  establish  that  such  funds  have  not  been  used  in  violation 
of  45  CFR  Part  98.  Inadequate  supervisory  reviews  of  federal  reports  and 
supporting  spreadsheets  could  hinder  the  ability  to  manage  federal  funds 
effectively  and  to  comply  with  federal  regulations. 

B.  The  DFAS  initially  reported  two  of  three  targeted  fund  requirements  were  not  met 
for  federal  fiscal  year  2012.  After  our  review,  the  DFAS  revised  the  federal 
reports  to  show  earmarking  requirements  were  met;  however  some  revised 
amounts  were  not  supported.  Federal  CCDF  appropriations  require  states  to  spend 
funds  on  three  targeted  quality  activities  including  Child  Care  Resource  and 
Referral  and  School-Aged  Child  Care  (school  age),  Quality  Expansion  Activities 
(quality),  and  Infant  and  Toddler  Care  Activities.  The  DSS  subgrants  monies  to 
other  state  agencies  to  provide  services  to  satisfy  a  portion  or  all  of  the  target 
requirements. 

The  amount  reported  for  the  quality  target  was  approximately  $1.6  million  less 
than  the  $3.7  million  targeted  spending  requirement.  The  amount  reported  for  the 
school  age  target  was  approximately  $188,000  less  than  the  $361,000  targeted 
spending  requirement.  After  our  initial  review,  the  DFAS  determined  the  quality 
target  was  actually  met,  but  misreported  on  the  federal  reports  due  to  a  formula 
error  in  a  supporting  spreadsheet  which  resulted  in  the  exclusion  of  some 
expenditures  for  the  quarters  ended  September  30,  2012,  and  June  30,  2012.  The 
DFAS  revised  the  federal  report  for  the  quarter  ended  September  30,  2012, 
correctly  reporting  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  required  quality  target  amount. 

The  DFAS  also  revised  school  age  target  amounts  by  adding  $200,000  to  the 
reported  amount  for  a  total  of  $373,000.  The  Grants  Unit  Manager  stated  she 
discussed  the  target  requirement  with  the  other  agency  that  provides  school  age 
services,  which  indicated  at  least  a  portion  of  the  agency's  other  CCDF 
expenditures  would  likely  qualify  for  inclusion  under  the  school  age  target.  The 
Grants  Unit  Manager  increased  the  reported  amount  for  the  school  age  target 
based  on  this  assumption;  however,  the  DFAS  has  no  documentation  to  support 
which  other  expenditures  would  qualify  and  in  what  amount.  It  is  unclear,  based 
on  the  funded  activities  described  in  the  DSS  agreement  with  the  other  agency, 
which,  if  any,  of  the  other  expenditures  would  qualify.  Officials  indicated  they  are 
considering  requiring  the  other  state  agency  submit  more  detailed  reports  of 
monthly  expenditures  to  allow  the  DFAS  to  clearly  identify  which  expenditures 
satisfy  this  target. 

CCDF  grant  terms  and  conditions  require  states  to  spend  their  full  allotment  of 
targeted  funds  and  these  expenditures  must  be  separately  reported  on  quarterly 
financial  reports.  To  ensure  earmarking  requirements  are  met  and  tracked,  and 
amounts  claimed  are  adequately  supported  and  allowable,  earmarking  procedures 
should  be  improved. 
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WE  RECOMMEND  the  DSS,  through  the  DFAS: 


A.  Improve  controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  quarterly  federal  financial  reports  are 
complete  and  accurate  and  reflect  actual  expenditures.  Controls  and  procedures 
should  include  a  supervisory  review  of  quarterly  reports  sufficient  to  detect  errors. 

B.  Ensure  earmarking  requirements  are  met  and  improve  controls  for  tracking  and 
reporting  targeted  fund  expenditures.  Controls  should  be  sufficient  to  ensure 
targeted  fund  expenditures  are  allowable  and  supported. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 

A.  We  partially  agree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an 
explanation  and  specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement  and  any  planned  actions  to 
address  the  finding. 

B.  We  disagree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an 
explanation  and  specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement. 

2012-13.  Vocational  Rehabilitation 


Federal  Agency:        Department  of  Education 

Federal  Program:       84.126  Rehabilitation  Services  -  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Grants 

to  States 

2011  -  H126A1 10037;  2012  -  H126A120037 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division 

(FSD)  -  Rehabilitation  Services  for  the  Blind  (RSB) 
Questioned  Costs:  $5,903 

The  RSB  did  not  adequately  review  provider  billings  or  obtain  independent  employment 
verification  for  employment  services  (ES)  paid  through  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation 
(VR)  program.  Additionally,  the  RSB  did  not  adequately  document  annual  reviews  of 
Individualized  Plans  for  Employment  (IPE). 

A.  The  RSB  did  not  adequately  review  ES  provider  billings  and  other  supporting 
documentation  and  did  not  obtain  independent  verification  of  employment  of  the 
clients  prior  to  payment  for  job  placement  services.  The  RSB  contracts  with  ES 
providers  for  functional  assessments,  job  coaching,  job  development  and 
placement,  and  on-going  support  services  for  clients.  During  the  year  ended  June 
30,  2012,  the  RSB  paid  approximately  $215,000  to  nine  ES  providers.  We  were 
made  aware  of  concerns  regarding  billings  of  one  ES  provider  which  was  paid 
about  $104,500  for  services  for  69  RSB  clients.  We  reviewed  8  of  the  69  cases, 
covering  payments  totaling  $9,927. 
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For  seven  of  the  eight  cases,  payments  totaling  $7,501  were  made  even  though  at 
least  one  or  more  of  the  required  reports  or  monthly  logs  was  not  submitted  by  the 
provider.  In  addition,  a  monthly  log  for  one  case  appeared  to  be  a  duplicate  of  the 
prior  month's  log,  and  the  client  signature  on  that  log  was  not  consistent  with 
other  signatures  made  by  the  client  in  the  file.  We  question  the  federal  share  of 
payments  for  ES  services  for  these  seven  cases,  or  $5,903  (78.7  percent). 

For  one  of  the  seven  cases,  the  provider  received  a  payment  of  $1,852  for  placing 
the  client  in  employment.  While  the  vendor  provided  the  RSB  with  a  placement 
notice  listing  the  position  and  employer  name,  the  case  file  contained  no 
documented  contact  between  the  RSB  and  the  client  or  employer  verifying  the  job 
placement. 

Invoices,  monthly  progress  reports  and  monthly  logs  showing  the  hours  of 
services  provided,  if  applicable,  are  received  by  the  district  VR  offices  and 
reviewed  by  the  RSB  counselor  or  rehabilitation  assistant.  An  RSB  official 
indicated  the  vendor  is  expected  to  obtain  a  signature  from  the  client  verifying 
receipt  of  services  for  hours  reported  on  the  monthly  log.  RSB  staff  compare  the 
invoice  to  the  progress  report  or  monthly  log  and  the  case  file  to  ensure  the 
information  agrees  and  the  services  were  authorized.  Their  approval  to  authorize 
payment  is  documented  on  the  invoice  with  initials  or  a  signature.  We  noted  this 
review  lacked  independent  verification  of  client  employment  activity  with  the 
client  or  employer  and  clients  are  generally  not  contacted  about  invoices  unless 
something  unusual  is  noted.  Based  on  the  issues  we  noted  with  the  files  tested,  the 
RSB  review  of  provider  billings  and  supporting  documentation  does  not  appear 
adequate  or  thorough.  Given  the  high  rate  of  exceptions  and  questionable 
documentation  noted  in  our  review,  the  RSB  should  consider  more  closely 
reviewing  the  remainder  of  the  billings  reimbursed  to  this  provider. 

Federal  regulation  34  CFR  Section  74.21  states  recipients  shall  provide  effective 
controls  over  and  accountability  for  all  funds,  and  have  procedures  for 
determining  the  reasonableness,  allocability,  and  allowability  of  costs  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  federal  cost  principles.  Adequate 
documentation  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  appropriateness  of  these  expenditures. 

B.  The  RSB  does  not  always  conduct  or  adequately  document  annual  reviews  of 
IPEs.  Without  adequate  documentation,  it  is  unclear  whether  the  reviews  were 
performed  as  required.  During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  purchased  services 
and  products  for  VR  clients  totaled  approximately  $5.2  million. 

An  IPE  is  developed  for  each  individual  determined  to  be  eligible  for  vocational 
rehabilitation  services.  The  IPE  is  designed  to  achieve  a  specific  employment 
outcome  for  each  individual  based  on  their  strengths,  resources,  priorities,  and 
capabilities.  The  IPE  generally  outlines  the  services  authorized  to  achieve  the  set 
goals  and  employment  outcome.  An  annual  review  of  the  IPE  is  required  by 
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federal  regulation  to  assess  the  progress  of  each  individual  and  to  determine  the 
continued  need  for  the  services  outlined  in  the  IPE. 

We  noted  documentation  of  the  annual  review  was  not  included  in  the  case  file  for 
14  of  47  (30  percent)  cases  tested.  The  case  files  generally  included 
documentation  indicating  the  cases  were  being  actively  managed  and  IPEs  were 
often  amended.  In  addition,  case  counselors  regularly  approved  payments  for  VR 
services  authorized  in  the  individual's  IPE;  however,  the  case  file  contained  no 
documentation  of  an  annual  review  of  the  IPE.  RSB  officials  indicated  they  are 
implementing,  in  February  2013,  a  new  management  report  from  the  RSB  case 
management  system  that  will  allow  RSB  management  and  caseworkers  to  more 
easily  identify  cases  in  need  of  an  annual  review  of  the  IPE. 

Federal  regulation  34  CFR  Section  361.45(d)(5)  requires  the  IPE  to  be  reviewed 
at  least  annually  by  a  qualified  vocational  rehabilitation  counselor  to  assess  the 
eligible  individual's  progress  in  achieving  the  identified  employment  outcome. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  DSS,  through  the  FSD  and  RSB: 

A.  Resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency.  In  addition,  the  FSD  should 
establish  procedures  to  improve  the  billing  review  process  for  ES  providers, 
conduct  independent  verification  of  job  placement  for  VR  clients,  and  ensure 
adequate  supporting  documentation  is  obtained  for  all  expenditures.  The  RSB 
should  also  consider  more  closely  reviewing  the  remainder  of  the  billings 
reimbursed  to  this  provider. 

B.  Ensure  annual  reviews  of  the  IPE  for  VR  clients  are  performed  and  documented 
as  required. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 

We  partially  agree  with  the  auditor's  findings.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an 
explanation  and  specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement  and  any  planned  actions  to  address  the 
findings. 


2012-14.  Unallowable  Costs  and  Maintenance  of  Effort 


Federal  Agency:        Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:       93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

201 1  -  Gl  102MOTANF  and  2012  -  G1202MOTANF 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division 

(FSD) 

Questioned  Costs:  $56,625,807 
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The  DSS  does  not  have  adequate  controls  in  place  to  ensure  costs  claimed  under  the 
Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF)  program  meet  federal  requirements. 
The  DSS  claimed  unallowable  foster  care,  adoption  assistance,  and  subsidized 
guardianship  costs  totaling  over  $32.4  million  under  the  TANF  program.  The  DSS 
included  unallowable  educational  program  costs  as  qualifying  under  the  maintenance  of 
effort  (MOE)  requirement  for  the  TANF  program.  In  addition,  the  DSS  claimed 
unallowable  scholarship  program  costs  totaling  about  $24.2  million  directly  under  the 
TANF  program.  Similar  findings  were  noted  in  our  two  prior  audit  reports.  The  federal 
oversight  agency  has  not  provided  any  formal  resolution  on  these  issues. 

The  four  purposes  of  the  TANF  program  as  stated  in  45  CFR  Section  260.20  include:  (1) 
provide  assistance  to  needy  families  so  that  children  may  be  cared  for  in  their  own  homes 
or  in  the  homes  of  relatives;  (2)  end  the  dependence  of  needy  parents  on  government 
benefits  by  promoting  job  preparation,  work,  and  marriage;  (3)  prevent  and  reduce  the 
incidence  of  out-of-wedlock  pregnancies  and  establish  annual  numerical  goals  for 
preventing  and  reducing  the  incidence  of  these  pregnancies;  and  (4)  encourage  the 
formation  and  maintenance  of  two-parent  families. 

A.  The  DSS  claimed  unallowable  state  foster  care,  adoption  assistance,  and 
subsidized  guardianship  costs  under  the  TANF  program.  Federal  regulation,  45 
Section  263.11,  includes  a  grandfather  clause  allowing  states  to  continue  to  claim 
expenditures  previously  authorized  under  certain  federal  programs  which  are  now 
obsolete.  Such  expenditures  are  referred  to  as  prior  approved  program  costs.  The 
DSS  identified  the  foster  care,  adoption  assistance  and  subsidized  guardianship 
costs  as  authorized  under  the  IV- A  Emergency  Assistance  (EA)  Plan  in  effect  on 
September  30,  1995.  However,  EA  that  may  be  claimed  as  a  prior  approved 
program  cost  is  limited  by  the  1995  IV- A  EA  plan,  to  a  maximum  duration  of  365 
days  or  less  as  necessary  to  alleviate  the  emergency  condition,  and  must  be 
authorized  within  a  single  30-day  period  no  less  than  12  months  after  the 
beginning  of  the  family's  last  EA  authorization  period. 

The  DSS  started  claiming  certain  child  welfare  expenditures  in  state  fiscal  year 
2006  including  some  state  foster  care,  adoption  assistance,  and  subsidized 
guardianship  under  the  TANF  program.  Expenditures  claimed  do  not  appear  to 
meet  the  criteria  for  emergency  assistance.  The  foster  care,  adoption  assistance, 
and  guardianship  expenditures  can  and  often  do  extend  beyond  12  months  and  do 
not  necessarily  correspond  to  an  emergency  or  an  emergency  assistance 
authorization.  While  it  is  clear  that  some  expenditures  for  some  families  within 
those  categories  would  meet  the  requirements  as  a  prior  approved  program  cost, 
the  DSS  does  not  have  a  methodology  to  track  which  specific  foster  care, 
adoption  assistance  and  guardianship  expenditures  meet  the  emergency  assistance 
criteria  and  were  authorized  as  required. 

The  foster  care,  adoption  assistance,  and  subsidized  guardianship  costs  claimed 
included  non-emergency  assistance,  and  the  costs  claimed  for  emergency 
assistance  are  not  separately  identified;  therefore  all  costs  are  unallowable.  We 
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question  all  state  fiscal  year  2012  costs  for  foster  care,  adoption  assistance,  and 
subsidized  guardianship  claimed  under  the  TANF  program,  totaling  $32,412,572 
(100  percent  federal  share). 

B.  The  DSS  included  unallowable  early  childhood  educational  expenditures  of  the 
Missouri  Pre-School  Program  totaling  $14,307,089  in  the  amounts  reported  for 
the  annual  MOE  requirement.  MOE  is  the  minimum  amount  of  funding  the  state 
must  expend  from  other  funding  sources  as  a  condition  of  receiving  TANF 
funding  each  year.  Qualifying  activities  provided  to  TANF  eligible  families  may 
be  included  in  MOE.  In  addition,  qualifying  activities  provided  to  families  who 
are  not  eligible  for  participation  in  the  TANF  program  may  be  included  in  MOE 
only  if  those  activities  meet  certain  criteria.  The  MOE  must  meet  a  threshold 
based  on  either  80  percent  ($128.1  million)  or  75  percent  ($120.1  million)  of  the 
1994  base  year  expenditures,  depending  on  whether  the  state  meets  the  work 
participation  rate  requirements  for  the  fiscal  year.  This  is  termed  "basic  MOE" 
and  the  requirement  is  based  on  the  federal  fiscal  year. 

MOE  expenditures  must  be  made  on  behalf  of  eligible  TANF  families  pursuant  to 
42  USC  Section  609(a)(7)(B)(i)(IV).  Eligible  families  are  defined  in  45  CFR 
Section  263.2,  as  families  who  meet  the  income  and  resource  standards  and  other 
eligibility  criteria  defined  in  the  state  TANF  plan.  For  federal  fiscal  year  2009  and 
forward,  states  are  only  allowed  to  claim  specific  activities  for  families  who  are 
not  TANF  eligible  if  the  expenditure  is  closely  related  to  the  promotion  of  healthy 
marriages  and  responsible  fatherhood  as  defined  in  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  (DHHS),  Administration  for  Children  and  Families  (ACF) 
directive  TANF-ACF-PI-2008-10  issued  October  23,  2008. 

We  reviewed  all  sources  of  MOE  claimed  for  federal  fiscal  year  2011  and  noted 
the  DSS  had  insufficient  documentation  to  support  the  inclusion  of  the  Missouri 
Pre-School  Program  as  an  allowable  source  of  MOE.  The  program  was  operated 
by  the  Missouri  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education.  The  DSS 
began  including  this  educational  program  in  MOE  in  2007. 

The  Missouri  Pre-School  Program  appears  to  fall  under  the  category  of  early 
childhood  education  programs  which  have  been  deemed  by  the  ACF  as  meeting 
TANF  purposes  3  and  4  under  certain  conditions.  However,  for  this  program 
activity  to  be  includable  in  MOE,  the  activity  must  be  provided  to  TANF  eligible 
families  or,  for  families  who  are  not  eligible  to  participate  in  the  TANF  program, 
those  programs  must  be  closely  related  to  the  promotion  of  healthy  marriages  and 
responsible  fatherhood.  The  DSS  does  not  have  a  methodology  to  track  which 
expenditures  within  this  program  benefit  only  TANF  eligible  families.  The  DSS 
has  also  not  determined  and  documented  how  this  program  was  closely  related  to 
the  promotion  of  healthy  marriages  and  responsible  fatherhood  for  families  not 
eligible  for  TANF  participation.  Therefore,  the  DSS  is  unable  to  substantiate 
which,  if  any,  expenditures  for  the  Missouri  Pre-School  Program  are  an  allowable 
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source  of  MOE.  For  this  program,  the  DSS  claimed  unallowable  costs  totaling 
approximately  $14  million  in  federal  fiscal  year  201 1. 

For  federal  fiscal  year  2011,  DSS  reported  MOE  total  expenditures  of  $178.9 
million  including  the  unallowable  Missouri  Pre-School  Program  costs  of  $14 
million.  It  appears  the  allowable  MOE  expenditures  were  $164.9  million  which 
exceeds  the  required  MOE  for  federal  fiscal  year  2011.  The  DSS  did  not  comply 
with  TANF  program  requirements  related  to  MOE  and  continuing  to  claim 
unallowable  MOE  expenditures  increases  the  risk  the  DSS  could  fail  to  meet  the 
MOE  requirements.  Under  45  CFR  Section  263.8,  the  failure  to  meet  the  MOE 
requirement  may  result  in  a  penalty,  which  is  a  dollar  for  dollar  reduction  in  the 
TANF  grant  award  for  the  subsequent  year.  In  addition,  the  amount  of  MOE  in 
excess  of  required  levels  is  a  critical  factor  in  the  case  load  reduction  credit  that  is 
used  by  the  ACF  to  determine  if  the  state  meets  the  minimum  work  participation 
rate.  Failure  to  meet  the  work  participation  rate  could  result  in  additional 
significant  penalties. 

C.  For  the  quarter  ended  September  30,  2011,  the  DSS  claimed  costs  under  the 
TANF  program,  totaling  $24,213,235,  related  to  two  scholarship  programs:  A+ 
Schools,  and  Bright  Flight  Scholarships.  According  to  the  TANF  Funding  Guide, 
the  ACF  indicates  TANF  expenditures  may  include  expenditures  for  TANF 
eligible  families  that  serve  to  meet  any  of  the  four  purposes  of  the  TANF 
program.  For  families  that  are  not  TANF  eligible,  the  funded  activities  must  serve 
to  meet  TANF  purposes  3  or  4,  which  relate  to  preventing  and  reducing  out-of- 
wedlock  pregnancies  and  encouraging  the  formation  and  maintenance  of  two- 
parent  families.  The  DSS  reported  the  scholarship  programs  meet  TANF  purposes 
3  and  4;  however,  the  DSS  has  not  determined  and  documented  there  is  any 
correlation  between  those  programs  and  any  of  the  four  TANF  purposes.  We 
question  the  state  fiscal  year  2012  costs  for  scholarship  programs  that  were 
claimed  under  the  TANF  program,  totaling  $24,213,235  (100  percent  federal 
share). 

D.  The  DSS  control  system  has  not  been  effective  in  ensuring  the  types  of  costs 
claimed  under  the  TANF  program  or  recorded  as  TANF  MOE  meet  all  federal 
regulatory  and  grant  requirements,  resulting  in  unallowable  costs  and  unqualified 
sources  of  MOE  claimed  against  the  federal  TANF  grant.  Such  a  control  system 
should  include  formal  evaluations,  periodic  re-evaluations,  and  management 
review  of  the  related  federal  regulations  and  expenditure  categories  to  ensure 
expenditures  claimed  under  the  TANF  program  or  recorded  as  TANF  MOE  meet 
all  federal  regulatory  and  grant  requirements. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  DSS  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency  and: 

A.  Ensure  prior  approved  program  costs  claimed  under  the  TANF  program  comply 
with  federal  regulations. 
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B.  Ensure  expenditures  claimed  as  MOE  are  allowable. 

C.  Ensure  program  costs  claimed  under  the  TANF  program  comply  with  federal 
regulations. 

D.  Establish  a  formal  control  system  to  ensure  the  types  of  costs  claimed  under  the 
TANF  program  or  recorded  as  TANF  MOE  meet  all  federal  regulatory  and  grant 
requirements. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 


We  disagree  with  the  auditor's  findings.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an  explanation  and 
specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement. 


2012-15.  Eligibility  and  TANF  Assistance  Payments 


Federal  Agency:        Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:       93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

201 1  -  Gl  102MOTANF  and  2012  -  G1202MOTANF 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division 

(FSD) 

Questioned  Costs:  $20,261 

The  FSD  did  not  act  promptly  or  properly  on  information  affecting  recipient  eligibility 
and  eligibility  documentation  was  not  complete  for  some  Temporary  Assistance  for 
Needy  Families  (TANF)  recipients  reviewed.  In  addition,  sanctions  were  not  imposed  on 
recipients  who  failed  to  cooperate  with  Child  Support  Enforcement  (CSE)  procedures. 
During  the  state  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  DSS  expended  federal  funding  of 
about  $199  million  for  the  TANF  program,  of  which  about  $95  million  was  basic 
assistance  payments  to  families.  Similar  conditions  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit. 

A.  The  FSD  paid  TANF  benefits  to  some  recipients  who  may  not  have  been  eligible 
or  were  ineligible  for  the  full  amount  of  TANF  payments  received.  We  sampled 
60  recipients,  with  payments  totaling  $135,618  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012, 
and  noted  concerns  with  13  (22  percent)  of  the  cases  tested.  The  purpose  of  the 
test  was  to  determine  whether  the  proper  eligibility  determinations  were  made, 
and  whether  payments  were  calculated  in  accordance  with  program  requirements, 
including  obtaining  any  required  documentation. 


•  For  five  recipients  tested,  the  eligibility  specialist  did  not  act  promptly  or 
properly  on  available  information  affecting  recipient  eligibility,  resulting  in 
payment  of  improper  benefits.  In  four  cases,  the  eligibility  specialist  did  not 
take  action  after  receiving  system  alerts  of  changes  in  recipient  income  and 
employment  identified  by  periodic  matches  between  various  federal  and  state 
databases.  In  another  case,  the  eligibility  specialist  did  not  act  promptly  to 
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close  the  case  after  being  notified  of  client  ineligibility  by  the  FSD  medical 
review  team.  The  FSD  failed  to  detect  four  of  the  five  instances  noted  here. 
The  FSD  indicated  the  cases  have  now  been  closed  and  claims  for  repayment 
of  the  improper  benefits  have  been  established  for  all  five  recipients.  We 
question  the  amount  of  improper  benefits  paid  to  these  five  recipients,  totaling 
$6,342  (100  percent  federal  share). 

Under  45  CFR  Section  206.10,  an  individual's  eligibility  must  be  reconsidered 
or  redetermined:  (1)  when  required  on  the  basis  of  information  the  agency  has 
obtained  previously  about  anticipated  changes  in  the  individual's  situation;  (2) 
promptly,  after  a  report  is  obtained  which  indicates  changes  in  the  individual's 
circumstances  that  may  affect  the  amount  of  assistance  to  which  he  is  entitled 
or  may  make  him  ineligible;  and  (3)  periodically,  within  agency  established 
time  standards,  for  certain  other  eligibility  factors  subject  to  change.  The  FSD 
has  established  a  policy  requiring  all  factors  of  eligibility  for  recipients  of 
TANF  to  be  redetermined  at  least  annually  or  more  often  for  certain  cases. 

•  For  four  recipients  tested,  the  FSD  identified  unreported  income  and  took 
action  to  close  the  case;  however,  the  FSD  did  not  establish  claims  for 
improper  benefits  until  we  inquired  about  these  cases.  The  FSD  determined 
improper  benefits  for  three  cases  totaled  $2,369,  but  has  not  determined  the 
amount  of  improper  benefits  for  the  third  case.  We  question  the  amount  of  the 
improper  benefits  identified  totaling  $2,369  (100  percent  federal  share). 

Prompt  determination  of  overpayment  and  claims  establishment  are  necessary 
as  amounts  recovered  offset  future  program  costs. 

•  For  four  recipients  tested,  the  FSD  did  not  maintain  adequate  documentation. 
In  three  instances,  the  case  file  did  not  contain  the  recipient's  signed  assistance 
application/eligibility  statement  or  system- generated  interview  summary.  In 
another  instance,  the  case  file  contained  an  application/eligibility  statement 
but  no  interview  summary.  Additionally,  for  two  of  these  cases,  there  was  no 
documentation  of  the  verification  of  a  minor  child  living  in  the  household.  In 
two  of  these  cases,  the  FSD  identified  unreported  income,  but  did  not  take 
timely  action  to  close  the  case  and  establish  a  claim.  The  assistance 
application/eligibility  statement  and  interview  summary  contain  questions 
concerning  income,  reasons  for  need,  and  required  federal  prohibitions  and 
requirements,  and  must  be  signed  by  the  applicant  certifying  compliance  with 
the  requirements  and  attesting  to  the  accuracy  of  the  information  provided. 
The  verification  of  a  minor  child  living  in  the  home  is  a  federal  eligibility 
requirement. 

Under  45  CFR  Section  206.1 0(a) (ii),  applications  for  program  participation 
must  be  in  writing  on  an  agency  prescribed  form  and  signed  by  the  applicant 
or  an  appropriate  representative.  In  addition,  45  CFR  Section  205.60(a) 
requires  the  agency  to  maintain  records  for  the  proper  and  efficient  operation 
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of  the  plan,  including  records  regarding  applications,  determination  of 
eligibility,  the  provision  of  financial  assistance,  and  other  pertinent 
information  obtained. 

Because  the  FSD  did  not  maintain  required  case  file  documentation,  it  could 
not  ensure  or  demonstrate  compliance  with  federal  requirements  related  to 
eligibility  for  the  TANF  program.  Payments  made  for  these  four  cases  during 
the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  totaled  $9,313,  for  which  we  question  the  entire 
amount  (100  percent  federal  share). 

B.  The  FSD  did  not  act  upon  some  notices  of  non-cooperation  from  the  CSE  Unit  to 
sanction  recipients  and  the  CSE  Unit  did  not  always  notify  the  FSD  of  non- 
cooperating  clients.  We  obtained  a  listing  of  CSE  cases  flagged  in  the  child 
support  case  management  system  for  non-cooperation  during  the  year  ended  June 
30,  2012,  and  matched  it  against  a  listing  of  TANF  cases.  There  were  2,628 
TANF  cases  flagged  for  non-cooperation,  with  payments  totaling  nearly  $5.2 
million  during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  We  tested  60  of  these  TANF 
recipients  to  determine  whether  the  FSD  was  properly  sanctioning  recipients  who 
were  not  cooperating  with  CSE  procedures.  TANF  payments  for  the  fiscal  year 
for  the  60  recipients  totaled  about  $127,000.  For  34  of  the  60  items  (57  percent) 
tested,  either  the  CSE  Unit  did  not  promptly  notify  the  FSD  of  the  non- 
cooperation  or  the  FSD  did  not  act  to  sanction  the  recipient  upon  notification. 

•  The  CSE  Unit  did  not  notify  the  FSD  of  23  non-cooperating  clients  tested. 
When  non-cooperation  occurs,  the  CSE  Unit  is  to  alert  the  FSD  eligibility 
specialist  via  email  comments  or  by  sending  a  notice  of  non-cooperation  form. 
For  one  case,  the  notification  occurred  about  4  months  after  the  non- 
cooperation  began,  delaying  the  imposition  of  the  sanction.  For  12  cases, 
neither  the  FSD  nor  CSE  had  documentation  to  support  the  FSD  had  received 
a  notice  of  non-cooperation.  For  10  of  the  23  cases,  notes  in  the  Missouri 
Automated  Child  Support  System  indicated  no  notification  was  sent  because 
either  there  was  no  currently  active  TANF  case  or  the  TANF  case  was 
currently  sanctioned  for  other  reasons.  As  a  result  of  the  failure  of  CSE  to 
notify  FSD  of  the  non-cooperation,  sanctions  were  not  entered  or  not  entered 
timely  into  the  Family  Assistance  Management  Information  System  (FAMIS) 
system  and  of  the  23  cases  reviewed,  6  recipients  received  overpayments 
totaling  $1,199  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  We  question  the  federal 
share  of  overpayments  totaling  $1,199  (100  percent  federal  share). 

•  The  FSD  did  not  sanction  11  recipients  when  notified  of  referral  for  non- 
cooperation.  For  four  of  these  recipients,  the  TANF  case  was  either  inactive  or 
already  sanctioned  for  other  reasons  when  the  notification  was  received,  and 
consequently  the  FSD  entered  no  additional  sanction  for  the  child  support 
non-cooperation  in  the  FAMIS  system.  As  a  result,  no  sanction  would  be  in 
effect  if  the  case  was  re-activated  or  the  other  sanction  currently  being 
imposed  was  removed.  Only  one  sanction  at  a  time  can  be  imposed  upon  a 


-77- 


TANF  case.  For  another  case,  the  client  subsequently  cooperated  before  the 
next  benefit  payment.  For  the  other  six  recipients,  the  active  TANF  case  was 
not  sanctioned  by  the  FSD  resulting  in  overpayments  totaling  $1,038  during 
the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  We  question  the  federal  share  of  overpayments, 
totaling  $1,038  (100  percent  federal  share). 

Under  45  CFR  264.30,  the  FSD  must  refer  to  the  CSE  all  appropriate  individuals 
in  the  family  of  a  child,  for  whom  paternity  has  not  been  established  or  for  whom 
a  child  support  order  needs  to  be  established,  modified,  or  enforced.  Referred 
individuals  must  cooperate  in  establishing  paternity  and  in  establishing, 
modifying,  or  enforcing  a  support  order  with  respect  to  the  child.  If  the  CSE 
determines  an  individual  is  not  cooperating,  and  the  individual  does  not  qualify 
for  a  good  cause  or  other  exception  established  by  CSE,  the  FSD,  or  federal  law, 
the  CSE  agency  must  notify  the  FSD  promptly.  The  FSD  must  then  take 
appropriate  action  by  either  deducting  an  amount  equal  to  at  least  25  percent  from 
the  TANF  assistance  that  would  otherwise  be  provided  to  the  family  of  the 
individual  or  denying  the  family  assistance  entirely.  The  DSS  has  determined  the 
sanction  will  be  25  percent  of  the  assistance  amount. 

The  FSD  and  CSE  did  not  have  a  system  to  track  cases  requiring  notification  of  non- 
cooperation  and  ensuring  the  notifications  were  sent  and  received,  and  sanctions  entered. 
As  a  result,  the  FSD  could  not  ensure  or  demonstrate  compliance  with  federal 
requirements  related  to  sanctioning  of  recipients  who  were  not  cooperating  with  CSE 
program  requirements.  Notifications  should  be  sent  and  sanctions  entered  on  all  non- 
cooperating  cases,  including  inactive  cases  and  cases  sanctioned  for  other  reasons,  so  the 
sanction  can  be  applied  if  the  TANF  case  becomes  active  or  the  other  sanctions  expire. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  FSD  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency  and: 

A.  Strengthen  controls  to  ensure  information  affecting  eligibility  is  properly 
reviewed  periodically  and  proper  and  timely  action  is  taken  regarding  the 
information,  including  case  closures  and  recoupment  of  overpayments  if 
warranted.  In  addition,  the  FSD  should  maintain  required  eligibility 
documentation  in  all  case  files. 

B.  Develop  additional  controls  to  ensure  sanctions  are  imposed  on  TANF  recipients 
who  fail  to  cooperate  with  CSE  program  requirements. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 

We  partially  agree  with  the  auditor's  findings.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an 
explanation  and  specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement  and  any  planned  actions  to  address  the 
findings. 


-78- 


2012-16.  TANF  Work  Participation  and  Sanctions 


Federal  Agency:        Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:       93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

201 1  -  Gl  102MOTANF  and  2012  -  G1202MOTANF 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division 

(FSD) 

Questioned  costs:  $393 

The  FSD  did  not  have  adequate  controls  in  place  to  ensure  compliance  with  the 
Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF)  Work  Verification  Plan  in  effect  for 
state  fiscal  year  2012  and,  as  a  result,  the  FSD  has  less  assurance  the  data  used  to 
calculate  the  work  participation  rate  is  accurate.  In  addition,  controls  were  not  adequate 
to  ensure  recipients  were  sanctioned  when  they  were  not  in  compliance  with  federal  and 
state  requirements. 

The  FSD  contracted  with  10  community  organizations  for  the  19  regions  in  the  Missouri 
Work  Assistance  (MWA)  program  to  perform  many  of  the  required  TANF  work  activity 
functions.  These  duties  include  case  management,  enrollment  and  assistance  to  TANF 
recipients  who  are  required  to  participate  in  eligible  work  activities,  and  reporting 
recipient  noncompliance  and  hours  of  participation  to  the  FSD.  The  FSD  expenditures  to 
the  MWA  contracted  community  organizations  for  the  MWA  program  totaled  about  $20 
million  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

The  FSD  has  adopted  procedures  to  monitor  the  performance  of  the  MWA  contractors  for 
compliance  with  the  Work  Verification  Plan  policies  and  procedures.  Those  procedures 
include  periodic  reviews  of  3  to  5  percent  of  cases  for  proper  handling,  and  quarterly 
testing  of  a  sample  of  cases  with  no  recorded  hours  of  work  activity  for  proper 
sanctioning.  The  FSD  has  also  provided  training  to  the  MWA  contractors  based  on  the 
case  testing  results.  However,  our  review  indicates  monitoring  activities  and  training 
were  not  effective  in  ensuring  adequate  contractor  compliance.  As  a  result,  the  FSD 
failed  to  ensure  MWA  contractors  complied  with  the  state  Work  Verification  Plan  and 
policies  for  reporting  recipients  who  do  not  comply  with  work  requirements. 

Under  45  CFR  Section  265.3,  states  are  required  to  submit  quarterly  TANF  Data  Reports 
which  provide  information  regarding  TANF  recipients  and  work  activities.  The 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Administration  for  Children  and  Families 
uses  the  TANF  Data  Reports  to  calculate  the  state  work  participation  rate  each  fiscal 
year.  In  addition,  under  45  CFR  Section  261.62,  the  FSD  is  required  to  have  a  Work 
Verification  Plan  which  includes  requirements  to  maintain  adequate  documentation, 
verification,  and  internal  control  procedures  to  ensure  the  accuracy  of  the  data  used  in 
calculating  work  participation  rates.  In  doing  so,  the  FSD  must  have  in  place  procedures 
to  identify  TANF  recipients  who  are  work-eligible,  identify  work  activities  that  may 
count  for  work  participation  rate  purposes,  determine  how  to  count  and  verify  reported 
hours  of  work,  and  control  internal  data  transmission  and  accuracy. 
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The  FSD  was  not  in  compliance  with  certain  work  activity  reporting  requirements 
contained  in  the  Work  Verification  Plan  in  effect  for  state  fiscal  year  2012.  A 
similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  two  audit  reports. 

We  obtained  a  February  2012  listing  of  those  TANF  recipients  referred  to  the 
MWA  contractors  which  included  data  on  the  status  of  each  recipient's 
compliance  with  the  work  participation  requirements  and  number  of  hours  of 
participation  in  the  various  work  related  activities.  Of  the  21,025  TANF  recipients 
included  in  the  report,  4,547  recipients  had  at  least  an  hour  of  work  activity 
reported.  We  selected  60  recipients  with  reported  work  activity  for  testing  and 
obtained  their  case  files.  We  noted  for  25  (42  percent)  of  the  cases  tested,  the 
work  participation  hours  were  either  not  documented,  not  verified,  and/or  not 
reported  correctly  in  accordance  with  the  Work  Verification  Plan.  In  five 
instances  the  errors  led  to  incorrectly  reporting  the  recipient  as  meeting  or  not 
meeting  the  work  participation  requirements.  The  net  effect  of  the  errors  was  a 
slight  understatement  of  the  work  participation  compliance  rate  of  approximately 
2  percent  for  this  group  of  60  individuals. 

The  failure  to  maintain  adequate  controls  to  ensure  accurate  data  is  reported  for 
measurement  of  work  participation  could  result  in  a  penalty,  under  45  CFR 
Section  261.65,  of  not  less  than  1  percent  and  not  more  than  5  percent  of  the 
annual  grant  amount. 

The  FSD  did  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to  ensure  MWA  contractors 
notified  the  FSD  when  TANF  recipients  failed  to  meet  work  participation 
requirements.  As  a  result,  many  TANF  recipients  who  failed  to  meet  work 
participation  requirements  were  not  sanctioned  and  continued  to  receive  full 
benefits.  A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

Of  21,025  individuals  on  the  February  2012  listing  of  TANF  recipients  referred  to 
the  MWA  contractors,  there  were  16,478  recipients  for  which  no  work  activities 
were  reported.  About  2,300  of  these  recipients  were  not  subject  to  sanction  due  to 
various  allowable  waivers  and  exemptions,  leaving  about  14,200  recipients  who 
were  not  participating  in  work  activities  and  subject  to  sanction.  We  tested  57  of 
the  14,200  cases  and  noted  6  (11  percent)  of  the  recipients  were  not  appropriately 
sanctioned  for  non-compliance  with  work  participation  requirements.  Twenty-five 
recipients  were  appropriately  sanctioned  and  the  remainder  were  not  subject  to 
sanction  during  February  2012  due  to  various  reasons  such  as  the  recipient  began 
participation,  or  the  FSD  or  recipient  closed  the  case.  The  DSS  has  established  the 
sanction  at  25  percent  of  the  monthly  benefit  amount.  We  question  the  amount  of 
the  sanctions  that  were  not  imposed  on  these  six  recipients  for  the  month  of 
February  2012,  which  totaled  $393  (100  percent  federal  share). 

For  the  cases  with  errors,  MWA  program  contractors  had  multiple  contacts  with 
the  recipients  to  get  them  engaged  with  the  program  and  to  reschedule  missed 
appointments.  However,  the  contractors  did  not  place  the  recipients  in  conciliation 
or  report  them  to  the  FSD  to  begin  the  sanctioning  process. 
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Under  45  CFR  Section  261.14,  for  an  individual  who  refuses  to  engage  in  work 
required  under  Section  407  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  the  state  must  reduce  or 
terminate  the  amount  of  assistance  payable  to  the  family,  subject  to  any  good 
cause  or  other  exceptions  the  state  may  establish.  The  state  has  determined  the 
sanction  shall  be  25  percent  of  the  monthly  benefit.  A  state  that  fails  to  impose 
penalties  on  individuals  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Section  407(e)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  may  be  subject  to  penalty.  Under  45  CFR  Section  261.54,  the 
federal  agency  may  impose  a  penalty  amount  for  a  fiscal  year  of  no  less  than  1 
percent  and  no  more  than  5  percent  of  the  annual  grant  amount. 

The  failure  to  maintain  adequate  controls  to  ensure  recipients  who  are  not  in 
compliance  with  the  work  requirements  are  appropriately  sanctioned  has  resulted 
in  overpayment  of  benefits  totaling  $393. 

In  2010  and  2011,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Administration  for 
Children  and  Families  (ACF)  determined  the  state  failed  to  meet  the  overall  work 
participation  rates  for  federal  fiscal  years  2008  and  2009  and  indicated  the  state  was 
subject  to  potential  penalties  totaling  $44.4  million.  The  DSS  has  appealed  the  ACF's 
determinations.  Failure  to  comply  with  the  requirements  regarding  data  accuracy  and 
imposition  of  sanctions  for  failure  to  meet  work  requirements  increases  the  risk  additional 
penalties  may  be  imposed. 


WE  RECOMMEND  the  FSD: 


A.  Develop  additional  controls  to  ensure  work  activities  are  adequately  documented, 
verified,  and  reported  in  accordance  with  the  FSD  Work  Verification  Plan. 

B.  Develop  additional  controls  to  ensure  TANF  recipients  failing  to  meet  work 
participation  requirements  are  sanctioned  as  required.  In  addition,  the  FSD  should 
resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency. 


AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 


We  partially  agree  with  the  auditor's  findings.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an 
explanation  and  specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement  and  any  planned  actions  to  address  the 
findings. 


2012-17.  LIHEAP  and  CSBG  Subrecipient  Monitoring 


Federal  Agency:        Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:       93.568  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance 

2011  -  G11B1MOLIEA  and  2012  -  G12B1MOLEEA 
93.569  Community  Services  Block  Grant 

2009  -  G09B1MOCOSR,  2010  -  G10B1MOCOSR,  and 

2011  -G11B1MOCOSR 
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93.710  ARRA  -  Community  Services  Block  Grant 
2009  -  0901MOCOS2 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division 

(FSD)  -  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program  Unit  and 
the  Division  of  Finance  and  Administrative  Services  -  Compliance 
and  Quality  Control  (CQC)  Unit 

The  DSS  conducted  close  out  reviews  of  the  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance 
program  (LIHEAP)  and  the  Community  Services  Block  Grant  (CSBG)  program  funds 
provided  to  the  Human  Development  Corporation  of  Metropolitan  St.  Louis  (HDC),  a 
former  DSS  subrecipient.  The  DSS  questioned  costs  totaling  over  $660,000  related  to  the 
CSBG  program. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  DSS  determined  the  HDC  misused  at  least 
$669,704  of  LIHEAP  funds  that  were  due  to  an  energy  supplier.  The  DSS  issued  payment 
of  additional  state  funds  to  satisfy  the  amounts  due  to  the  energy  supplier.  In  February 
2012,  the  DSS  paid  the  energy  supplier  an  additional  $1,878  of  state  funds  for  amounts 
due.  The  DSS  did  not  allow  the  HDC  to  participate  in  the  LIHEAP  during  federal  fiscal 
year  2012.  The  HDC  voluntarily  withdrew  from  the  CSBG  program  in  September  2011 
and  filed  for  corporate  dissolution  in  December  2011.  The  DSS  filed  a  claim  in  the  HDC 
corporate  dissolution  case  for  the  amount  of  LIHEAP  funds  misused,  totaling  $671,582. 

In  July  and  August  2012,  the  DSS  conducted  a  closeout  monitoring  review  of  the 
LIHEAP  and  CSBG  program  funds  provided  to  the  HDC  for  federal  fiscal  years  2009, 
2010,  and  2011.  No  additional  misuse  of  LIHEAP  funds  was  identified  by  the  DSS. 
However,  the  DSS  identified  payments  for  CSBG  services  totaling  $660,239  for  which 
the  HDC  lacked  adequate  supporting  documentation  and  the  DSS  filed  another  claim  in 
the  HDC  corporate  dissolution  case  for  those  costs  in  August  2012.  According  to  DSS 
officials,  no  court  decision  has  been  made  on  the  DSS  claims.  DSS  officials  indicated  the 
appropriate  federal  officials  have  been  notified  of  the  results  of  the  closeout  monitoring, 
but  the  DSS  has  not  been  notified  of  any  requirements  for  the  state  to  repay  the  CSBG 
costs  questioned. 

The  DSS  formed  the  CQC  Unit  in  April  2012  to  develop  and  implement  extensive 
monitoring  tools  and  processes  for  the  fiscal  review  of  all  Community  Action  Agencies 
(CAA).  The  CAAs  administer  the  LIHEAP  and  CSBG  program  at  the  local  level.  DSS 
officials  indicated  the  changes  will  allow  the  DSS  to  more  effectively  monitor  LIHEAP 
and  CSBG  service  providers.  The  DSS  should  continue  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of 
those  monitoring  procedures  and  make  improvements  as  necessary  to  help  timely  identify 
any  problems  at  the  subrecipient  level. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  DSS  continue  to  review  its  subrecipient  monitoring  efforts  and 
determine  if  further  improvements  are  needed. 
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AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 


We  agree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  our  planned  actions  to 
address  the  finding. 


2012-18.  Participant  Eligibility 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5021 

2011  -  1105MO5021 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 

2012  -  1205MO5MAP  and  1205MO5ADM 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division 
(FSD)  and  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD) 

$3,545,095 


Effective  controls  are  not  in  place  to  ensure  or  demonstrate  compliance  with  participant 
eligibility  requirements  of  the  Medical  Assistance  Program  and  the  Children's  Health 
Insurance  Program  (CHIP).  In  addition,  ineligible  payments  were  made  related  to  these 
programs,  but  have  not  been  reported  to,  or  resolved  with,  the  grantor  agency. 

The  Medical  Assistance  Program,  also  known  as  Medicaid,  and  the  CHIP  are 
administered  by  the  MHD  under  the  federally  approved  Medicaid  and  CHIP  State  Plans. 
The  FSD  is  responsible  for  determining  the  eligibility  of  Medicaid  and  CHIP 
participants.  During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  Medicaid  and  CHIP  payments 
totaled  approximately  $9.1  billion,  of  which  approximately  $5.8  billion  was  claimed  as 
federal  expenditures.  There  were  approximately  1.2  million  Medicaid  and  CHIP 
participants  active  for  at  least  part  of  fiscal  year  2012. 

A.  Controls  are  not  adequate  to  ensure  participants  transferred  to  the  new  eligibility 
determination  system  are  completely  converted  to  the  new  system.  As  a  result, 
some  annual  redeterminations  were  not  conducted  timely  to  evaluate  the 
continued  eligibility  of  participants  in  the  Medicaid  and  CHIP  programs. 

Over  the  last  several  years,  participants  have  been  moved  in  batches  from  the 
legacy  eligibility  determination  system  to  the  Family  Assistance  Management 
Information  System  (FAMIS).  The  FAMIS  has  features  to  automatically  initiate 
annual  redeterminations.  However,  the  conversion  to  the  FAMIS  must  be 
manually  finalized  for  these  features  to  take  effect.  FSD  county  offices  receive 
monthly  reports  of  participants  whose  conversions  have  not  been  finalized,  and  it 
is  the  responsibility  of  personnel  in  the  county  offices  to  complete  conversion. 
Central  office  personnel  do  not  review  these  reports  or  have  other  procedures  in 
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place  to  ensure  the  county  offices  are  completing  these  conversions  to  the 
FAMIS. 

We  reviewed  60  Medicaid  and  CHIP  participants  to  ensure  eligibility 
requirements  were  met  and  found  1  participant  had  not  received  a  redetermination 
during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  The  participant's  case  was  transferred 
to  the  FAMIS  in  November  2010,  but  the  conversion  had  not  been  finalized  and 
eligibility  had  not  been  redetermined  since  that  time.  As  of  October  31,  2012, 
there  were  894  Medicaid  and  CHIP  cases  (which  include  one  or  more 
participants)  that  had  not  been  fully  converted  in  the  FAMIS.  The  last  eligibility 
redeterminations  for  these  cases  ranged  from  1996  to  2012  and  were  performed 
before  the  cases  were  moved  to  the  FAMIS.  Of  these,  747  cases  did  not  receive  a 
redetermination  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  as  required.  If  these 
participants  are  not  fully  converted  in  the  FAMIS,  future  redeterminations  will  not 
be  automatically  initiated  by  the  system.  FSD  personnel  said  the  conversions  are 
now  being  finalized  as  work  priorities  allow. 

Participants  in  584  of  the  747  cases  had  payments  made  on  their  behalf  after  the 
date  a  redetermination  was  due.  These  ineligible  payments  totaled  $5,207,584  for 
the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  We  question  the  federal  share  of  the  total  payments 
or  $3,311,503  (63.59  percent).  In  addition,  since  many  of  these  cases  have  still  not 
been  redetermined  as  of  December  2012,  there  are  likely  ineligible  payments 
made  on  behalf  of  these  participants  during  fiscal  year  2013  as  well. 

Federal  regulations  42  CFR  Sections  435.916  and  457.320  require  a 
redetermination  of  eligibility  at  least  every  12  months  to  ensure  Medicaid  and 
CHIP  participants  continue  to  be  eligible  for  benefits.  The  failure  to  perform 
annual  redeterminations  as  required  can  result  in  medical  payments  made  on 
behalf  of  ineligible  individuals. 

B.  The  MHD  has  identified  Medicaid  and  CHIP  payments  made  on  behalf  of 
approximately  400  children  from  2009  to  2012  who  were  later  determined  to  be 
ineligible  for  these  programs  at  the  time  of  service;  however,  the  MHD  has  not 
taken  steps  to  resolve  these  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency. 

DSS,  Children's  Division  (CD)  personnel  determine  and  track  the  Medicaid  and 
CHIP  eligibility  of  children  in  the  CD's  custody,  such  as  children  in  foster  care. 
After  upgrading  to  a  new  eligibility  determination  system  in  2011,  CD  personnel 
discovered  eligibility  had  not  always  been  correctly  determined  in  the  previous 
system.  In  January  2012,  CD  personnel  retroactively  redetermined  eligibility 
based  on  the  placement  and  legal  status  of  children  who  were  in  state  custody  at 
any  point  during  2009  to  2012.  As  a  result  of  the  updated  information,  some 
children  who  were  previously  classified  as  eligible  for  Medicaid  or  CHIP  for 
specific  time  periods  were,  in  fact,  determined  to  be  ineligible  during  those 
periods.  CD  personnel  stated  adjustments  were  made  to  federal  programs 
administered  by  the  CD  as  a  result  of  the  eligibility  changes;  however,  the  MHD 
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has  not  made  similar  adjustments  to  the  Medical  Assistance  Program  and  CHIP 
programs. 

MHD  personnel  indicated  because  payments  were  made  to  providers  in  good  faith 
while  participants  were  determined  to  be  eligible  for  benefits,  the  MHD  does  not 
believe  it  is  reasonable  to  recoup  these  payments  from  the  providers. 
Overpayments  are  typically  recouped  when  false  information  has  been  provided 
on  behalf  of  a  participant.  MHD  personnel  referred  to  42  CFR  435.10,  and  42 
CFR  435,  Subparts  B  and  C,  which  state  that  a  Medicaid  agency  must  provide 
services  to  individuals  who  apply  and  are  found  eligible.  While  42  CFR  435.1002 
states  federal  financial  participation  is  available  for  services  provided  to  eligible 
participants,  it  does  not  include  provisions  for  services  that  were  provided  in  good 
faith  to  ineligible  participants. 

Since  there  were  errors  in  eligibility  made  by  the  state,  the  federal  program  should 
not  be  charged  for  payments  made  on  behalf  of  these  ineligible  participants.  The 
ineligible  payments  made  on  behalf  of  the  122  participants  with  Medicaid  or 
CHIP  payments  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  totaled  $345,602.  We 
question  the  federal  share  of  the  total  payments  or  $219,768  (63.59  percent). 

C.  The  FSD  did  not  obtain  or  maintain  all  documentation  required  to  support 
eligibility  for  6  of  60  (10  percent)  cases  reviewed.  As  a  result,  the  DSS  could  not 
demonstrate  these  participants  were  eligible  to  receive  benefits  during  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2012.  The  following  issues  and  questioned  costs  were  noted 
during  our  testing: 

•  A  signed  application  was  not  obtained  or  retained  for  five  participants 
reviewed.  Federal  regulation  42  CFR  Section  435.907  requires  a  written 
application  signed  under  penalty  of  perjury  to  ensure  individuals  meet  the 
financial  and  categorical  requirements  for  Medicaid.  In  addition,  the  CHIP 
State  Plan  requires  applicants  complete  the  same  application  as  used  for 
Medicaid.  The  application  must  include  facts  to  support  the  agency's  decision 
when  determining  an  individual's  eligibility.  Payments  totaling  $21,414  were 
made  on  behalf  of  these  five  participants  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 
We  question  the  federal  share  of  the  payments,  or  $13,617  (63.59  percent). 

•  As  similarly  noted  in  the  prior  audit  report,  citizenship  was  not  verified  during 
determination  of  eligibility  for  one  Medicaid  participant  reviewed.  Federal 
regulation  42  CFR  Sections  435.406  and  435.407  and  the  CHIP  State  Plan 
require  applicants  provide  documentary  evidence  of  citizenship  or  national 
status.  If  the  applicant  does  not  have  proof  of  citizenship,  the  state  may  grant  a 
grace  period  to  furnish  the  documentation.  This  participant's  grace  period 
expired  May  21,  2012,  at  which  time  the  eligibility  should  have  ended.  When 
we  brought  this  issue  to  management's  attention  in  October  2012, 
management  agreed  the  benefits  should  be  closed  and  subsequently  stopped 
benefits  effective  October  11,  2012.  The  ineligible  payments  made  on  behalf 
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of  this  participant  after  expiration  of  the  grace  period  totaled  $326  during  the 
year  ended  June  30,  2012.  We  question  the  federal  share  of  the  total  payments 
or  $207  (63.59  percent). 

Eligibility  specialists  are  to  obtain  and  document  various  information,  including  a 
signed  application  and  citizenship  verification,  from  applicants  and  enter  it  into 
the  FAMIS.  The  FAMIS  automates  the  application  process  and  determines 
eligibility  for  Medicaid,  CHIP  and  other  DSS  programs  based  on  the  information 
entered.  If  a  case  has  missing  information  for  which  the  applicant  has  been  given 
a  grace  period  to  provide,  there  is  no  control  to  ensure  this  information  is 
eventually  received.  While  eligibility  specialists  can  set  their  own  system 
reminders,  the  system  does  not  automatically  set  reminders.  In  addition,  the 
FAMIS  does  not  automatically  close  benefits  if  required  documentation  is  not 
received. 

Because  the  FSD  did  not  obtain  or  maintain  required  case  file  documentation,  it 
could  not  ensure  or  demonstrate  compliance  with  federal  requirements  related  to 
eligibility. 

D.  The  DSS  did  not  ensure  at  least  four  monthly  supervisory  reviews  of  eligibility 
determinations  were  completed  as  required  by  internal  policy  for  4  of  60  (7 
percent)  eligibility  specialists  reviewed.  These  monthly  case  reviews  are  the 
primary  control  used  to  ensure  information  obtained  to  determine  eligibility  in 
compliance  with  federal  regulations  is  properly  and  accurately  entered  into  the 
FAMIS. 

An  internal  memorandum,  dated  April  2006,  established  the  policy  requiring 
supervisors  to  perform  a  minimum  of  four  monthly  case  reviews  for  each 
eligibility  specialist  and  states  management  is  responsible  for  ensuring  mandatory 
supervisory  case  reviews  are  performed.  However,  this  internal  policy  is  not 
applied  consistently  across  the  state.  For  example,  during  our  test  we  noted  an 
eligibility  specialist  for  whom  case  reviews  were  not  completed  for  multiple 
months  due  to  the  supervisor  being  reassigned  to  other  duties.  During  this  time, 
other  supervisors  oversaw  the  daily  work  of  the  eligibility  specialists,  but  did  not 
perform  the  required  case  reviews.  The  internal  memorandum  does  not  include 
guidance  for  handling  this  type  of  situation.  Clarifying  the  written  policy 
regarding  the  completion  of  case  reviews  is  necessary  to  ensure  reviews  are 
consistently  performed. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  DSS: 

A.  Establish  controls  to  ensure  all  participants  transferred  to  the  FAMIS  are  finalized 
in  the  system  so  annual  redeterminations  of  eligibility  will  be  automatically 
initiated.  In  addition,  the  DSS  should  resolve  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor 
agency. 
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B.  Resolve  questioned  costs  regarding  payments  for  ineligible  children  with  the 
grantor  agency. 

C.  Ensure  all  information  required  to  determine  participant  eligibility  is  obtained, 
verified,  and  retained  to  ensure  compliance  with  applicable  federal  requirements. 
In  addition,  the  DSS  should  resolve  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency. 

D.  Ensure  case  reviews  are  performed  as  required  by  internal  policy.  In  addition,  the 
DSS  should  clarify  written  case  review  policies  as  needed  to  ensure  case  reviews 
are  consistently  and  accurately  completed. 


AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 


We  partially  agree  with  the  auditor's  findings.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an 
explanation  and  specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement  and  any  planned  actions  to  address  the 
findings. 


2012-19.  Report  Reviews 


Federal  Agency:        Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:       93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5021 

2011  -  1105MO5021 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 

2012  -  1205MO5MAP  and  1205MO5ADM 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  MO  HealthNet  Division 

(MHD) 


The  MHD  does  not  have  effective  controls  in  place  for  the  production  and  review  of 
some  reports  necessary  to  ensure  compliance  with  paid  claim  or  participant  enrollment 
requirements  of  the  Medical  Assistance  Program.  The  Medical  Assistance  Program,  also 
known  as  Medicaid,  and  the  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program  (CHIP)  are 
administered  by  the  MHD. 

A.  As  noted  in  the  prior  audit  report,  the  MHD  did  not  review  daily  exception  reports 
of  Medicaid  and  CHIP  claims  requiring  post-payment  reviews  during  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2012. 

Providers  submit  claims  for  payment  through  the  state's  Medicaid  Management 
Information  System  (MMIS).  Claims  are  processed  through  various  edits  in  the 
system  to  ensure  the  data  is  valid  and  the  billing  of  the  services  complies  with 
DSS  policies.  The  MMIS  edits  have  various  status  codes,  which  identify  a  claim 
as  paid,  suspended,  or  denied.  One  status  allows  the  claims  to  be  paid,  but  posts 
the  claims  to  a  daily  exception  report  to  be  reviewed  further  for  possible 
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recoupment.  This  daily  report  only  lists  claims  with  exceptions  for  each  specific 
day  the  report  is  run  and  is  not  a  cumulative  report.  Therefore,  each  daily  report 
would  need  to  be  reviewed  to  ensure  all  identified  exceptions  are  properly 
evaluated.  As  an  example,  claims  listed  on  the  June  30,  2012,  daily  exception 
report  totaled  approximately  $4  million. 

The  DSS  could  provide  no  documentation  the  daily  exception  report  had  been 
reviewed  in  at  least  2  and  a  half  years.  DSS  personnel  indicated  the  staff 
previously  responsible  for  review  of  the  report  were  transferred  to  a  new  unit  in 
the  DSS  in  January  2011.  The  report  review  duty  was  not  re-assigned  until 
January  2013  when  it  was  given  to  personnel  within  the  Clinical  Program 
Development  unit  of  MHD.  No  reviews  of  the  report  had  yet  occurred  as  of  late 
January  2013.  Without  reviewing  paid  claims  that  have  been  identified  as  possible 
erroneous  billings,  there  is  less  assurance  abusive  billing  practices  will  be 
detected  on  a  timely  basis. 

B.  Reports  identifying  participants  shown  as  eligible  to  receive  Medicaid  and  CHIP 
benefits  in  both  Missouri  and  another  state  were  generated  incorrectly  and  were 
not  fully  reviewed  by  MHD  personnel  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

An  interstate  match  report  is  produced  quarterly  and  reviewed  by  MHD  personnel 
to  identify  existing  Missouri  Medicaid  and  CHIP  managed  care  program 
participants  who  were  reported  with  overlapping  periods  of  eligibility  for  benefits 
in  another  state.  MHD  personnel  then  contact  the  corresponding  state  to  determine 
if  eligibility  for  Missouri  benefits  should  be  ended.  If  necessary,  MHD  personnel 
will  end  a  participant's  eligibility  when  verification  of  out-of-state  residence  is 
acquired  and  recoup  any  payments  made  after  the  participant  left  Missouri. 
During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  there  was  an  average  of  2,440  participants 
listed  on  each  quarterly  report. 

We  reviewed  60  participants  identified  on  the  November  2011  and  February  2012 
quarterly  interstate  match  reports  to  determine  whether  MHD  took  proper  follow- 
up  actions.  MHD  personnel  did  not  investigate  2  of  60  (3  percent)  interstate  match 
report  items  reviewed.  Personnel  overlooked  one  of  the  test  items  and  did  not 
perform  a  review.  The  other  test  item  was  not  reviewed  because  the  eligibility 
dates  on  the  report  for  Missouri  Medicaid  were  not  current.  A  programming  error 
for  the  interstate  match  report  caused  reports  to  be  incorrectly  produced.  The 
system  properly  identified  participants  receiving  benefits  in  other  states  using  the 
correct  eligibility  dates,  but  did  not  always  reflect  the  correct  dates  on  the  report 
for  Missouri  managed  care  benefits  when  the  participant  had  multiple  periods  of 
eligibility.  For  the  participant  in  question,  the  report  listed  Missouri  benefits 
stopping  in  2007  even  though  benefits  were  not  actually  stopped  until  March 
2012.  The  MHD  has  not  taken  steps  to  determine  how  much,  if  any,  in  improper 
claims  were  paid  due  to  the  programming  error. 
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Without  properly  identifying  and  investigating  participants  who  have  been 
receiving  benefits  in  another  state,  MHD  may  continue  paying  benefits 
unnecessarily.  If  items  on  the  interstate  match  reports  are  not  investigated,  fees  for 
services  and  monthly  managed  care  payments  might  be  made  for  up  to  a  year 
before  a  scheduled  reinvestigation  of  benefits  to  clarify  the  residency  of  the 
participant. 

Federal  regulation  42  CFR  Section  435.403  defines  the  requirements  for  an 
individual  to  be  considered  a  resident  of  the  state  and  requires  the  state  to  provide 
Medicaid  benefits  to  eligible  residents.  Federal  regulations  do  not  include 
requirements  for  a  state  to  pay  benefits  for  participants  who  reside  in  another 
state.  Investigating  entries  on  the  interstate  match  reports  ensures  Medicaid 
payments  are  not  made  for  participants  residing  in  another  state. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  DSS: 

A.  Review  the  report  of  claims  that  have  been  identified  for  post-payment  reviews  to 
ensure  erroneous  billings  are  properly  recouped. 

B.  Update  programming  for  the  interstate  match  report  to  ensure  Missouri  eligibility 
dates  are  displayed  correctly.  In  addition,  the  MHD  should  determine  the  full 
extent  of  the  issue  and  determine  how  much,  if  any,  in  improper  claims  were  paid 
due  to  this  programming  error.  The  MHD  should  also  ensure  matches  are  properly 
investigated  in  the  future. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 

A.  We  agree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  our  planned 
actions  to  address  the  finding. 

B.  We  partially  agree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an 
explanation  and  specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement  and  any  planned  actions  to 
address  the  finding. 


2012-20.  Pharmacy  Dispensing  Fees 


Federal  Agency:        Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:       93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5021 

2011  -  1105MO5021 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 

2012  -  1205MO5MAP  and  1205MO5ADM 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  MO  HealthNet  Division 

(MHD) 
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Questioned  Costs:  $6,319,991 


The  MHD  has  periodically  changed  the  rate  paid  pharmacies  for  dispensing  prescription 
drugs  under  the  Medical  Assistance  Program  and  the  Children's  Health  Insurance 
Program  (CHIP);  however,  the  state  regulation  authorizing  these  dispensing  fees  has  not 
been  updated  since  1988.  In  addition,  the  MHD  does  not  have  adequate  documentation  to 
support  the  determination  of  the  current  dispensing  fee  structure.  The  Medical  Assistance 
Program,  also  known  as  Medicaid,  and  the  CHIP  are  administered  by  the  MHD  under  the 
federally  approved  Medicaid  and  CHIP  State  Plans. 

In  addition  to  paying  pharmacies  for  the  cost  of  each  prescribed  drug,  the  MHD  also  pays 
pharmacies  a  base  fee  of  $4.84  for  dispensing  each  participant's  prescription.  However, 
this  dispensing  fee  is  higher  than  the  amount  established  under  13  CSR  70-20.060(1), 
which  states,  "a  dispensing  fee  of  three  dollars  shall  be  added  to  the  Medicaid  Maximum 
allowable  payment  for  each  Missouri  Medicaid  reimbursable  prescription  filled  or  refilled 
by  a  pharmacy  provider."  In  addition,  in  1991  the  DSS,  as  part  of  a  settlement  agreement, 
agreed  to  amend  the  Medicaid  State  Plan  to  increase  the  Medicaid  pharmacy  dispensing 
fee  to  $4.09  per  prescription.  However,  while  the  payment  amount  was  increased  as 
required  by  the  agreement,  neither  the  State  Plan  nor  the  CSRs  were  updated  to  reflect 
this  amount.  The  State  Plan  was  updated  to  add  general  wording  indicating  the  state 
would  pay  the  applicable  fee  at  the  time  the  prescription  is  filled,  but  again,  no  specific 
dollar  amount  was  noted. 

Federal  regulation  42  CFR  Section  431.10(b)(2)  requires  the  state  to  establish  the  legal 
authority  for  the  Medicaid  agency  to  administer  the  Medicaid  State  Plan,  including 
making  rules  and  regulations  to  follow  in  administering  the  plan.  In  accordance  with  this 
CFR,  the  Medicaid  State  Plan  lists  the  various  statutes  allowing  the  DSS  to  establish  rules 
and  regulations  to  administer  the  plan.  The  MHD  has  created  CSRs,  such  as  the  one 
mentioned  above,  to  administer  the  Medicaid  program.  However,  failure  to  update  the 
related  regulations  when  fee  structures  are  changed  causes  the  MHD  to  be  noncompliant 
with  its  own  regulations  in  administering  the  Medicaid  State  Plan. 

In  addition,  the  MHD  does  not  have  adequate  documentation  to  support  the  dispensing 
fee  amounts  currently  paid.  MHD  personnel  stated  the  dispensing  fee  is  based  on  a  2007 
national  survey  of  pharmacy  companies,  which  shows  the  median  cost  of  dispensing 
prescription  drugs  nationwide.  However,  the  MHD  cannot  demonstrate  the  amount  used 
is  reasonable  for  Missouri. 

Federal  regulations  42  CFR,  Sections  447.203  and  457.238,  indicate  the  Medicaid  and 
CHIP  agencies,  respectively,  must  maintain  documentation  of  payment  rates.  Further,  42 
CFR  Section  447.203,  requires  when  payment  rates  are  increased,  the  Medicaid  agency 
must  record,  in  state  manuals  or  other  official  files,  the  various  information  to  support  the 
increases.  This  includes,  "an  estimate  of  the  percentile  of  the  range  of  customary  charges 
...  and  a  description  of  the  methods  used  to  make  the  estimate,"  as  well  as,  "an  estimate  of 
the  composite  average  percentage  increase  of  the  revised  payment  rates  over  the 
preceding  rates."  Furthermore,  the  CHIP  State  Plan  indicates,  "the  state  assures  that 
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services  are  provided  in  an  effective  and  efficient  manner  through  free  and  open 
competition  or  through  basing  rates  on  other  public  and  private  rates  that  are  actuarially 
sound."  Without  ensuring  the  basis  for  the  increased  dispensing  fee  was  properly 
documented  or  showing  the  new  rates  are  actuarially  sound,  the  MHD  cannot 
demonstrate  the  increases  in  these  fees  are  allowed  under  federal  law. 

The  MHD  paid  pharmacies  base  dispensing  fees  totaling  $64,137,459  during  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2012.  Had  the  dispensing  fees  been  paid  in  accordance  with  the  1991 
settlement  agreement,  the  fees  would  have  totaled  $54,198,803,  a  difference  of 
$9,938,656.  We  question  the  federal  share  of  the  increased  payments,  or  $6,319,991 
(63.59  percent). 

A  similar  finding  was  included  in  our  prior  audit  report  and  MHD  personnel  stated  steps 
are  being  taken  to  update  state  regulations  in  response  to  our  recommendation;  however, 
MHD  personnel  would  not  provide  documentation  to  support  this  statement. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  MHD  ensure  state  regulations  related  to  administration  of  the 
Medicaid  program  and  the  CHIP  are  updated  when  changes  are  justified,  and  resolve 
questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency.  In  addition,  the  MHD  should  ensure  increases 
in  payment  rates  are  adequately  supported  and  actuarially  sound,  as  required  by  federal 
guidelines. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 

We  disagree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  an  explanation  and 
specific  reasons  for  our  disagreement. 


2012-21.  Reporting 


Federal  Agency:        Federal  Highway  Administration 

Federal  Program:       20.205  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

State  Agency:  Missouri  Department  of  Transportation  (MoDOT) 

The  MoDOT  did  not  have  adequate  controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  compliance  with 
the  Federal  Funding  Accountability  and  Transparency  Act  (FFATA),  and  as  a  result, 
subawards  issued  were  not  reported  timely  as  required. 

The  FFATA  requires  the  reporting  of  key  data  elements  for  certain  subawards  and 
subcontracts  to  promote  the  transparency  and  accountability  over  the  use  of  non-ARRA 
federal  financial  awards,  and  requires  such  information  be  made  available  to  the  public 
through  a  single  searchable  website.  The  FFATA  requirements  relate  to  direct  recipients 
of  grants  or  cooperative  agreements  who  make  first-tier  subawards  and  to  contractors  that 
award  first-tier  subcontracts.  Reporting  is  required  to  be  made  by  the  end  of  the  month 
following  the  month  a  subaward/subcontract  greater  than  $25,000  was  made.  According 
to  the  OMB  Circular  A- 133  Compliance  Supplement,  due  to  the  relative  newness  of  the 
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FFATA,  the  recipient  must  at  least  demonstrate  a  good  faith  effort  to  comply  with  these 
requirements,  and  such  effort  must  be  adequately  documented. 

As  of  December  13,  2012,  the  MoDOT  had  not  reported  any  subawards  issued  after 
November  2011.  Less  than  1  week  after  our  inquiry,  the  MoDOT  reported  174 
subawards,  totaling  $67.6  million,  issued  during  the  period  December  2011  to  October 
2012,  including  54  subawards  totaling  $27.2  million  issued  during  state  fiscal  year  2012. 
The  MoDOT  could  provide  no  evidence  a  good  faith  effort  had  been  taken  to  comply 
with  FFATA  requirements.  MoDOT  officials  indicated  due  to  staff  shortages  and 
turnover,  Financial  Services  Division  management  had  to  prioritize  responsibilities  and 
FFATA  reporting  was  not  performed.  Officials  also  indicated  staff  had  collected  the 
FFATA  information,  but  had  failed  to  stay  current  with  data  entry  in  the  computer 
system.  In  addition,  there  was  no  supervisory  review  process  in  place  to  ensure  the 
accuracy  of  the  information  reported.  Financial  Services  Division  management  indicated 
since  December  2012,  subawards  are  being  reported  monthly  in  compliance  with  the 
FFATA,  the  employee  responsible  for  FFATA  reporting  provides  periodic  reporting 
status  updates  to  her  supervisor,  and  reports  are  reviewed  by  the  supervisor. 

WE  RECOMMEND  the  MoDOT  continue  performing  the  current  FFATA  reporting 
procedures  to  ensure  subaward  information  is  complete,  accurate,  and  submitted  timely; 
and  to  prevent  future  noncompliance  with  FFATA  reporting  requirements. 

AUDITEE'S  RESPONSE 

We  agree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  Our  Corrective  Action  Plan  includes  our  planned  actions  to 
address  the  finding. 
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Additional  State  Auditor's  Reports: 

The  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  regularly  issues  audit  reports  on  various  programs,  agencies, 
divisions,  and  departments  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  Audit  reports  may  include  issues  relating  to 
the  administration  of  federal  programs.  Reports  issued  during  fiscal  year  2012  and  through 
current  were  reviewed  and  the  following  reports  relate  to  federal  programs  and  were  analyzed  to 
determine  if  any  issues  noted  in  these  reports  were  required  to  be  reported  in  this  Schedule  of 
Findings  and  Questioned  Costs  in  accordance  with  Section  .510(a)  of  OMB  Circular  A-133. 

Report  Number         Report  Name  

2012-73  Administration/Information  Technology  Services  Division 

2012-1 17  Economic  Development/Division  of  Business  and 

Community  Services 

All  reports  are  available  on  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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SUMMARY  SCHEDULE  OF  PRIOR  AUDIT  FINDINGS 
IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  OMB  CIRCULAR  A- 133 
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STATE  OF  MISSOURI 
SUMMARY  SCHEDULE  OF  PRIOR  AUDIT  FINDINGS 
IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  OMB  CIRCULAR  A- 133 


Circular  A- 133  requires  the  auditee  to  prepare  a  Summary  Schedule  of  Prior  Audit  Findings  to 
report  the  status  of  all  audit  findings  in  the  prior  audit  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011,  and  the 
findings  from  the  prior  audits  for  the  years  ended  June  30,  2010,  2009,  and  2008,  except  those 
that  were  listed  as  corrected,  no  longer  valid,  or  not  warranting  further  action.  This  section 
includes  the  Summary  Schedule  of  Prior  Audit  Findings,  which  is  prepared  by  the  state's 
management. 

Circular  A- 133  requires  the  auditor  to  follow-up  on  these  prior  audit  findings;  perform 
procedures  to  assess  the  reasonableness  of  the  Summary  Schedule  of  Prior  Audit  Findings;  and 
report,  as  a  current  year  finding,  when  the  auditor  concludes  the  Summary  Schedule  of  Prior 
Audit  Findings  materially  misrepresents  the  status  of  any  prior  audit  findings. 

The  disposition  of  the  findings  from  the  year  ended  June  30,  2010,  is  as  follows: 

Findings  numbered  1,  2B,  4A,  4B,  5,  8-12,  14B,  14C,  18 A,  18B,  20,  22,  24A  and  24B  were 
corrected. 

Findings  numbered  2A,  3,  4C,  6,  7,  13A,  13B,  14A,  15,  16A,  16B,  17,  18C,  19,  21A-D,  23  and 
25  are  included  in  the  Summary  Schedule  of  Prior  Audit  Findings. 

For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2009,  all  findings  were  corrected,  no  longer  valid,  or  did  not  warrant 
further  action,  except  for  findings  numbered  6 A,  6B,  12,  15A  and  18,  which  are  included  in  the 
Summary  Schedule  of  Prior  Audit  Findings. 

For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2008,  all  findings  were  corrected,  no  longer  valid,  or  did  not  warrant 
further  action,  except  for  findings  numbered  2A,  2B  and  9A,  which  are  included  in  the  Summary 
Schedule  of  Prior  Audit  Findings. 
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SUMMARY  SCHEDULE  OF  PRIOR  AUDIT  FINDINGS 


2008-2A.  Capital  Assets 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Defense 

Federal  Program:     12.401  National  Guard  Military  Operations  and  Maintenance  Projects 

2007  -  DAHA23-07-2-1000  and  2008  -  DAHA23-08-2-1000 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Adjutant  General  (AG) 

Some  assets  purchased  during  fiscal  year  2008  were  not  properly  accounted  for  in  the 
AG's  capital  asset  tracking  system  and  were  not  assigned  a  property  tag  or  capital  asset 
number.  In  addition,  the  AG  did  not  perform  adequate  periodic  inventories  to  ensure 
capital  assets  were  retained  and  used  appropriately. 

Recommendation : 


The  AG  ensure  all  equipment  is  properly  entered  into  the  capital  asset  tracking  system 
and  assigned  a  property  tag  number.  In  addition,  the  AG  should  develop  and  implement  a 
process  to  ensure  capital  assets  are  appropriately  accounted  for  on  the  annual  physical 
inventories.  The  inventories  should  be  completed  by  someone  without  physical  custody 
of  the  assets,  or  at  a  minimum,  reviewed  by  someone  independent. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Implemented. 

Contact  Person:  Jill  Delgado  


Phone  Number:  (573)  638-9574 


2008-2B.  Capital  Assets 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Defense 

Federal  Program:     12.401  National  Guard  Military  Operations  and  Maintenance  Projects 

2007  -  DAHA23-07-2-1000  and  2008  -  DAHA23-08-2-1000 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Adjutant  General  (AG) 

AG  personnel  did  not  complete  a  reconciliation  between  the  expenditure  and  capital  asset 
records  in  the  SAM  II  system. 

Recommendation : 


The  AG  ensure  the  capital  asset  reconciliation  is  completed  to  identify  all  capital  assets 
and  ensure  the  capital  asset  records  are  accurate. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Implemented. 
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Contact  Person:  Jill  Delgado 
Phone  Number:  (573)  638-9574 


2008-9A.  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Program 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Education 

Federal  Program:     84.126  Rehabilitation  Services  -  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Grants  to 

States 

2007  -  H126A0700372  and  2008  -  H126A080037 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD)  - 

Rehabilitation  Services  for  the  Blind  (RSB) 
Questioned  Costs:  $3,444,779 

The  FSD  did  not  establish  procedures  to  ensure  adequate  supporting  documentation  was 
prepared  for  personnel  costs  charged  to  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  (VR)  grant. 
Personnel  costs  charged  to  the  VR  grant  during  state  fiscal  year  2008  for  which  the 
supporting  documentation  was  inadequate  or  not  prepared  totaled  $4,377,102  of  which 
we  questioned  the  federal  share  of  costs  totaling  $3,444,779. 

Recommendation : 


The  FSD  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency.  In  addition,  the  FSD 
should  develop  written  policies  and  procedures  to  ensure  salary  certifications  are 
prepared  for  all  employees  who  work  solely  on  a  single  program  and  personnel  activity 
reports  are  prepared  for  employees  who  work  on  multiple  federal  awards  or  cost 
objectives  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-87. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  FSD/RSB  has  modified  and  implemented  the  processes  to  ensure  compliance  with 
regulations  regarding  personnel  cost  allocations  effective  July  1,  2009,  with  more  recent 
modifications  to  improve  the  quality  management  and  verification  of  accuracy.  Where 
employees  are  expected  to  work  solely  on  a  single  federal  award  or  cost  objective, 
charges  for  their  salaries  and  wages  will  be  supported  by  periodic  certifications  that  the 
employees  worked  solely  on  that  program  for  the  period  covered  by  the  certification. 
Where  employees  work  on  multiple  activities  or  cost  objectives,  a  distribution  of  their 
salaries  or  wages  will  be  supported  by  personnel  activity  reports  or  equivalent 
documentation  which  meets  the  standards  as  dictated  in  regulations.  The  RSB  and  the 
Division  of  Finance  and  Administrative  Services  continue  to  meet  on  a  regular  basis  to 
improve  communications,  ensure  compliance  with  regulations  and  documentation  for 
auditors. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

This  finding  is  the  subject  of  continued  discussion  with  the  grantor  agency,  but  no 
resolution  has  yet  been  finalized. 
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Contact  Person:  Mark  Laird 
Phone  Number:  (573)  751-4249 


2009-6A.  Capital  Assets 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Defense 

Federal  Program:     12.401  National  Guard  Military  Operations  and  Maintenance  Projects 

2008  -  DAHA23-08-2- 1000  and  2009  -  DAHA23 -09-2- 1000 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Adjutant  General  (AG) 

Some  assets  purchased  during  fiscal  year  2009  had  not  been  properly  accounted  for  in  the 
AG's  internal  capital  asset  tracking  system  or  the  SAM  II  accounting  system's  capital 
asset  tracking  system,  and  some  assets  had  not  received  a  property  tag  and  asset  number. 
In  addition,  the  AG  had  not  performed  physical  inventories  during  fiscal  year  2009  at  any 
of  the  off  site  locations  housing  the  assets. 

Recommendation : 


The  AG  ensure  all  equipment  is  properly  assigned  a  property  tag  number  and  entered  into 
both  the  internal  and  SAM  II  capital  asset  tracking  systems.  In  addition,  the  AG  should 
ensure  annual  physical  inventories  are  performed  and  continue  to  investigate  the  backlog 
of  untagged  capital  assets. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Implemented. 

Contact  Person:  Jill  Delgado  


Phone  Number:  (573)  638-9574 


2009-6B.  Capital  Assets 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Defense 

Federal  Program:     12.401  National  Guard  Military  Operations  and  Maintenance  Projects 

2008  -  DAHA23-08-2- 1000  and  2009  -  DAHA23 -09-2- 1000 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Adjutant  General  (AG) 

AG  personnel  had  not  completed  a  reconciliation  between  the  expenditure  and  capital 
asset  records  in  the  SAM  II  system.  While  a  reconciliation  was  in  progress,  as  of  January 
2010,  approximately  $1.2  million  of  the  $3.8  million  in  capital  asset  expenditures  from 
fiscal  year  2002  through  fiscal  year  2009  had  not  been  reconciled. 

Recommendation : 


The  AG  ensure  the  capital  asset  reconciliation  is  completed  to  identify  all  capital  assets 
and  ensure  the  capital  asset  records  are  accurate. 
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Status  of  Finding: 

Digital  information  pertaining  to  FY2002-2007  fixed  assets  was  lost  during  a  state  of 
Missouri  software  conversion  making  the  reconciliation  process  difficult  because  it 
requires  searching  through  records  manually.  We  will  continue  to  work  the  issue  until  the 
remaining  difference  of  $91,552.43  is  corrected. 

Contact  Person:  Jill  Delgado  

Phone  Number:  (573)  638-9574  


2009-12. 


Cost  Allocation  Procedures 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2007  -  G0701MOTANF 

2008  -  G0801MOTANF 

2009  -  G090 1 MOTANF 

93.658  Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

2008  -  G0801MO1401  and  2009  -  G0901MO1401 

93.659  Adoption  Assistance 

2008  -  G0801MO1407  and  2009  -  G0901MO1407 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2008  -  0805MO5028  and  0805MO5048 

2009  -  0905MO5028  and  0905MO5048 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Division  of  Finance  and 
Administration  (DFAS) 

$666,189 


The  DSS  did  not  establish  procedures  to  ensure  all  payments  to  Caring  Communities 
partnerships  were  allowable  and  allocable  to  the  various  federal  programs.  Some  of  the 
costs  associated  with  the  partnerships  were  allocated  through  a  cost  pool  based  on  the 
percentage  of  time  worked  by  Children's  Division  employees  on  certain  federal  programs 
rather  than  based  on  actual  services  provided  by  the  partnerships.  As  a  result,  we 
questioned  $666,189,  which  was  the  federal  portion  of  the  costs  allocated  to  these 
programs  through  the  Social  Services  cost  pool  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2009. 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS,  through  the  DFAS,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency,  and 
establish  procedures  to  ensure  all  payments  to  the  Caring  Communities  partnerships  are 
allowable  and  allocable  to  the  various  federal  programs  in  accordance  with  OMB 
Circular  A-87. 


Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  is  working  in  consultation  with  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
(DHHS)  to  rewrite  the  cost  allocation  plan  to  better  define  its  methodologies  for 
allocating  costs  to  various  DHHS  grants.  The  DSS  has  contracted  with  a  third  party  to 
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help  develop  and  implement  a  new  cost  allocation  plan  and  system.  The  first 
phase/portion  of  the  new  cost  allocation  plan  should  be  submitted  and  implemented  by 
July  1,  2013.  The  plan  will  be  tested  and  finalized  by  December  31,  2013.  The  remaining 
portion  of  the  plan  will  be  implemented  after  successful  completion  of  phase  one. 

The  DSS  has  also  assigned  a  senior  level  staff  person  to  manage  the  cost  allocation  plan. 
That  person  is  responsible  and  accountable  for  updates/revisions  to  the  plan. 

Status  of  the  Questioned  Costs: 

Questioned  costs  were  partially  settled  on  federal  reports  during  the  quarter  ended 
December  31,  2011.  Remaining  questioned  costs  will  be  settled  during  the  quarter  ended 
March  31,  2013.  The  DSS  is  waiting  on  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Patrick  Luebbering  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-2170  


2009-15A. 


Vocational  Rehabilitation  Program 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Education 

84.126  Rehabilitation  Services  -  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Grants  to 
States 

2007  -  H126A0070037 

2008  -  H126A0080037 

2009  -  H126A0090037 

Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD)  - 
Rehabilitation  Services  for  the  Blind  (RSB)  and  Division  of  Finance  and 
Administrative  Services  (DFAS) 
$1,623,730 


Adequate  supporting  documentation  was  not  always  prepared  for  personnel  costs,  which 
consisted  of  salaries  and  related  fringe  benefits  and  indirect  costs,  charged  to  the 
Vocational  Rehabilitation  (VR)  grant  for  approximately  160  employees.  Personnel  costs 
were  charged  solely  to  the  VR  grant  for  some  employees  who  performed  duties  related  to 
other  programs.  Personnel  costs  charged  to  the  VR  grant  during  state  fiscal  year  2009  for 
which  the  supporting  documentation  was  inadequate  or  not  prepared  totaled  $2,063,188, 
of  which  we  questioned  the  federal  share  of  costs  totaling  $1,623,730  (78.7  percent). 

Recommendation : 


The  DSS,  through  the  FSD  and  DFAS,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor 
agency.  In  addition,  the  FSD  should  develop  written  policies  and  procedures  to  ensure 
salary  certifications  are  prepared  for  all  employees  who  work  solely  on  a  single  program 
and  personnel  activity  reports  are  prepared  for  employees  who  work  on  multiple  federal 
awards  or  cost  objectives  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-87. 
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Status  of  Finding: 

To  ensure  compliance  with  OMB  Circular  A- 87  to  document  personnel  salaries  and 
wages  to  the  benefiting  grant,  and  to  verify  that  dollars  intended  for  specific  costs  are  in 
fact  covering  those  and  only  those  costs  as  dictated  in  relevant  regulations,  underlying 
formulas  used  to  calculate  the  distribution  of  the  salaries  and  wages  to  the  appropriate 
grant  on  a  monthly  spreadsheet  used  by  the  designated  state  unit  (RSB)  have  been 
corrected.  The  RSB  has  also  implemented  a  monthly  verification  process  of  comparing 
each  person's  monthly  salary  and  wages  from  the  RSB  monthly  spreadsheet  to  a  monthly 
payroll  extraction  report  from  the  DFAS,  addressing  any  inconsistencies.  The  RSB  and 
the  DFAS  continue  to  meet  on  a  regular  basis  to  improve  communications,  ensure 
compliance  with  federal  requirements  for  personnel  cost  allocations  and  allocable  costs, 
and  appropriate  documentation  for  auditors. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

This  finding  is  the  subject  of  continued  discussion  with  the  grantor  agency,  but  no 
resolution  has  yet  been  finalized. 

Contact  Person:  Mark  Laird  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-4249  


2009-18. 


Medical  Assistance  Program 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2008  -  0805MO5028  and  0805MO5048 

2009  -  0905MO5028  and  0905MO5048 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 
and  MO  HealthNet  Division 
$1,428 


A  redetermination  was  not  conducted  timely  to  determine  the  eligibility  of  a  recipient 
related  to  the  Medical  Assistance  Program  (Medicaid).  The  medical  payments  made  on 
behalf  of  this  client  before  the  case  was  closed  totaled  $1,924  during  the  year  ended  June 
30,  2009.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  these  payments  or  $1,428  (74.23  percent). 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS  through  the  FSD  perform  eligibility  redeterminations  when  required  to  ensure 
compliance  with  applicable  federal  Medicaid  program  requirements.  In  addition,  the  FSD 
should  resolve  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  FSD  still  considers  timely  eligibility  reinvestigations  a  matter  of  priority  and 
continues  to  strive  for  a  100  percent  reinvestigation  currency.  As  reported  by  the  FSD 
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Income  Maintenance  Section,  the  reinvestigation  currency  percentage  was  98.76  percent 
for  state  fiscal  year  2012. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

Questioned  costs  were  adjusted  on  the  September  30,  2010,  and  December  31,  2011, 
quarterly  reports.  The  DSS  is  waiting  on  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Emily  Rowe  

Phone  Number:  (573)  526-0607  


2010-2A.  School  Improvement  Grants 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Education 
Federal  Program:     84.377  School  Improvement  Grants 

2009  -  S377A080027  and  2010  -  S377A090026 
84.388  ARRA  -  School  Improvement  Grants,  Recovery  Act 

2010  -  S388A090026 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  (DESE) 

Questioned  Costs:  $225,680 

The  DESE  did  not  always  ensure  payments  were  made  to  subrecipients  in  accordance 
with  approved  budgets  and  DESE  written  policies,  and  budget  amendments  were  not 
adequately  documented.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  payments  made  in  excess  of 
the  documented  approved  budget  category,  or  $225,680  (100  percent). 

Recommendation : 


The  DESE  ensure  all  payments  are  made  in  accordance  with  the  approved  budget,  federal 
guidelines,  and  written  policies,  and  budget  amendments  are  adequately  documented.  In 
addition,  the  DESE  should  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Implemented. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

The  department  received  a  determination  letter  indicating  that  the  questioned  costs  have 
been  resolved  with  no  payback  required. 

Contact  Person:  Andrea  Beck 


Phone  Number:  (573)  751-8292 


2010-3.  Monitoring  of  Recovery  Act  Funds 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Education 

Federal  Program:     84.386  ARRA  -  Education  Technology  State  Grants,  Recovery  Act 
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2010  -  S386A090025 
84.389  ARRA  -  Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agencies, 

Recovery  Act 

2010  -  S389A090025 
84.391  ARRA  -  Special  Education  Grants  to  States,  Recovery  Act 

2010-H391A090040 
84.394  ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  -  Education  State  Grants, 

Recovery  Act 

2010  -  S394A090026 
84.397  ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  -  Government 

Services,  Recovery  Act 

2010  -  S397A090026 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  (DESE) 

The  DESE  did  not  monitor  ARRA  funds  provided  to  school  districts  on  a  timely  basis. 

Recommendation : 

The  DESE  develop  additional  monitoring  procedures  to  ensure  ARRA  expenditures  are 
in  compliance  with  federal  guidelines.  In  addition,  these  procedures  should  be  performed 
on  a  timely  basis. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Resolved  with  the  federal  agency.  The  Department  of  Education  concluded  that  DESE 
followed  its  standard  monitoring  procedures  in  reviewing  the  ARRA  funds  and  had 
procedures  in  place  to  perform  the  necessary  monitoring  and  thus  required  no  corrective 
action. 


Contact  Person:  Andrea  Beck 
Phone  Number:  (573)  751-8292 


2010-4C.  Section  1512  Reporting 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Education 

Federal  Program:     84.386  ARRA  -  Education  Technology  State  Grants,  Recovery  Act 

2010  -  S386A090025 

84.388  ARRA  -  School  Improvement  Grants,  Recovery  Act 
2010  -  S388S090026 

84.389  ARRA  -  Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Education  Agencies,  Recovery  Act 
2010  -  S389A090025 

84.391  ARRA  -  Special  Education  Grants  to  States,  Recovery  Act 
2010-H391A090040 

84.392  ARRA  -  Special  Education  -  Preschool  Grants,  Recovery  Act 
2010  -  H392A090103 

84.394  ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  -  Education  State  Grants, 
Recovery  Act 
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2010  -  S394A090026 
84.397  ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  -  Government  Services 
Recovery  Act 
2010  -  S397A090026 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  (DESE) 

The  DESE  did  not  have  a  formal  written  plan  in  place  to  address  the  Section  1512 
reporting  process. 

Recommendation : 

The  DESE  establish  a  formal  written  plan  for  all  programs  that  require  Section  1512 
reporting. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Resolved  with  the  federal  agency.  The  Department  of  Education  (DE)  determined  that 
there  was  no  basis  to  require  the  DESE  to  have  a  formal  written  plan  for  carrying  out  its 
Section  1512  reporting  responsibilities.  Therefore,  the  DE  concluded  that  DESE  had 
taken  sufficient  steps  to  ensure  an  accurate  and  complete  report  of  Section  1512  data  and 
required  no  further  corrective  action. 

Contact  Person:  Andrea  Beck  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-8292  


2010-6. 


Eligibility  Reassessments 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MO5028  and  0905MO5048 

2010  -  1005MO5MAP/XIX-MAP10  and 

1005MO5ADM/XIX-ADM10 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA  and  2010  -  1005MOARRA 
Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (DHSS) 
$598,286 


The  DHSS  did  not  have  effective  controls  in  place  to  ensure  annual  reassessments  to 
determine  the  eligibility  of  recipients  receiving  State  Plan  Personal  Care  or  Aged  and 
Disabled  Waiver  services  were  conducted,  as  required.  The  DHSS  did  not  perform  annual 
reassessments  of  eligibility  for  49  of  66  cases  reviewed.  The  payments  made  on  behalf  of 
the  recipients  without  annual  reassessments  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2010,  totaled 
$806,967.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  these  payments  or  $598,286  (74.14 
percent). 
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Recommendation : 

The  DHSS  establish  effective  controls  to  ensure  the  annual  reassessments  are  conducted 
as  required.  In  addition,  the  DHSS  should  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor 
agency. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  fiscal  year  2013  state  budget  includes  funding  for  Home  and  Community  Based 
Services  (HCBS)  providers  to  conduct  reassessments.  Reassessments  for  level  of  care  of 
current  clients  will  be  scheduled  for  completion  based  upon  the  anniversary  date  of  the 
last  assessment.  DHSS  staff  will  review  and  approve  all  reassessments  submitted  by 
HCBS  providers. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

DHSS  staff  has  met  with  staff  from  the  Centers  for  Medicare  and  Medicaid  Services  to 
discuss  the  issues  raised  in  the  audit.  The  meetings  are  ongoing,  but  there  has  been  no 
resolution  regarding  the  questioned  costs. 

Contact  Person:  Celesta  Hartgraves  

Phone  Number:  (573)  526-3626  


2010-7.  Teacher  Loan  Forgiveness  Payments 

Federal  Agency:  Department  of  Education 

Federal  Program:  84.032  Federal  Family  Education  Loans 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Higher  Education  (DHE) 

Questioned  Costs:  $1,408,723 

The  DHE  did  not  make  payments  to  lenders  within  45  days  as  required  by  program 
regulations  for  teacher  loan  forgiveness  (TLF)  claims.  During  the  year  ended  June  30, 
2010,  payments  totaling  approximately  $3.83  million  were  made  for  558  TLF  claims. 
The  DHE  identified  184  of  these  claims  were  paid  untimely.  We  questioned  the  federal 
share  of  the  184  untimely  claim  payments,  or  $1,408,723. 

Recommendation : 


The  DHE  continue  monitoring  to  ensure  TLF  payments  are  made  in  a  timely  manner  in 
accordance  with  federal  regulations.  In  addition,  the  DHE  should  resolve  the  questioned 
costs  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DHE's  loan  servicer  implemented  procedures  to  ensure  that  eligible  teacher  loan 
forgiveness  claims  are  paid  within  45  days  of  receipt.  In  addition,  the  DHE  updated  its 
internal  procedures  and  reviews  all  approved  TLF  claims  monthly  to  verify  the  lender 
was  paid  within  45  days. 
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Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

The  DHE  disagreed  with  the  questioned  costs.  To  date,  the  Department  of  Education  has 
not  followed  up  with  the  DHE  on  this  audit  finding  or  required  any  action  relating  to  the 
questioned  costs. 

Contact  Person:  Carla  Hancock  

Phone  Number:  (573)  522-1363  


2010-13A.  Section  1512  Reporting 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Energy 

Federal  Program:     8 1 .042  ARRA  -  Weatherization  Assistance  for  Low-Income  Persons 

2009-DE-EE0000151 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR) 

The  DNR  needed  to  strengthen  controls  and  procedures  in  place  to  provide  assurance 
Section  1512  report  information  submitted  by  subrecipients  of  the  Weatherization 
Assistance  for  Low-Income  Persons  (WAP)  program  was  complete  and  accurate.  For 
some  elements  submitted  by  subrecipients,  DNR  personnel  reviewed  information 
submitted  for  reasonableness  and  compared  expenditure  data  to  SAM  II;  however,  the 
DNR  relied  on  the  accuracy  and  completeness  of  much  of  the  other  information 
submitted  by  subrecipients,  such  as  jobs  created  and  retained  and  vendor  payments,  for 
each  quarterly  report.  Additionally,  field  visits  did  not  include  a  review  of  documentation 
supporting  the  data  submitted  by  subrecipients  and  relied  on  for  Section  1512  reporting 
purposes. 

Recommendation : 

The  DNR  strengthen  procedures  for  the  WAP  program  to  ensure  the  accuracy  and 
completeness  of  data  submitted  by  the  subrecipients  for  Section  1512  reporting  purposes. 

Status  of  Finding: 

We  disagree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  We  assert  our  controls  and  procedures  ensure 
Section  1512  report  information  submitted  by  subrecipients  is  complete  and  accurate. 
There  were  no  instances  noted  of  information  being  less  than  complete  or  accurate. 

Contact  Person:  Joe  Gassner 


Phone  Number:  (573)  751-7657 


2010-13B. 


Section  1512  Reporting 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


Department  of  Energy 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 

66.458  ARRA  -  Capitalization  Grants  for  Clean  Water  State 
Revolving  Funds 
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2009  -  2W977080-01 
66.468  ARRA  -  Capitalization  Grants  for  Drinking  Water  State 

Revolving  Funds 

2009  -  2F977082-01 
81.042  ARRA  -  Weatherization  Assistance  for  Low-Income 

Persons 

2009-DE-EE0000151 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR) 

The  DNR  did  not  have  a  formal  written  plan  in  place  for  the  Section  1512  reporting 
process  for  the  Weatherization  Assistance  for  Low-Income  Persons,  Clean  Water  State 
Revolving  Fund,  or  Drinking  Water  State  Revolving  Fund  programs. 

Recommendation : 

The  DNR  establish  a  formal  written  plan  for  all  programs  that  require  Section  1512 
reporting. 

Status  of  Finding: 

We  disagree  with  the  auditor's  finding.  We  assert  the  procedures  in  place  do  constitute  a 
written  plan.  While  procedures,  processes,  and  staff  assignments  may  not  be  in  the  format 
desired,  we  assert  it  is  still  a  written  plan.  In  addition,  the  Section  1512  federal 
requirements  do  not  stipulate  that  state  agencies  must  have  procedures  in  a  written  plan. 
It  should  also  be  noted  that  there  were  no  instances  noted  of  information  being  less  than 
complete  or  accurate  using  the  plan  in  place.  In  addition,  a  letter  from  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  dated  October  25,  2011,  concurs  with  the  DNR.  The  EPA 
believes  procedures  are  adequate  and  no  inaccuracies  or  errors  were  identified.  In 
addition,  a  letter  from  the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  dated  March  5,  2012,  states  that 
the  DOE  has  decided  not  to  issue  a  management  decision  letter  and  has  taken  into 
consideration  the  stance  of  the  EPA,  which  concurs  with  DNR  that  the  procedures  appear 
adequate. 


Contact  Person:  John  Madras 
Phone  Number:  (573)  522-9912 


2010-14A. 


Capital  Assets 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 

State  Agency: 


Department  of  Defense 

12.401  National  Guard  Military  Operations  and  Maintenance  Projects 

2009  -  DAHA23-09-2-1000  and  2010  -  DAHA23- 10-2- 1000 
Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Adjutant  General  (AG) 


Some  assets  purchased  during  state  fiscal  year  2010  had  not  been  properly  accounted  for 
in  the  AG  internal  capital  asset  tracking  system  or  the  SAM  II,  Fixed  Asset  subsystem, 
and  some  assets  had  not  received  a  property  tag  and  asset  number.  Also,  the  AG  had  only 
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performed  physical  inventories  during  fiscal  year  2010  for  2  of  56  different  property 
books  used  to  track  assets  purchased. 

Recommendation : 

The  AG  ensure  all  equipment  is  properly  assigned  a  property  tag  number  and  entered  into 
both  the  internal  and  SAM  II  capital  asset  tracking  systems.  In  addition,  the  AG  should 
ensure  annual  physical  inventories  are  performed,  and  continue  to  investigate  the  backlog 
of  untagged  capital  assets. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Implemented. 

Contact  Person:  Jill  Delgado  

Phone  Number:  (573)  638-9574  


2010-15. 


Cost  Allocation  Procedures 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2009  -  G090 1 MOTANF  and  2010  -  G1002MOTANF 
93.658  Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

2009  -  G0901MO1401  and  2010  -  G1001MO1401 

93.658  ARRA  -  Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

2009  -  G0901MO1402  and  2010  -  G1001MO1402 

93.659  Adoption  Assistance 

2009  -  G0901MO1407  and  2010  -  G1001MO1407 
93.674  Chafee  Foster  Care  Independence  Program 

2009  -  G0901MO1420  and  2010  -  G1001MO1420 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MO5048  and  2010  -  1005MO5ADM 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Division  of  Finance  and 
Administrative  Services  (DFAS) 
$2,168,919 


DFAS  controls  and  procedures  over  the  quarterly  allocation  of  costs  to  federal  programs 
were  not  sufficient  and  as  a  result,  numerous  cost  allocation  errors  were  not  prevented 
and/or  detected.  Our  review  of  selected  sections  of  state  fiscal  year  2010  Children's 
Division  and  Family  Support  Division  cost  allocation  spreadsheets  and  supporting 
documentation  identified  overstatements  totaling  approximately  $3.3  million  for  5 
federal  programs  and  understatements  totaling  approximately  $3.2  million  for  11 
federal  programs  due  to  spreadsheet  formula  and  data  entry  errors.  We  questioned  the 
federal  share  of  costs  related  to  the  overstatements,  or  $2,168,919. 
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Recommendation : 

The  DSS,  through  the  DFAS,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency,  and 
strengthen  controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  the  accurate  allocation  of  costs  to  federal 
programs.  These  procedures  should  include  a  detailed  and  documented  supervisory  review 
of  cost  allocation  spreadsheets. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  is  working  in  consultation  with  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
(DHHS)  to  rewrite  the  cost  allocation  plan  to  better  define  its  methodologies  for 
allocating  costs  to  various  DHHS  grants.  The  DSS  has  contracted  with  a  third  party  to 
help  develop  and  implement  a  new  cost  allocation  plan  and  system.  The  first 
phase/portion  of  the  new  cost  allocation  plan  should  be  submitted  and  implemented  by 
July  1,  2013.  The  plan  will  be  tested  and  finalized  by  December  31,  2013.  The  remaining 
portion  of  the  plan  will  be  implemented  after  successful  completion  of  phase  one. 

The  DSS  has  also  assigned  a  senior  level  staff  person  to  manage  the  cost  allocation  plan. 
That  person  is  responsible  and  accountable  for  updates/revisions  to  the  plan. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

Questioned  costs  were  settled  on  quarter  ending  March  31,  2011,  and  quarter  ending 
June  30,  201 1,  federal  reports.  The  DSS  is  waiting  on  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Patrick  Luebbering  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-2170  


2010-16A. 


Child  Care  Eligibility  and  Payments 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.575  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2009  -  G0901MOCCDF  and  2010  -  G1001MOCCDF 
93.596  Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child  Care 

and  Development  Fund 

2009  -  G0901MOCCDF  and  2010  -  G1001MOCCDF 
93.713  ARRA  -  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2009  -  20091MOCCD7 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Children's  Division  (CD)  and 
Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 
$73,315 


Controls  over  eligibility  and  provider  payments  were  not  sufficient  to  prevent  and/or 
detect  payments  on  behalf  of  ineligible  clients  or  improper  payments  to  child  care 
providers. 


Eligibility  documentation  such  as  a  signed  child  care  application  or  system- 
generated  interview  summary  and/or  income  record(s)  for  13  of  60  (22  percent) 
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cases  reviewed  could  not  be  located  by  the  DSS.  For  six  of  these  cases,  the  DSS 
could  not  locate  the  eligibility  file.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  payments 
made  on  behalf  of  these  children  and  siblings  of  these  children,  or  $70,092  (84 
percent). 

•  For  child  care  payments,  30  of  60  (50  percent)  payments  reviewed  were  not 
supported  by  adequate  documentation  and/or  were  not  in  compliance  with  DSS 
policies.  Of  these  30  payments,  11  were  for  cases  which  also  lacked  eligibility 
documentation  and  were  included  in  the  above  questioned  costs.  Payments  for  the 
remaining  19  cases  totaled  an  additional  $3,837.  We  questioned  the  federal  share, 
or  $3,223  (84  percent). 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS,  through  the  CD  and  FSD,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency 
and  review  and  strengthen  policies  and  procedures  regarding  child  care  eligibility 
determinations,  provider  payments,  and  case  record  documentation  and  retention.  These 
procedures  should  include  sufficient  monitoring  of  eligibility  determinations  and  provider 
payments,  and  follow-up  on  errors  identified. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Corrective  actions  that  have  been  taken  since  the  finding  was  issued  follow: 

Case  Adjustments  -  Funds  have  been  returned  to  the  federal  government  or  claims  have 
been  entered  on  either  a  parent  or  provider. 

Case  Review  Tool  -  On  July  27,  2011,  the  FSD  presented  to  the  CD  a  walkthrough  of  the 
base  Case  Review  System  (CRS)  to  which  a  child  care  component  was  added.  A  webinar 
providing  detail  on  the  child  care  component  of  the  system  was  completed  with  the 
Rushmore  Group  (provider  of  current  CRS)  on  August  11,  2011.  On  September  2,  2011, 
the  Rushmore  Group  began  coding  child  care  into  the  existing  CRS.  In  the  spring  of 
2012,  the  CD  trained  232  supervisors  and  program  managers  on  the  CRS.  The  CRS  was 
implemented  in  March  2012.  The  CD  is  utilizing  the  output  from  the  CRS  to  identify 
programmatic  strengths  and  challenges  and  areas  for  policy,  field  and  training 
improvement. 

Self -Employment  Training  -  Effective  August  1,  2011,  the  FSD  eligibility  specialists  (ES) 
and  eligibility  supervisors  are  required  to  complete  the  on-line  Self-Employment  Income 
Budgeting  training  course  found  in  the  Employee  Learning  Center.  ES  and  eligibility 
supervisors  were  required  to  complete  the  training  by  December  31,  2011.  The  self- 
employment  training  is  to  assist  in  reducing  the  error  rates  for  all  income  maintenance 
programs. 

FSD  Workers  Online  Child  Care  Training  -  The  FSD  administers  the  child  care 
assistance  program  for  income  maintenance  households.  The  majority  of  the  families 
accessing  child  care  receive  services  through  their  local  FSD  office.  As  of  September  1, 
2011,  FSD  frontline  workers  and  supervisors  were  able  to  access  online  child  care 
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training  through  the  FSD  Training  Unit  intranet  page.  New  FSD  employees  are  required 
to  complete  the  online  training  with  a  70  percent  accuracy  rate  or  above  prior  to  enrolling 
in  the  in-person  Basic  Child  Care  Orientation  training.  New  staff  access  and  complete  the 
training  through  the  DSS  Employee  Learning  Center  with  the  online  assessment 
component. 

Casework  Reference  Guide  -  The  FSD  Training  Unit,  in  collaboration  with  Child  Care 
Program  and  Policy  staff,  developed  a  Case  Reference  Guide  (CRG)  for  FSD  workers. 
The  CRG  is  an  informational  tool  that  can  be  utilized  by  workers  when  processing 
applications  and  completing  other  case  actions.  The  CRG  does  not  replace  the  policy  and 
forms  manuals.  It  is  intended  to  be  an  additional  resource  for  workers.  Workers  are  to  use 
this  guide  in  conjunction  with  the  policy  and  forms  manuals  and  memorandums. 

Child  Care  Manual  Revisions  -  The  CD  continues  to  review  and  revise  its  child  care 
manual.  Several  manual  revisions  are  forthcoming  that  will  support  program  integrity  and 
accountability.  Also,  both  FSD  and  CD  staff  receive  support  through  Practice  Points  and 
Practice  Alerts,  as  needed,  to  enforce  and  clarify  program  policy. 

Child  Care  Steering  Committee  -  During  the  summer  of  2012,  the  DSS  formed  a  steering 
committee  to  address  child  care  issues.  The  steering  committee  meets  on  a  regular  basis. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

The  questioned  costs  were  adjusted  on  the  federal  report  for  quarter  ended  June  30,  2011. 
The  DSS  is  waiting  on  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Alicia  Jenkins  

Phone  Number:  (573)  526-3899  


2010-16B. 


Child  Care  Eligibility  and  Payments 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.575  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2009  -  G0901MOCCDF  and  2010  -  G1001MOCCDF 
93.596  Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child  Care 

and  Development  Fund 

2009  -  G0901MOCCDF  and  2010  -  G1001MOCCDF 
93.713  ARRA  -  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2009  -  20091MOCCD7 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Children's  Division  (CD)  and 
Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 
$2,732 


Controls  over  eligibility  for  the  newly  established  non-Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy 
Families  (TANF)  client  ARRA  Child  Care  initiative  were  not  sufficient  to  prevent  and/or 
detect  payments  made  on  behalf  of  ineligible  clients.  As  a  result,  10  percent  of  payments 
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during  the  first  month  of  operation  were  for  ineligible  clients.  We  noted  8  of  82  (10 
percent)  clients  reviewed  received  TANF  benefits,  although  the  initiative  provided  that 
clients  receiving  TANF  benefits  were  not  eligible.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  the 
payments  made  on  behalf  of  these  clients,  or  $2,732  (100  percent). 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS,  through  the  CD  and  FSD,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency 
and  improve  controls  to  ensure  payments  under  the  non-TANF  client  ARRA  Child  Care 
initiative  are  made  for  eligible  clients  in  accordance  with  the  Child  Care  State  Plan.  In 
addition,  the  DSS  should  review  fiscal  year  2011  payments  under  this  initiative,  and 
recoup  any  additional  payments  improperly  made  from  ARRA  funds. 

Status  of  Finding: 

On  April  29,  2011,  memorandum  CD11-41/OEC11-110  was  sent  to  field  staff  to 
reinforce  the  use  of  the  non-TANF  job  search.  Along  with  the  memo,  a  listing  of  TANF 
recipients  who  potentially  received  the  non-TANF  job  search  child  care  benefit  anytime 
between  May  2010  and  March  2011  was  issued  to  FSD  eligibility  staff.  During  the 
subsequent  months  in  which  the  program  was  in  effect,  the  CD  issued  to  field  staff  a  non- 
TANF  job  search  list  for  review  and  potential  cleanup.  The  non-TANF  job  search 
program  ended  August  2011.  The  CD  worked  with  the  FSD  to  identify  cases  with 
unallowable  costs.  The  case  reviews  were  completed  and  inappropriately  claimed  funds 
have  been  repaid. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

Questioned  costs  were  adjusted  on  the  federal  report  for  the  quarter  ended  June  30,  2011. 
The  DSS  is  waiting  on  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Alicia  Jenkins  

Phone  Number:  (573)  526-3899  


2010-17. 


Performance  Based  Case  Management  Contracts 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2009  -  G090 1 MOTANF  and  2010  -  G1002MOTANF 

93.658  Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

2009  -  G0901MO1401  and  2010  -  G1001MO1401 

93.659  Adoption  Assistance 

2009  -  G0901MO1407  and  2010  -  G1001MO1407 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MO5048  and  2010  -  1005MO5ADM 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Children's  Division  (CD) 


The  DSS  had  not  established  procedures  to  ensure  all  payments  to  performance 
based  case  management  contractors  were  properly  allocated  to  federal  programs.  As  a 
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result,  some  contractor  payments  were  allocated  to  federal  programs  based  on 
unrealistic  budgeted  expenditure  categories  rather  than  actual  expenditures. 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS,  through  the  CD,  establish  procedures  to  ensure  all  payments  to 
performance  based  case  management  contractors  are  allocated  to  federal  programs 
in  accordance  with  federal  regulations. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  believes  that  its  current  process  for  claiming  performance  based  case 
management  contractor  payments  is  in  accordance  with  federal  regulations.  However,  to 
validate  and  improve  our  claiming  process,  the  DSS  awarded  a  work  order  to  Public 
Consulting  Group  to  review  and  recommend  improvements  to  the  cost  allocation 
methodology  for  foster  care  case  management  claiming.  The  current  projected 
completion  date  for  activities  under  the  work  order  is  the  summer  of  2013. 

Contact  Person:  Patrick  Luebbering  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-2170  


2010-18C.  Foster  Care  Eligibility  and  Assistance  Payments 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.658  Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

2009  -  G0901MO1401  and  2010  -  G1001MO1401 
93.658  ARRA  -  Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

2009  -  G0901MO1402  and  2010  -  G1001MO1402 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Children's  Division  (CD) 

Questioned  Costs:  $5,596 

Controls  over  maintenance  payments  were  not  sufficient;  and  as  a  result,  some  payments 
were  not  allowable  or  not  supported  by  adequate  documentation.  For  17  of  60  (28 
percent)  cases  reviewed,  Foster  Care  maintenance  payments  were  not  allowable  and/or 
not  supported  by  adequate  documentation.  For  these  17  cases,  payments  totaling  $7,951 
were  unallowable  and/or  unsupported  by  adequate  documentation.  We  questioned  the 
federal  share,  or  $5,596  (70.38  percent). 

Recommendation : 


The  DSS,  through  the  CD,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency,  and 
ensure  all  Foster  Care  payments  are  allowable  and  supported  by  adequate  documentation. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Effective  August  1,  2010,  the  CD  implemented  a  new  payment  system  as  the  final 
component  of  its  Statewide  Automated  Child  Welfare  Information  System  (SACWIS), 
along  with  new  business  practices  and  controls  for  processing  Foster  Care  eligibility  and 
assistance  payments.  Under  the  new  payment  system,  an  internal  control  structure  was 
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implemented  requiring  Central  Office  Payment  Unit  approval,  in  addition  to  local  county 
office  approval,  for  all  clothing,  transportation  and  many  other  foster  care  payments. 
Filing  of  the  final  payment  documentation  is  now  maintained  by  the  Central  Office 
Payment  Unit.  Also,  effective  August  1,  2010,  the  CD  implemented  a  new  system  and 
business  practices  for  child  care  assistance  payments  for  protective  services  clients. 
Under  the  new  system,  additional  edits  are  in  place  to  ensure  child  care  payments  are 
made  on  behalf  of  eligible  children. 

Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Administration  for  Children  and  Families 
(ACF)  staff  responsible  for  oversight  of  the  SACWIS  was  onsite  during  the  week  of 
March  29,  2011,  to  conduct  a  preliminary  review  of  the  system  and  to  make 
recommendations  to  improve  the  system.  The  CD  understood  from  ACF  feedback  that  its 
SACWIS  eligibility  and  payment  components  were  strong  points  in  the  system  design. 
The  ACF  did  make  recommendations  to  the  DSS  to  improve  systems  design  and 
operation.  The  recommendations  have  been  taken  under  advisement  as  the  DSS  continues 
to  enhance  the  SACWIS  to  ensure  the  system  complies  with  federal  requirements. 

The  CD  issued  a  practice  point  to  staff  reminding  them  of  the  policies  around  payment 
documentation,  retention  and  filing  (dated  May  11,  2011).  In  August  2011,  the  Central 
Office  Payment  Unit  was  transferred  to  the  Division  of  Financial  and  Administrative 
Services  to  further  segregate  payment  duties  and  provide  enhanced  oversight  of  fiscal 
responsibilities. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

Questioned  costs  were  adjusted  on  the  quarter  ended  June  30  and  December  31,  2011, 
federal  reports.  The  DSS  is  waiting  on  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Sheila  Tannehill  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-8962  


2010-19. 


Residential  Facility  Training  Reimbursements 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 

State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.658  Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

2009  -  G0901MO1401  and  2010  -  G1001MO1401 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Children's  Division  (CD) 
$19,467 


The  CD  had  not  established  sufficient  procedures  to  review  residential  facility  training 
reimbursements.  As  a  result,  reimbursements  to  these  facilities  were  not  always 
supported  by  sufficient  documentation  that  training  costs  were  allowable,  and  some 
reimbursed  training  costs  appeared  unallowable.  Of  the  $30,656  in  training 
reimbursements  reviewed,  payments  totaling  $25,957  (85  percent)  were  unsupported 
and/or  unallowable,  of  which  we  questioned  $19,467  claimed  as  the  federal  share. 
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Recommendation : 

The  DSS,  through  the  CD,  strengthen  residential  facility  training  reimbursement  review 
procedures  to  ensure  training  activities  reimbursed  are  for  allowable  activities  outlined  in 
federal  regulations  and  are  adequately  supported.  In  addition,  the  DSS  should  resolve  the 
questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Status  of  Finding: 

On  May  3,  2011,  the  CD  issued  to  residential  treatment  providers  reimbursed  for  training 
costs  a  letter  outlining  enhanced  procedures  that  will  ensure  there  is  adequate 
documentation  to  support  claiming  those  costs  for  Title  IV-E  training  reimbursement. 
Residential  treatment  providers  are  now  required  to  code  the  training  course  to  one  of  a 
list  of  Title  IV-E  allowable  topics  and  to  provide  a  rationale/justification  for  Title  IV-E 
reimbursement  of  the  course  costs.  Additionally,  the  Division  of  Finance  and 
Administrative  Services  has  strengthened  department  quality  assurance  and  compliance 
functions  to  provide  enhanced  monitoring  of  programs  and  technical  assistance  to  staff 
with  fiscal  responsibilities. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

Questioned  costs  have  not  been  resolved  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Sheila  Tannehill  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-8962  


2010-21A.  Unallowable  Costs  and  Maintenance  of  Effort 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2009  -  G090 1 MOTANF  and  2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 

Questioned  Costs:  $29,638,870 

The  DSS  charged  unallowable  state  foster  care,  adoption  assistance,  and  subsidized 
guardianship  costs  to  the  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF)  program. 
The  foster  care,  adoption  assistance,  and  subsidized  guardianship  costs  charged  included 
non-emergency  assistance,  and  the  costs  charged  for  emergency  assistance  were  not 
separately  identified;  therefore  all  costs  were  unallowable.  We  questioned  all  state  fiscal 
year  2010  costs  for  foster  care,  adoption  assistance,  and  subsidized  guardianship  charged 
to  the  TANF  program,  totaling  $29,638,870  (100  percent  federal  share). 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS  ensure  prior  approved  program  costs  charged  to  the  TANF  program  comply 
with  federal  regulations.  In  addition,  the  DSS  should  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with 
the  grantor  agency. 
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Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  disagreed  with  this  finding.  The  DSS's  previous  response  to  the  finding  is 
unchanged.  The  DSS  is  using  a  manual,  developed  with  the  assistance  of  a  third  party,  to 
evaluate  whether  costs  are  allowable  under  TANF  and/or  TANF  maintenance  of  effort 
(MOE).  This  desk  manual  will  help  the  DSS  ensure  that  it  has  appropriately  categorized 
costs  as  TANF  or  TANF  MOE  as  the  definitions  of  allowable  costs  vary  between  the  two. 
The  desk  manual  was  finished  December  2012  and  was  submitted  on  January  24,  2013, 
to  our  grantor  agency  for  review. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

The  status  is  still  under  discussion  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Patrick  Luebbering  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-2170  


2010-21B.  Unallowable  Costs  and  Maintenance  of  Effort 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2009  -  G0901MOTANF  and  2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 

The  DSS  included  unallowable  educational  program  costs  as  qualifying  under  the 
maintenance  of  effort  (MOE)  requirement  for  the  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy 
Families  (TANF)  program  and,  as  a  result,  the  DSS  failed  to  meet  the  MOE  funding 
requirements  by  at  least  $30.9  million. 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS  ensure  expenditures  claimed  as  MOE  are  allowable  and  resolve  the  potential 
penalty  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  disagreed  with  this  finding.  The  DSS's  previous  response  to  the  finding  is 
unchanged.  The  DSS  is  using  a  manual,  developed  with  the  assistance  of  a  third  party,  to 
evaluate  whether  costs  are  allowable  under  TANF  and/or  TANF  MOE.  This  desk  manual 
will  help  the  DSS  ensure  that  it  has  appropriately  categorized  costs  as  TANF  or  TANF 
MOE  as  the  definitions  of  allowable  costs  vary  between  the  two.  The  desk  manual  was 
finished  December  2012  and  was  submitted  on  January  24,  2013,  to  our  grantor  agency 
for  review. 

Additionally,  during  this  process,  the  third  party  validated  the  allowability  of  the  claim  in 
question,  citing  1999  TANF  Final  Rule  (page  17825),  which  supports  the  DSS's 
contention  that  it  claimed  these  funds  correctly. 
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We  would  like  to  point  out  that  federal  TANF  funds  may  also  be  used  to  pay  for 
"nonassistance"  activities  (such  as  those  identified  in  this  finding)  that  meet  the 
purposes  of  the  program  as  given  in  Sections  401(a)(l)-(4)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
(Act)  and  45  CFR  Section  260.20.  Federal  TANF  funds  may  also  be  used  for  activities 
that  benefit  non-needy  families  in  some  cases,  e.g.,  activities  that  meet  the  purpose  of 
either  Section  401(a)(3)  or  (a)(4)  of  the  Act.  In  this  respect,  there  may  be  more  flexibility 
in  the  expenditures  that  are  allowable  uses  of  federal  funds  than  those  that  are  allowable 
for  MOE  purposes.  This  is  because  federally  funded  services  or  benefits  do  not 
necessitate  a  determination  of  financial  eligibility  (need)  if  they  do  not  meet  the 
definition  of  assistance.  Thus,  states  may  use  federal  TANF  funds  (in  accordance  with 
Section  404  of  the  Act)  to  provide  "nonassistance"  services  or  benefits  to  eligible 
individuals  who  meet  the  state's  other,  nonfinancial,  objective  criteria  for  the  delivery  of 
such  benefits. 

The  DSS  has  changed  its  claiming  process  to  claim  these  funds  as  TANF,  instead  of 
TANF  MOE  to  align  its  claiming  with  the  above  information. 

The  status  is  still  under  discussion  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Patrick  Luebbering  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-2170  


2010-21C.  Unallowable  Costs  and  Maintenance  of  Effort 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2009  -  G090 1 MOTANF  and  2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 

For  the  quarter  ended  September  30,  2010,  the  DSS  charged  costs  to  the  Temporary 
Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF)  program,  totaling  $18,493,665,  relating  to  three 
scholarship  programs:  A+  Schools,  Bright  Flight  Scholarships,  and  Ross-Barnett 
Scholarships;  however,  the  DSS  had  not  determined  and  documented  whether  there  was 
any  correlation  between  these  programs  and  the  four  purposes  of  the  TANF  program.  As 
a  result,  these  scholarship  program  costs  charged  to  the  TANF  program  in  state  fiscal 
year  201 1  did  not  appear  allowable. 

Recommendation : 


The  DSS  ensure  program  costs  charged  to  the  TANF  program  for  state  fiscal  year  2011 
comply  with  federal  regulations. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  disagreed  with  this  finding.  The  DSS's  previous  response  to  the  finding  is 
unchanged.  The  DSS  is  using  a  manual,  developed  with  the  assistance  of  a  third  party,  to 
evaluate  whether  costs  are  allowable  under  TANF  and/or  TANF  maintenance  of  effort 
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(MOE).  This  desk  manual  will  help  the  DSS  ensure  that  it  has  appropriately  categorized 
costs  as  TANF  or  TANF  MOE  as  the  definitions  of  allowable  costs  vary  between  the  two. 
The  desk  manual  was  finished  December  2012  and  was  submitted  on  January  24,  2013  to 
our  grantor  agency  for  review.  The  status  is  still  under  discussion  with  the  grantor 
agency. 

Contact  Person:  Patrick  Luebbering  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-2170  


2010-21D.  Unallowable  Costs  and  Maintenance  of  Effort 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2009  -  G0901MOTANF  and  2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 

The  DSS  control  system  was  not  effective  in  ensuring  the  types  of  costs  charged  to  the 
TANF  program  or  recorded  as  TANF  maintenance  of  effort  (MOE)  met  all  federal 
regulatory  and  grant  requirements,  resulting  in  unallowable  costs  and  unqualified  sources 
of  MOE  claimed  against  the  federal  TANF  grant. 

Recommendation : 


The  DSS  establish  a  formal  control  system  to  ensure  the  types  of  costs  charged  to  the 
TANF  program  or  recorded  as  TANF  MOE  meet  all  federal  regulatory  and  grant 
requirements. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  disagreed  with  this  finding.  The  DSS's  previous  response  to  the  finding  is 
unchanged.  The  DSS  is  using  a  manual,  developed  with  the  assistance  of  a  third  party,  to 
evaluate  whether  costs  are  allowable  under  TANF  and/or  TANF  MOE.  This  desk  manual 
will  help  the  DSS  ensure  that  it  has  appropriately  categorized  costs  as  TANF  or  TANF 
MOE  as  the  definitions  of  allowable  costs  vary  between  the  two.  The  desk  manual  was 
finished  December  2012  and  was  submitted  on  January  24,  2013,  to  our  grantor  agency 
for  review.  The  status  is  still  under  discussion  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Patrick  Luebbering  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-2170  


2010-23.  Salary  Certifications 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.563  Child  Support  Enforcement 

2009  -  G0904MO4004  and  2010  -  G1004MO4004 
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State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD)  - 

Child  Support  Enforcement  (CSE)  and  Division  of  Finance  and 
Administrative  Services  (DFAS) 

Questioned  Costs:  $83,289 

The  FSD  did  not  always  prepare  required  salary  certifications  for  employees  working 
solely  on  the  CSE  program.  Salary  certifications  were  not  prepared  for  15  of  about  870 
FSD  employees  whose  personnel  costs  were  charged  100  percent  to  the  CSE  program  for 
the  period  of  July  2009  to  September  2009.  Personnel  costs  charged  to  the  CSE  grant  for 
these  15  employees  totaled  $126,196,  of  which  we  questioned  the  federal  share  of  costs 
totaling  $83,289  (66  percent). 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS  through  the  FSD  and  DFAS  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor 
agency. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Although  DSS  disagreed  with  the  finding,  after  a  similar  finding  in  2009,  DSS  through 
the  FSD  reviewed  the  salary  certification  process  and  enhanced  written  policies  and 
procedures,  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A- 87,  to  ensure  salary  certifications  were 
completed  for  all  employees  who  are  100  percent  claimed  to  a  specific  grant.  These 
enhancements  were  effective  April  2010.  Under  Missouri's  current  procedures,  twice  a 
year  the  supervisor/administrator  receives  and  verifies  a  comprehensive  electronic  listing 
of  all  employees  working  solely  on  a  grant  so  that  salary  certifications  are  complete.  The 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  (DHHS),  Administration  for  Children  and 
Families  (ACF)  decision  issued  July  30,  2012,  concurred  with  the  finding  and 
recommendation,  did  not  sustain  the  questioned  costs  and  noted  that  Missouri's 
corrective  actions  sufficiently  addressed  the  finding  and  prevent  its  recurrence. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

The  DHHS  -  ACF  did  not  sustain  the  questioned  costs. 

Contact  Person:  Patrick  Luebbering  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-2170  


2010-25. 
Federal  Agency: 


State  Agency: 


Provider  Eligibility  and  Improper  Payments 

Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MO5028  and  0905MO5048 

2010  -  1005MO5MAP/XIX-MAP10  and 

1005MO5ADM/XIX-  ADM  10 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA  and  2010  -  1005MOARRA 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD) 
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Questioned  Costs:  $122 

The  MHD  had  not  established  controls  to  detect  expired  Medicaid  provider  licenses  or  to 
prevent,  detect,  and  correct  payments  to  providers  who  were  deceased  prior  to  the  date 
the  reimbursement  claim  indicated  medical  services  were  provided.  As  a  result,  the  MHD 
improperly  paid  $164  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2010,  for  three  claims  submitted  for 
one  Medicaid  provider  who  was  deceased  prior  to  the  reported  date  of  service.  We 
questioned  the  federal  share  of  the  three  claims  paid  for  which  the  reported  dates  of 
services  were  after  the  provider's  date  of  death,  or  $122  (74.43  percent).  In  addition,  the 
MHD  had  not  established  controls  to  ensure  providers  continually  meet  federal 
requirements  for  disclosure  of  convictions  of  criminal  offenses  against  Medicare, 
Medicaid,  or  the  Title  XX  service  program. 

Recommendation : 

The  MHD  develop  procedures  to  ensure  providers  meet  required  criteria  to  be  eligible 
Medicaid  providers,  including  periodically  verifying  provider  licenses,  obtaining  updated 
provider  disclosures,  and  ensuring  timely  detection  of  deceased  providers,  to  aid  in  the 
prevention  and  correction  of  improper  claims  paid.  In  addition,  the  MHD  should  resolve 
the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  corrective  action  plan  includes  addressing  the  provider's  date  of  death  issue 
through  the  current  fraud,  waste  and  abuse  contract  with  Thomson  Reuters.  The 
contractor  purchased  a  license  for  the  Social  Security  Master  Death  file  and  monthly 
updates.  Additionally,  the  contractor  provided  the  information  for  this  match  and  planned 
on  assessing  a  monthly  charge  for  ongoing  services.  However,  it  was  determined  by  the 
DSS  it  would  not  be  cost  effective  to  pay  for  this  information  given  the  limited 
effectiveness  gained  from  this  enhancement. 

Thus,  the  DSS  addressed  the  provider's  required  criteria  for  eligibility  in  the  Request  for 
Proposal  for  the  Provider  Enrollment/Case  Management  system,  section  2.3.29,  which 
states  "The  solution  shall  provide  ongoing  monitoring  of  provider  eligibility  by 
automated  matching  against  external  databases  for  exclusions,  licenses,  death  records, 
criminal  records,  National  Provider  Identifier  deactivations,  sanctions,  and  suspensions. 
Suspicious  data  and  non-matches  shall  generate  alerts  for  the  end  user  for  review  and 
possible  corrective  action."  The  collection  of  social  security  numbers  from  providers  will 
make  validation  through  an  external  database  of  death  records  feasible  through  the 
provider  enrollment  system.  The  promulgation  of  regulations  to  address  the  new  contract 
requirements  should  be  effective  by  June  2013. 

The  DSS  corrective  action  plan  also  includes  addressing  the  controls  to  ensure  providers 
continually  meet  federal  requirements  for  disclosure  of  convictions  of  criminal  offense 
against  Medicare,  Medicaid,  or  Title  XX  service  programs.  Currently,  the  state  of 
Missouri  is  working  on  a  new  provider  enrollment  system.  However,  forms  have  been 
updated  manually  to  require  this  information  from  all  new  initial  applications. 
Additionally,  42  CFR  Section  424.514  (effective  March  25,  2011)  requires  prospective 
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institutional  providers  submitting  an  initial  application  or  currently  enrolled  institutional 
providers  submitting  an  application  establishing  a  new  practice  location  to  submit 
enrollment  credentials,  which  includes  disclosure  information. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

An  adjustment  was  made  on  the  December  31,  201 1,  quarterly  report.  The  DSS  is  waiting 
for  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Mark  Cicka  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-6967  


2011-2. 


Cash  Management 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 


Department  of  Education 

84.010  Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agencies 

2010  -  S010A090025  and  2011  -  S010A100025 
84.389  ARRA  -  Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agencies, 

Recovery  Act 

2010  -  S389A090025 
84.027  Special  Education  -  Grants  to  States 

2010  -  H027A090040  and  2011  -  H027A100040 
84.391  ARRA  -  Special  Education  -  Grants  to  States,  Recovery  Act 

2010-H391A090040 
84.394  ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  -  Education  State 

Grants,  Recovery  Act 

2010  -  S394A090026 
84.397  ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  -  Government 

Services,  Recovery  Act 

2010  -  S397A090026 
84.410  ARRA  -  Education  Jobs  Fund 

2011  -S410A100026 

Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  (DESE) 


The  DESE  did  not  always  ensure  subrecipients  spent  grant  funds  received  within  3  days 
of  receipt  as  required. 

Recommendation : 


The  DESE  utilize  the  problems  identified  during  monitoring  visits  to  provide  feedback 
and  additional  guidance  to  all  schools  receiving  funding.  The  DESE  should  consider 
additional  targeted  monitoring  procedures  or  other  alternatives  to  ensure  school  districts 
expend  funds  received  within  the  required  time-frame. 


Status  of  Finding: 

Implemented. 
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Contact  Person:  Andrea  Beck 
Phone  Number:  (573)  751-8292 


2011-3A.  Subrecipient  Monitoring 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Education 

Federal  Program:     84.388  ARRA  -  School  Improvement  Grants,  Recovery  Act 

2010  -  S388A090026 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  (DESE) 

The  DESE  did  not  monitor  the  School  Improvement  Grant  (SIG)  monies  provided  to 
school  districts  on  a  timely  basis  to  ensure  compliance  with  federal  guidelines.  Although 
the  DESE  began  expending  fiscal  year  2011  ARRA  SIG  monies  in  October  2010,  the 
DESE  did  not  perform  a  risk  analysis  of  these  funds  or  begin  monitoring  procedures  until 
November  2011.  Additionally,  the  DESE  could  have  improved  controls  and  procedures 
to  ensure  ARRA  Section  1512  reports  were  complete  and  accurate  for  the  SIG  program. 
Due  to  timing  of  SIG  program  expenditures  and  the  DESE's  current  monitoring  process, 
some  reporting  elements  for  the  SIG  program  had  not  been  reviewed  for  accuracy  and 
completeness. 

Recommendation : 


The  DESE  perform  subrecipient  monitoring  procedures  of  SIG  ARRA  expenditures  and 
pertinent  Section  1512  reporting  data  elements  on  a  timely  basis  and  utilize  the  problems 
identified  during  monitoring  visits  to  provide  feedback  and  additional  guidance  to  all  the 
school  districts  receiving  funding. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Resolved  with  the  federal  agency.  The  Department  of  Education  (DE)  has  determined 
that  the  DESE  has  followed  its  normal  monitoring  procedures  which  have  been  found 
compliant.  In  addition,  because  neither  ARRA  legislation  nor  program  guidance 
published  by  the  DE  required  additional  monitoring  specifically  for  ARRA  funds,  it  was 
concluded  that  DESE  performed  the  necessary  monitoring  of  ARRA  funds  and  required 
no  corrective  action. 

Contact  Person:  Andrea  Beck 


Phone  Number:  (573)  751-8292 


2011-3B.  Subrecipient  Monitoring 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Education 

Federal  Program:     84.010  Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agencies 

2010  -  S010A090025  and  201 1  -  S010A100025 
84.389  ARRA  -  Title  I  Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agencies, 
Recovery  Act 
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2010  -  S389A090025 
84.027  Special  Education  -  Grants  to  States 

2010  -  H027A090040  and  2011  -  H027A100040 
84.391  ARRA  -  Special  Education  -  Grants  to  States,  Recovery  Act 

2010-H391A090040 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  (DESE) 

The  DESE  could  have  improved  policies  and  procedures  in  place  to  ensure  a  sufficient 
number  and  amount  of  expenditures  were  reviewed  and  could  have  better  ensured  actual 
expenditures  reviewed  during  on-site  visits  were  adequately  documented. 

Recommendation : 

The  DESE  update  on-site  monitoring  policies  and  procedures  related  to  expenditure 
selection  methodology  and  documentation. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Resolved  with  the  federal  agency.  The  Department  of  Education  (DE)  determined  that 
DESE  had  followed  its  standard  monitoring  procedures  which  were  determined  to  be 
compliant.  Neither  ARRA  legislation  nor  program  guidance  published  by  the  DE 
required  additional  monitoring  procedures  specifically  for  ARRA  funds.  Further, 
regulations  and  guidance  do  not  prescribe  the  details  a  state  must  include  in  its 
monitoring  methodology.  Thus,  it  was  concluded  that  the  DESE  performed  the  necessary 
monitoring  and  required  no  corrective  action. 

Contact  Person:  Andrea  Beck  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-8292  


2011-4A. 


Medicaid  Home  and  Community  Based  Services 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5MAP  and  1005MO5ADM 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA 

2010  -  1005MOARRA 

2011  -  1105MOARRA 
2011  -  1105MOEXTN 

Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (DHSS)  -  Division  of  Senior 

and  Disability  Services  (DSDS) 

$387,576 


The  DSDS  did  not  have  effective  controls  in  place  to  ensure  annual  reassessments  were 
performed,  as  required,  to  determine  continued  need  of  services  of  Home  and  Community 
Based  Services  (HCBS)  recipients.  The  DSDS  did  not  perform  annual  reassessments  of 
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eligibility  for  46  of  59  (78  percent)  recipients  reviewed.  The  payments  for  State  Plan 
Personal  Care  and  Aged  and  Disabled  Waiver  services  provided  to  these  recipients 
without  annual  reassessments  during  the  year  totaled  $534,219.  We  questioned  the 
federal  share  of  $387,576  (72.55  percent). 

Recommendation : 

The  DHSS,  through  the  DSDS,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency  and 
establish  effective  controls  to  ensure  the  annual  reassessments  are  performed  as  required. 
Such  controls  should  include  diligent  monitoring  of  reassessments,  if  any,  performed  by 
HCBS  providers. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  fiscal  year  2013  state  budget  includes  funding  for  HCBS  providers  to  conduct 
reassessments.  Reassessments  for  level  of  care  of  current  clients  will  be  scheduled  for 
completion  based  upon  the  anniversary  date  of  the  last  assessment.  DHSS  staff  will 
review  and  approve  all  reassessments  submitted  by  HCBS  providers. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

DHSS  staff  has  met  with  staff  from  the  Centers  for  Medicare  and  Medicaid  Services  to 
discuss  the  issues  raised  in  the  audit.  The  meetings  are  ongoing,  but  there  has  been  no 
resolution  regarding  the  questioned  costs. 

Contact  Person:  Celesta  Hartgraves  

Phone  Number:  (573)  526-3626  


2011-4B. 


Medicaid  Home  and  Community  Based  Services 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5MAP  and  1005MO5ADM 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA 

2010  -  1005MOARRA 

2011  -  1105MOARRA 
2011  -  1105MOEXTN 

Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (DHSS)  -  Division  of  Senior 

and  Disability  Services  (DSDS) 

$4,483 


The  DSDS  could  not  locate  the  case  file  with  documentation  supporting  the  authorization 
of  services  provided  to  1  of  60  (2  percent)  Home  and  Community  Based  Services 
(HCBS)  recipients  tested.  Payments  totaling  $6,179  were  made  to  State  Plan  Personal 
Care  and  Aged  and  Disabled  Waiver  providers  on  behalf  of  this  recipient  during  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2011.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  $4,483  (72.55  percent). 
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Recommendation : 

The  DHSS,  through  the  DSDS,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency  and 
ensure  case  files  are  maintained  for  all  HCBS  recipients. 

Status  of  Finding: 

HCBS  case  records  are  transitioning  to  a  web-based  electronic  system  (WebTool).  Doing 
so  will  safeguard  records,  simplify/accelerate  record  retrieval,  and  reduce  the  amount  of 
paper  files  that  must  be  maintained. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

DHSS  staff  has  met  with  staff  from  the  Centers  for  Medicare  and  Medicaid  Services  to 
discuss  the  issues  raised  in  the  audit.  The  meetings  are  ongoing,  but  there  has  been  no 
resolution  regarding  the  questioned  costs. 

Contact  Person:  Celesta  Hartgraves  

Phone  Number:  (573)  526-3626  


2011-5.  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Education 

Federal  Program:     84.394  ARRA  -  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  -  Education  State 

Grants,  Recovery  Act 

2010  -  S394A090026 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Higher  Education  (DHE) 

Subrecipient  monitoring  of  the  State  Fiscal  Stabilization  Fund  (SFSF)  program  was  not 
adequate.  While  the  DHE  made  improvements  since  the  fiscal  year  2010  audit  by 
contracting  with  a  firm  to  monitor  subrecipients,  the  DHE  did  not  ensure  corrective 
action  was  taken  by  Institutions  of  Higher  Education  (institutions)  on  issues  noted  during 
subrecipient  monitoring  reviews. 

Recommendation : 

The  DHE  follow-up  with  institutions  and  request  corrective  action  on  any  findings  noted 
during  subrecipient  monitoring  reviews.  In  addition,  the  DHE  should  issue  a  management 
decision  on  any  findings  identified  in  Single  Audits  of  the  institutions  relating  to  the 
SFSF  program. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DHE  confirmed  with  the  institutions  that  were  requested  to  implement  corrective 
action  that  all  deficiencies  identified  were  corrected  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A- 
133.  In  addition,  the  DHE  issued  a  management  decision  letter  dated  June  25,  2012,  that 
addressed  that  no  further  action  needs  to  be  done. 

Contact  Person:  William  R.  Thornton 


Phone  Number:  (573)  526-1577 
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2011-6. 


Benefit  Payments 


Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Labor 

Federal  Program:     17.225  Unemployment  Insurance 

2010  -  UI- 19592- 10-55-A-29 

2011  -UI-21 109-1 1-55-A-29 
17.225  ARRA  -  Unemployment  Insurance 

2010  -  UI- 19592- 10-55-A-29 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  (DLIR) 

Questioned  Costs:  $189,423 


Controls  and  procedures  used  to  manage  unemployment  benefits  were  not  adequate, 
resulting  in  errors  in  benefits  paid. 

•  Due  to  a  programming  error,  the  computer  system  did  not  accurately  calculate  the 
maximum  benefits  amount  for  2  of  42  claimants  tested,  resulting  in  the  overpayment 
of  benefits.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  $73  for  the  errors  noted  during  our 
review. 


•  Due  to  additional  programming  errors,  the  computer  system  generated  Federal 
Additional  Compensation  (FAC)  program  benefit  payments  to  some  claimants  after 
eligibility  for  the  program  ended.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  $189,350  for  the 
errors  noted  during  our  audit. 

Recommendation : 

The  DLIR  resolve  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency,  and  work  with  the  Office  of 
Administration  Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD)  to  reanalyze  all 
changes  made  recently  to  the  computer  programming  to  determine  if  there  are  other 
issues  affecting  payments  to  claimants.  In  addition,  the  DLIR  should  work  with  the  ITSD 
to  ensure  programming  changes  are  properly  tested  and  accurate  and  continue  efforts  to 
recover  overpayments  caused  by  the  programming  errors. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DLIR  resolved  the  questioned  costs  with  the  Department  of  Labor  (DOL)  in  August 
2012.  The  DOL  accepted  the  corrective  actions  that  were  completed.  The  following 
information  was  provided  to  the  DOL  and  summarizes  the  corrective  actions  taken  by  the 
DLIR: 


•  The  ITSD  staff  implemented  new  programming  on  February  14,  2012,  to  correct  the 
calculation  of  the  maximum  benefit  amount  (MBA)  on  all  Emergency  Unemployment 
Compensation  (EUC)  claims.  ITSD  staff  identified  and  generated  a  listing  of  all 
improperly  calculated  MB  As  on  EUC  claims.  The  DLIR  staff  reviewed  the  list  of 
improper  MBA  calculations  and  took  corrective  action  on  each  EUC  claim.  The 
corrective  actions  included  making  additional  payments  to  claimants  who  were 
underpaid  and  pursuing  collection  activities  on  claimants  who  were  overpaid 
according  to  state  and  federal  law. 
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The  DLIR  staff  use  the  following  methods  and  tools  to  collect  improperly  paid 
unemployment  benefits: 

•  Send  monthly  billing  notices 

•  Establish  pay  plans 

•  Accept  credit  card  payments 

•  Intercept  state  income  tax  refunds 

•  Intercept  state  lottery  winnings 

•  Offset  weekly  Unemployment  Insurance/EUC  benefits  at  100  percent 

•  Missouri  participates  in  Interstate  Reciprocal  Overpayment  Recovery 
Arrangement  (IRORA),  so  other  participating  states  offset  weekly  benefits  to 
repay  Missouri  overpayments 

•  Garnish  wages  on  delinquent  pay  plans 

In  addition,  the  DLIR  is  in  the  process  of  implementing  the  Treasury  Offset  Program. 
The  DLIR  plans  to  have  its  program  operational  by  December  2012. 

The  listing  of  all  EUC  claims  with  improperly  calculated  MBAs  was  provided  to  the 
DOL  for  review.  DOL  staff  selected  five  claimants  for  further  review.  For  those 
claimants,  the  DLIR  provided  copies  of  notices  and  computer  system  screen  prints 
along  with  handwritten  notations  made  by  DLIR  employees.  In  addition,  the  dates 
and  amounts  of  overpayment  recoveries  were  noted  on  the  documentation  provided  to 
the  DOL. 

Due  to  the  DLIR's  archaic  computer  system,  DLIR  employees  are  continually  making 
hand  adjustments  to  EUC  claims  to  accommodate  special  situations.  If  there  were 
another  problem  with  the  MBA  calculation,  staff  would  notice  it  while  making  hand 
adjustments  to  EUC  claims.  A  copy  of  the  Instructions  for  Correcting  Underpayments 
and  Overpayments  -  EUC  and  Extended  Benefit  MBA  Calculations  was  provided  to 
the  DOL. 

Effective  September  2012,  the  weeks  and  percentages  changed  for  EUC  Tiers  I  and 
III.  At  that  time,  the  DLIR  thoroughly  tested  the  computer  system  to  ensure  the 
proper  MBA  is  being  calculated  on  all  EUC  claims  and  issued  revised  instructions  to 
staff. 

•  All  improperly  paid  FAC  benefit  payments  were  identified  by  DLIR  staff  in  June 
2010,  November  2010,  and  December  2010.  As  of  April  16,  2011,  overpayments 
were  established  on  each  of  the  improper  FAC  payments.  DLIR  staff  are  continuing 
collection  activities  on  these  overpayments  according  to  state  and  federal  law.  An 
example  FAC  overpayment  file,  including  claimant  notice,  computer  system  screen 
prints  and  documentation  of  overpayment  recovery,  was  provided  to  the  DOL  for 
review. 

In  response  to  the  recommendation  to  reanalyze  all  recent  changes  made  to  the  computer 
programming,  when  any  type  of  error  is  detected  by  DLIR  staff,  a  request  is  made  to  the 
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ITSD  to  both  correct  the  error  and  review  files  to  ascertain  if  any  other  claims  are 
affected  by  the  problem(s).  The  DLIR  will  continue  to  work  with  the  ITSD  to  identify  all 
recent  changes  to  the  computer  programming  and  to  identify  any  other  issues  that  may 
affect  payment  of  benefits.  In  addition,  the  Division  of  Employment  Security  has  hired  a 
contractor  to  document  the  mainframe  system  to  be  able  to  better  track  changes  that  are 
made  and  to  make  changes  if  an  error  is  discovered. 

All  corrective  actions  were  completed  in  May  2012,  except  the  recovery  of  overpayments 
which  is  ongoing. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

The  DOL  has  allowed  all  questioned  costs. 

Contact  Person:  Carol  Luecke  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-4012  


2011-7A. 


Allowable  Costs  and  Activities 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Homeland  Security 
Department  of  Justice 

16.738  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant  Program 
2007-DJ-BX-0051 

2008  -  DJ-BX-0731  and  DJ-BX-0027 

2009  -  DJ-BX-0090 

2010  -  DJ-BX-0066 

16.803  ARRA  -  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant 

Program/Grants  to  States  and  Territories 

2009  -  SU-B9-0032 
97.067  Homeland  Security  Grant  Program 

2006  -  GE-T6-0067 

2007  -  GE-T7-0034 

2008  -  GE-T8-0014 

2009  -  SS-T9-0062 

2010  -  SS-T0-0039 

Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  (OD) 
$740,054 


The  OD  did  not  ensure  personnel  related  expenditures  were  properly  supported  by  salary 
certifications  and  approved  activity  reports  for  the  Homeland  Security  or  the  Justice 
Assistance  Grant  (JAG)  programs.  Salary  certifications  were  not  prepared  for  the  eight 
employees  working  solely  on  the  Homeland  Security  program  or  the  eight  employees 
working  solely  on  the  JAG  program  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011.  We  questioned 
the  federal  share  of  the  salary  costs  for  these  16  employees,  or  $671,287  (100  percent).  In 
addition,  the  OD  did  not  ensure  the  personnel  activity  reported  for  the  23  employees 
working  on  multiple  programs  was  approved  by  the  employee  or  the  employee's 
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supervisor.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  salary  costs  for  these  employees  for  the 
month  reviewed,  or  $68,767  (100  percent). 

Recommendation : 

The  OD  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency,  and  ensure  salary 
certifications  are  prepared  and  approved  for  all  employees  who  work  solely  on  a  single 
program  and  activities  reported  by  employees  working  on  multiple  programs  are 
approved  as  required. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  OD,  Office  of  Homeland  Security  (OHS),  has  since  updated  and  revised  time  and 
accounting  sheets  to  capture  the  salary  certifications. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

The  OHS  has  since  provided  certifications  of  time  reported  on  the  months  in  question. 
We  are  currently  working  towards  ensuring  all  employees'  time  is  certified  by  someone  in 
their  chain  of  command,  normally  their  immediate  supervisor.  Our  federal  grant  agency 
has  not  contacted  us  regarding  the  questioned  cost  as  cited  by  the  Auditor. 

Contact  Person:  Bruce  Clemonds  

Phone  Number:  (573)  522-6125  


2011-7B. 


Allowable  Costs  and  Activities 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 


Department  of  Homeland  Security 
Department  of  Justice 

16.738  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant  Program 
2007-DJ-BX-0051 

2008  -  DJ-BX-0731  and  DJ-BX-0027 

2009  -  DJ-BX-0090 

2010  -  DJ-BX-0066 

16.803  ARRA  -  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant 

Program/Grants  to  States  and  Territories 

2009  -  SU-B9-0032 
97.067  Homeland  Security  Grant  Program 

2006  -  GE-T6-0067 

2007  -  GE-T7-0034 

2008  -  GE-T8-0014 

2009  -  SS-T9-0062 

2010  -  SS-T0-0039 

Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  (OD) 


Expenditure  processing  and  approval  duties  were  not  adequately  segregated.  The  OD  had 
two  employees  with  access  to  both  enter  and  approve  their  own  procurement  transactions 
in  the  state  accounting  system. 
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Recommendation : 

The  OD  segregate  incompatible  duties  and  implement  independent  reviews  to  ensure  all 
transactions  are  proper. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  SAM  II  security  settings  for  both  employees  have  been  edited  so  that  they  cannot 
enter  and  approve  their  own  documents. 

Contact  Person:  Carol  Willhite  

Phone  Number:  (573)  522-9576  


2011-8A.  Subrecipient  Monitoring 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Homeland  Security 
Federal  Program:     97.067  Homeland  Security  Grant  Program 

2006  -  GE-T6-0067 

2007  -  GE-T7-0034 

2008  -  GE-T8-0014 

2009  -  SS-T9-0062 

2010  -  SS-T0-0039 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  (OD) 

A  formal  subrecipient  monitoring  policy  for  the  Homeland  Security  program  was  not 
implemented  until  March  2011  and  monitoring  procedures  could  have  been  improved. 
The  delay  in  implementing  the  policy  resulted  in  the  OD  not  performing  desk  monitoring 
reviews  for  the  majority  of  subrecipients  during  fiscal  year  2011.  Additionally,  the 
monitoring  policy  required  the  OD  to  perform  site  visits  at  two  subrecipients  per  year; 
however,  the  OD  had  not  adequately  documented  the  criteria  and  methodology  for 
selecting  Homeland  Security  subrecipients  for  a  site  visit,  or  specific  procedures  to  be 
performed  during  each  site  visit. 

Recommendation : 

The  OD  establish  and  implement  policies  and  procedures  to  ensure  subrecipients  are 
adequately  monitored. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  Office  of  Homeland  Security  has  since  hired  a  1,000  hour  employee  to  perform  site 
visits  on  the  selected  recipients.  Monitoring  of  subrecipients  is  occurring  and  a  schedule 
of  monitoring  has  been  developed.  We  have  implemented  a  new  site  monitoring  report. 
We  will  select  subrecipients  for  monitoring  as  stipulated  in  our  policy  on  monitoring 
subrecipients,  recordkeeping,  and  internal  operation  and  accounting  control  system, 
Information  Bulletin  OHS-GT-20 12-001,  April  15,  2012,  as  approved  by  our  grant 
agency. 
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Contact  Person:  Bruce  Clemonds 
Phone  Number:  (573)  522-6125 


2011-8B. 


Subrecipient  Monitoring 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 


Department  of  Justice 

16.738  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant  Program 
2007-DJ-BX-0051 

2008  -  DJ-BX-0731  and  DJ-BX-0027 

2009  -  DJ-BX-0090 

2010  -  DJ-BX-0066 

16.803  ARRA  -  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant 

Program/Grants  to  States  and  Territories 

2009  -  SU-B9-0032 
Department  of  Public  Safety  (DPS)  -  Office  of  the  Director  (OD) 


The  OD  had  not  established  a  formal  subrecipient  monitoring  policy  for  the  Justice 
Assistance  Grant  program  and  could  have  better  ensured  actual  expenditures  reviewed 
during  on-site  visits  were  adequately  documented. 


Recommendation : 

The  OD  establish  and  implement  policies  and  procedures  to  ensure  subrecipients  are 
adequately  monitored. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Site  monitoring  policies  and  procedures  were  put  in  place  to  provide  consistent  policy 
and  procedures  for  Criminal  Justice/Law  Enforcement  (CJ/LE)  staff  with  site  monitoring 
procedures.  The  policies  and  procedures  are  used  as  a  foundation  for  all  monitoring  of 
funded  projects  of  the  DPS  CJ/LE  Unit. 


Contact  Person: 
Phone  Number: 


Eric  Shepherd 


(573) 751-5997 


2011-8C. 


Subrecipient  Monitoring 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


Department  of  Homeland  Security 
Department  of  Justice 

16.738  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant  Program 
2007-DJ-BX-0051 

2008  -  DJ-BX-0731  and  DJ-BX-0027 

2009  -  DJ-BX-0090 

2010  -  DJ-BX-0066 

16.803  ARRA  -  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant 
Program/Grants  to  States  and  Territories 
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2009  -  SU-B9-0032 
97.067  Homeland  Security  Grant  Program 

2006  -  GE-T6-0067 

2007  -  GE-T7-0034 

2008  -  GE-T8-0014 

2009  -  SS-T9-0062 

2010  -  SS-T0-0039 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  (OD) 

The  OD  had  not  established  an  audit  tracking  system  or  ensured  Homeland  Security  and 
Justice  Assistance  Grant  (JAG)  program  subrecipients  expending  $500,000  or  more  in 
federal  funds  obtained  independent  Single  Audits  as  required.  In  addition  the  OD  had  not 
documented  that  Single  Audit  reports  received  were  reviewed. 

Recommendation : 

The  OD  establish  a  system  to  track  Single  Audit  reports  expected  and  received  from 
applicable  subrecipients.  In  addition,  the  OD  should  document  its  review  and  follow-up 
of  all  subrecipient  Single  Audit  reports  received. 

Status  of  Finding: 

As  it  relates  to  the  JAG  program,  a  Single  Audit  report  system  has  been  put  into  place 
wherein  audits  are  scanned  and  added  to  our  grant  management  system,  and  we  have 
tracking  in  place  to  show  audits  have  been  received,  reviewed,  and  can  track  follow-up 
required. 

We  have  incorporated  into  our  Homeland  Security  program  application  an  Audit 
Certification  Form  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  A- 133  Single  Audit  requirements.  Once 
we  receive  the  application  we  check  the  audit  form  to  see  when  the  last  audit  was 
conducted.  We  then  check  the  Federal  Clearinghouse  website  to  ensure  the  results  of  the 
audit  are  there.  If  not,  we  request  a  hard  copy  of  the  last  audit  from  the  applicant.  Moving 
forward,  all  applicable  subrecipient  audits  will  be  reviewed  for  compliance  issues.  If 
issues/findings  are  discovered,  we  will  contact  the  respective  subrecipients  and  request 
the  current  status  of  the  issues/findings.  At  this  time,  we  will  request  written 
documentation  as  to  the  current  status  of  their  corrective  action  plan  and  provide  a 
management  decision  in  relation  to  our  award  and  the  status  of  their  findings.  Single 
Audit  requirements  will  also  be  reviewed  for  compliance  during  monitoring. 

As  of  October  2012,  we  are  working  to  fully  implement  the  Office  of  Homeland 
Security's  monitoring  policy  which  includes  reviewing  reports  and  providing  written 
follow-up  to  actionable  items.  We  will  develop  a  schedule  of  monitoring,  on-site  and 
desktop,  and  ensure  that  all  subrecipients  receive  monitoring  action  within  any  calendar 
year.  Additionally,  a  tracking  system  will  be  put  in  place  to  ensure  all  subrecipients  are 
monitored. 

Contact  Person:  Carol  Willhite  

Phone  Number:  (573)  522-9576  
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2011-9. 


Reporting 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 


Department  of  Justice 

16.738  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant  Program 
2007-DJ-BX-0051 

2008  -  DJ-BX-0731  and  DJ-BX-0027 

2009  -  DJ-BX-0090 

2010  -  DJ-BX-0066 

16.803  ARRA  -  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant 

Program/Grants  to  States  and  Territories 

2009  -  SU-B9-0032 
Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  (OD) 


The  OD  did  not  have  adequate  controls  and  procedures  over  the  preparation  of  the 
Federal  Financial  Report  (SF-425)  or  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 
(SEFA),  and  as  a  result,  errors  were  not  prevented  and/or  detected. 

Recommendation : 

The  OD  establish  procedures  to  ensure  the  SEFA  and  SF-425  reports  are  complete  and 
accurate. 


Status  of  Finding: 

Procedures  are  now  in  place  where  in  the  SF-425  and  the  SEFA  are  prepared  and 
expenses  are  compared  using  expenditure  reports  from  our  WebGrant  grant  management 
system,  the  Drawdown  Transaction  Report  from  Department  of  Justice  Grant  Payment 
Request  System,  and  web  interface  reports  from  SAM  II  to  complete  the  quarterly  SF- 
425  and  yearly  SEFA  reports. 


Contact  Person:  Carol  Willhite 
Phone  Number:  (573)  522-9576 


2011-10. 


Cash  Management 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 


Department  of  Homeland  Security 
97.067  Homeland  Security  Grant  Program 

2006  -  GE-T6-0067 

2007  -  GE-T7-0034 

2008  -  GE-T8-0014 

2009  -  SS-T9-0062 

2010  -  SS-T0-0039 

Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  (OD) 


The  OD  did  not  always  ensure  the  time  elapsed  between  the  receipt  of  federal  funds  and 
subsequent  disbursement  to  vendors  and  subrecipients  was  minimized. 
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Recommendation : 

The  OD  follow  established  cash  management  procedures  to  ensure  cash  advances  are 
limited  to  the  minimum  amounts  needed,  timed  with  the  actual,  immediate  cash 
requirements.  Monies  received  should  be  disbursed  timely. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  Office  of  Homeland  Security  will  ensure  procedures  are  followed  and  funds 
disbursed  in  a  timely  manner.  If  for  some  reason  cash  advances  are  needed  for  a  period  of 
time  in  excess  of  what  is  recommended,  we  will  seek  approval  from  our  granting  agency 
for  the  exception. 

Contact  Person:  Bruce  Clemonds  

Phone  Number:  (573)  522-6125  


2011-11A.  Social  Services  Block  Grant 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.667  Social  Services  Block  Grant 

2010  and  2009  -  0901MOSOS2 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  State  Emergency  Management  Agency 

(SEMA) 

Questioned  Costs:  $2,507,444 

The  SEMA  did  not  have  adequate  controls  and  procedures  in  place  to  ensure  the  Social 
Services  Block  Grant  (SSBG)  disaster  funds  were  used  for  allowable  costs  and  activities. 

1)  Documentation  was  not  adequate  to  support  the  allowability  of  disbursements 
made  for  a  relocation  buyout  program.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  all 
payments  made  for  the  buyout,  or  $1,751,588  (100  percent).  In  addition,  the 
SEMA  did  not  have  a  written  agreement  with  a  regional  planning  commission 
documenting  the  funding  to  be  provided  and  the  responsibilities  of  each  party. 

2)  Documentation  was  not  adequate  to  support  the  allowability  of  payments  made 
for  2  of  17  individual  assistance  projects  reviewed.  We  questioned  the  federal 
share  of  the  payments,  or  $213,949  (100  percent).  In  addition,  several  project  files 
lacked  some  other  required  documentation. 

3)  Documentation  was  not  reviewed  by  the  SEMA  to  ensure  payments  made  to  a 
regional  planning  commission  for  individual  assistance  projects  were  allowable. 
We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  these  payments,  or  $541,907  (100  percent). 

Recommendation : 


The  SEMA  review  payments  made  to  ensure  they  were  adequately  supported  and  an 
allowable  use  of  the  SSBG  Disaster  funds.  In  addition,  the  SEMA  should  resolve  the 
questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency. 
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Status  of  Finding: 

The  SEMA  has  dedicated  staff  to  resolve  the  questioned  costs.  That  staff  is  continuing  to 
work  on  the  project  to  ensure  all  documentation  is  filed  correctly  in  the  SEMA  files  and 
any  missing  paperwork  is  located. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

The  SEMA  is  continuing  to  work  with  all  partners  on  this  grant  project  to  ensure  the 
necessary  paperwork  is  in  place  to  satisfy  the  concerns  that  led  to  the  questioned  costs. 
Once  the  project  review  is  completed,  the  SEMA  feels  the  questioned  costs  will  be 
determined  as  eligible,  allocable,  necessary  and  reasonable  within  the  grant  guidelines. 

Contact  Person:  Dante  Gliniecki  

Phone  Number:  (573)  526-9132  


2011-11B.  Social  Services  Block  Grant 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.667  Social  Services  Block  Grant 

2010  and  2009  -  0901MOSOS2 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  State  Emergency  Management  Agency 

(SEMA) 

The  SEMA  did  not  have  monitoring  procedures  in  place  to  ensure  subrecipients  were  in 
compliance  with  applicable  grant  and  project  requirements  and  that  project  performance 
goals  were  achieved. 

Recommendation : 

The  SEMA  implement  subrecipient  monitoring  policies  and  procedures  for  all  monies 
paid  to  subrecipients,  as  required. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  SEMA  has  completed  the  recommended  action.  The  SEMA  reviewed  existing 
guidance  established  for  this  grant  to  determine  items  necessary  for  file  compliance  and 
vendor  payment.  Additionally,  the  SEMA  reviewed  the  approved  nature  of  projects 
granted  to  subrecipients.  The  SEMA  then  sent  staff  on-site  to  review  subrecipient  files 
and  processes  to  determine  if  proper  procedures  were  followed,  sufficient  documentation 
was  retained,  and  only  allowed  projects  were  completed. 

Contact  Person:  Tracy  Farris  


Phone  Number:  (573)  526-9106 
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2011-12. 


Disaster  Assistance  Subrecipient  Monitoring 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 


Department  of  Homeland  Security 

97.036  Disaster  Grants  -  Public  Assistance  (Presidentially 
Declared  Disasters) 

2006  -  FEMA-DR-1631-MO  and  FEMA-DR-1635-MO 

2007  -  FEMA-DR-1673-MO,  FEMA-DR-1676-MO, 

FEMA-DR-1708-MO,  and  FEMA-DR-1728-MO 

2008  -  FEMA-DR-1736-MO,FEMA-DR-1742-MO, 

FEMA-DR-1748-MO,  FEMA-DR-1749-MO,  and 
FEMA-DR-1773-MO 

2009  -  FEMA-DR-1809-MO,  FEMA-DR-1822-MO,  and 

FEMA-DR-1847-MO 

2010  -  FEMA-DR-1934-MO 

2011  -  FEMA-DR-1961-MO  and  FEMA-DR-1980-MO 
Department  of  Public  Safety  -  State  Emergency  Management  Agency 
(SEMA) 


The  SEMA  did  not  adequately  track  subrecipients  to  ensure  an  independent  Single  Audit 
had  been  completed,  when  required,  and  submitted  to  the  SEMA  on  a  timely  basis. 


Recommendation : 

The  SEMA  develop  procedures  to  ensure  subrecipients  obtain  and  submit  independent 
Single  Audits  when  required. 


Status  of  Finding: 

The  SEMA  has  developed  a  monitoring  plan  to  include  annual  certifications  for  A- 133 
compliance  by  our  local  subrecipients,  on-site  monitoring  visits,  and  review  of  hard  copy 
audits  from  local  subrecipients  in  conjunction  with  review  of  electronic  audit  status'  from 
the  federal  audit  clearinghouse.  The  plan  is  for  the  annual  certification  letters  to  be 
mailed  to  subrecipients  in  January  2013. 


Contact  Person:  Tracy  Farris 
Phone  Number:  (573)  526-9106 


2011-13. 


Schedule  of  Expenditure  of  Federal  Awards 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


Department  of  Agriculture 

Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

10.561  State  Administrative  Matching  Grants  for  the  Supplemental 
Nutrition  Assistance  Program 

2010  -  2010IS251443,  2010IE251843,  20108E251843,and 

2010IS252043 

2011  -  2011IS251443,  2011IS252043,  and  2011IY810543 
93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 
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2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF  and  2011  -  G1102MOTANF 
93.714  ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  for  Temporary 
Assistance  for  Needy  Families  State  Program 

2009  -  G0901MOTAN2  and  2010  -  G1001MOTAN2 
93.575  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2010  -  G1001MOCCDF  and  2011  -  G1101MOCCDF 

93.596  Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child  Care  and 
Development  Fund 

2010  -  G1001MOCCDF  and  2011  -  G1101MOCCDF 
93.713  ARRA  -  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2009  -  G0901MOCCD7 
93.658  Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

2010  -  G1001MO1401  and  2011  -  G1101MO1401 

93.658  ARRA  -  Foster  Care  -  Title  IV-E 

2010  -  G1001MO1402 

2011  -  G1101MO1402  and  G1101MO1404 

93.659  Adoption  Assistance 

2010  -  G1001MO1407  and  2011  -  G1101MO1407 
93.659  ARRA  -  Adoption  Assistance 

2010  -  G1001MO1403 

2011  -  G1101MO1403  and  G1101MO1405 
93.667  Social  Services  Block  Grant 

2009  -  0901MOSOS2, 

2010  -  G1001MOSOSR 

2011  -G1101MOSOSR 

93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO05021 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5MAP  and  1005MO5ADM 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA  and  0905MOMDSH 

2010  -  1005MOARRA,  1005MOHITA,  and  1005MOQUAL 

2011  -  1105MOARRA,  1105MOEXTN,  1105MOHIMP,  and 

1105MOQUAL 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Division  of  Finance  and 

Administrative  Services  (DFAS) 

DFAS  controls  and  procedures  over  the  preparation  of  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of 
Federal  Awards  (SEFA)  were  not  sufficient,  and  as  a  result,  errors  on  the  SEFA  were  not 
prevented  and/or  detected. 

Recommendation: 

The  DSS  through  the  DFAS,  implement  procedures  to  ensure  the  SEFA  is  complete  and 
accurate. 
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Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  continues  to  implement  procedures  to  ensure  the  SEFA  is  complete  and 
accurate.  The  division  updates  the  SEFA  quarterly,  instead  of  annually.  The  DFAS 
assigned  a  staff  person  outside  of  the  Grants  Management  section  to  assist  with  the 
creation  of  the  SEFA  and  to  review  the  SEFA,  before  a  final  review  and  approval  by  the 
Deputy  Director  over  Grants  Management.  This  finding  has  been  cleared  with  the  grantor 
agency. 

Contact  Person:  Patrick  Luebbering  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-2170  


2011-14A. 


Eligibility  and  Child  Care  Payments 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.575  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2010  -  G1001MOCCDF  and  2011  -  G1101MOCCDF 
93.596  Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child  Care 

and  Development  Fund 

2010  -  G1001MOCCDF  and  2011  -  G1101MOCCDF 
93.713  ARRA  -  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2009  -  G0901MOCCD7 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Children's  Division  (CD) 
and  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 
$42,204 


Controls  over  eligibility  and  provider  payments  were  not  sufficient  to  prevent  and/or 
detect  payments  made  on  behalf  of  ineligible  clients  or  improper  payments  to  child  care 
providers. 

•  The  DSS  could  not  locate  the  eligibility  file  for  6  of  60  cases  reviewed.  Child  care 
payments  made  on  behalf  of  these  children  and  their  siblings  during  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2011,  totaled  $46,466.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  $37,637  (81 
percent). 

•  Eligibility  documentation  was  not  sufficient  to  support  a  valid  need  for  child  care  for 
3  of  60  cases  reviewed.  Payments  totaling  $4,610,  made  on  behalf  of  these  children 
and  their  siblings,  were  unallowable  and/or  unsupported  by  adequate  documentation. 
We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  $3,734  (81  percent). 


•  For  child  care  payments,  13  of  60  payments  reviewed  were  not  supported  by  adequate 
documentation  and/or  were  not  in  compliance  with  DSS  policies.  Of  these  13 
payments,  2  were  for  cases  which  also  lacked  eligibility  documentation  and  were 
included  in  the  above  questioned  costs.  Payments  for  the  remaining  11  cases  totaled 
an  additional  $1,028.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  $833  (81  percent). 
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Recommendation : 

The  DSS,  through  the  CD  and  FSD,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency 
and  review  and  strengthen  policies  and  procedures  regarding  child  care  eligibility 
determinations,  provider  payments,  and  case  record  documentation  and  retention.  These 
procedures  should  include  sufficient  monitoring  of  eligibility  determinations  and  provider 
payments,  and  follow-up  on  errors  identified. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Corrective  actions  that  have  been  taken  since  the  finding  was  issued  follow: 

Case  Adjustments  -  Funds  have  been  returned  to  the  federal  government  or  claims  have 
been  entered  on  either  a  parent  or  provider. 

Case  Review  Tool  -  On  July  27,  2011,  the  FSD  presented  to  the  CD  a  walkthrough  of  the 
base  Case  Review  System  (CRS)  to  which  a  child  care  component  was  added.  A  webinar 
providing  detail  on  the  child  care  component  of  the  system  was  completed  with  the 
Rushmore  Group  (provider  of  current  CRS)  on  August  11,  2011.  On  September  2,  2011, 
the  Rushmore  Group  began  coding  child  care  into  the  existing  CRS.  In  the  spring  of 
2012,  the  CD  trained  232  supervisors  and  program  managers  on  the  CRS.  The  CRS  was 
implemented  in  March  2012.  The  CD  is  utilizing  the  output  from  the  CRS  to  identify 
programmatic  strengths  and  challenges  and  areas  for  policy,  field  and  training 
improvement. 

Self -Employment  Training  -  Effective  August  1,  2011,  the  FSD  eligibility  specialists  (ES) 
and  eligibility  supervisors  are  required  to  complete  the  on-line  Self-Employment  Income 
Budgeting  training  course  found  in  the  Employee  Learning  Center.  ES  and  eligibility 
supervisors  were  required  to  complete  the  training  by  December  31,  2011.  The  self- 
employment  training  is  to  assist  in  reducing  the  error  rates  for  all  income  maintenance 
programs. 

FSD  Workers  Online  Child  Care  Training  -  The  FSD  administers  the  child  care 
assistance  program  for  income  maintenance  households.  The  majority  of  the  families 
accessing  child  care  receive  services  through  their  local  FSD  office.  As  of  September  1, 
2011,  FSD  frontline  workers  and  supervisors  were  able  to  access  online  child  care 
training  through  the  FSD  Training  Unit  intranet  page.  New  FSD  employees  are  required 
to  complete  the  online  training  with  a  70  percent  accuracy  rate  or  above  prior  to  enrolling 
in  the  in-person  Basic  Child  Care  Orientation  training.  New  staff  access  and  complete  the 
training  through  the  DSS  Employee  Learning  Center  with  the  online  assessment 
component. 

Casework  Reference  Guide  -  The  FSD  Training  Unit,  in  collaboration  with  Child  Care 
Program  and  Policy  staff,  developed  a  Case  Reference  Guide  (CRG)  for  FSD  workers. 
The  CRG  is  an  informational  tool  that  can  be  utilized  by  workers  when  processing 
applications  and  completing  other  case  actions.  The  CRG  does  not  replace  the  policy  and 
forms  manuals.  It  is  intended  to  be  an  additional  resource  for  workers.  Workers  are  to  use 
this  guide  in  conjunction  with  the  policy  and  forms  manuals  and  memorandums. 
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Child  Care  Manual  Revisions  -  The  CD  continues  to  review  and  revise  its  child  care 
manual.  Several  manual  revisions  are  forthcoming  that  will  support  program  integrity  and 
accountability.  Also,  both  FSD  and  CD  staff  receive  support  through  Practice  Points  and 
Practice  Alerts,  as  needed,  to  enforce  and  clarify  program  policy. 

Child  Care  Steering  Committee  -  During  the  summer  of  2012,  the  DSS  formed  a  steering 
committee  to  address  child  care  issues.  The  steering  committee  meets  on  a  regular  basis. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

The  DSS  recovered  some  of  the  questioned  costs  via  processing  claims  against  parents  or 
providers.  The  DSS  completed  the  remaining  adjustments  on  the  March  31,  2012, 
quarterly  report.  The  DSS  is  waiting  on  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Alicia  Jenkins  

Phone  Number:  (573)  526-3899  


2011-14B. 


Eligibility  and  Child  Care  Payments 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.575  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2010  -  G1001MOCCDF  and  2011  -  G1101MOCCDF 
93.596  Child  Care  Mandatory  and  Matching  Funds  of  the  Child  Care 

and  Development  Fund 

2010  -  G1001MOCCDF  and  2011  -  G1101MOCCDF 
93.713  ARRA  -  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

2009  -  G0901MOCCD7 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Children's  Division  (CD) 
and  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 
$16,011 


Payments  were  made  on  behalf  of  clients  ineligible  for  an  ARRA  Child  Care  Initiative. 
We  noted  9  of  49  clients  reviewed  were  receiving  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy 
Family  (TANF)  benefits,  although  the  initiative  provides  that  clients  receiving  TANF 
benefits  were  not  eligible.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  the  payments  made  on 
behalf  of  these  clients,  or  $16,011  (100  percent). 

Recommendation : 


The  DSS,  through  the  CD  and  FSD,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency 
and  revise  its  methodology  for  identifying  clients  who  were  ineligible  for  non-TANF 
ARRA  Child  Care  Initiative  benefits  and  recoup  any  improper  payments  identified. 

Status  of  Finding: 

On  April  29,  2011,  memorandum  CD11-41/OEC11-110  was  sent  to  field  staff  to 
reinforce  the  use  of  the  non-TANF  job  search.  Along  with  the  memo,  a  listing  of  TANF 
recipients  who  potentially  received  the  non-TANF  job  search  child  care  benefit  anytime 
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between  May  2010  and  March  2011  was  issued  to  FSD  eligibility  staff.  During  the 
subsequent  months  in  which  the  program  was  in  effect,  the  CD  issued  to  field  staff  a  non- 
TANF  job  search  list  for  review  and  potential  cleanup.  The  non-TANF  job  search 
program  ended  August  2011.  The  CD  worked  with  the  FSD  to  identify  cases  with 
unallowable  costs.  The  case  reviews  were  completed  and  inappropriately  claimed  funds 
have  been  repaid. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

The  DSS  recovered  a  portion  of  the  questioned  costs  via  claims  against  parents  or 
providers.  The  DSS  is  in  discussions  with  the  grantor  agency  on  how  to  adjust  for 
remaining  questioned  costs  since  the  ARRA  grant  has  expired. 

Contact  Person:  Alicia  Jenkins  

Phone  Number:  (573)  526-3899  


2011-15A&B.  Eligibility  and  Adoption  Assistance  Payments 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.659  Adoption  Assistance 

2010  -  G1001MO1407  and  2011  -  G1101MO1407 
93.659  ARRA  -  Adoption  Assistance 

2010  -  G1001MO1403 

2011  -G1101MO1403  and  G1101MO1405 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Children's  Division  (CD) 

Questioned  Costs:  $12,367 

A.  Payments  were  made  on  behalf  of  ineligible  children.  For  2  of  60  cases  tested, 
payments  were  made  on  behalf  of  children  ineligible  for  Adoption  Assistance 
benefits  because  the  adoption  subsidy  agreement  was  not  signed  and  in  effect 
before  or  at  the  date  of  adoption.  Payments  totaling  $7,452  were  made  on  behalf 
of  these  ineligible  children  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011.  We  questioned 
the  federal  share  of  $5,119  (68.7  percent).  Cumulative  payments,  totaling  $30,357 
and  $27,330,  for  these  two  cases  were  charged  to  the  Adoption  Assistance 
program  during  fiscal  year  201 1  and  before. 

B.  Some  subsidy  payments  appeared  to  have  been  backdated.  For  3  of  60  cases 
tested,  the  subsidy  agreements  were  not  signed  and  in  effect  prior  to  or  at  the  date 
of  the  adoption  decree  because  the  CD  Director's  signature  date  was  apparently 
backdated.  For  these  three  cases,  payments  totaling  $10,548  were  made  during  the 
year  ended  June  30,  2011.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  $7,248  (68.7 
percent).  Cumulative  payments,  totaling  $44,689,  $17,169,  and  $40,130,  for  these 
three  cases  were  charged  to  the  Adoption  Assistance  program  during  fiscal  year 
2011  and  before. 
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Recommendation : 

The  DSS,  through  the  CD,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency,  and 
ensure  all  adoption  subsidy  agreements  are  signed  and  effective  prior  to  the  adoption.  In 
addition,  the  CD  should  refund  the  federal  share  of  cumulative  overpayments. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  CD  Family  and  Child  Electronic  System  (FACES)  was  fully  implemented  on  July 
31,  2010.  This  system  now  has  in  place  edits  which  integrate  information  from  the 
contract  system  and  the  children's  eligibility  system.  Thus,  when  contracts  are  signed 
after  the  adoption  finalization  occurs,  federal  dollars  cannot  be  accessed  as  the  child 
would  be  determined  ineligible  for  federal  Title  IV-E  funding. 

For  the  five  children  listed  in  the  finding,  the  DSS  has  not  yet  completed  all  recoupments 
for  payments  made  prior  to  fiscal  year  2011  but  is  in  the  process  of  completing  these 
recoupments.  The  DSS  has  changed  the  fund  code  so  that  future  payments  for  these 
children  will  not  be  charged  federally. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

An  adjustment  for  the  questioned  cost  amount  was  completed  on  the  March  31,  2012, 
quarterly  report.  The  DSS  is  waiting  on  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Amy  Martin  

Phone  Number:  (573)  526-8040  


2011-15C. 


Eligibility  and  Adoption  Assistance  Payments 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.659  Adoption  Assistance 

2010  -  G1001MO1407  and  2011  -  G1101MO1407 
93.659  ARRA  -  Adoption  Assistance 

2010  -  G1001MO1403 

2011  -G1101MO1403  and  G1101MO1405 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Children's  Division  (CD) 
$28,315 


The  DSS  claimed  reimbursement  for  non-recurring  adoption  expenditures  in  excess  of 
allowable  federal  limits,  and  did  not  comply  with  federal  guidance  prohibiting  the 
limitation  of  nonrecurring  expenditures  by  category.  The  DSS  paid  nonrecurring 
expenses  in  excess  of  the  $2,000  limit  for  49  children  during  fiscal  year  2011,  totaling 
$56,630.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  these  payments,  or  $28,315  (50  percent). 


Recommendation : 

The  DSS,  through  the  CD,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency,  and 
implement  procedures  to  ensure  payment  of  nonrecurring  adoption  expenditure  payments 
are  compliant  with  federal  regulations. 
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Status  of  Finding: 

The  CD  has  worked  with  DSS  Research  and  Evaluation  staff  to  produce  a  quarterly 
report  identifying  any  nonrecurring  adoption  expenses  in  excess  of  $2,000  paid  from 
federal  funds.  These  amounts  are  monitored  and  recouped  to  state  only  funds  on  a 
quarterly  basis. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

An  adjustment  was  completed  on  the  March  31,  2012,  quarterly  report.  The  DSS  is 
waiting  on  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Amy  Martin  

Phone  Number:  (573)  526-8040  


2011-16.  Cost  Allocation  Procedures 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.667  Social  Services  Block  Grant 

2010  -  G1001MOSOSR  and  201 1  -  Gl  101MOSOSR 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Division  of  Finance  and 

Administrative  Services  (DFAS) 

DFAS  controls  and  procedures  over  the  allocation  of  costs  to  the  Social  Services  Block 
Grant  program  were  not  sufficient  and  as  a  result,  cost  allocation  errors  were  not 
prevented  and/or  detected. 

Recommendation: 


The  DSS,  through  the  DFAS,  strengthen  controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  the  accurate 
allocation  of  costs  to  the  Social  Services  Block  Grant.  These  procedures  should  include  a 
detailed  and  documented  supervisory  review  of  cost  allocation  spreadsheets. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  is  working  in  consultation  with  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
(DHHS)  to  rewrite  the  cost  allocation  plan  to  better  define  its  methodologies  for 
allocating  costs  to  various  DHHS  grants.  The  DSS  has  contracted  with  a  third  party  to 
help  develop  and  implement  a  new  cost  allocation  plan  and  system.  The  first 
phase/portion  of  the  new  cost  allocation  plan  should  be  submitted  and  implemented  by 
July  1,  2013.  The  plan  will  be  tested  and  finalized  by  December  31,  2013.  The  remaining 
portion  of  the  plan  will  be  implemented  after  successful  completion  of  phase  one. 

The  DSS  has  also  assigned  a  senior  level  staff  person  to  manage  the  cost  allocation  plan. 
That  person  is  responsible  and  accountable  for  updates/revisions  to  the  plan. 

Contact  Person:  Patrick  Luebbering  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-2170  
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2011-17. 


Earmarking 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 

State  Agency: 

Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.667  Social  Services  Block  Grant 

2010  -  G1001MOSOSR  and  2011  -  G1101MOSOSR 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Division  of  Finance  and 
Administrative  Services  (DFAS) 
$6,461,316 


Controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF) 
funds  transferred  to  the  Social  Services  Block  Grant  (SSBG)  were  used  for  programs  and 
services  to  eligible  individuals  were  not  sufficient.  During  preparation  of  the  Post- 
Expenditure  report  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011,  DFAS  personnel  allocated 
expenditures  totaling  $6,461,316  of  TANF  transfer  funding  to  programs  other  than 
allowable  case  management  and  residential  treatment.  The  DFAS  did  not  have  support  to 
demonstrate  the  expenditures  for  the  other  programs  reported  were  allowable.  We 
questioned  the  $6,461,316  allocated  in  error  to  unapproved  programs. 

Recommendation: 

The  DSS,  through  the  DFAS,  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency.  In 
addition,  the  DFAS  should  strengthen  controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  TANF  funds 
transferred  to  the  SSBG  are  used  for  programs  and  services  to  eligible  individuals  and 
transferred  funds  are  accurately  reported.  These  procedures  should  include  a  detailed  and 
documented  supervisory  review  of  program  reports. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  does  track  and  report  funds  transferred  from  TANF  to  SSBG.  There  was  an 
oversight  due  to  staff  changes  and  reports  have  been  revised  and  resubmitted  to  the 
federal  agency.  The  DSS  also  provided  the  basis  for  its  assurance  that  funds  expended 
from  TANF  transfers  to  SSBG  are  used  for  children  and  their  families  with  income  less 
than  200  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level.  The  actual  expenditure  of  funds  met  the 
requirements  and  was  allowable;  therefore  DSS  disagrees  with  the  questioned  costs. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

This  finding  is  the  subject  of  continued  discussion  with  the  grantor  agency,  but  no 
resolution  has  yet  been  finalized.  Questioned  costs  have  not  been  resolved  with  the 
grantor  agency. 


Contact  Person:  Patrick  Luebbering 
Phone  Number:  (573)  751-2170 


2011-18A.  Eligibility  and  TANF  Assistance  Payments 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 
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2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF  and  2011  -  G1102MOTANF 
93.714  ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  for  Temporary  Assistance 
for  Needy  Families  State  Program 
2009  -  G0901MOTAN2  and  2010  -  G1001MOTAN2 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 

Questioned  Costs:  $15,070 

The  FSD  paid  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Family  (TANF)  benefits  to  some 
recipients  who  may  not  have  been  eligible  or  were  ineligible  for  the  full  amount  of  TANF 
payments  received. 

•  For  4  of  60  recipients  tested,  the  eligibility  specialist  did  not  act  on  information 
timely  when  quarterly  wage  matches  between  various  federal  and  state  databases  and 
the  TANF  case  management  system  showed  significant  unresolved  differences  in 
income  earned  during  state  fiscal  year  2011.  The  FSD  determined  these  four 
recipients  received  overpayments  totaling  $4,246,  for  which  we  questioned  the  entire 
amount  (100  percent  federal  share). 

•  For  3  of  60  recipients  tested,  the  FSD  did  not  maintain  adequate  eligibility 
documentation  to  support  payments  made.  Payments  made  for  these  three  cases 
during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011,  totaled  $10,824,  of  which  we  questioned  the 
entire  amount  (100  percent  federal  share). 

Recommendation : 

The  FSD  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency  and  strengthen  controls  to 
ensure  income  information  is  reviewed  periodically  and  proper  and  timely  action  is  taken 
regarding  the  updated  income  information,  including  case  sanctions,  case  closures  and 
recoupment  of  overpayments,  if  warranted.  In  addition,  the  FSD  should  maintain  required 
eligibility  documentation  in  all  case  files. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  FSD  continues  to  ensure  cases  are  thoroughly  reviewed  and  acted  upon  in  a  timely 
manner  for  reported  household  income  changes,  at  points  of  assistance  application  and 
identified  at  scheduled  continued  eligibility  reviews.  The  FSD  Income  Maintenance  (IM) 
staff  and  Family  Assistance  Management  Information  System  staff  are  in  the  process  of 
developing  a  Quarterly  Wage  Match  (QWM)  report  for  staff.  IM  Memo  #53  (6/25/12) 
was  issued  to  staff  with  detailed  steps  to  process  QWM  reports  within  15  days  of  receipt. 
The  FSD  Program  and  Policy  unit  continues  to  work  with  training  staff  to  develop  "Take 
10"  training  on  resolving  QWM  report  information  to  be  available  through  the  Employee 
Learning  Center.  The  FSD  Program  and  Policy  unit  reiterated,  via  memo,  to  staff  that  the 
hard-copy  signed  application  or  interview  summary  shall  be  maintained  in  the  physical 
case  file.  The  memo  also  reminded  staff  of  both  the  importance  and  necessity  of 
diligently  striving  to  keep  the  case  file  (electronic  and  physical  record)  updated  with 
information  to  support  the  eligibility  determination  and  benefit  amount. 
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Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

Questioned  costs  were  adjusted  on  the  March  31,  2012,  and  September  30,  2012  quarterly 
reports.  The  DSS  is  waiting  on  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Jeannie  Olson  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-3178  


2011-18B.  Eligibility  and  TANF  Assistance  Payments 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

Federal  Program:     93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF  and  201 1  -  Gl  102MOTANF 
93.714  ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  for  Temporary  Assistance 
for  Needy  Families  State  Program 
2009  -  G0901MOTAN2  and  2010  -  G1001MOTAN2 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 

Questioned  Costs :    $  1 ,25  8 

The  FSD  did  not  act  upon  some  notices  of  non-cooperation  from  the  Child  Support 
Enforcement  Unit  to  sanction  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Family  (TANF) 
recipients.  For  7  of  47  recipients  reviewed,  the  FSD  did  not  sanction  the  recipient  when 
notified.  The  FSD  identified  overpayments  totaling  $1,258  were  made  to  these  recipients 
during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  these  costs 
totaling  $1,258  (100  percent). 

Recommendation : 


The  FSD  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency  and  develop  additional 
controls  to  ensure  sanctions  are  imposed  on  TANF  recipients  who  fail  to  cooperate  with 
child  support  enforcement  program  requirements. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  FSD  Income  Maintenance  (IM)  section  continues  to  work  closely  with  the  FSD 
Child  Support  (CS)  section  to  further  ensure  non-cooperation  notifications  from  the  CS 
section  are  promptly  reviewed  by  IM  staff  for  potential  sanctions,  and  subsequently 
imposed  as  warranted.  The  FSD-IM  section  implemented,  with  IM  Memo  #55  (July  3, 
2012),  a  log  to  track  the  non-cooperation  notifications  received  from  CS  to  ensure  IM 
staff  process  the  requests  in  a  timely  manner.  The  electronic  database,  which  will  replace 
the  paper  log,  is  still  in  development. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

Questioned  costs  were  adjusted  on  the  March  31,  2012,  and  September  30,  2012, 
quarterly  reports.  The  DSS  is  waiting  on  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Jeannie  Olson 


Phone  Number:  (573)  751-3178 
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2011-19A. 


Unallowable  Costs  and  Maintenance  of  Effort 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF  and  201 1  -  Gl  102MOTANF 

93.714  ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  for  Temporary 
Assistance  for  Needy  Families  State  Program 
2009  -  G0901MOTAN2  and  2010  -  G1001MOTAN2 

Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 

$25,810,891 


The  DSS  claimed  unallowable  state  foster  care,  adoption  assistance,  and  subsidized 
guardianship  costs  under  the  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF) 
program.  The  foster  care,  adoption  assistance,  and  subsidized  guardianship  costs  claimed 
included  non-emergency  assistance,  and  the  costs  claimed  for  emergency  assistance  were 
not  separately  identified;  therefore,  all  costs  were  unallowable.  We  questioned  all  state 
fiscal  year  2011  costs  for  foster  care,  adoption  assistance,  and  subsidized  guardianship 
claimed  under  the  TANF  program,  totaling  $25,810,891  (100  percent  federal  share). 


Recommendation : 

The  DSS  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency  and  ensure  prior  approved 
program  costs  claimed  under  the  TANF  program  comply  with  federal  regulations. 


Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  disagreed  with  this  finding.  The  DSS's  previous  response  to  the  finding  is 
unchanged.  The  DSS  is  using  a  manual,  developed  with  the  assistance  of  a  third  party,  to 
evaluate  whether  costs  are  allowable  under  TANF  and/or  TANF  maintenance  of  effort 
(MOE).  This  desk  manual  will  help  the  DSS  ensure  that  it  has  appropriately  categorized 
costs  as  TANF  or  TANF  MOE  as  the  definitions  of  allowable  costs  vary  between  the  two. 
The  desk  manual  was  finished  December  2012  and  was  submitted  on  January  24,  2013, 
to  our  grantor  agency  for  review. 


Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

The  status  is  still  under  discussion  with  the  grantor  agency. 


Contact  Person:  Ami  Patel 
Phone  Number:  (573)  751-7302 


2011-19B.  Unallowable  Costs  and  Maintenance  of  Effort 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF  and  201 1  -  Gl  102MOTANF 
93.714  ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  for  Temporary 

Assistance  for  Needy  Families  State  Program 
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2009  -  G0901MOTAN2  and  2010  -  G1001MOTAN2 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 

The  DSS  included  unallowable  educational  expenditures  totaling  $19,034,632  in  the 
amounts  reported  for  the  annual  maintenance  of  effort  (MOE)  requirement  for  the 
Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF)  program. 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS  ensure  expenditures  claimed  as  MOE  are  allowable. 
Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  disagreed  with  this  finding.  The  DSS's  previous  response  to  the  finding  is 
unchanged.  The  DSS  is  using  a  manual,  developed  with  the  assistance  of  a  third  party,  to 
evaluate  whether  costs  are  allowable  under  TANF  and/or  TANF  MOE.  This  desk  manual 
will  help  the  DSS  ensure  that  it  has  appropriately  categorized  costs  as  TANF  or  TANF 
MOE  as  the  definitions  of  allowable  costs  vary  between  the  two.  The  desk  manual  was 
finished  December  2012  and  was  submitted  on  January  24,  2013,  to  our  grantor  agency 
for  review. 

Additionally,  during  this  process,  the  third  party  validated  the  allowability  of  the  claim  in 
question,  citing  1999  TANF  Final  Rule  (page  17825),  which  supports  the  DSS's 
contention  that  it  claimed  these  funds  correctly. 

We  would  like  to  point  out  that  federal  TANF  funds  may  also  be  used  to  pay  for 
"nonassistance"  activities  (such  as  those  identified  in  this  finding)  that  meet  the 
purposes  of  the  program  as  given  in  Section  401(a)(l)-(4)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
(Act)  and  45  CFR  Section  260.20.  Federal  TANF  funds  may  also  be  used  for  activities 
that  benefit  non-needy  families  in  some  cases,  e.g.,  activities  that  meet  the  purpose  of 
either  Section  401(a)(3)  or  (a)(4)  of  the  Act.  In  this  respect,  there  may  be  more  flexibility 
in  the  expenditures  that  are  allowable  uses  of  federal  funds  than  those  that  are  allowable 
for  MOE  purposes.  This  is  because  federally  funded  services  or  benefits  do  not 
necessitate  a  determination  of  financial  eligibility  (need)  if  they  do  not  meet  the 
definition  of  assistance.  Thus,  states  may  use  federal  TANF  funds  (in  accordance  with 
Section  404  of  the  Act)  to  provide  "nonassistance"  services  or  benefits  to  eligible 
individuals  who  meet  the  state's  other,  nonfinancial,  objective  criteria  for  the  delivery  of 
such  benefits. 

The  DSS  has  changed  is  claiming  process  to  claim  these  funds  as  TANF,  instead  of 
TANF  MOE  to  align  its  claiming  with  the  above  information. 

The  status  is  still  under  discussion  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Ami  Patel  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-7302  
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2011-19C. 


Unallowable  Costs  and  Maintenance  of  Effort 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF  and  201 1  -  Gl  102MOTANF 

93.714  ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  for  Temporary 
Assistance  for  Needy  Families  State  Program 
2009  -  G0901MOTAN2  and  2010  -  G1001MOTAN2 

Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 

$18,493,665 


For  the  quarter  ended  September  30,  2010,  the  DSS  claimed  costs  under  the  Temporary 
Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF)  program,  totaling  $18,493,665,  related  to  three 
scholarship  programs:  A+  Schools,  Bright  Flight  Scholarships,  and  Ross-Barnett 
Scholarships.  The  DSS  had  not  determined  and  documented  there  was  any  correlation 
between  those  programs  and  any  of  the  four  allowable  TANF  purposes.  We  questioned 
the  state  fiscal  year  2011  costs  for  scholarship  programs  that  were  claimed  under  the 
TANF  program,  totaling  $18,493,665  (100  percent  federal  share). 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS  resolve  the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency  and  ensure  program  costs 
claimed  under  the  TANF  program  comply  with  federal  regulations. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  disagreed  with  this  finding.  The  DSS's  previous  response  to  the  finding  is 
unchanged.  The  DSS  is  using  a  manual,  developed  with  the  assistance  of  a  third  party,  to 
evaluate  whether  costs  are  allowable  under  TANF  and/or  TANF  maintenance  of  effort 
(MOE).  This  desk  manual  will  help  the  DSS  ensure  that  it  has  appropriately  categorized 
costs  as  TANF  or  TANF  MOE  as  the  definitions  of  allowable  costs  vary  between  the  two. 
The  desk  manual  was  finished  December  2012  and  was  submitted  on  January  24,  2013, 
to  our  grantor  agency  for  review. 


Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

The  status  is  still  under  discussion  with  the  grantor  agency. 


Contact  Person:  Ami  Patel 
Phone  Number:  (573)  751-7302 


2011-19D.  Unallowable  Costs  and  Maintenance  of  Effort 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF  and  201 1  -  Gl  102MOTANF 
93.714  ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  for  Temporary 

Assistance  for  Needy  Families  State  Program 
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2009  -  G0901MOTAN2  and  2010  -  G1001MOTAN2 
State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 

The  DSS  control  system  was  not  effective  in  ensuring  the  types  of  costs  claimed  under 
the  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF)  program  or  recorded  as  TANF 
maintenance  of  effort  (MOE)  met  all  federal  regulatory  and  grant  requirements,  resulting 
in  unallowable  costs  and  unqualified  sources  of  MOE  claimed  against  the  federal  TANF 
grant. 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS  establish  a  formal  control  system  to  ensure  the  types  of  costs  claimed  under  the 
TANF  program  or  recorded  as  TANF  MOE  meet  all  federal  regulatory  and  grant 
requirements. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  disagreed  with  this  finding.  The  DSS's  previous  response  to  the  finding  is 
unchanged.  The  DSS  is  using  a  manual,  developed  with  the  assistance  of  a  third  party,  to 
evaluate  whether  costs  are  allowable  under  TANF  and/or  TANF  MOE.  This  desk  manual 
will  help  the  DSS  ensure  that  it  has  appropriately  categorized  costs  as  TANF  or  TANF 
MOE  as  the  definitions  of  allowable  costs  vary  between  the  two.  The  desk  manual  was 
finished  December  2012  and  was  submitted  on  January  24,  2013,  to  our  grantor  agency 
for  review.  The  status  is  still  under  discussion  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Ami  Patel  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-7302  


2011-20A. 


Work  Participation  and  Sanctions 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF  and  2011  -  G1102MOTANF 
93.714  ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  For  Temporary  Assistance 

For  Needy  Families  State  Program 

2009  -  G0901MOTAN2  and  2010  -  G1001MOTAN2 
Department  of  Social  Services  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 


The  FSD  was  not  in  compliance  with  certain  work  activity  reporting  requirements 
contained  in  the  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  Work  Verification  Plan  in 
effect  for  state  fiscal  year  2011.  We  noted  for  17  of  60  cases  tested,  the  work 
participation  hours  were  either  not  documented,  not  verified,  and/or  not  reported 
correctly  in  accordance  with  the  Work  Verification  Plan. 


Recommendation : 

The  FSD  develop  additional  controls  to  ensure  work  activities  are  adequately 
documented,  verified,  and  reported  in  accordance  with  the  FSD  Work  Verification  Plan. 
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Status  of  Finding: 

The  Missouri  Work  Assistance  (MWA)  Case  Management  system  was  available  for  data 
entry  June  28,  2011,  and  entries  ceased  in  the  Toolbox  system  on  June  23,  2011.  Inquiry 
access  to  Toolbox  has  continued  to  ensure  necessary  data  was  converted  from  Toolbox  to 
the  MWA  System. 

A  case  review  form  was  developed  for  use  by  all  MWA  coordinators  to  provide 
consistency  when  reviewing  data  entries  and  physical  files  of  MWA  participants  each 
contractor  is  serving.  This  tool  is  used  by  all  MWA  coordinators  effective  July  1,  201 1. 

A  Case  Review  Guide  was  written  and  shared  with  MWA  staff  August  2011  (and 
upgraded  December  2011)  to  ensure  the  MWA  coordinators  understand  where  policies 
regarding  the  form  are  located  in  the  policy  manual  and  the  request  for  proposal  to  assist 
contractors  with  any  incorrect  findings.  This  guide  and  the  case  review  form  have  also 
been  shared  with  MWA  contractors  for  use  when  reviewing  their  staff  case  files. 

Effective  August  1,  2011,  MWA  coordinators  report  to  the  FSD  Program  Manager 
responsible  for  the  MWA  program  (before  that  time  coordinators  reported  to  regional 
FSD  staff).  The  change  in  supervision  ensures  that  positions  are  dedicated  to  the  MWA 
program  and  coordinator  accountability  for  assigned  work  by  the  MWA  FSD  Program 
Manager.  With  this  change,  four  teams  have  been  designated  to  further  develop  the 
MWA  program.  These  teams  are: 

•  MWA  System  and  Data  -  user  guides,  system  enhancements,  reports; 

•  MWA  Policy  and  Training  -  policy  manual  updates,  training  materials; 

•  MWA  Contracts  and  Monitoring  -  monitoring  tools,  compliance;  and 

•  Special  Projects  and  Research  -  MWA  webpage,  research  to  improve  the  work 
participation  rates. 

Tools  developed  by  these  teams  will  provide  contractors  with  information  to  ensure 
participation  activities  meet  work  verification  standards  and  are  supported  with  adequate 
documentation.  Resources  developed  will  also  serve  to  increase  the  work  participation 
rate  for  the  state  and  provide  performance  measures  to  the  contractors. 

MWA  staff  completed  targeted  case  file  reviews  in  March  2012  for  individuals 
participating  in  vocational  education  as  an  activity.  The  review  was  conducted  to  ensure 
contractors  were  obtaining  actual  attendance  sheets  (work  verification)  for  this  activity 
rather  than  entering  hours  based  on  a  class  schedule.  This  review  in  conjunction  with 
regular  case  file  reviews  examine  if  work  verification  standards  are  met. 

Contact  Person:  Jennifer  Roberts  

Phone  Number:  (573)  526-5444  
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2011-20B. 


Work  Participation  and  Sanctions 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.558  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families 

2010  -  G 1 002MOTANF  and  2011  -  G1102MOTANF 
93.714  ARRA  -  Emergency  Contingency  Fund  For  Temporary  Assistance 

For  Needy  Families  State  Program 

2009  -  G0901MOTAN2  and  2010  -  G1001MOTAN2 
Department  of  Social  Services  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 
$1,134 


The  FSD  did  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to  ensure  contractors  notified  the 
FSD  when  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF)  recipients  failed  to  meet 
work  participation  requirements.  As  a  result,  many  TANF  recipients  who  failed  to  meet 
work  participation  requirements  were  not  sanctioned.  We  noted  18  of  55  recipients  tested 
were  not  appropriately  sanctioned  for  non-compliance  with  work  participation 
requirements.  We  questioned  the  amount  of  the  sanctions  that  were  not  imposed  for  these 
recipients  for  the  month  reviewed,  which  totaled  $1,134  (100  percent  federal  share).  In 
addition,  the  FSD  did  not  ensure  TANF  recipients  referred  to  Missouri  Work  Assistance 
contractors  were  assigned  case  managers. 

Recommendation : 

The  FSD  develop  additional  controls  to  ensure  TANF  recipients  failing  to  meet  work 
participation  requirements  are  sanctioned  as  required.  In  addition,  the  FSD  should  resolve 
the  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  FSD  continues  to  perform  the  following  activities  to  evaluate  contractor  compliance 
with  notification  requirements  to  ensure  TANF  recipients  are  sanctioned  according  to 
policy  and  procedure. 

The  case  review  form  includes  an  evaluation  of  the  conciliation  and  sanction  referral 
process.  This  tool  continues  to  determine  appropriate  and  timely  actions  of  the  MWA 
contractors  should  TANF  recipients  fail  to  meet  the  work  participation  requirements. 

The  MWA  field  managers  and  coordinators  review  the  mass  participation  screens  for 
case  managers  in  each  office  to  identify  those  individuals  that  are  not  participating  in  an 
activity  and  work  with  the  contractors  to  identify  those  that  should  be  placed  in 
conciliation  and  possibly  sanctioned. 

Quarterly,  the  MWA  coordinators  review  a  sample  of  participants  that  have  no  hours  of 
participation,  no  conciliation  activity,  or  no  sanction  in  place.  Individuals  identified  are 
shared  with  the  contractor  for  immediate  contact  and  initiation  of  the  conciliation  and 
sanctioning  process  to  ensure  participants  failing  to  meet  the  work  participation 
requirement  are  sanctioned  as  required. 
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Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

An  adjustment  was  made  to  the  March  31,  2012,  quarterly  report.  The  DSS  is  waiting  on 
clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 


Contact  Person:  Jennifer  Roberts 


Phone  Number:  (573)  526-5444 


2011-21. 


Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.568  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance 


2010  -  G10B1MOLIEA  and  2011  -  G11B1MOLIEA 


State  Agency: 


Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD)  - 
Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program  (LIHEAP)  Unit 


The  Human  Development  Corporation  of  Metropolitan  St.  Louis  (HDC),  a  DSS 
subrecipient,  misused  at  least  $669,704  of  LIHEAP  funds,  according  to  DSS  personnel. 
The  HDC  did  not  remit  the  funding  to  an  energy  supplier  on  behalf  of  the  LIHEAP 
clients  as  required.  DSS  personnel  indicated  they  took  possession  of  HDC  documents  and 
planned  to  conduct  a  review  to  determine  whether  other  federal  funds  provided  the  HDC 
were  properly  expended.  The  DSS  issued  payments  totaling  $669,704  from  state  funds  to 
satisfy  amounts  due  the  energy  supplier. 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS  complete  the  planned  grant  close  out  reviews,  report  the  results  of  those  reviews 
to  federal  and  state  officials,  and  seek  recovery  of  all  improperly  used  funds.  In  addition, 
the  DSS  should  review  its  monitoring  efforts  at  the  HDC  to  ensure  established  procedures 
were  followed  and  determine  if  improvements  in  those  procedures  are  needed. 

Status  of  Finding: 

Effective  October  29,  2011,  the  HDC  relinquished  its  Community  Action  Agency  (CAA) 
designation  status.  The  DSS  completed  the  closeout  review  and  sent  a  claim  to  the 
Attorney  General's  office  on  August  29,  2012. 

The  DSS  is  continuing  to  strengthen  monitoring  efforts  for  all  CAAs  by  the  development 
of  a  monitoring  plan  and  partnership  between  the  Division  of  Finance  and  Administrative 
Services  (DFAS)  Compliance  and  Quality  Control  Unit  (CQC)  and  the  FSD.  The  DFAS- 
CQC  has  developed  and  implemented  extensive  monitoring  tools  and  processes  for  the 
fiscal  review  of  all  CAAs. 

Contact  Person:  Kimberley  Sprenger 


Phone  Number:  (573)  522-6299 
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2011-22A. 


Medicaid  Management  Information  System 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO05021 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5MAP  and  1005MO5ADM 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA 

2010  -  1005MOARRA 

2011  -  1105MOARRA  and  1105MOEXTN 

Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD) 
$45 


Medicaid  Management  Information  System  edit  override  documentation  was  not  properly 
completed  or  approved  by  MHD  personnel  for  2  of  60  override  actions  reviewed.  The 
payments  related  to  these  overrides  totaled  $63.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  the 
total  payments,  or  $45  (71.61  percent). 

Recommendation : 

The  MHD  ensure  the  override  authorizations  are  properly  completed  and  approved  by 
appropriate  employees.  In  addition,  the  MHD  should  resolve  questioned  costs  with  the 
grantor  agency. 

Status  of  Finding: 

On  March  1,  2012,  the  MHD  notified  the  fiscal  agent's  claims  manager  of  the  errors  with 
instructions  to  return  any  future  override  claims  to  the  MHD  if  the  reason  for  override  or 
the  authorized  signature  was  missing.  Each  MHD  unit  is  responsible  for  monitoring  and 
logging  override  requests  submitted  by  their  staff.  Notification  is  sent  to  the  MHD  units 
with  a  reminder  to  ensure  requests  have  been  signed  by  an  authorized  person  and  indicate 
the  reason  for  the  override. 


Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

A  decreasing  adjustment  will  be  completed  pending  information  on  funds  recouped. 


Contact  Person:  Todd  Meyer 
Phone  Number:  (573)  751-7996 


2011-22B.  Medicaid  Management  Information  System 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO05021 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 
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2010  -  1005MO5MAP  and  1005MO5ADM 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA 

2010  -  1005MOARRA 

2011  -  1105MOARRA  and  1105MOEXTN 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD) 

The  MHD  did  not  ensure  some  department  personnel  with  access  to  the  Medicaid 
Management  Information  System  (MMIS)  were  approved  for  such  access. 

Recommendation : 

The  MHD  ensure  the  proper  completion  and  authorization  of  the  Security  Access  Request 
forms  for  employees  obtaining  or  changing  access  in  the  MMIS. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  MHD  Security  Officer  now  reviews  access  requests  more  closely,  ensures  the  reason 
for  access  is  stated  on  the  form,  and  ensures  appropriate  signatures  are  on  the  form. 
Access  request  forms  are  filed  as  soon  as  they  are  completed  in  order  to  be  located  easily. 

Contact  Person:  Todd  Meyer  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-7996  


2011-22C. 


Medicaid  Management  Information  System 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO05021 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5MAP  and  1005MO5ADM 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA 

2010  -  1005MOARRA 

2011  -  1105MOARRA  and  1105MOEXTN 

Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD) 
$78 


The  Medicaid  Management  Information  System  did  not  properly  process  certain  spend 
down  claims,  allowing  some  participants  with  medical  claims  that  extended  between  2  or 
more  calendar  months  to  receive  benefits  without  meeting  spend  down  requirements  in 
any  of  the  months.  Of  nine  claims  reviewed  for  spend  down  participants,  we  noted  one 
paid  claim  where  the  participant  had  not  met  the  required  monthly  spend  down  amount. 
The  payments  related  to  the  claim  tested  totaled  $109.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of 
the  total  payments,  or  $78  (71.61  percent). 
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Recommendation : 

The  MHD  identify  and  resolve  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency  related  to  spend 
down  participant  claims  paid  in  error. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  MHD  identified  spend  down  claims  with  dates  of  service  extending  across  two  or 
more  months  that  did  not  process  correctly.  The  claims  will  be  reviewed  and  appropriate 
action  taken  as  necessary. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

Any  action  that  results  in  an  adjustment  to  the  claim  payment  amount  will  be  reflected  on 
future  CMS  64  reports  based  upon  the  quarter  for  when  the  adjustment  is  completed. 

Contact  Person:  Todd  Meyer  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-7996  


2011-23. 


Participant  Eligibility 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 
Questioned  Costs: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO05021 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5MAP  and  1005MO5ADM 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA 

2010  -  1005MOARRA 

2011  -  1105MOARRA  and  1105MOEXTN 

Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 

and  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD) 

$2,620 


Adequate  controls  were  not  in  place  to  ensure  all  required  documentation  was  obtained 
and  maintained  supporting  eligibility  of  participants  related  to  the  Medical  Assistance 
Program  (Medicaid)  and  the  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program  (CHIP).  The  FSD  did 
not  obtain  or  maintain  all  documentation  required  for  eligibility  for  3  of  60  Medicaid  and 
CHIP  participants  reviewed.  The  ineligible  payments  made  on  behalf  of  these  participants 
totaled  $3,717  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  or 
$2,620  (70.49  percent). 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS  ensure  all  information  required  to  determine  participant  eligibility  is  obtained, 
verified,  and  retained  to  ensure  compliance  with  applicable  federal  requirements.  In 
addition,  the  DSS  should  resolve  questioned  costs  with  the  grantor  agency. 
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Status  of  Finding: 

The  DSS  has  taken  steps  to  ensure  staff  is  following  existing  policy  for  obtaining  verified 
Social  Security  Numbers,  verifying  citizenship,  and  exploring  potential  income  sources 
when  approving  assistance  applications  and  conducting  periodic  reviews.  To  enhance 
measures  already  in  place  and  to  continue  to  ensure  correct  case  results,  the  corrective 
actions  include  the  following: 

•  The  MHD  Program  and  Policy  unit  has  released  a  memorandum,  IM-93  on 
November  27,  2012,  reminding  staff  of  required  verification  of  citizenship, 
identification,  and  income  when  determining  eligibility  for  MHD  programs,  IM-46  on 
June  1,  2012,  to  remind  staff  of  the  policies  on  citizenship  and  immigrant  status  and 
to  apply  policies  appropriately,  and  IM-49  on  August  25,  2011,  to  clarify  reasonable 
opportunity  to  present  documentary  evidence  of  citizenship  for  MHD  programs. 

•  When  an  applicant  applies  and  declares  to  be  a  citizen  or  national,  the  Eligibility 
Specialist  must  follow  policy  as  outlined  in  Income  Maintenance  Manual  Policy 
Section  0110.020.02.  The  FSD  Quality  Control  unit  started  reviewing  as  of 
November  2011,  a  random  sampling  of  MO  HealthNet  for  Families  (MHF),  MO 
HealthNet  for  Kids  (MHK),  MO  HealthNet  for  The  Aged,  Blind,  and  Disabled 
(MHABD),  and  MO  HealthNet  for  Pregnant  Women  (MPW)  applications  through  the 
Payment  Error  Rate  Measurement  Reviews  (PERM).  If  while  reviewing  a  case  for 
PERM,  it  is  found  that  the  case  file  does  not  contain  the  necessary  documentation  to 
verify  citizenship,  Quality  Assurance/Quality  Control  will  verify  citizenship  if 
possible,  then  forward  the  verification  to  the  field  office  to  update  the  case  record. 
PERM  review  summaries  are  distributed  to  county  of  origin  for  follow  up  and 
corrective  action.  Also,  FSD  supervisors  conduct  random  case  readings  of  MHF, 
MHK,  MHABD,  and  MPW  cases  identified  on  reports  available  on  the  Managed 
Reporting  System  to  measure  eligibility  specialists'  performance  in  determining 
eligibility  and  providing  correct  benefits. 

•  A  request  for  automation  of  adverse  actions  when  citizenship  or  ID  verification  has 
not  been  received  within  90  days  has  been  submitted  to  the  Family  and  Medical 
Information  System  for  inclusion  on  a  list  of  planned  systems  enhancements. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

A  decreasing  adjustment  will  be  completed  pending  information  on  funds  recouped. 

Contact  Person:  Jeannie  Olson  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-3178  

2011-24.  Pharmacy  Dispensing  Fees 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO05021 
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93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5MAP  and  1005MO5ADM 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA 

2010  -  1005MOARRA 

2011  -  1105MOARRA  and  1105MOEXTN 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD) 

Questioned  Costs:  $6,909,934 

The  MHD  periodically  changed  the  rate  paid  pharmacies  for  dispensing  prescription 
drugs  under  the  Medical  Assistance  Program  (Medicaid)  and  the  Children's  Health 
Insurance  Program  (CHIP);  however,  the  state  regulation  authorizing  these  dispensing 
fees  had  not  been  updated  since  1988  and  the  current  rate  paid  exceeded  a  1991 
settlement  agreement  that  increased  the  pharmacy  dispensing  fee.  The  MHD  did  not  have 
adequate  documentation  to  support  the  determination  of  the  current  dispensing  fee 
structure.  The  MHD  paid  pharmacies  base  dispensing  fees  totaling  $62,331,717  during 
the  year  ended  June  30,  2011.  Had  the  dispensing  fees  been  paid  in  accordance  with  the 
1991  settlement  agreement,  the  fees  would  have  totaled  $52,672,877,  a  difference  of 
$9,658,840.  We  questioned  the  federal  share  of  the  difference,  or  $6,909,934  (71.54 
percent). 

Recommendation : 

The  MHD  ensure  state  regulations  related  to  administration  of  the  Medicaid  program  and 
the  CHIP  are  updated  when  changes  are  justified,  and  resolve  questioned  costs  with  the 
grantor  agency.  In  addition,  the  MHD  should  ensure  increases  in  payment  rates  are 
adequately  supported  and  actuarially  sound,  as  required  by  federal  guidelines. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  MHD  disagreed  with  the  finding.  The  MHD  makes  payments  in  accordance  with  the 
Centers  for  Medicare  and  Medicaid  Services  approved  state  plan.  Furthermore,  pharmacy 
dispensing  fees  paid  under  Title  XIX  and  CHIP  are  communicated  in  documents  during 
the  budget  process  and  authorized  by  the  General  Assembly  through  the  appropriations 
process. 

The  MHD  will  work  with  the  grantor  agency  to  resolve  any  questioned  costs  and  is  in  the 
process  of  amending  the  pertinent  state  regulation. 

Status  of  Questioned  Costs: 

This  finding  is  the  subject  of  future  discussions  with  the  grantor  agency,  but  no  resolution 
has  yet  been  finalized. 

Contact  Person:  Rhonda  Driver  

Phone  Number:  (573)  522-9879  
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2011-25A. 


Report  Reviews 


Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO05021 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5MAP  and  1005MO5ADM 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA 

2010  -  1005MOARRA 

2011  -  1105MOARRA  and  1105MOEXTN 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD) 

The  MHD  identified  Medical  Assistance  Program  and  Children's  Health  Insurance 
Program  claims  requiring  post-payment  reviews  and  generated  daily  exception  reports; 
however,  these  reports  were  not  reviewed  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  201 1. 

Recommendation : 

The  MHD  review  the  report  of  claims  that  have  been  identified  for  post-payment  reviews 
to  ensure  erroneous  billings  are  properly  recouped. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  daily  exception  report  (Status  4  -  Pay  But  Report)  was  worked  by  the  Program 
Integrity  Unit  within  the  MHD.  During  the  first  quarter  of  2011,  the  Program  Integrity 
Unit  was  transferred  from  the  MHD  as  a  separate  authority  under  the  DSS.  The 
responsibility  for  reviewing  the  daily  exception  report  was  retained  by  the  MHD  but  not 
reassigned.  The  MHD  Management  will  perform  an  analysis  of  the  report  and  staff 
resources  for  the  most  appropriate  reassignment. 

Contact  Person:  Julie  Creach  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-8985  


2011-25B.  Report  Reviews 

Federal  Agency:       Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Federal  Program:     93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO05021 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5MAP  and  1005MO5ADM 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA 

2010  -  1005MOARRA 

2011  -  1105MOARRA  and  1105MOEXTN 
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State  Agency: 


Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD) 


The  MHD  could  not  ensure  all  Medical  Assistance  Program  (Medicaid)  participants  who 
also  qualified  for  Medicare  were  properly  enrolled  or  removed  from  the  Medicare  Buy-In 
program  because  some  reports  necessary  to  identify  these  participants  were  not  generated 
and/or  reviewed  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  201 1. 

Recommendation : 

The  MHD  ensure  the  production  and  review  of  all  reports  related  to  enrolling  and 
removing  Medicaid  participants  from  the  Medicare  Buy-In  program  to  ensure  compliance 
with  federal  requirements. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  implementation  of  the  Family  Assistance  Management  Information  System  (FAMIS) 
system  affected  the  eligibility  report  reviewed  by  the  Medicare  Buy-In  unit.  Due  to  the 
significant  increase,  the  Medicare  Buy-In  unit  implemented  a  new  approach  in  December 
2011  to  identify  and  update  participant's  eligibility  and  buy-in,  if  applicable.  On  a 
quarterly  basis,  the  Third  Party  Liability  vendor  performs  a  data  match  with  the  Medicare 
Eligibility  Database  and  the  MHD  eligibility  database  to  identify  Medicare  eligibility  not 
found  in  the  Medicaid  Management  Information  System.  By  focusing  resources  on  this 
data  match,  the  eligibility  system  is  being  more  timely  updated  and  buy-ins  are  being 
more  timely  processed. 

The  second  report  in  question  was  produced  during  state  fiscal  year  2011.  However,  in 
July  of  2010,  the  Medicare  Buy-In  staff  discovered  that  the  information  reflected  on  the 
report  was  inaccurate.  During  a  meeting  held  in  June  of  2012,  which  was  attended  by 
staff  from  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Information  Technology  Services  Division,  the 
MHD  and  FAMIS  personnel,  it  was  determined  that  only  a  portion  of  the  data  reflected 
on  the  report  was  erroneous;  not  the  data  utilized  by  the  Medicare  Buy-In  staff.  At  that 
time,  the  decision  was  made  to  review  the  reports  produced  during  state  fiscal  year  2012. 
Review  of  the  reports  produced  during  state  fiscal  year  201 1  would  have  been  duplicative 
of  actions  already  taken  by  the  Medicare  Buy-In  staff  during  state  fiscal  year  2012.  The 
report  is  still  being  produced  and  reviewed  as  part  of  the  normal  activities  of  the 
Medicare  Buy-In  unit. 

Contact  Person:  Julie  Creach 


Phone  Number:  (573)  751-8985 


2011-25C. 


Report  Reviews 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.767  Children's  Health  Insurance  Program 


2010  -  1005MO05021 


93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 


2010  -  1005MO5MAP  and  1005MO5ADM 
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2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA 

2010  -  1005MOARRA 

2011  -  1105MOARRA  and  1105MOEXTN 

State  Agency:  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD) 

Various  monthly  Managed  Care  eligibility  reports  were  not  retained  for  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2011.  " 

Recommendation : 

The  MHD  ensure  the  production  and  retention  of  all  reports  related  to  enrollment  in  the 
Managed  Care  program  to  demonstrate  compliance  with  federal  requirements. 

Status  of  Finding: 

In  2010,  in  an  effort  to  streamline  procedures,  the  Managed  Care  Operations  unit  updated 
procedures  to  stop  retaining  paper  copies  of  Managed  Care  Operations  enrollment  related 
reports  because  these  reports  were  also  stored  electronically  in  the  MOBIUS  system.  At 
that  time,  it  was  the  understanding  of  the  Managed  Care  Operations  unit  that  reports  that 
no  longer  appeared  on  the  MOBIUS  online  screens  could  be  retrieved.  However,  through 
the  audit  process,  it  was  discovered  that  the  reports  aged  out  of  the  MOBIUS  system  and 
were  not  retrievable.  In  order  to  ensure  the  production  and  retention  of  all  reports  related 
to  enrollment  in  the  Managed  Care  program  to  demonstrate  compliance  with  federal 
requirements,  the  Managed  Care  Operations  unit  requested  that  all  Managed  Care 
Reports  retained  in  MOBIUS  be  stored  for  24  months.  This  change  was  implemented 
February  8,  2012.  If  required,  the  MHD  can  provide  a  listing  of  the  Managed  Care  reports 
retained  in  MOBIUS  and  are  now  available  for  retrieval  in  MOBIUS  system  for  24 
months.  The  DSS  is  waiting  on  clearance  from  the  grantor  agency. 

Contact  Person:  Julie  Creach  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-8985  


2011-26. 


Spend  Down 


Federal  Agency: 
Federal  Program: 


State  Agency: 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
93.778  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2010  -  1005MO5MAP  and  1005MO5ADM 

2011  -  1105MO5MAP  and  1105MO5ADM 
93.778  ARRA  -  Medical  Assistance  Program 

2009  -  0905MOARRA 

2010  -  1005MOARRA 

2011  -  1105MOARRA  and  1105MOEXTN 

Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 
and  MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD) 
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FSD  caseworkers  did  not  always  properly  determine  eligible  expenses  to  count  toward 
participant  spend  down  requirements,  causing  some  participants  to  be  considered  eligible 
for  Medical  Assistance  Program  benefits  before  they  had  actually  met  their  spend  down 
amount.  This  may  have  caused  participants  to  receive  Medical  Assistance  Program 
coverage  for  which  they  were  not  eligible. 

Recommendation : 

The  DSS  work  with  the  grantor  agency  to  resolve  this  issue  to  ensure  the  correct 
application  of  the  spend  down  requirements. 

Status  of  Finding: 

The  corrective  actions  taken  include  the  following: 

•  The  DSS/FSD  held  stakeholder  meetings  on  December  14,  2011,  and  January  10, 
2012. 

•  The  FSD  established  specific  eligibility  specialists  statewide  to  manage  the 
processing  of  spend  down  cases  using  incurred  expenses  to  meet  spend  down. 

•  The  FSD  provided  intensive  scenario-based  training  from  January  19,  2012  -  January 
31,  2012,  to  staff  managing  spend  down  cases  using  incurred  expenses. 

•  The  FSD  released  Income  Maintenance  Memorandums  IM-#8  and  JJVI-#9  on  January 
24,  2012,  providing  additional  guidance  for  correct  application  of  regulation. 

•  The  FSD  revised  spend  down  related  forms  used  by  eligibility  specialists  including 
the  Notification  of  Spend  Down  (IM-29  SPDN),  MO  HealthNet  Spend  Down 
Program  Pamphlet  (IM-4  Spend  down),  and  Out  of  Pocket  Expense  Form  (IM-29 
OPE)  January  24,  2012  -  February  22,  2012. 

•  The  FSD  held  a  spend  down  stakeholder  subgroup  meeting  on  January  30,  2012,  to 
discuss  provider  input  on  spend  down  models. 

•  The  FSD  began  communicating  with  impacted  spend  down  recipients  on  February  1, 
2012,  to  advise  them  of  spend  down  policy  and  how  it  affects  them. 

•  The  FSD  filed  an  administrative  rule  on  March  1,  2012,  enhancing  existing 
regulations  by  codifying  the  spend  down  process. 

•  The  FSD  held  a  spend  down  stakeholder  subgroup  meeting  on  March  9,  2012,  to  get 
further  input  on  spend  down  models. 

•  The  FSD  held  a  spend  down  stakeholder  meeting  on  May  4,  2012,  to  report  on  the 
work  of  the  sub-group,  inform  them  of  rule  filing,  and  discuss  the  provider  form. 
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•  The  FSD  sent  Important  Reminder  for  Medicaid  Spend  Down  Participants  to  all 
participants  that  met  spend  down  with  incurred  expenses  in  November  and/or 
December  201 1.  The  reminder  was  mailed  May  31,  2012. 

•  The  FSD  sent  Revised  Important  Reminder  for  Medicaid  Spend  Down  Participants  to 
inform  of  new  options  of  carryover  and  partial  pay  for  spend  down.  The  revised 
reminder  was  mailed  on  June  15,  and  July  2,  2012. 

•  The  FSD  provided  training  to  staff  managing  spend  down  cases  using  incurred 
expenses  on  the  new  options  for  meeting  spend  down  from  July  9  -  July  24,  2012. 

•  The  FSD  issued  Income  Maintenance  memorandums:  clarifying  incurred  expense  to 
meet  spend  down  IM-#27  and  IM-#28  on  March  16,  2012;  new  options  to  meet  spend 
down  with  incurred  expense  IM-#56  on  July  2,  2012;  clarification  of  third  party 
liability  IM-#58  on  July  6,  2012;  introduction  of  the  provider  form  IM-#59  July  6, 
2012;  MHD  spend  down  discussion  checklist  and  instructions  revised  IM-#60 
July  12,  2012;  and  introduction  of  the  final  spend  down  regulation  IM-#88 
November  2,  2012. 

•  The  FSD  held  a  spend  down  stakeholder  meeting  on  September  6,  2012,  to  review  the 
new  options  for  spend  down. 

•  The  FSD  has  developed  spend  down  tips  which  are  emailed  to  FSD  staff  to  ensure 
consistent  processing  of  spend  down  charges  and  information  provided  to  our 
customers.  The  first  hot  tip  was  sent  October  4,  2012. 

•  The  FSD  established  Regional  Spend  Down  units  (SDU)  whose  purpose  is  to  review 
medical  expense  documentation  and  determine  allowable  spend  down  expenses.  The 
creation  of  the  SDU  will  allow  the  FSD  to  efficiently,  accurately,  and  consistently 
process  spend  down  expenses  throughout  the  state.  The  SDU  started  processing 
expense  documentation  in  November  2012. 

•  The  FSD  provided  training  for  all  managers,  supervisors  and  eligibility  specialists 
assigned  to  the  SDU  on  November  26-28,  2012. 

•  The  FSD  has  transitioned  the  processing  of  spend  down  expenses  to  the  SDU  as  of 
December  1,  2012. 

•  The  FSD  will  continue  discussions  with  the  Centers  for  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
Services  to  resolve  this  issue  and  ensure  the  correct  application  of  spend  down 
requirements. 

Contact  Person:  Kim  O'Hara  

Phone  Number:  (573)  751-8980  
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


General  Assembly  And 
Supporting  Functions 


House  of  Representatives 


March  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Supporting  Functions,  House  of 
Representatives 

Personnel  Policies  The  House  of  Representatives  (House)  provided  pay  raises  to  member  and 

administrative  staff  that  were  not  provided  to  Senate  or  other  state 
employees.  These  raises  totaled  approximately  $425,000,  representing 
approximately  a  5  percent  increase  to  employees,  and  were  in  addition  to  the 
2  percent  cost  of  living  adjustment  provided  to  all  state  employees  paid  less 
than  $70,000  per  year.  The  House  also  allows  its  employees  more  generous 
annual  leave  benefits  than  those  allowed  to  most  other  state  employees. 

The  Committee  on  Administration  and  Accounts  does  not  maintain  formal 
written  meeting  minutes,  as  required  by  state  law.  The  House  lacks  a  formal 
written  policy  regarding  the  use  and  retention  of  e-mail  correspondence  and 
asserts  that  the  Sunshine  Law  does  not  apply  to  records  of  individual 
members,  but  the  law  related  to  this  matter  is  ambiguous.  The  House  needs 
to  obtain  and  retain  adequate  documentation  for  items  identified  as  stolen. 
In  May  2012,  three  laptops  and  two  printers,  totaling  $4,952,  were  identified 
as  stolen  and  deleted  from  the  general  capital  asset  listing,  but  neither  of  the 
two  representatives  reporting  the  assets  as  stolen  provided  a  police  report 
and/or  an  affidavit  stating  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  theft. 

Contingency  Plan  The  House  has  not  reviewed  and/or  tested  its  contingency  plan  for  resuming 

normal  business  operations  and  recovering  computer  systems  and  data  in  the 
event  of  a  disaster  or  other  disruptive  event  since  2007. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


Operating  Policies  and 
Procedures 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  General  Assembly  and  Supporting  Functions,  House  of  Representatives 
did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited  time  period. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Members  of  the  General  Assembly,  House  of  Representatives 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Supporting  Functions,  House  of 
Representatives,  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included, 
but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  2011.  The  objectives  of  our  audit 
were  to: 

1 .  Evaluate  the  House  of  Representatives'  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and 
financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  House  of  Representatives'  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  House  of  Representatives; 
analysis  of  comparative  data  obtained  from  external  and/or  internal  sources;  reviewing  contracts  specific 
to  the  House  of  Representatives'  operations  and  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and 
violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  House  of  Representatives'  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  General 
Assembly  and  Supporting  Functions,  House  of  Representatives. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Toni  M.  Crabtree,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Rex  Murdock,  M.S.Acct 

Audit  Staff:  Emily  Bias,  MSL 


Gina  Henley,  MBA 
Tessa  Oates 
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General  Assembly  and  Supporting  Functions, 
House  of  Representatives 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


1.  Personnel  Policies 


1 . 1  Salary  increases 


The  House  of  Representatives  (House)  granted  pay  increases  to  employees 
which  were  not  given  to  other  state  employees,  and  provided  annual  leave 
benefits  greater  than  those  allowed  other  state  employees. 

The  House  provided  pay  raises  to  member  and  administrative  staff  that  were 
not  provided  to  Senate  or  other  state  employees.  These  raises  occurred  in 
November  2011  and  August  2012,  totaled  approximately  $425,000,  and 
represented  approximately  a  5  percent  increase  to  employees.  The  House 
also  provided  a  2  percent  cost  of  living  adjustment  (COLA)  in  July  2012,  an 
increase  that  was  provided  to  all  state  employees  paid  less  than  $70,000  per 
year. 


According  to  House  management,  the  House  cut  costs  and  found 
efficiencies  to  generate  savings  with  which  to  pay  the  salary  increases. 
Although  Chapter  21,  RSMo,  grants  the  House  the  authority  to  establish 
employee  compensation,  given  the  recent  state  budget  constraints  and  that 
other  state  employees  have  generally  not  received  such  pay  increases,  the 
House  should  re -evaluate  the  reasonableness  and  necessity  for  these  salary 
increases. 


1.2  Annual  leave  The  House  allows  annual  leave  benefits  that  are  more  generous  than  those 

allowed  to  most  other  state  employees.  House  policy  provides  that  its 
employees  earn  10  hours  of  annual  leave  benefits  per  month  during  the  first 
5  years  of  service.  After  5  years,  employees  earn  annual  leave  at  a  rate  of  14 
hours  per  month.  Most  state  employees  earn  10  hours  of  annual  leave  per 
month  during  the  first  10  years  of  service,  with  that  rate  increasing  to  12 
hour  per  month  after  10  years  of  service,  and  to  14  hours  per  month  after  15 
years  of  service. 

There  appears  to  be  no  basis  for  the  House  to  provide  annual  leave  benefits 
to  its  employees  that  are  more  generous  than  those  provided  to  most  other 
state  employees.  In  addition,  the  additional  annual  leave  benefits  provided 
to  House  employees  results  in  increased  cost  to  the  state. 

A  similar  condition  was  reported  in  previous  audits  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

Recommendations  The  House  of  Representatives: 


1 . 1  Discontinue  providing  pay  increases  over  and  above  those  provided 
to  other  state  employees  in  the  future. 

1.2  Reduce  the  annual  leave  benefits  provided  to  employees  to  an 
amount  equal  to  those  provided  to  most  other  state  employees. 
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General  Assembly  and  Supporting  Functions, 
House  of  Representatives 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^        ^e  adjustments  implemented  in  2012  were  executed  under  the 

direction  of  the  previous  Speaker's  administration  and  the  previous 
Chair  of  the  Committee  on  Administration  and  Accounts.  Neither  of 
these  individuals  now  serves  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Current  House  administration  agrees  that  a  fundamental 
responsibility  for  good  fiscal  stewardship  exists  by  management  on 
behalf  of  all  taxpayers,  and  will  review  this  finding  and  take 
appropriate  action  as  necessary. 

During  the  audit  period,  the  House  increased  minimum  work 
requirements  for  all  employees  by  12.5%  from  a  35  hour  work  week 
to  a  40  hour  work  week  for  full  compensation,  as  recommended  in 
previous  audits.  New  technologies  and  process  refinements  have 
been  enacted  that  substantially  reduced  administrative  costs  and 
increased  transparency  in  the  legislative  process.  The  House  has 
reduced  administrative  staff  positions  and  implemented  a  Legislator 
Assistant  sharing  program  to  reduce  personnel  and  cut  costs  to 
taxpayers. 

These  reductions  allowed  for  House  administration  to  re-invest  a 
portion  of  savings  in  staff  employees  as  one  tool  aimed  at  providing 
for  long-term  employee  retention  and  development.  These  re- 
investments occurred  even  as  the  House  returned  more  than 
$700,000  in  taxpayer  funds.  Prior  to  executing  these  decisions, 
previous  House  administration  reviewed  similar  salary  adjustments 
within  other  state  agencies,  and  found  salary  adjustments  made  by 
management  in  those  agencies  as  well. 

While  the  Auditor  expresses  concern  that  the  House's  adjustments 
were  done  not  as  promotions,  but  as  step  adjustments,  it  is 
important  to  note  that  60%  of  House  employees  are  classified 
within  one  broad-banded  "Legislator  Assistant"  position  and  do 
not  have  established  classified  positions  into  which  they  may  be 
promoted.  Therefore,  these  employees  -  whose  average  salary  after 
the  adjustments  is  $27,459  -  received  step  adjustments  rather  than 
promotions. 

1.2        Current  House  administration  will  review  this  finding  and  take 
appropriate  action  as  necessary. 


The  Committee  on  Administration  and  Accounts  does  not  maintain  adequate 
documentation  of  its  meetings.  The  House  has  not  established  a  policy 
regarding  e-mail  use  and  retention,  does  not  believe  the  Sunshine  Law 
(Chapter  610,  RSMo)  applies  to  records  of  individual  members,  and  does 
not  adequately  investigate  instances  of  assets  reported  as  stolen. 


2.  Operating  Policies 
and  Procedures 
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2. 1  Meeting  minutes  The  minutes  of  meetings  of  the  Committee  on  Administration  and  Accounts 

are  not  adequate.  Formal  written  minutes  are  not  maintained  for  meetings. 
Typically,  staff  notes,  agendas,  and  e-mails  are  maintained  to  support 
meetings. 

Section  610.020.7,  RSMo,  requires  minutes  of  open  and  closed  meetings  to 
be  taken  and  retained  by  all  governmental  bodies  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  the  date,  time,  place,  members  present,  members  absent,  and  a  record  of 
votes  taken.  In  addition,  this  committee  generally  has  sole  and  complete 
control  of  all  financial  obligations  and  business  affairs  of  the  House, 
including  prescribing  rules  governing  the  allotment  of  funds  to  individual 
members  for  the  operation  of  their  office  and  assigning  all  offices,  chamber 
seats,  and  parking  spaces  for  members.  To  provide  complete  transparency 
and  full  disclosure  to  the  public,  complete  and  accurate  written  minutes  of 
the  committee  proceedings  and  decisions  should  be  prepared  and  retained. 

2.2  E-mail  policy  and  The  House  has  not  established  a  formal  written  policy  regarding  the  use  and 
retention                             retention  of  e-mail  correspondence.  Currently,  the  House  does  not  require  e- 

mail  correspondence  to  be  archived. 

An  e-mail  policy  needs  to  clearly  define  a  record  or  specifically  indicate  that 
e-mail  records  are  covered.  While  the  legislature  is  exempted  under  Section 
109.290,  RSMo,  and  15  CSR  30-45.010  from  following  the  Secretary  of 
State's  Guidelines,  Managing  E-mail  Records,  the  guidelines  provide 
specific  guidance  regarding  the  definition  of  an  electronic  record  and  the 
need  to  retain  such  records.  Without  clear,  specific,  and  adequate  guidance, 
there  may  be  inconsistencies  in  the  understanding  and  implementation 
regarding  records  retention.  Also,  without  archiving  e-mail,  either  on  the 
state  or  an  in-house  archiving  system,  the  House  has  little  assurance  that 
applicable  e-mail  will  be  available  if  needed. 

2.3  Open  records  While  it  is  the  House's  position  that  the  Sunshine  Law  does  not  apply  to 

records  of  individual  members,  the  law  related  to  this  matter  is  ambiguous 
and  no  Missouri  court  has  ruled  on  this  specific  issue. 

Section  610.010(4),  RSMo,  defines  a  "public  governmental  body",  in  part, 
as,  any  legislative,  administrative  or  governmental  entity  created  by  the 
Missouri  Constitution  or  statutes  of  the  state.  The  Sunshine  Law  defines  a 
"public  record",  in  part,  as,  any  record  whether  written  or  electronically 
stored,  retained  by  or  of  any  public  governmental  body  including  any  report, 
memorandum,  or  other  document.  Section  610.025,  RSMo,  also  provides 
that  any  message  relating  to  public  business  by  electronic  means  should  be 
concurrently  transmitted  to  either  the  member's  public  office  computer  or 
the  custodian  of  records  in  the  same  format. 
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We  are  cognizant  of  the  need  to  keep  certain  records  confidential.  For 
example,  to  protect  the  interests  of  private  citizens  records  related  to 
whistleblower  complaints  and  allegations  of  improprieties  should  be 
exempted  from  public  disclosure.  However,  other  correspondence  clearly 
relating  to  the  conduct  of  public  business  should  be  subject  to  public 
scrutiny.  Section  610.011,  RSMo,  states  it  is  public  policy  that  Chapter  610 
should  be  liberally  construed.  Currently,  legislation  is  pending  that  expands 
the  requirements  of  the  Sunshine  Law.  It  is  a  double  standard  for  the 
legislature  to  impose  additional  requirements  on  other  public  governmental 
bodies  while  enjoying  a  blanket  exemption  from  the  Sunshine  Law.  The 
legislature  should  take  this  opportunity  to  bring  individual  members  under 
the  umbrella  of  the  law  while  carving  out  legitimate  and  necessary 
exceptions  to  public  disclosure. 


2.4  Missing  assets 


The  House  needs  to  obtain  and  retain  adequate  documentation  for  items 
identified  as  stolen. 


In  May  2012,  the  House  deleted  three  laptops,  totaling  $4,311,  and  two 
printers,  totaling  $641,  which  had  been  identified  as  stolen,  from  the  general 
capital  asset  listing.  Two  representatives  had  previously  reported  to  House 
personnel  that  these  assets  were  stolen  from  their  respective  district  offices. 
Although  House  personnel  requested  these  members  to  furnish  a  copy  of  a 
police  report  and/or  an  affidavit  stating  the  circumstances  surrounding  the 
theft,  neither  representative  submitted  the  requested  information  and  no 
further  follow-up  action  was  taken  by  House  personnel. 

To  ensure  capital  assets  are  properly  safeguarded,  the  House  should  ensure 
adequate  documentation  is  obtained  and  maintained  for  items  identified  as 
stolen,  including  documentation  regarding  any  follow-up  action  taken. 

A  similar  condition  was  reported  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

Recommendations  The  House  of  Representatives: 

2.1       Ensure  the  Committee  on  Administration  and  Accounts  maintains 
formal  written  meeting  minutes. 


2.2  Establish  an  e-mail  policy  and  archiving  system. 

2.3  Amend  the  Sunshine  Law  so  that  it  clearly  applies  to  individual 
members  while  carving  out  legitimate  and  necessary  exceptions  to 
public  disclosure. 

2.4  Ensure  adequate  documentation  is  obtained  and  maintained  to 
support  removing  capital  assets  identified  as  stolen  from  the  general 
capital  asset  listing. 
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Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^       Current  House  administration  agrees  that  documentation  of  the 

actions  and  decisions  of  the  Committee  on  Administration  and 
Accounts  should  provide  the  public  with  clear,  organized  and 
concise  information  as  to  the  managerial  decisions  of  the 
Committee. 


2.2  Current  House  administration  will  review  this  finding  and  take 
appropriate  action  as  necessary. 

2.3  The  House  of  Representatives  recognizes  the  expressed  concerns 
and  continues  to  follow  the  established  statutory  and  case  law  on 
this  matter. 

2.4  Current  House  administration  agrees  with  the  recommendation  and 
will  review  the  process  and  procedures  for  documenting  stolen 
assets. 


'y  +m  "pi  Since  2007,  the  House  has  not  reviewed  and/or  tested  its  contingency  plan 

J.   V^UIlUIlgcIlL}'  rldll      for  resumjng  normal  business  operations  and  recovering  computer  systems 

and  data  in  the  event  of  a  disaster  or  other  disruptive  event. 


The  House  relies  on  its  computer  system  for  various  activities,  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  bill  tracking,  hearing  schedules,  distribution  of  notices, 
timekeeping,  and  capital  asset  tracking.  According  to  the  Director  of 
Information  Systems,  the  contingency  plan  has  not  been  periodically  tested 
because  there  have  been  no  significant  changes,  until  recently,  in  the 
architecture  or  infrastructure  of  the  computer  system.  However,  since  the 
House  upgraded  its  computer  system  in  the  past  year,  reviewing  and  testing 
the  contingency  plan  is  planned  after  the  2013  legislative  session. 

According  to  accepted  standards1,  contingency  planning  for  information 
systems  is  part  of  an  overall  organizational  program  for  achieving  continuity 
of  operations  for  mission/business  operations.  Contingency  planning 
addresses  both  information  system  restoration  and  implementation  of 
alternative  mission/business  processes  when  systems  are  comprised. 

A  formal,  written  contingency  plan  should  be  prepared,  periodically  tested, 
and  updated  as  needed,  to  specify  actions  required  to  re-establish  critical 
business  functions  and  computer  systems.  In  the  case  of  a  disaster  or  other 
disruptive  event,  such  documentation  can  reduce  confusion  and  provide  a 
framework  for  the  uninterrupted  continuance  of  operation. 


"NIST  Special  Publication  800-53  Revision  3,  Recommended  Security  Controls  for  Federal 
Information  Systems  and  Organizations,"<htpp://csrc.nist.gov/publications/PubsSPs.html>, 
accessed  April  12,  2012 
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Recommendation  ^ne  House  periodically  test,  evaluate,  and  update  its  contingency  plan  as 

needed. 

Auditee's  Response  Current  House  administration  agrees  that  contingency  planning  should  be 

periodically  tested  and  evaluated.  A  complete  test  of  our  disaster  recovery 
plan  relies  on  the  availability  of  servers  and  network  equipment  which 
duplicate  our  production  environment.  Beginning  in  2007  the  House  has 
utilized  retired,  end  of  life  cycle  network  and  server  equipment  for  this 
purpose.  Since  the  cost  to  duplicate  our  production  environment  was 
prohibitive,  and  no  significant  changes  to  our  environment  planned  until  the 
2013  legislative  session,  the  decision  was  made  to  forestall  a  complete  test 
of  our  disaster  recovery  plan  until  the  end  of  the  2013  legislative  session. 

The  House  has  implemented  a  substantially  re-developed  and  highly- 
integrated  technology  system  to  eliminate  redundant  and  inefficient 
processes,  reducing  on- going  costs  and  increasing  transparency.  At  each 
new  phase  of  implementation,  we  tested  our  ability  to  backup  and  restore 
mission  critical  data.  Additionally,  we  periodically  load  backups  of  our 
production  data  into  our  test  environment  to  ensure  data  integrity. 

The  House  continually  reviews  requirements  for  saving  and  restoring  data 
and  modifies  our  backup  strategy  accordingly.  With  the  final 
discontinuation  of  our  legacy  AS/400  Bill  Tracking  system,  and  the 
installation  of  a  new  VOIP  phone  system  occurring  in  2012,  current  House 
administration  is  planning  to  initiate  a  full  contingency  planning  review  and 
exercise  upon  the  conclusion  of  the  2013  legislative  session. 
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Legislative  power  in  Missouri  is  vested  by  Article  III,  Section  1,  Missouri 
Constitution,  in  the  General  Assembly,  more  commonly  known  as  the 
legislature,  composed  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
(House). 

The  House  consists  of  163  members  elected  for  2-year  terms  at  each  general 
election.  A  representative  must  be  at  least  24  years  of  age,  a  qualified  voter 
of  the  state  for  2  years,  and  of  the  district  he/she  represents  for  1  year.  The 
speaker  of  the  House  is  the  presiding  officer.  The  House  convenes  annually 
on  the  first  Wednesday  following  the  first  Monday  in  January  and  adjourns 
on  May  30,  with  no  consideration  of  bills  after  6:00  P.M.  on  the  first  Friday 
after  the  second  Monday  in  May. 

Top  House  leadership  positions  include  the  speaker,  speaker  pro  tem, 
majority  floor  leader,  and  minority  floor  leader.  The  speaker  and  speaker 
pro  tem  are  allowed  to  hire  a  chief  of  staff  and  the  majority  floor  leader  is 
allowed  to  hire  an  additional  administrative  assistant. 


For  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  Representatives  received  the  following 
compensation: 


Year  Ended 

June  30, 

Position 

2012 

2011 

Speaker  of  the  House 

$  38,415 

38,415 

Speaker  pro  tem  and  floor  leaders 

37,415 

37,415 

All  remaining  representatives 

35,915 

35,915 

Each  representative  is  paid  a  per  diem  each  day  the  House  is  in  attendance 
at  the  legislative  session.  In  addition,  representatives  are  reimbursed  for 
each  mile  traveled  when  commuting  to  and  from  Jefferson  City  for  each 
week  the  legislature  is  in  session.  For  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012, 
Representatives  were  authorized  the  following  per  diem  and  mileage 
reimbursement: 


Per 

Mileage 

Effective  Dates 

Diems 

Rate 

July  2010  to  September  2010 

$  103.20 

.37 

October  2010  to  September  201 1 

98.40 

.37 

October  201 1  to  June  2012 

104.00 

.37 

For  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  representatives  also  received  a  $700 
monthly  allowance  to  be  utilized  in  the  performance  of  their  official  duties. 
These  allowance  are  subject  to  the  limitations  imposed  by  the  appropriation 
authorizing  these  expenditures,  and  may  be  used  for  items  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  office  furniture  and  equipment;  office  supplies;  postage;  non- 
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session  travel  expenses;  and  district  office  rent,  utilities,  and  staff 
compensation. 

The  House  determines  its  own  rules  and  procedures  and  rules  may  not  be 
dispensed  with,  except  by  unanimous  consent  or  concurrence  by  a 
constitutional  majority,  and  the  House  is  required  to  keep  a  daily  journal  (or 
record)  of  its  proceedings. 

The  House  is  presided  over  by  the  speaker,  chosen  by  the  members,  and  in 
the  absence  of  the  speaker  by  the  speaker  pro  tem.  The  speaker  has  general 
supervision  and  control  over  all  employees  of  the  House.  Former 
Representative  Ron  Richard  served  as  speaker  from  January  2009  to 
December  2010,  Former  Representative  Steven  Tilley  served  as  speaker 
from  January  2011  to  August  2012.  Representative  Timothy  Jones  has 
served  as  Speaker  since  September  2012. 

The  speaker  also  appoints  and  approves  members  to  the  Administration  and 
Accounts  Committee  which  controls  the  financial  obligations  and  business 
affairs  of  the  House.  The  committee  also  prescribes  rules  governing  the 
expenditure  of  funds  allotted  to  individual  members  for  the  operation  of 
their  offices.  Former  Representative  Kenny  Jones  served  as  Chairman  of  the 
Administration  and  Accounts  Committee  from  July  2010  until  January 
2011.  Representative  Mike  McGhee  has  served  as  Chairman  of  the 
committee  since  January  201 1. 

The  chief  clerk  is  elected  by  House  members  and  serves  as  the  chief 
administrator  of  the  House.  He  is  responsible  for  maintaining  the  financial 
records  of  the  House  and  overseeing  its  operations.  Adam  Crumbliss  has 
served  as  Chief  Clerk  since  July  2006. 

The  House  is  organized  into  seven  divisions  consisting  of:  administration, 
appropriations,  communications,  information  systems,  operations, 
procedures,  and  research.  At  June  30,  2012,  the  House  had  90  full-time 
employees,  135  legislative  assistants,  and  23  part-time  and  session 
employees. 

American  Recovery  and  The  House  of  Representatives  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies 

Reinvestment  Act  2009         durin§ the  2  years  ended  June  30' 2012- 
(Federal  Stimulus) 
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General  Assembly  and  Supporting  Functions 

House  of  Representatives 

House  of  Representatives  Revolving  Fund 

Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 
and  Investments 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

RECEIPTS 

Vendor  refunds 

$ 

120 

0 

Recovery  costs 

12,473 

17,247 

Total  Receipts 

12,593 

17,247 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Supplies 

117 

52 

Professional  services 

886 

9,615 

Miscellaneous  expense 

12,171 

11,188 

Refunds 

0 

93 

Transfers  to  General  Revenue  Fund 

2,068 

0 

Total  Disbursements 

15,242 

20,948 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(2,649) 

(3,701) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

7,068 

10,769 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

$ 

4,419 

7,068 
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Year  Ended  June  30, 

2012 

2011 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

House  contingent  expenses  3 

10,657,028 

10,341,170 

315,858 

10,977,028 

10,625,655 

351,373 

Representatives'  expense  vouchers 

1,369,200 

990,886 

378,314 

1,369,200 

1,291,227 

77,973 

Representatives'  salaries 

5,861,145 

5,779,706 

81,439 

5,861,145 

5,801,717 

59,428 

Representatives'  mileage 

395,491 

395,491 

0 

440,491 

338,284 

102,207 

Representatives'  per  diem 

1,290,960 

1,290,960 

0 

1,290,960 

1,142,834 

148,126 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

19,573,824 

18,798,213 

775,611 

19,938,824 

19,199,717 

739,107 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  REVOLVING  FUND 

Contingent  expenses 

45,000 

13,174 

31,826 

45,000 

20,948 

24,052 

Total  All  Funds  3 

19,618,824 

18,811,387 

807,437 

19,983,824 

19,220,665 

763,159 

Appendix  C 


General  Assembly  and  Supporting  Functions 
House  of  Representatives 

Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

9f>1 9 

2011 

2010 

9nno 

ZUUy 

Salaries  aneJ  wapps 

14  523  612 

14,720,068 

14,991,878 

14  546  469 

1 3  870  507 

T  poicl  qHvp  Hailv  travpl  allowanrp 

J-jt-giaidLl  V t  U.tiliy  llavtl  allUWallt-C 

1,142,834 

1,151,248 

988  499 

998  949 

Travel  in  state 

1  J  U  V  ^,  1  .    Ill  DIUIW 

569  478 

535,648 

665,461 

727,906 

730  159 

Travel  out-of-state 

7,209 

16,008 

44,363 

73,109 

78,359 

Snnnlies 

546  555 

1,148,653 

1,232,238 

847,167 

775,694 

Professional  Hevelonment 

44  252 

40,122 

69,283 

69  1 83 

86  476 

(j  v ,  i  /  yj 

C^ommnnication  services  and  snnnlies 

198  067 

208,097 

248,928 

315  820 

329  656 

Services- 

W_/Wl.    ¥  • 

670  996 

714,308 

843,163 

1  01  ^  40? 

Q59  564 

Hoii^ptrppriiriO'  anH  ianitorial 

1  HJUStlvttL/lllH             J  CUllLUllCli 

1  9S  Q49 

133,494 

133,288 

Q9  444 

1 90  1 64 

A/Faintpnanpp  anH  rpr>air 

1 V  1  Cl  1 1 1 1  Cll  ILL  Cl  1 1 VI  lLL/tlli 

308  580 

93,096 

111,480 

1 22  428 

89  282 

T^niiir>mpnt* 

V-.V-/1 1 11/ LI  IL1    rjU  UlL/llitiil 

^44  644 

364,788 

568,308 

39f)  451 

376  969 

.J  /  VJ,7VJ7 

lVlotori  7pH  pnmnmpnt 

IV IV /IV /l  1  ALU  LIJ  LllL/iiiL-iil 

o 

0 

0 

16  502 

o 

Office  equipment 

16,741 

22,844 

35,652 

67,066 

50,133 

Other  equipment 

24,162 

956 

7,936 

2,432 

3,116 

Property  and  improvements 

30,257 

18,321 

13,509 

35,934 

18,703 

Debt  service 

2,252 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Building  lease  payments 

0 

7,998 

11,292 

11,292 

11,292 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

0 

0 

250 

250 

0 

Agency  provided  food 

10,904 

14,580 

10,168 

11,604 

10,518 

Miscellaneous 

41,452 

38,757 

47,490 

57,929 

55,360 

Refunds 

0 

93 

0 

0 

150 

Total 

$ 

18,811,387 

19,220,665 

20,185,935 

19,389,880 

18,558,044 

Appendix  D 


General  Assembley  and  Supporting  Functions 

House  of  Representatives 

Statement  of  Changes  in  General  Capital  Assets 


Equipment 

Vehicles 

Software 

Total 

Balance,  July  1,2010 

$ 

1,397,098 

20,760 

0 

1,417,858 

Additions 

238,152 

0 

34,294 

272,446 

Dispositions 

(118,154) 

0 

0 

(118,154) 

Balance,  June  30,  2011 

1,517,096 

20,760 

34,294 

1,572,150 

Additions 

132,104 

0 

42,000 

174,104 

Dispositions 

(117,214) 

0 

0 

(117,214) 

Balance,  June  30,  2012 

$ 

1,531,986 

20,760 

76,294 

1,629,040 

Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


General  Assembly  And 
Supporting  Functions 

Senate 


March  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Supporting  Functions,  Senate 


Senate  Administrator's  Fund       The  Senate  solicited  contributions  from  lobbyists  during  fiscal  year  201 1  for 

the  Senate  Administrator's  Fund  and  used  the  Fund  to  pay  various 
questionable  costs.  During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  Senate  spent 
$8,689  from  the  Senate  Administrator's  Fund  for  a  Senator  retirement  dinner 
and  retirement  gifts,  expenditures  that  would  not  be  allowable  for  state 
agencies.  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  Article  IV,  Section  15,  of  the 
Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  30.240,  RSMo,  requires  state  funds  to  be 
held  and  disbursed  by  the  state  treasurer,  but  the  Senate  continues  to  hold 
the  Senate  Administrator's  Fund  bank  account  outside  the  state  treasury. 


Operating  Policies  and  Timesheets  are  not  standardized,  and  employees  and  supervisors  do  not 

Procedures  always  sign  timesheets.  The  Senate  lacks  a  formal  written  policy  regarding 

the  use  and  retention  of  e-mail  correspondence  and  asserts  that  the  Sunshine 
Law  does  not  apply  to  records  of  individual  members,  but  the  law  related  to 
this  matter  is  ambiguous. 


NCSL  Report  The  Senate  paid  the  National  Conference  of  State  Legislatures  $21,647  to 

conduct  a  review  of  Senate  operations  but  has  not  implemented  the 
recommendations  contained  in  the  November  2009  report. 

Contingency  Plan  The  Senate  has  not  developed  a  formal,  written  contingency  plan  for 

resuming  normal  business  operations  and  recovering  computer  systems  and 
data  in  the  event  of  a  disaster  or  other  disruptive  event. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


American  Recovery  and  The  Senate  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited 

Reinvestment  Act  time  Period- 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Members  of  the  General  Assembly,  Senate 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Supporting  Functions,  Senate,  in 
fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  and  201 1.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  Senate's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  Senate's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  Senate;  analysis  of 
comparative  data  obtained  from  external  and/or  internal  sources;  reviewing  contracts  specific  to  the 
Senate's  operations  and  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives;  and  testing  selected 
transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in 
operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their 
design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed 
procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those 
provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  Senate's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  Senate. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  General 
Assembly  and  Supporting  Functions,  Senate. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Toni  M.  Crabtree,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Rex  Murdock,  M.S.Acct. 

Audit  Staff:  Emily  Bias,  MSL 


Peter  Studer 
Tessa  Oates 
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General  Assembly  and  Supporting  Functions,  Senate 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

The  Senate  solicited  contributions  from  lobbyists  for  the  Senate 
Administrator's  Fund  and  used  the  Fund  to  pay  various  questionable  costs. 
This  situation  gives  the  appearance  of,  and  may  result  in,  a  conflict  of 
interest.  In  addition,  no  authority  exists  to  maintain  the  account  outside  the 
state  treasury. 

During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  Senate  Administrator's  Fund 
receipts  and  disbursements  totaled  $10,305  and  $12,744,  respectively. 

1.1  Lobbyist  contributions       Senate  officials  solicited  contributions  from  lobbyists  in  fiscal  year  2011, 

and  used  the  contributions  to  pay  for  meals  when  Senators  and  senate 
employees  worked  late  during  legislative  sessions  and  for  retirement  dinners 
and  gifts  for  outgoing  Senators.  Contributions  were  not  solicited  during 
fiscal  year  2012.  Senate  personnel  indicated  that  a  decision  has  not  been 
made  regarding  soliciting  contributions  in  future  years. 

Actively  soliciting  contributions  from  lobbyists  gives  the  appearance  of,  and 
may  result  in,  a  conflict  of  interest. 

A  similar  condition  was  reported  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

1 .2  Questionable  expenses       The  Senate  made  expenditures  from  the  Senate  Administrator's  Fund  that 

would  not  be  allowable  for  state  agencies.  During  the  2  years  ended  June  30, 
2012,  the  following  expenses  were  paid  from  the  fund: 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

Expenditure 

2012 

2011 

Senator  retirement  dinner 

$ 

0 

4,426 

Senator  retirement  gifts 

0 

4,263 

Senator  and  staff  meals 

2,983 

1,072 

Total 

$ 

2,983 

9,761 

The  retirement  dinner  for  outgoing  Senators  was  held  in  September  2010  at 
a  local  Jefferson  City  restaurant.  The  expenses  included  food  and  bar  set-up 
and  bartender  fees  for  approximately  100  people. 


Retirement  gifts  have  traditionally  been  given  to  outgoing  Senators.  The 
outgoing  Senators  may  chose  a  retirement  gift  of  either  a  14  karat  gold  pin 
or  a  silver  plated  tray  (framed  if  wanted)  engraved  with  the  Senator's  name 
and  years  of  service.  During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011,  the  Senate 
provided  11  gifts,  at  an  average  cost  of  approximately  $390,  to  outgoing 
Senators.  According  to  House  of  Representatives  (House)  personnel,  the 
House  does  not  pay  for  retirement  dinners  or  gifts.  However,  the  House 
purchases  lapel  pins,  costing  approximately  $30,  for  each  member. 


1.  Senate 

Administrator's 
Fund 
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During  session,  the  Senate  periodically  provided  meals  for  Senators  and 
senate  employees  who  were  working  late.  The  Office  of  Administration 
(OA)  administrative  policy,  SP-5,  allows  state  agencies  to  provide  food 
and/or  beverage  to  promote  the  efficient  conduct  of  business,  if  there  is  a 
substantial  business  reason  for  doing  so.  However,  the  expenditures  for  the 
retirement  dinner  and  gifts  are  not  allowable  expenses  for  state  agencies. 
Also,  while  light  refreshments,  such  as  cake  and  punch  may  be  provided  for 
employee  retirement  receptions,  with  costs  at  a  nominal  charge  per  person, 
state  agencies  may  not  pay  for  banquets  for  employee  retirement  events.  In 
addition,  OA  administrative  policy,  B-37,  limits  retirement  gifts  to  $3  times 
the  employee  years  of  service,  not  to  exceed  $100. 

While  it  appears  the  Senate  is  not  subject  to  some  policies  and  restrictions 
that  apply  to  state  agencies,  the  expenditures  for  the  retirement  dinner  and 
gifts  do  not  appear  to  be  a  necessary  or  reasonable  use  of  funds.  The  Senate 
should  ensure  funds  are  used  only  for  items  necessary  and  beneficial  to 
senate  functions. 


1.3  Bank  account 


A  similar  condition  was  reported  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

Senate  personnel  could  not  provide  statutory  or  other  authority  to  hold  the 
bank  account  for  the  Senator  Administrator's  Fund  outside  the  state  treasury. 
This  fund  is  controlled  and  administered  exclusively  by  senate  personnel. 


Recommendations 


Article  IV,  Section  15,  Missouri  Constitution,  and  Section  30.240,  RSMo, 
require  state  funds  to  be  held  and  disbursed  by  the  state  treasurer. 

A  similar  condition  was  reported  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

The  Senate  discontinue  the  practice  of  soliciting  contributions  from 
lobbyists,  ensure  future  expenditures  are  reasonable  and  necessary,  and 
direct  the  Senate  Administrator  to  close  the  account  and  communicate  with 
the  State  Treasurer's  office  regarding  the  proper  disposition  of  remaining 
funds. 


Auditee's  Response 


The  use  of  the  Senate  Administrator's  account  saves  taxpayer  resources  and 
if  eliminated  would  increase  state  expenditures  from  taxpayer  resources 
(General  Revenue).  The  Senate  Administrator's  account  was  established  to 
provide  a  convenient  and  efficient  means  of  paying  for  state  reimbursable 
meal  expenses  incurred  during  late  evening  Senate  sessions.  The  account 
maintains  a  minimal  cash  balance  and  is  used  in  lieu  of  taxpayer  resources. 
All  account  activities  are  transparent  and  subject  to  enhanced  internal 
controls  including  segregation  of  duties  by  those  responsible  for  account 
transactions.  Each  dollar  received  and  expended  is  clearly  detailed  and 
documented. 
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The  Senate  agrees  that  alcohol  related  expenses  and  excessive  retirement 
gifts  are  not  an  appropriate  use  of  taxpayer  resources.  As  stated  previously, 
the  funds  deposited  into  the  Senate  Administrator's  Fund  are  not  taxpayer 
generated.  The  account  is  comprised  solely  of  donations  for  designated 
purposes.  The  designated  donations  are  reportable  by  the  donor  to  the 
Missouri  Ethics  Commission  for  transparency  purposes  and  to  ensure  that 
conflicts  of  interest,  if  any  would  occur,  are  identified  and  addressed. 

The  Senate  agrees  to  review  future  uses  of  the  account  to  ensure  that  funds 
continue  to  be  used  for  items  necessary  and  beneficial  to  Senate  functions. 


2.  Operating  Policies 
and  Procedures 


2.1  Timesheets 


The  Senate  does  not  utilize  standardized  timesheets,  employees  do  not 
always  sign  timesheets,  and  supervisors  do  not  always  document  approval 
of  the  timesheets.  The  Senate  has  not  established  a  policy  regarding  e-mail 
use  and  retention,  and  does  not  believe  the  Sunshine  Law  (Chapter  610, 
RSMo)  applies  to  records  of  individual  members. 

The  Senate  has  not  developed  a  single  comprehensive  timesheet  for  all 
employees.  Timesheets  are  not  always  signed  by  the  employee,  and  some 
timesheets  do  not  have  supervisory  approval. 


Non-standardized  timesheets    Senate  employees  prepare  manual  timesheets  which  are  not  standardized. 

The  form  of  the  timesheet  and  information  recorded  differs  depending  upon 
the  Senate  division/department,  and  it  is  unclear  why  different  timesheets 
are  necessary.  In  addition,  the  actual  time  worked  is  not  recorded  on  most 
timesheets.  Annual  and/or  sick  leave  used,  compensatory  time  earned  and/or 
used,  and  holiday  time  is  typically  recorded  on  timesheets.  Without  a  record 
of  actual  time  worked,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  if  compensatory  time  (time 
worked  over  40  hours  per  week)  claimed  as  earned  and/or  used  is 
appropriate. 

Accurate  time  records  of  actual  time  worked  and  leave  taken  are  necessary 
to  document  hours  worked,  substantiate  payroll  disbursements,  and  provide 
the  Senate  with  a  method  to  monitor  individual  attendance.  A  standardized 
timesheet  would  help  ensure  all  mandatory  and  needed  time  information  is 
properly  recorded. 


Approval 


Employees  do  not  always  sign  their  timesheets  to  document  the  hours 
worked  and/or  leave  taken.  For  five  of  ten  (50  percent)  timesheets  tested, 
the  employee  did  not  sign  his/her  timesheet.  In  addition,  for  one  of  these 
timesheets,  the  supervisor  did  not  sign  the  timesheet  to  document  approval 
of  the  subordinate's  timesheet. 
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To  ensure  proper  control  over  payroll,  employees  should  be  required  to  sign 
their  timesheet  and  supervisory  employees  should  be  required  to  review  and 
approve  timesheets  of  those  employees  they  are  responsible  for  supervising. 

A  similar  condition  was  reported  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

2.2  E-mail  policy  and  The  Senate  has  not  established  a  formal  written  policy  regarding  the  use  and 

retention  retention  of  e-mail  correspondence.  Currently,  the  Senate  does  not  require  e- 

mail  correspondence  to  be  archived. 

An  e-mail  policy  needs  to  clearly  define  a  record  or  specifically  indicate  that 
e-mail  records  are  covered.  While  the  legislature  is  exempted  under  Section 
109.290,  RSMo,  and  15  CSR  30-45.010  from  following  the  Secretary  of 
State's  Guideline,  Managing  E-mail  Records,  the  guidelines  provide  specific 
guidance  regarding  the  definition  of  an  electronic  record  and  the  need  to 
retain  such  records.  Without  clear,  specific,  and  adequate  guidance,  there 
may  be  inconsistencies  in  the  understanding  and  implementation  regarding 
records  retention.  Also,  without  archiving  e-mail,  either  on  the  state  or  an 
in-house  archiving  system,  the  Senate  has  little  assurance  that  applicable  e- 
mail  will  be  available  if  needed. 


2.3  Open  records  While  it  is  the  Senate's  position  that  the  Sunshine  Law  does  not  apply  to 

records  of  individual  members,  the  law  related  to  this  matter  is  ambiguous 
and  no  Missouri  court  has  ruled  on  this  specific  issue. 

Section  610.010(4),  RSMo,  defines  a  "public  governmental  body",  in  part, 
as,  any  legislative,  administrative  or  governmental  entity  created  by  the 
Missouri  Constitution  or  statutes  of  the  state.  The  Sunshine  Law  defines  a 
"public  record",  in  part,  as,  any  record  whether  written  or  electronically 
stored,  retained  by  or  of  any  public  governmental  body  including  any  report, 
memorandum,  or  other  document.  Section  610.025,  RSMo,  also  provides 
that  any  message  relating  to  public  business  by  electronic  means  should  be 
concurrently  transmitted  to  either  the  member's  public  office  computer  or 
the  custodian  of  records  in  the  same  format. 


We  are  cognizant  of  the  need  to  keep  certain  records  confidential.  For 
example,  to  protect  the  interests  of  private  citizens  records  related  to 
whistleblower  complaints  and  allegations  of  improprieties  should  be 
exempted  from  public  disclosure.  However,  other  correspondence  clearly 
relating  to  the  conduct  of  public  business  should  be  subject  to  public 
scrutiny.  Section  610.011,  RSMo,  states  it  is  public  policy  that  Chapter  610 
should  be  liberally  construed.  Currently,  legislation  is  pending  that  expands 
the  requirements  of  the  Sunshine  Law.  It  is  a  double  standard  for  the 
legislature  to  impose  additional  requirements  on  other  public  governmental 
bodies  while  enjoying  a  blanket  exemption  from  the  Sunshine  Law.  The 
legislature  should  take  this  opportunity  to  bring  individual  members  under 
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the  umbrella  of  the  law  while  carving  out  legitimate  and  necessary 
exceptions  to  public  disclosure. 

Recommendations         The  senate: 


2.1  Develop  a  standardized  timesheet  which  provides  all  relevant 
information  including  actual  time  worked,  leave  used,  and 
compensatory  time  earned  and  used.  The  Senate  should  also  require 
employees  to  sign  their  timesheet  and  supervisory  employees  to 
review  and  approve  timesheets  of  their  subordinates. 


2.2       Establish  an  e-mail  policy  and  archiving  system. 


2.3  Amend  the  Sunshine  Law  so  that  it  clearly  applies  to  individual 
members  while  carving  out  legitimate  and  necessary  exceptions  to 
public  disclosure. 

Auditee's  Response  2.1      The   Senate   is  in   the  process  of  implementing  a  single 

comprehensive  timesheet  for  employees.  The  Research, 
Appropriations,  and  Accounting  offices  are  testing  the  new 
timesheet  with  an  anticipated  full  phase-in  by  the  beginning  of  FY 
2014.  The  Senate  will  review  timesheet  signature  and  approval 
processes  to  ensure  timesheets  are  appropriately  signed  and 
approved. 

2.2  The  Senate  will  consider  establishing  an  e-mail  correspondence 
policy  and  will  review  the  need  for  an  archiving  system. 

2.3  The  Senate  agrees  that  records  maintained  by  the  Senate 
Administrator  and  other  Senate  support  staff  are  subject  to  the 
Sunshine  Law.  These  records  are  the  official  records  of  the  Senate 
and  are  produced  when  requested.  Individual  Senators  are  not 
considered  a  "public  governmental  body"  so  their  records  are  not 
subject  to  Sunshine  Law  requests. 


~     lVjr^CT  T>  +  ^ne  Senate  nas  not  implemented  recommendations  from  a  National 

^  v^Li  KepOrt  Conference  of  State  Legislatures  (NCSL)  report,  issued  in  November  2009. 


The  Senate  contracted  with  the  NCSL  to  conduct  a  review  of  Senate 
operations,  such  as  staff  structure,  compensation,  employee  policies  and 
practices,  and  overall  effectiveness  of  services  in  meeting  the  needs  of  the 
Senators.  The  Senate  paid  $21,647  for  the  NCSL  review  and  report. 

Because  new  members  would  be  appointed  to  the  Senate  Administrative 
Committee  in  January  2010,  the  committee  did  not  act  upon  the 
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recommendations  when  the  report  was  received.  As  of  August  2012,  this 
committee  still  had  not  addressed  the  report  recommendations. 

Some  report  recommendations  are: 

Develop  job  descriptions  for  the  Senators'  office  staff. 

Hold  training  for  all  Senators  on  staff  personnel  policies  and  best 
practices. 

Update  the  employee  handbook  to  clearly  state  which  policies  cover 
all  staff  and  which  exceptions  apply  to  Senators'  office  and  caucus 
staff,  if  any,  and  to  the  extent  possible,  apply  policies  to  all  staff 
equally. 

Include  in  the  employee  handbook  policies  related  to  at-will 
employment,  nepotism,  conflict  of  interest,  and  grievance 
procedures  for  grievances  other  than  harassment  (which  is  in  the 
handbook). 

The  NCSL  report  recommendations  appear  reasonable,  and  would  help 
enhance  senate  operations  and  policies/procedures,  and  ensure  senate 
policies  are  fairly  and  consistently  applied  to  all  senate  employees. 

Recommendation  The  Senate  reconsider  the  NCSL  recommendations  and  implement  the 

recommendations  to  the  extent  possible. 

Auditee's  Response  The  NCSL  study  was  an  independent  assessment  of  Senate  operations.  The 

study  reviewed  staff  structure,  compensation,  employee  policies/practices 
and  overall  effectiveness  of  services.  The  NCSL  team  concluded  that  the 
operations  and  staff  structures  of  the  Missouri  Senate  are  sound  and 
consistent  with  generally  accepted  practices  found  in  effective  state 
legislatures. 

Members  of  the  Administration  Committee  considered  the  NCSL  report 
recommendations.  The  report  was  also  used  by  the  Senate  Administrator  as 
a  tool  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of  the  Senate  and  to  make  changes  to 
Senate  operations  to  better  serve  Missouri  taxpayers.  Report 
recommendations  positively  impacted  Senate  operations.  However,  because 
of  this  finding,  Senate  staff  will  review  the  report  to  see  if  other 
recommendations  should  be  implemented. 
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4.  Contingency  Plan 


The  Senate  has  not  developed  a  formal,  written  contingency  plan  for 
resuming  normal  business  operations  and  recovering  computer  systems  and 
data  in  the  event  of  a  disaster  or  other  disruptive  event. 


The  Senate  relies  on  its  computer  system  for  various  activities  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  bill  tracking,  constituent  management,  and  capital  asset 
tracking.  According  to  the  Director  of  Computer  Information  Systems,  the 
various  databases  and  website  information  is  backed-up  several  times  a  day, 
and  the  back-up  data  is  tested  several  times  a  week.  The  Director  also  stated 
that  her  department  is  working  on  a  contingency  plan. 

According  to  accepted  standards1,  contingency  planning  for  information 
systems  is  part  of  an  overall  organizational  program  for  achieving  continuity 
of  operations  for  mission/business  operations.  Contingency  planning 
addresses  both  information  system  restoration  and  implementation  of 
alternative  mission/business  processes  when  systems  are  comprised. 

A  formal,  written  contingency  plan  should  be  prepared  to  specify  actions 
required  to  re-establish  critical  business  functions  and  computer  systems.  In 
the  case  of  a  disaster  or  other  disruptive  event,  such  documentation  can 
reduce  confusion  and  provide  a  framework  for  the  uninterrupted 
continuance  of  operation. 

A  similar  condition  was  reported  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

Recommendation  The  Senate  develop  a  formal  written  contingency  plan  which  is  periodically 

tested,  evaluated,  and  updated  as  needed. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Senate  has  developed  a  formal  written  contingency  plan  that  is  and  will 

continue  to  be  tested,  evaluated,  and  updated. 


"NIST  Special  Publication  800-53  Revision  3,  Recommended  Security  Controls  for  Federal 
Information  Systems  and  Organizations,"  <http://csrc.nist.gov/publications/PubsSPs.html>, 
accessed  April  12,  2012 
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Legislative  power  in  Missouri  is  vested  by  Article  III,  Section  I,  Missouri 
Constitution,  in  the  General  Assembly,  more  commonly  known  as  the 
legislature,  composed  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  Senate  consists  of  34  members  who  are  elected  for  4-year  terms. 
Senators  from  odd-numbered  districts  are  elected  in  Presidential  election 
years.  Senators  from  even-numbered  districts  are  chosen  in  the  "off-year" 
elections.  Each  senator  must  be  at  least  30  years  of  age,  and  a  qualified 
voter  of  the  state  for  3  years  and  the  district  he  or  she  represents  for  1  year. 
The  Lieutenant  Governor  is  president  and  presiding  officer  of  the  Senate. 
In  his  absence,  the  president  pro  tem,  who  is  elected  by  the  Senate 
members,  presides.  The  Senate  convenes  annually  on  the  first  Wednesday 
following  the  first  Monday  in  January  and  adjourns  on  May  30,  with  no 
considerations  of  bills  after  6:00  P.M.,  on  the  first  Friday  after  the  second 
Monday  in  May. 


Senate  leadership  positions  are  classified  as  either  a  leadership  or  committee 
chairman.  Senators  in  leadership  positions  include  the  president  pro  tem  and 
the  majority  and  minority  floor  leaders.  The  Senator  occupying  the  position 
of  assistant  minority  floor  leader  receives  the  same  allowance  as  a 
committee  chairman  position.  In  addition  to  their  normal  clerical  hires,  the 
president  pro  tem,  majority  floor  leader,  minority  floor  leader,  and  chairman 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee  are  allowed  to  hire  an  administrative 
assistant.  The  president  pro  tem  is  authorized  to  hire  a  secretary  for  his 
administrative  assistant,  or  an  additional  administrative  assistant.  The 
president  pro  tem  and  minority  floor  leader,  at  their  option,  may  hire  legal 
counsel  in  lieu  of  one  administrative  assistant. 

For  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  Senators  received  the  following 
compensation: 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

Position 

2012 

2011 

President  pro  tem 

$ 

38,415 

38,415 

Floor  leaders 

37,415 

37,415 

All  remaining  senators 

35,915 

35,915 

Each  senator  is  paid  a  per  diem  each  day  the  senator  is  in  attendance  at  the 
legislative  session.  In  addition,  senators  are  reimbursed  for  each  mile 
traveled  when  commuting  to  and  from  Jefferson  City  for  each  week  the 
legislature  is  in  session. 

For  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  Senators  were  authorized  the  following 
per  diem  and  mileage  reimbursement: 
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Effective  Dates 

Per  Diems 

Mileage  Rate 

July  2010  to  September  2010 

$ 

103.20 

.37 

October  2010  to  September  201 1 

98.40 

.37 

October  201 1  to  June  2012 

104.00 

.37 

Senators  also  receive  various  annual  allowances  to  be  utilized  in  the 
performance  of  their  official  duties.  These  allowances  are  established  by  the 
Administration  Committee  and  are  subject  to  the  limitations  imposed  by  the 
appropriation  authorizing  these  expenditures.  Maximum  allowances  have 
been  set  by  category  of  expense  with  the  provision  that  total  expenditures 
for  each  senator  do  not  exceed  the  maximum  total  allowance.  In  addition, 
with  approval  of  the  Administration  Committee,  senators  may  spend  over 
the  maximum  allowance  by  category  and  carry  unused  allowances  not 
exceeding  10  percent  of  the  total  allowance  to  subsequent  years. 


The  annual  maximum  allowances,  by  category,  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  were: 


Maximum  Allowance 

Leadership 
Positions 

Committee 

Chairman 

Positions 

All 

Remaining 
Senators 

Personal  service 

$ 

121,004 

108,954 

100,198 

District  office 

7,200 

7,200 

7,200 

Postage 

27,500 

27,500 

27.500 

Travel 

1,200 

1,200 

1,200 

Office  expense 

2,000 

2,000 

2,000 

Total 

$ 

160,304 

148,257 

139,498 

The  personal  service  allowance  is  used  to  pay  the  salaries  of  the  senators' 
capitol  and  district  staff.  Expenses  to  maintain  a  district  office,  such  as  rent 
and  telephone  charges,  are  charged  against  the  district  office  allowance. 
The  postage  allowance  is  used  to  pay  the  cost  of  mailing  information 
related  to  official  state  business.  Travel  expenses  incurred  in  connection 
with  the  duties  of  a  state  senator  are  reimbursable  from  the  travel 
allowance.  The  travel  allowance  is  determined  at  the  beginning  of  each 
biennial  assembly  utilizing  a  formula  which  considers  a  senator's  round-trip 
mileage  between  their  residence  and  the  Capitol  and  the  size  of  their 
district  in  square  miles.  Each  senator  is  allowed  to  make  office  purchases  of 
$2,000  per  year  without  being  cleared  through  the  Administration 
Committee. 

The  Senate  determines  its  own  rules  and  procedures  and  rules  may  not  be 
dispensed  without  at  least  one  day's  notice  and  only  by  a  vote  of  at  least  a 
majority  of  the  Senate.  However,  a  rule  may  be  suspended  for  a  special 
purpose  by  a  vote  of  two-thirds  majority  of  the  members.  This  suspension 
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shall  remain  only  until  the  Senate  proceeds  to  the  consideration  of  business 
other  than  that  for  which  the  rule  was  suspended.  The  Senate  is  required  to 
keep  a  daily  journal  (or  record)  of  its  proceedings. 

Five  members  of  the  Senate  are  appointed  by  the  president  pro  tem  to  serve 
on  the  Administration  Committee,  with  the  president  pro  tem  serving  as  the 
ex-officio  chairman  of  the  committee.  This  committee  has  sole  control  of 
all  financial  obligations  and  business  affairs  of  the  Senate.  Senator  Charlie 
Shields  served  as  Chairman  of  the  Administration  Committee  from  January 
2009  until  January  2011.  In  January  2011,  Senator  Robert  Mayer  was 
appointed  chairman  of  the  committee  and  served  until  January  2013  when 
Senator  Tom  Dempsey  was  appointed  to  this  position.  The  committee 
employs  a  senate  administrator  who  acts  as  the  chief  executive  officer  of 
the  Senate,  and  has  general  supervisory  responsibilities  over  employees 
who  prepare  the  senate  budget,  maintain  the  accounting  records,  acquire 
equipment  and  supplies,  control  inventory,  maintain  the  physical  plant, 
prepare  the  payroll,  coordinate  renovation  projects,  pay  bills,  and  provide 
objective,  nonpartisan  research  to  all  members  of  the  Senate.  The  senate 
functions  reporting  directly  to  the  senate  administrator  include  secretary  of 
the  senate,  appropriations,  research,  chief  financial  officer,  computer 
information  systems,  operations,  and  communications.  Jim  Howerton  has 
served  as  Senate  Administrator  since  January  2005  and  continues  in  that 
position. 

At  June  30,  2012,  the  Senate  had  177  full-time  employees,  and  21  part  time 
employees. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  Senate  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  2  fiscal 
years  ended  June  30,  2012. 
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Senate 

Senate 

Revolving 

Administrator's 

Fund 

Fund 

RECEIPTS 

Information  sales 

$ 

9,767 

0 

Vendor  refunds 

1,926 

0 

Recovery  costs 

2,442 

0 

Miscellaneous 

4,143 

5 

Total  Receipts 

18,278 

5 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Transfers  to  General  Revenue  Fund  -  State 

28,768 

0 

Retirement  reception/gifts  and  staff  dinners 

0 

2,983 

Total  Disbursements 

28,768 

2,983 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(10,490) 

(2,978) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

33,768 

3,774 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

$ 

23,278 

796 

The  monies  of  the  Senate  Administrator's  Fund  are  maintained  in  a  separate  bank 
account  in  the  custody  of  Senate  officials. 
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Rpvol  vin  P" 

A  d  m  i  n  i  s  Ira  tor's 

^  1LI 11 11111  3  VI  LI  I V  '  1  l3 

Fund 

Fund 

RECEIPTS 

Information  sales 

$ 

10,642 

0 

Vendor  refunds 

59 

0 

Recovery  costs 

1,398 

0 

Donations 

0 

10,298 

Miscellaneous 

1,505 

2 

Total  Receipts 

13,604 

10,300 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Retirement  reception/gifts  and  staff  dinners 

0 

9,761 

Total  Disbursements 

0 

9,761 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

13,604 

539 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

20,164 

3,235 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

$ 

33,768 

3,774 

The  monies  of  the  Senate  Administrator's  Fund  are  maintained  in  a  separate  bank 
account  in  the  custody  of  Senate  officials. 
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Year  Ended  June  30, 

OOI  1 

ZUlz 

l^\^  1 
ZU1 1 

Appropri  ation 

T  anspH 

A  nrvronri  p  ti  on 



Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Jjalalicca 

A  iitrir\i*it\7 
rtULllUlliy 

Expenditures 

Balances 

LrfcJNliKAL  KtivrlJNUrl  rUJNJJ 

Senate  contingent  expenses 

q>           0,0  Jo,  /  0  J 

o,4z  /,ziy 

411,564 

8  973  783 

o,4o  1,3 

34Z,Z4o 

OaldricS  Ol  IIlcIIlDcrS 

1  796  ai n 

1  9?A  AfH 

7 

1  226  610 

1911  Q^8 
i,zi  1,7^0 

14  679 
14,0  /  z 

Members'  mileage 

0  /,4U0 

C  1  7  A^ 

6,041 

87,406 

11  f*AA 

V,  /OZ 

Members'  per  diems 

11  f.  1  on 

ZZO,  1UU 

001  QA^ 

9  1 

996  mn 

1  nn 

ZZO,  1UU 

u 

General  Assembly: 

Joint  contingent  equipment  and  expenses 

1  ao  non 

1  OA  1  1  ^ 
Izu,  1  1 J 

33  88S 

i?5  nnn 

1  r\/l  on/I 

zu,oyo 

Joint  committee  on  Tax  Policy  - 

Personal  service 

ao  oon 

J4,3Uj 

95  6Q7 

fin  nnn 

00,W7V 

3o,UUU 

1  nnn 

z,uuu 

Expense  and  equipment 

1/1  1  A  1. 

14,143 

1  3  788 

14  143 

SOU 

1  j,zsj 

Joint  Committee  on  Administrative  Rules 

lzZ,jZo 

1  OS  O/l  Q 

19?  S98 

1 1U,U  /Z 

1  o  /I 
1Z,4jO 

Joint  Committee  on  Public  Employee  Retirement 

1  AO  Q  1  n 
10U,olU 

1U1,  /zo 

59,082 

160,810 

QO  m£ 

01,  /  /4 

Joint  Committee  on  Capital  Improvements 

and  Lease  Oversight 

0 

0 

0 

122,835 

70,991 

51,844 

Joint  Committee  on  Transportation 

Oversight 

0 

0 

0 

4,750 

178 

4,572 

Joint  Committee  on  Education  - 

Personal  service 

61,800 

61,800 

0 

61,800 

61,800 

0 

Expense  and  equipment 

12,025 

2,071 

9,954 

15,910 

1,425 

14,485 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

10,970,205 

10,393,572 

576,633 

11,201,675 

10,453,883 

747,792 

SENATE  REVOLVING  FUND 

Contingent  expenses 

40,000 

0 

40,000 

40,000 

0 

40,000 

Total  All  Funds 

$  11,010,205 

10,393,572 

616,633 

11,241,675 

10,453,883 

787,792 
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Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

Salaries  and  wages 

$ 

9,045,105 

9,070,904 

9,346,605 

9,073,018 

8,640,511 

Post-retirement  health  care  benefits 

0 

0 

0 

13,969 

0 

Legislative  daily  travel  allowance 

280,020 

230,880 

240,960 

204,658 

206,665 

Travel,  in-state 

166,750 

162,874 

230,076 

209,855 

240,212 

Travel,  out-of-state 

2,834 

5,077 

28,279 

18,198 

27,243 

Postage 

179,588 

141,521 

309,133 

288,185 

326,744 

Supplies 

147,318 

154,300 

237,405 

226,068 

279,227 

Professional  development 

69,663 

7,220 

356,315 

323,934 

363,466 

Communication  services  and  supplies 

81,147 

84,901 

131,769 

132,001 

135,362 

Services: 

Professional 

60,007 

113,709 

92,310 

55,873 

80,197 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial 

86,966 

87,399 

90,897 

73,066 

73,077 

Maintenance  and  repair 

110,169 

123,220 

111,407 

148,628 

65,358 

Equipment 

Computer  equipment 

63,390 

99,186 

78,161 

93,340 

81,485 

Office  equipment 

25,575 

20,755 

66,669 

11,781 

114,920 

Other  equipment 

7,849 

42,189 

10,952 

123,787 

32,204 

Property  and  improvements 

0 

0 

0 

4,396 

0 

Building  lease  payments 

36,575 

35,696 

39,108 

35,942 

50,364 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

7,356 

48,734 

67,757 

71,629 

77,788 

Agency  provided  food 

12,839 

11,757 

11,048 

11,064 

9,746 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

10,421 

13,561 

12,715 

2,952 

1,891 

Total 

$ 

10,393,572 

10,453,883 

11,461,566 

11,122,344 

10,806,460 
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Furniture  and 

Motor 

Equipment 

Vehicles 

Total 

Balance,  July  1,  2010 

$ 

2,149,800 

22,042 

2,171,842 

Additions 

115,566 

0 

115,566 

Dispositions 

(212,899) 

0 

(212,899) 

Balance,  June  30,  2011 

2,052,467 

22,042 

2,074,509 

Additions 

48,817 

0 

48,817 

Dispositions 

(279,658) 

0 

(279,658) 

Balance,  June  30,  2012 

$ 

1,821,626 

22,042 

1,843,668 

Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  Missouri  General  Assembly 
and 

Members  of  the  Public  Defender  Commission 
and 

Cathy  R.  Kelly,  Director 
Missouri  State  Public  Defender 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2012-129, 
Missouri  State  Public  Defender,  issued  in  October  2012,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to 
Effect  Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender 
(MSPD)  about  the  follow-up  review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:   Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  MSPD,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  focused  on  the  Caseload  and  Resources  finding  and  requested  the  MSPD 
provide  a  written  status  as  to  recommendations  1.1,  1.2,  and  1.3.  We  also  gave  the  MSPD  the  option  of 
providing  a  written  status  to  any  of  the  other  findings.  We  received  and  reviewed  the  MSPD's  written 
responses  and  supporting  documentation  related  to  recommendations  1.1,  1.2,  1.3,  2.1,  and  4.2.  This 
report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially  completed  during 
February  2013.  —  '  .  a  si 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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1 .      Caseload  and  Resources  The  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  (MSPD)  lacked  sufficient  information 

to  accurately  determine  the  resources  needed  to  manage  caseloads.  The 
MSPD's  ability  to  accurately  determine  needed  resources  was  further 
hampered  by  numerous  MSPD  processes  that  were  not  conducted 
efficiently. 


In  November  2007,  the  MSPD  adopted  the  Caseload  Crisis  Protocol  to 
determine  if  attorney  resources  are  sufficient  to  manage  caseloads  and  meet 
its  statutory  responsibility.  The  caseload  protocol  calculations  were  used  to 
evaluate  each  district  office's  caseload  monthly  and  certify  those  offices  as 
having  limited  availability,  as  applicable,  and  to  estimate  additional  attorney 
resources  needed  for  annual  budget  requests. 

Our  review  of  the  calculations  and  available  data  supporting  the  caseload 
protocol  noted  the  MSPD  lacked  sufficient  support  for  the  data  and 
methodology  used  for  protocol  calculations.  As  a  result,  the  amount  of 
resources  needed  to  meet  MSPD  caseloads  was  unclear.  Instead  of  tracking 
actual  employee  time  spent  by  case  type  and  using  that  data  to  estimate 
needed  and  available  attorney  hours,  these  amounts  were  determined 
through  complex  calculations  based  on  various  unsupported  assumptions 
and  estimates  discussed  below.  In  addition,  the  MSPD  lacked  adequate 
support  for  estimated  support  staff  needed  to  assist  attorneys  in  meeting 
caseload. 


1 . 1   Tracking  and  recording 
staff  hours 


Recommendation 


The  MSPD  did  not  track  staff  time  spent  by  case  type;  and  as  a  result,  the 
MSPD  lacked  detailed  actual  information  to  estimate  staff  hours  per 
caseload.  Although  the  MSPD  conducted  a  time  study  in  2006,  the  time 
study  results  were  not  utilized  to  determine  or  estimate  the  number  of  staff 
hours  needed  to  manage  assigned  caseload.  Instead,  as  noted  below, 
converted  caseload  standards  were  used  in  the  caseload  protocol 
calculations. 

The  MSPD  establish  procedures  to  track  and  analyze  staff  hours  by  case 
type,  and  use  that  data  to  support  significant  management  decisions 
including  estimating  staff  hours  needed  to  meet  caseload. 


Status 


In  Progress 


The  MSPD  indicated  the  new  Time  Log,  by  case  type  and  task,  was  up  and 
running  for  Trial  and  Capital  Divisions  as  of  March  1,  2013.  The 
Appellate/Post-Conviction  Relief  Division  will  follow  not  long  thereafter.  A 
training  webinar  has  been  developed  and  the  associated  help  documents 
have  been  prepared  and  placed  in  the  MSPD  Help  database  to  assist  staff  in 
categorizing  their  work  in  the  Time  Log.  The  new  system  tracks  time  in  5 
minute  increments,  and  utilizes  ten  primary  categories  (e.g.,  in  court,  fact- 
finding, legal  research  and  writing,  etc.). 
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1.2  Caseload  protocol 
(attorneys) 


Recommendation 


Status 


1.3   Support  staff 


Recommendation 
Status 


Our  review  of  the  caseload  protocol  calculation  procedures  noted  significant 
concerns  with  the  methodology  and  data  used  to  calculate  the  key 
components  as  well  as  the  final  calculation  of  whether  maximum  caseload 
had  been  exceeded.  Of  overall  concern  was  the  lack  of  assurance  the 
components  used  in  the  calculation  were  comparable.  While  the  number  of 
needed  attorney  hours  was  calculated  based  on  converted  national  caseload 
standards  (developed  in  1973)  with  the  assumption  attorneys  work  on  cases 
2,080  hours  per  year,  the  number  of  available  attorney  hours  was  calculated 
based  on  an  estimation  that  the  MSPD  attorneys  work  on  cases  an  average 
of  1,536  hours  per  year. 

The  MSPD  perform  and  document  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  caseload 
protocol  and  make  appropriate  revisions  to  ensure  calculations  accurately 
estimate  and  compare  needed  and  available  staff  hours.  Periodic  analysis  of 
the  caseload  protocol  should  be  performed  and  revisions  made  as  necessary. 

In  Progress 

The  MSPD  indicated  the  American  Bar  Association's  Indigent  Defense 
Advisory  Group  has  indicated  a  willingness  to  fund  the  cost  of  an  outside 
auditing  firm  to  oversee  the  MSPD's  methodology  for  revising  its  protocol. 

The  MSPD  plans  to  complete  the  time  study  to  identify  how  its  lawyers  are 
currently  spending  time  on  cases,  assess  what  tasks  the  attorneys  cannot 
complete  due  to  time  constraints,  and  calculate  the  additional  amount  of 
time  necessary  to  come  up  with  a  standard  case  weight.  At  least  three  well- 
respected  private  criminal  defense  attorneys  have  agreed  to  work  with  the 
MSPD  in  this  phase  of  the  project. 

Periodic  reviews  and  revisions  as  necessary  will  be  part  of  the  process  and 
are  built  into  the  flexibility  of  the  time  keeping  system's  design. 

The  MSPD  had  not  developed  adequate  procedures  to  measure  the  need  for 
additional  support  staff.  MSPD  caseload  protocol  indicated,  and  the  2006 
time  study  supported,  that  attorneys  spent  a  significant  amount  of  time 
performing  tasks  that  could  have  otherwise  been  performed  by  support  staff. 
While  support  staff  time  was  tracked  in  the  2006  time  study,  this  time  had 
not  been  utilized  in  estimating  support  staff  needed. 

The  MSPD  develop  procedures  to  accurately  estimate  support  staff  hours 
needed  to  assist  attorneys  in  meeting  caseload. 

In  Progress 

The  MSPD  indicated  in  its  redesigned  time-keeping  study,  the  MSPD  tracks 
tasks  often  performed  by  attorneys  but  generally  performed  by  support  staff 
in  most  law  firms.  Support  staff  will  also  track  their  hours  by  category  and 
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task.  The  MSPD  plans  to  use  this  information  to  determine  both  the  level  of 
assistance  currently  provided  and  additional  hours  needed  to  cover  those 
tasks  identified  as  more  appropriately  handled  by  support  staff.  The  MSPD 
anticipates  seeking  the  input  of  private  attorneys  concerning  ways  in  which 
private  firms  utilize  support  staff  to  leverage  attorney  time.  This  will 
provide  useful  information  for  the  legislature  in  determining  the  most  cost- 
effective  way  in  which  to  staff  the  public  defender  system. 


2. 1    Policies  and  procedures  The  MSPD  lacked  sufficient  policies  and  procedures  for  determining 

defendant  indigence. 


Recommendation 


The  MSPD  modify  policies  and  procedures  to  provide  clear  guidance  and 
training  for  performing  indigence  determinations.  Policies  should  address 
verification  of  applicant  financial  status  and  data,  and  provide  for 
supervisory  review  of  indigence  determinations. 


Status 


In  Progress 


The  MSPD  indicated  four  offices  have  volunteered  to  serve  as  a  pilot 
program  to  track  the  time  involved  in  independently  verifying  indigence  for 
comparison  to  the  benefits  gained  from  that  process  to  determine  the  cost- 
effectiveness  of  the  process  before  imposing  it  across  the  system. 

The  MSPD  is  working  with  the  Department  of  Employment  Security  to  gain 
access  to  their  records  for  indigence  verifications;  however,  gaining  live 
access  to  their  system  is  not  possible. 

The  MSPD  has  obtained  the  results  of  the  survey  conducted  by  the 
Washington  University  Law  School  clinic  students  on  indigence  guidelines 
and  procedures  used  by  other  public  defender  systems  around  the  country, 
as  well  as  a  similar  project  conducted  by  the  South  Carolina  Public 
Defender.  The  MSPD  intends  to  review  both  of  these  for  suggestions  as  it 
re-examines  its  current  indigence  standards  and  determination  process. 


4.2  Circuit  Court 
Collections 


Recommendation 


Some  circuit  courts  did  not  attempt  to  collect  MSPD  liens,  and  the  MSPD 
did  not  monitor  court  collection  efforts  or  encourage  the  courts  to  collect 
liens.  Our  discussions  with  the  MSPD,  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator 
(OSCA)  personnel,  and  court  officials  noted  some  courts  did  not  include 
MSPD  liens  in  amounts  subject  to  court  collection  procedures.  These 
procedures  generally  included  payment  plans,  collection  agencies,  and/or 
conditions  of  probation. 

The  MSPD  monitor  circuit  court  lien  collection  rates  and  work  with  those 
courts  which  are  not  collecting  liens  in  an  effort  to  increase  lien  collections. 
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Status 


In  Progress 


The  MSPD  indicated  it  is  exploring  the  possibility  of  having  the  collections 
company  that  handles  all  of  OSCA's  court  cost  collections  take  on  the  same 
responsibility  for  public  defender  liens  as  well.  There  is  some  concern  about 
being  able  to  collect  from  an  indigent  population,  and  the  collections 
company  will  not  undertake  any  collections  from  defendants  who  are 
incarcerated.  The  MSPD  is  committed  to  pursuing  this  route,  although  it 
appears  that  both  the  population  and  the  relatively  low  amounts  involved 
may  present  obstacles. 

Another  possibility  is  under  discussion  by  some  legislators  this  session: 
eliminating  the  separate  lien  procedure  in  favor  of  adding  the  public 
defender  fee  as  another  court  cost  in  cases  served  by  the  MSPD.  Under  this 
approach,  the  fee  would  be  collected  in  the  same  way,  and  as  part  of  the 
same  collection  process  as  all  other  court  costs,  which  would  also  avoid 
duplication  of  collection  efforts. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


The  Citizens  of  Missouri 

This  report  was  compiled  from  follow-up  reports  issued  in  2012.  The  State  Auditor's  office  conducted  22 
follow-up  reviews  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect  Recommendations  (AFTER) 
program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1.  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other 
findings  for  which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  the  time,  and  inform  the  auditee  about  the 
follow-up  review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Auditors  conduct  a  follow-up  work  for  any  audit  receiving  an  overall  "Poor"  rating,  significant  or  serious 
findings  in  audits  receiving  a  "Fair"  rating  when  determined  necessary,  and  any  other  audits  at  the 
discretion  of  the  State  Auditor. 

Of  223  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  reports  91  had  a  status  of  implemented,  68  had  a 
status  of  in  progress,  35  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented,  and  29  had  a  status  of  not  implemented. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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1 .      Pemiscot  County  Pemiscot  County  received  a  "Poor"  overall  audit  rating.  The  follow-up 

report  focused  on  nine  recommendations. 

Report  number  2012-140 

All  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of  in 
progress. 


The  Nineteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Cole  County  Municipal  Civil  and  Criminal 
Divisions  received  a  "Poor"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report  focused  on 
1 1  recommendations. 

Ten  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented  and  one  recommendation  had  a  status  of  in  progress. 


2.     Nineteenth  Judicial 
Circuit,  Cole  County 
Civil  and  Criminal 
Divisions 

Report  number  2012-1 1 1 


The  School  District  of 
Springfield,  R-XII 

Report  number  2012-83 


The  School  District  of  Springfield,  R-XII  received  a  "Fair"  overall  rating. 
The  follow-up  report  focused  on  20  recommendations. 

Three  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented,  14  recommendations  had  a  status  of  in  progress,  and  3 
recommendations  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented. 


Kansas  City  33  School 
District 

Report  number  2012-81 


The  Kansas  City  33  School  District  received  a  "Fair"  overall  rating.  The 
follow-up  report  focused  on  seven  recommendations. 

Three  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented,  three  recommendations  had  a  status  of  in  progress,  and  one 
recommendation  had  a  status  of  not  implemented. 


5.      Village  Of  Riverview        The  Village  of  Riverview  received  a  "Poor"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up 

report  focused  on  1 1  recommendations. 

Report  number  2012-77 

Six  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented,  three  recommendations  had  a  status  of  in  progress,  and  two 
recommendations  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented. 


6.      Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit,  The  Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Lanagan  Municipal  Division  received 

a  "Poor"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report  focused  on  ten 
recommendations . 


City  of  Lanagan 
Municipal  Division 


Report  number  2012-72 


Two  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented,  one  recommendation  had  a  status  of  in  progress,  four 
recommendations  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented,  and  three 
recommendations  had  a  status  of  not  implemented. 


City  of  Lanagan 

Report  number  2012-71 


The  City  of  Lanagan  received  a  "Poor"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report 
focused  on  30  recommendations. 
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Five  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented,  2  recommendations  had  a  status  of  in  progress,  5 
recommendations  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented,  and  18 
recommendations  had  a  status  of  not  implemented. 


8.      City  of  Mountain  Grove  The  City  of  Mountain  Grove  received  a  "Poor"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up 

report  focused  on  ten  recommendations. 

Report  number  2012-70 

Five  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented,  four  recommendations  had  a  status  of  in  progress,  and  one 
recommendation  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented. 


Ray  County  received  a  "Poor"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report  focused 
on  seven  recommendations. 

Four  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented,  one  recommendation  had  a  status  of  in  progress,  one 
recommendation  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented,  and  one 
recommendation  had  a  status  of  not  implemented. 


Schuyler  County  received  a  "Fair"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report 
focused  on  ten  recommendations. 

Six  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented,  one  recommendation  had  a  status  of  in  progress,  two 
recommendations  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented,  and  one 
recommendation  had  a  status  of  not  implemented. 


Schuyler  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System  received  a  "Poor" 
overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report  focused  on  seven  recommendations. 

Five  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented  and  two  recommendations  had  a  status  of  in  progress. 


12.    Dunklin  County  Dunklin  County  received  a  "Fair"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  focused  on 

three  recommendations. 

Report  number  2012-59 

All  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented. 


13.    Monarch  Fire  Protection  Monarch  Fire  Protection  District  received  a  "Fair"  overall  rating.  The 
District  follow-up  report  focused  on  five  recommendations. 

Report  number  2012-54  One  recommendation  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 

implemented,  two  recommendations  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented, 
and  two  recommendations  had  a  status  of  not  implemented. 


9.     Ray  County 

Report  number  2012-67 


10.   Schuyler  County 

Report  number  2012-63 


1 1 .   Schuyler  County 

Collector  and  Property 
Tax  System 

Report  number  2012-62 
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14.    Monroe  County  Monroe  County  received  a  "Fair"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report 

focused  on  two  recommendations. 

Report  number  2012-48 

All  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented. 


15.    Pulaski  County  Pulaski  County  received  a  "Fair"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report 

focused  on  1 1  recommendations. 

Report  number  2012-45 

Four  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented,  one  recommendation  had  a  status  of  in  progress,  four 
recommendations  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented,  and  two 
recommendations  had  a  status  of  not  implemented. 


16.    Village  of  Rayville  The  Village  of  Rayville  received  a  "Poor"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up 

report  focused  on  12  recommendations. 

Report  number  2012-38 

Four  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented,  two  recommendations  had  a  status  of  in  progress,  five 
recommendations  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented  and  one 
recommendation  had  a  status  of  not  implemented. 


17.  Thirty-Eighth  Judicial 
Circuit,  City  of  Sparta 
Municipal  Division 

Report  number  2012-37 


The  Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Sparta  Municipal  Division 
received  a  "Poor"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report  focused  on  six 
recommendations . 

Two  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented  and  four  recommendations  had  a  status  of  in  progress. 


18.  Thirty-Fourth  Judicial 
Circuit,  City  of 
Howardville  Municipal 
Division 

Report  number  2012-36 


The  Thirty-Fourth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Howardville  Municipal  Division 
received  a  "Poor"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report  focused  on  six 
recommendations . 

Three  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented  and  three  recommendations  had  a  status  of  partially 
implemented. 


19.    City  of  Howardville         The  City  of  Howardville  received  a  "Poor"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up 

report  focused  on  16  recommendations. 

Report  number  2012-35 

Five  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented,  ten  recommendations  had  a  status  of  in  progress,  and  one 
recommendation  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented. 


Summary  of  2012  Follow-Up  Reports 
Status  of  Recommendations 


20. 

City  of  Pacific 

Report  number  2012-31 

The  City  of  Pacific  received  a  "Good"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report 
focused  on  five  recommendations. 

All  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented. 

21. 

Douglas  County 

Report  number  2012-27 

Douglas  County  received  a  "Poor"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report 
focused  on  12  recommendations. 

oeven  recommenuaiions  inciuoeo  in  ine  iouow-up  report  nau  a  siaius  oi 
implemented  and  five  recommendations  had  a  status  of  in  progress. 

22. 

Howard  County 

Report  number  2012-22 

Howard  County  received  a  "Poor"  overall  rating.  The  follow-up  report 
focused  on  13  recommendations. 

Six  recommendations  included  in  the  follow-up  report  had  a  status  of 
implemented,  five  recommendations  had  a  status  of  in  progress,  and  two 
recommendations  had  a  status  of  partially  implemented. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge 
Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit 
and 

Municipal  Judge 
Diamond,  Missouri 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2012-78,  Fortieth 
Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Diamond  Municipal  Division,  issued  in  August  2012,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's 
Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect  Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program 
are  to: 

1.  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  court  about  the  follow-up  review 
on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  court,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  supporting  documentation  provided  by  the  Court  Clerk,  and 
discussed  the  status  of  the  findings  and  any  corrective  actions  taken  regarding  our  audit  findings  with  the 
Court  Clerk.  Documentation  included  receipt  and  disbursement  records,  monthly  reports,  bank 
statements,  and  various  case  files.  This  report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which 
was  substantially  completed  during  January  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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1 .     Accounting  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Significant  weaknesses  were  identified  with  depositing  and  recording 
municipal  division  monies,  and  segregation  of  duties  was  not  adequate. 


1 . 1    Depositing  procedures 


Recommendation 


Status 


1 .2  Recording  procedures 


Recommendation 


Status 


Procedures  were  not  in  place  to  ensure  all  municipal  division  monies  were 
deposited,  deposits  were  often  made  into  the  wrong  bank  account  and  were 
not  made  timely  or  intact,  and  the  composition  of  receipt  slips  was  not 
reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits.  Cash  receipts  totaling  $207  were 
not  deposited.  Credit  card  payments  totaling  $1,329  were  not  properly 
processed  and  when  the  municipal  division  attempted  to  process  these 
transactions  after  this  was  brought  to  their  attention,  two  credit  card 
payments  totaling  $400  were  denied. 

The  City  of  Diamond  Municipal  Division  reconcile  receipt  slips  to  the 
amount  and  composition  of  deposits  and  deposit  monies  timely  and  intact. 
Additionally,  the  municipal  division  should  follow  up  on  the  undeposited 
cash  and  credit  card  receipts  and  attempt  to  recover  these  funds. 

Implemented 

We  scanned  deposits  made  between  January  2  and  January  22,  2013,  and 
noted  the  amount  and  composition  of  receipt  slips  is  now  reconciled  to 
deposits,  and  monies  are  deposited  daily  and  intact.  The  court  made  contact 
with  the  defendant  whose  $400  credit  card  payments  were  denied  and  the 
Judge  continued  the  case  for  6  months;  however,  without  successful 
collection,  the  Judge  dismissed  the  case.  The  Court  Clerk  has  reviewed  the 
$207  in  undeposited  cash  receipts  and  indicated  the  funds  were  received  by 
the  prior  clerk,  but  not  deposited. 

Prior  to  August  2011,  some  fines,  court  costs  and  bonds  were  not  posted  or 
were  not  posted  timely  to  the  court's  Summit  computer  system  causing 
monthly  reports  and  amounts  distributed  to  state  and  city  funds  to  be 
incorrect.  In  August  2011,  the  municipal  division  converted  to  the  Justice 
Information  System  (JIS),  the  Missouri  courts  automated  case  management 
system. 

The  City  of  Diamond  Municipal  Division  reconcile  amounts  received  and 
deposited  to  amounts  posted  to  the  computer  system.  For  periods  prior  to 
August  2011  the  municipal  division  should  compare  reports  filed  with 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  (OSCA)  to  amounts  collected  and 
determine  if  additional  fees  are  due  to  the  state  and  city  funds. 

Partially  Implemented 

Since  implementing  the  JIS  system  the  Court  Clerk  has  been  reconciling 
amounts  received  to  amounts  deposited;  however,  she  has  not  gone  back  to 
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periods  prior  to  August  2011  to  compare  amounts  collected  to  amounts 
reported  to  the  OSCA.  We  reviewed  manual  receipt  slips  issued  between 
January  2  and  January  22,  2013,  to  ensure  amounts  received  were  posted  to 
the  JIS.  The  Court  Clerk  records  the  date  posted  to  the  JIS  on  the  manual 
receipt  slip  copy. 


1.3   Bond  liabilities 


Recommendation 


Bonds  received  prior  to  August  2011  were  deposited  into  the  city's  General 
Fund,  but  a  balance  of  bond  monies  held  by  the  city  was  not  maintained  and 
reconciled  to  the  municipal  division's  outstanding  bond  list.  Additionally, 
bonds  received  were  not  always  correctly  posted  to  the  Summit  computer 
system,  and  as  a  result,  the  list  of  outstanding  bonds  generated  was  not 
always  accurate. 

The  City  of  Diamond  Municipal  Division  review  bonds  collected  prior  to 
August  201 1  and  identify  any  additional  outstanding  bonds  and  transfer  case 
information  to  the  JIS.  Bond  monies  should  be  transferred  to  the  municipal 
division  bond  account  for  proper  disbursement. 


Status 


Partially  Implemented 


Following  the  conversion  to  the  JIS  any  cases  coming  to  the  court's  attention 
were  entered  into  the  JIS  at  that  time.  The  Court  Clerk  stated  that  nothing 
has  come  to  her  attention  recently  that  would  indicate  there  were 
unidentified  bond  monies  still  being  held  in  the  city's  bank  account; 
however,  the  Court  Clerk  has  not  reviewed  bonds  collected  prior  to  August 
2011  to  ensure  all  amounts  were  identified  and  transferred  to  the  court 
account. 


1 .4  Segregation  of  duties 


Recommendation 


No  one  independent  of  the  cash  custody  and  record  keeping  functions 
reconciled  recorded  receipts  to  deposits. 

The  City  of  Diamond  Municipal  Division  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the 
extent  possible  and  implement  appropriate  reviews  and  monitoring 
procedures. 


Status 


Implemented 


The  City  Clerk  is  now  reviewing  daily  receipt  reports  and  comparing  these 
reports  to  amounts  deposited.  We  scanned  receipt  reports  between  January  2 
and  January  22,  2013,  and  noted  documentation  of  the  City  Clerk's  review. 


Municipal  Division  ^n  orEan^ze^  filing  system  of  municipal  division  records  was  not 

t-,        j  maintained.  Additionally,  the  municipal  division  did  not  prepare  and  file 

r roceciures 

with  the  city  a  list  of  cases  heard  each  month  as  required  by  state  law,  court 
costs  were  not  remitted  to  the  state  in  a  timely  manner,  and  restitution 
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amounts  were  not  supported  by  a  court  approved  schedule.  Further,  traffic 
ticket  numbers  were  not  accounted  for  properly. 


2. 1    Organization  of  records    Some  court  records  were  filed  in  general  disarray  and  municipal  division 

personnel  had  difficulty  locating  some  records  and  did  not  locate  four 
requested  case  files. 

Recommendation  The  City  of  Diamond  Municipal  Division  ensure  municipal  division  records 

are  organized  efficiently  and  appropriately  retained. 

Status  Implemented 


We  observed  court  records  filed  in  an  organized  manner  in  filing  cabinets 
and  daily  and  monthly  reports  filed  in  labeled  three  ring  binders.  The  Court 
Clerk  indicated  that  all  court  files  are  now  properly  retained. 


2.2  Report  Of  Cases  heard       The  monthly  report  filed  with  the  city  did  not  include  a  list  of  all  cases 

heard. 

Recommendation  The  City  of  Diamond  Municipal  Division  ensure  a  monthly  list  of  cases 

heard  in  the  municipal  division  is  prepared  and  filed  with  the  city  in 
accordance  with  state  law. 

Implemented 

Monthly  reports  filed  with  the  city  now  appear  to  include  all  cases  heard  by 
the  court.  We  reviewed  the  December  2012  report  filed  with  the  city  in 
January  2013. 

2.3  Untimely  disbursements  Some  court  costs  collected  by  the  municipal  division  for  the  state,  along 

with  the  monthly  summary  reports  were  not  submitted  in  a  timely  manner. 


Status 


Recommendation 
Status 


The  City  of  Diamond  Municipal  Division  disburse  court  monies  and  file 
monthly  reports  timely. 

Implemented 


Disbursements  are  now  made  monthly.  Fines  and  court  costs  collected  in 
December  2012  were  disbursed  on  January  4,  2013. 

2.4    Restitution  amounts         Restitution  amounts  imposed  by  the  court  for  defendants  involved  in  alcohol 

or  drug  related  offenses  were  not  supported  by  a  court  approved  schedule. 

Recommendation  The  City  of  Diamond  Municipal  Division  work  with  the  Chief  of  Police  to 

establish  a  schedule  of  processing  costs  for  restitution  collections  in 
accordance  with  city  code. 
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Status  Implemented 


The  Police  Chief  provided  a  schedule  of  processing  costs  for  alcohol  and 
drug  related  offenses. 


2.5   Ticket  accountability 


Recommendation 


Neither  the  city  Police  Department  nor  the  municipal  division  adequately 
accounted  for  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  traffic 
tickets  issued. 

The  City  of  Diamond  Municipal  Division  work  with  the  Police  Department 
to  ensure  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  all  tickets 
issued  are  accounted  for  properly. 


Status 


Implemented 


Both  the  Court  Clerk  and  the  Police  Chief  keep  a  log  of  tickets  accounting 
for  the  numerical  sequence  and  the  Court  Clerk  also  maintains  one  copy  of 
the  ticket  that  is  filed  in  numerical  order. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Henry  County 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2012-49, 
Henry  County,  issued  in  June  2012,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect 
Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  county  about  the  follow-up 
review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:   Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  county,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  written  statuses  of  selected  findings  and  recommendations, 
reviewed  supporting  documentation  submitted  by  county  officials,  and  held  meetings  with  county 
officials.  Documentation  provided  by  the  county  included  the  2013  budget,  bank  statements,  monthly 
settlements,  various  other  financial  records,  and  selected  contracts.  This  report  is  a  summary  of  the  results 
of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially  completed  during  February  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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1 . 1   County  Collector- 
Treasurer  Commissions 


Recommendation 


The  County  Collector-Treasurer  did  not  properly  calculate  commissions, 
resulting  in  approximately  $442,000  due  to  county  schools.  The  County 
Collector-Treasurer  incorrectly  withheld  3  percent  on  the  school  portion  of 
all  current  real  estate  and  personal  taxes  collected  when  only  2  percent  was 
allowed,  and  she  incorrectly  withheld  3  percent  on  the  school  portions  of  all 
delinquent  and  railroad  and  utility  taxes  collected  when  3.5  percent  was 
allowed.  The  County  Collector-Treasurer  incorrectly  distributed  current  and 
delinquent  tax  commissions  due  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund,  to  the 
County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF)  and  the  Tax  Maintenance 
Fund.  The  County  Collector-Treasurer  incorrectly  calculated  and  withheld 
Proposition  C  Commissions  from  current  taxes  collected  for  the  Henry 
County  R-I  School  District  (Windsor). 

The  County  Collector-Treasurer  recalculate  current  and  delinquent  tax 
commissions  withheld  and  distributed,  and  correct  distributions  from  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  to  the  various  political  subdivisions  and  from  the 
CERF  and  Tax  Maintenance  Funds  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund.  The 
County  Collector-Treasurer  should  also  ensure  future  commission 
calculations  are  accurate. 


Status 


In  Progress 


The  County  Collector-Treasurer  and  County  Clerk  recalculated 
commissions  withheld  and  distributed  for  the  4  years  ended  February  28, 
2011,  and  determined  $410,098  was  due  to  the  various  school  districts.  In 
July  2012,  December  2012,  and  January  2013,  the  county  disbursed  a  total 
of  $410,098  to  the  various  school  districts.  The  County  Collector-Treasurer 
disbursed  $13,138  from  the  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  to  the  General  Revenue 
Fund  in  June  2012.  The  County  Collector-Treasurer  indicated  the  county  is 
in  the  process  of  entering  into  an  agreement  with  the  CERF  which  provides 
for  the  county  to  discontinue  current  CERF  payments  until  the  amount  due 
to  the  county  is  recovered.  Commissions  were  properly  calculated  and 
withheld  from  property  taxes  collected  in  November  and  December  2012. 


1.2  County  Collector- 
Treasurer  City 
Commissions 


The  County  Collector-Treasurer  did  not  calculate  and  withhold 
commissions  from  city  taxes  in  compliance  with  city  contracts.  The  County 
Collector-Treasurer  withheld  3.5  percent  instead  of  3  percent  on  the  City  of 
Clinton  back  taxes  as  provided  for  in  the  contract.  The  County  Collector- 
Treasurer  assessed  a  7  percent  penalty  on  all  delinquent  city  taxes  instead  of 
the  2  percent  penalty  provided  for  in  the  contract,  which  was  to  be  retained 
by  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  personally.  This  7  percent  penalty  was 
paid  to  the  CERF  Fund,  the  Tax  Maintenance  Fund,  the  county,  and  the 
County  Collector-Treasurer  personally.  The  County  Collector-Treasurer 
incorrectly  assessed  a  2  percent  penalty  on  November  current  city  tax 
collections  when  a  2  percent  penalty  was  only  allowed  for  delinquent  tax 
collections.  A  calculation  error  in  the  manual  adjustment  on  the  November 
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2010  monthly  settlement  resulted  in  20  percent  rather  than  2  percent  being 
taken  on  collections  for  cities  other  than  the  City  of  Clinton.  The  County 
Collector-Treasurer  was  improperly  withholding  and  personally  retaining 
commissions  on  railroad  and  utility  taxes  pertaining  to  cities. 

Recommendation  The  County  Collector-Treasurer  recalculate  city  tax  commissions  withheld 

and  distributed  and  correct  distributions.  In  addition,  the  County  Collector- 
Treasurer  should  ensure  future  commission  calculations  are  accurate. 

Status  Partially  Implemented 


The  County  Collector-Treasurer  disbursed  $570  to  the  city  of  Clinton  from 
the  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  in  July  2012.  The  County  Collector-Treasurer 
indicated  she  did  not  pay  this  amount  personally  since  she  had  erroneously 
been  splitting  the  city  penalties  with  the  county.  The  County  Collector- 
Treasurer  indicated  she  does  not  intend  to  recalculate  city  tax  commissions 
withheld  and  distributed  and  correct  for  errors  noted  in  the  audit  report; 
however,  city  tax  commissions  were  properly  calculated  and  withheld  from 
property  taxes  collected  in  November  and  December  2012. 


1 .5   County  Collector- 
Treasurer  Tax  Sale 
Surplus  Fund 


Recommendation 


Status 


The  County  Collector-Treasurer  improperly  held  over  $22,000  in  the  Tax 
Sale  Surplus  Fund  as  of  September  30,  2011.  Upon  closure  of  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer's  property  tax  bank  account,  the  $3,539  bank  balance 
representing  outstanding  checks  was  incorrectly  transferred  to  the  Tax  Sale 
Surplus  Fund.  Private  car  tax  collections  totaling  $6,152  owed  to  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  were  received  in  January  2010,  and  were  also 
incorrectly  transferred  to  the  Tax  Sale  Surplus  Fund  when  the  property  tax 
bank  account  was  closed.  Unidentified  monies  totaling  $12,740  were  held 
by  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  in  the  Tax  Sale  Surplus  Fund. 

The  County  Collector-Treasurer  establish  routine  procedures  to  investigate 
checks  outstanding  for  a  considerable  time,  disburse  private  car  tax 
collections  owed  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund,  and  disburse  any  tax  sale 
surplus  monies  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

Partially  Implemented 

The  County  Collector-Treasurer  transferred  the  private  car  tax  collections  to 
the  General  Revenue  Fund  in  December  2011.  The  County  Collector- 
Treasurer  has  established  procedures  to  investigate  checks  outstanding  for  a 
considerable  time.  The  payees  of  the  outstanding  checks  could  not  be 
located  and  the  amount  of  these  checks  and  the  unidentified  monies  in  the 
Tax  Sale  Surplus  Fund  were  distributed  to  the  schools  in  September  2012. 
However,  the  $3,539  of  outstanding  checks  should  have  been  transferred  to 
the  state's  Unclaimed  Property  Section  rather  than  distributed  to  schools 
since  these  were  not  Tax  Sale  Surplus  Fund  monies. 
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2.    Sheriff  Accountable 
Fees  and  Special 
Revenue  Funds 


Improvement  was  needed  in  the  Sheriffs  handling  of  accountable  fees  and 
special  revenue  funds. 


2. 1    Sheriff  Bank  Accounts 


Recommendation 


Status 


The  Sheriff  did  not  properly  account  for  various  fees  and  inmate  monies 
received,  and  used  over  $79,000  of  these  monies  in  violation  of  state  law  to 
pay  operating  expenses  of  his  office.  Supporting  documentation  was  not 
retained  for  at  least  $14,875  of  disbursements  made  from  the  Sheriffs  bank 
accounts,  and  the  propriety  of  some  of  these  transactions  was  uncertain.  The 
Sheriff  also  improperly  transferred  monies  between  the  fee  and  inmate  bank 
accounts  and  incurred  insufficient  fund  charges. 

Included  in  the  undocumented  disbursements  were  payments  to  deputies 
through  the  fee  and  inmate  bank  accounts  for  hours  worked  and  mileage 
driven.  These  payments  were  not  reported  on  the  deputies'  W-2  forms,  and 
payroll  deductions  were  not  withheld  from  the  payments. 

The  amounts  deposited  into  various  county  law  enforcement  related  special 
revenue  funds  may  have  been  incorrect,  and  there  was  little  assurance 
restricted  funds  had  been  accounted  for  properly  and  expended  for 
allowable  purposes.  The  Sheriff  did  not  always  transmit  fees  timely  and 
amounts  transmitted  frequently  appeared  to  be  more  or  less  than  the 
corresponding  amounts  received. 

The  Sheriff  turn  over  all  fees  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  as  required 
by  state  law.  Payment  of  expenses  should  only  be  made  through  the  normal 
county  disbursement  process  as  provided  for  in  the  budgets  of  special 
revenue  funds.  In  addition,  the  Sheriff  and  County  Commission  should 
ensure  all  salary  payments  and  wages  are  subject  to  payroll  withholdings, 
reported  on  W-2  forms,  and  supported  by  timesheets  that  reflect  actual  time 
worked. 

In  Progress 

During  November  and  December  2012,  the  Sheriff  turned  over  all  fees 
deposited  into  his  fee  account  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  at  the  end 
of  each  month,  except  for  $600  in  incentive  payments  received  from  the 
Social  Security  Administration  for  prisoners.  Inmate  commissary  profits 
totaling  $8,511  were  turned  over  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  in 
November  and  December  2012;  however,  some  commissary  profits  are  still 
held  in  the  inmate  bank  account.  The  Sheriff  indicated  he  intends  to  turn 
over  additional  commissary  profits  to  the  county  after  differences  in 
reconciliations  remain  consistent  for  a  period  of  time.  During  November  and 
December  2012,  payment  of  expenses  were  made  through  the  county's 
normal  disbursement  process  and  salaries  to  deputies  were  paid  through  the 
payroll  system  with  proper  withholdings  and  reporting. 
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2.2    Sheriff  Special  Revenue  The  Sheriff  improperly  transferred  monies  between  the  county  special 
Funds  revenue    funds    and    his    bank    accounts,    and    adequate  supporting 

documentation  was  not  provided  for  payments  made  to  the  Sheriff  and  for 
other  payments  related  to  the  operation  of  the  Sheriffs  office.  The  Sheriff 
also  requested  several  transfers  be  made  between  various  special  revenue 
funds,  and  the  purpose  of  these  transfers  was  unclear  and  not  adequately 
documented.  Receipt  transactions  were  often  classified  as  transfers  on  the 
budgets  rather  than  a  more  appropriate  and  descriptive  receipt  category. 
Adequate  supporting  documentation  was  not  provided  for  some  payments 
from  the  special  revenue  funds  to  the  Sheriff,  and  in  some  instances,  it  was 
not  clear  the  payments  were  for  legitimate  county  expenses.  The  County 
Commission  did  not  adequately  review  other  disbursements  related  to  the 
operation  of  the  Sheriffs  office. 

Recommendation  The  Sheriff  and  the  County  Commission  limit  transfers,  consider  a  more 

effective  method  of  budgeting  transfers  and  disbursements,  and  ensure  the 
purposes  of  all  fund  transfers  are  documented.  The  Sheriff  and  County 
Commission  should  require  adequate  supporting  documentation  for  all 
disbursements,  and  ensure  funds  are  disbursed  in  a  necessary  and 
appropriate  manner  and  proper  oversight  of  the  Sheriffs  office  is  performed. 

Status  jn  pr0gress 


Monies  were  not  transferred  between  the  county  special  revenue  funds  and 
the  Sheriffs  bank  accounts  during  November  and  December  2012.  The 
Sheriff  and  County  Commission  limited  transfers  between  special  revenue 
funds  and  reduced  the  number  of  special  revenue  funds  by  combining 
several  funds  together  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  For 
November  2012  travel  related  expenses  reviewed,  supporting 
documentation  was  available  although  the  purpose  of  travel  was  not 
documented.  The  County  Commission  continued  to  only  review  a  summary 
statement  of  Sheriffs  office  fuel.  The  entire  bill  and  detailed  invoices  of 
each  fuel  purchase  in  November  2012  (paid  in  December  2012)  were  not 
reviewed  by  the  County  Commission.  However,  the  County  Clerk  indicated 
he  has  now  requested  the  Sheriff  to  provide  the  entire  fuel  bill  and  the 
detailed  invoices  of  each  fuel  purchase  to  his  office  for  review.  The  County 
Clerk  and  County  Commission  currently  receive  and  review  a  monthly 
report  of  receipts,  disbursements,  and  open  items  and  the  related  supporting 
documentation  for  the  Sheriffs  fee  account. 


3.      Sheriff  Reconciliations     There  was  no  assurance  accounting  records  were  accurate  and  complete. 

and  Accounting  System 

3.1    Bank  Reconciliations       Bank  reconciliations  and  a  list  of  liabilities  were  not  prepared  for  either  the 

fee  or  inmate  bank  accounts,  and  the  Sheriff  could  not  perform  a  proper 
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reconciliation  because  some  debit  card  disbursements  and  electronic 
deposits  were  not  recorded  in  the  accounting  system. 


Recommendation 


Status 


3.2  Accounting  System 


Recommendation 
Status 


The  Sheriff  perform  bank  reconciliations  and  reconcile  bank  balances  to 
liabilities  monthly.  Any  differences  between  accounting  records  and 
reconciliations  should  be  investigated  and  resolved.  The  Sheriff  should 
ensure  all  disbursements  and  receipts  are  accurately  recorded  in  the 
computerized  accounting  system. 

In  Progress 

The  Sheriff  prepared  bank  reconciliations  and  a  list  of  liabilities  for  both  the 
inmate  and  fee  accounts  for  November  and  December  2012;  however, 
differences  between  accounting  records  and  reconciliations  still  exist  and 
have  not  been  resolved.  In  addition,  incentive  payments  received  from  the 
Social  Security  Administration  for  prisoners  totaling  $600  during  November 
and  December  2012,  were  direct  deposited  into  the  Sheriffs  fee  account,  but 
were  not  recorded  in  the  Sheriffs  accounting  records. 

The  payee  on  several  checks  was  whited-out  or  manually  marked  through 
and  a  new  payee  was  written  in.  The  payee  and  amount  of  the  checks 
recorded  in  the  accounting  system  did  not  always  agree  to  the  actual  checks 
written.  Computerized  reports  of  disbursements  made  from  the  inmate 
account  were  not  accurate.  The  Sheriffs  report  of  fees  for  the  month  of  June 
2010  did  not  agree  to  the  accounting  system  or  bank  records. 

The  Sheriff  discontinue  altering  checks  and  ensure  disbursements  are 
properly  reported  in  the  accounting  system. 

Implemented 

During  November  and  December  2012,  the  checks  that  were  issued  and 
cleared  the  bank  from  the  fee  and  inmate  bank  accounts  were  not  altered  and 
were  properly  recorded  in  the  accounting  system,  the  computerized  reports 
of  disbursements  made  from  the  inmate  account  were  accurate,  and  the 
Sheriffs  report  of  fees  agreed  to  the  accounting  records. 


4.     Prosecuting  Attorney 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


As  a  result  of  numerous  control  weaknesses,  there  was  no  assurance  all 
monies  were  handled  and  accounted  for  properly. 


4. 1    Segregation  of  Duties 
and  Adjustments 


The  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  and  transmitting  monies  were  not 
adequately  segregated.  The  bad  check  clerk  performed  all  of  these  duties, 
and  reviews  performed  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  were  not  documented. 
In  addition,  there  was  no  independent  approval  to  support  adjustments 
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Recommendation 


Status 


posted  to  the  accounting  system,  and  adequate  documentation  of  the 
adjustments  was  not  retained. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the 
extent  possible  or  ensure  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are 
performed  and  documented,  and  require  someone  independent  of  the 
accounting  system  to  review  and  approve  all  adjustments  and  ensure 
adequate  documentation  is  retained  to  support  such  adjustments. 

In  Progress 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  his  office  is  unable  to  segregate 
accounting  duties.  Adjustments  totaling  $4,602  were  posted  to  the 
accounting  system  in  November  and  December  2012,  and  reasons  for  the 
adjustments  were  documented.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  he  has 
performed  some  reviews  of  accounting  records,  but  these  reviews  were  not 
documented,  and  he  is  in  the  process  of  developing  a  system  to  document 
these  reviews  in  the  future. 


4.2  Receipting  and 

Transmitting  Monies 


Recommendation 


Receipts  slips  had  not  been  issued  for  some  monies,  and  the  numerical 
sequence  of  manual  receipt  slips  was  not  accounted  for  properly.  Receipts 
were  not  transmitted  timely  to  the  victim  and  County  Collector-Treasurer 
and  were  not  posted  to  the  computerized  accounting  system  timely. 
Amounts  recorded  on  manual  receipt  slips  were  not  reconciled  to  the 
computerized  accounting  system  and  transmittals.  Money  orders  made 
payable  to  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  were  not  restrictively  endorsed  until  the 
receipts  were  transmitted  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  ensure  receipt  slips  are  issued  in  numerical  order 
for  all  monies  received  and  monies  are  recorded  promptly,  and  restrictively 
endorse  money  orders  immediately  upon  receipt.  In  addition,  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney  should  ensure  monies  are  transmitted  timely  and 
intact,  and  ensure  comparisons  of  receipt  slips  to  the  computerized 
accounting  system  and  transmittals  are  performed. 


Status 


In  Progess 


During  November  and  December  2012,  receipt  slips  were  not  issued  for  bad 
check  restitution  and  fees  totaling  $694  and  a  comparison  of  receipt  slips  to 
the  computerized  accounting  system  and  transmittals  was  not  performed. 
However,  during  November  and  December  2012,  monies  received  were 
posted  timely  to  the  computerized  accounting  system,  the  numerical 
sequence  of  manual  receipt  slips  was  accounted  for  properly,  and  bad  check 
fees  were  transmitted  timely  and  intact  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer. 
The  Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  he  plans  to  issue  receipt  slips  for  all 
monies  received  and  perform  a  comparison  of  the  receipt  slips  to  the 
computerized  accounting  system  and  transmittals  in  the  future.  The 
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Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  restitution  is  now  being  transmitted  to 
victims  timely  and  money  orders  are  being  endorsed  upon  receipt. 


7.     Passport  Fees 


Recommendation 


Status 


There  was  no  apparent  authority  for  the  County  Commission  to  collect 
passport  fees  and  some  of  the  fees  collected  were  spent  inappropriately. 

The  County  Commission  discontinue  collecting  passport  fees  or  ensure 
passport  fees  are  reported  and  spent  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

In  Progress 


The  County  Commission  continues  to  collect  passport  fees.  A  quarterly 
report  accounting  for  all  passport  fees  was  prepared  based  upon  bank 
activity  for  the  quarter  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  County  Clerk 
indicated  he  planned  to  submit  this  quarterly  report  to  the  Circuit  Court. 
Passport  fees  were  spent  appropriately  during  the  quarter  ended  December 
2012. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Chris  Pieper,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Economic  Development 
and 

Sallie  Hemenway,  Director 

Division  of  Business  and  Community  Services 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2012-117, 
Department  of  Economic  Development,  Division  of  Business  and  Community  Services,  issued  in 
September  2012,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect  Recommendations  (AFTER) 
program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  division  about  the  follow-up 
review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  division,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  requested  the  department  provide  a  written  status  as  to  the  selected 
recommendation.  We  received  and  reviewed  the  department's  written  responses  related  to  that 
recommendation.  This  report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially 
completed  during  February  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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1 .     Due  Diligence 
Procedures 


1.1  MamtekUSA 


1.3   Other  projects 


Recommendation 


Status 


The  Department  of  Economic  Development  (DED)  Division  of  Business 
and  Community  Services  (BCS),  as  well  as  other  parties  involved  in  the 
Mamtek  USA  project,  failed  to  perform  adequate  due  diligence  on  the  start- 
up company,  its  officials,  and  information  provided  by  the  company.  Also, 
BCS  due  diligence  procedures  performed  for  other  projects  were  not  always 
adequate,  properly  documented,  or  performed  in  a  timely  manner. 

The  BCS,  and  the  city  of  Moberly  along  with  other  entities  involved  in 
issuing  industrial  development  bonds,  did  not  ensure  due  diligence 
procedures  were  adequately  designed,  performed,  and  documented  to 
protect  the  interests  of  all  parties. 

The  BCS  due  diligence  procedures  performed  for  other  projects  were  not 
always  adequate,  properly  documented,  or  performed  in  a  timely  manner. 

The  BCS  ensure  the  diligence  procedures  are  properly  designed,  performed 
in  a  timely  manner,  and  adequately  documented.  In  addition,  the  BCS 
should  continue  to  evaluate  their  due  diligence  procedures,  adopting  new 
procedures  that  may  provide  additional  assurance  regarding  the  feasibility  of 
startup  company  proposals. 

Implemented 

The  BCS  indicated  it  has  committed  to  seeing  that  this  recommendation  has 
been  and  will  continue  to  be  implemented  in  that  the  BCS  has  ensured  and 
continues  to  ensure  that  its  due  diligence  procedures  are  properly  designed, 
performed  in  a  timely  manner,  adequately  documented,  and  appropriate.  In 
addition,  the  BCS  has  evaluated  and  will  continue  to  evaluate  its  due 
diligence  procedures  to  provide  additional  assurance  regarding  the 
feasibility  of  startup  company  proposals. 

As  noted  in  the  original  audit,  the  BCS  adopted  uniform  written  due 
diligence  procedures  for  all  programs  in  February  2011.  The  BCS  has  since 
revised  those  written  procedures  to  strengthen  overall  due  diligence.  As 
recommended  by  the  audit,  the  BCS  indicated  it  has  considered  the 
additional  procedures  recommended  in  the  audit,  especially  for  startup 
company  projects  which  inherently  involve  more  risk,  and  whether  such 
companies  are  applying  for  loans  or  for  any  other  discretionary  program. 

Among  other  things,  the  BCS  indicated  it  requires  third-party  verification  of 
financial  information  and  performs  background  checks  for  start-up 
companies.  The  BCS  indicated  it  assesses  the  financial  commitment  of 
owners  and  the  validity  and  reasonableness  of  revenue  and  cost  projections 
for  start-up  companies.  The  BCS  indicated  it  has  added  to  its  Dun  & 
Bradstreet  subscription  by  purchasing  access  to  international  business 
financial  and  performance  data,  and  the  BCS  indicated  it  utilizes  its  foreign 
offices  and  staff  to  evaluate  international  operations.  Program  application 
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certifications  authorize  the  BCS  access  to  any  source  of  information  for  the 
purposes  of  verifying  company  information. 

The  BCS  indicated  it  will  continue  these  and  other  efforts  as  part  of  its 
ongoing  efforts  to  ensure  that  its  due  diligence  procedures  are  properly 
designed,  performed  in  a  timely  manner,  adequately  documented,  and 
appropriate. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Bolivar  Municipal 
Division 


Accounting  Controls  and  Open  bonds  reported  by  the  municipal  division  are  not  reconciled  to  bond 

Procedures  liabilities  reported  by  the  city.  As  of  November  15,  2012,  the  City  Clerk  had 

not  reconciled  city  bank  accounts  or  prepared  city  financial  statements  since 
February  2012.  As  of  February  28,  2012,  the  city  financial  statements 
reported  a  bond  liability  of  $15,113  more  than  municipal  division  records. 
At  audit  staff  request,  the  City  Clerk  reconciled  city  bank  accounts  and 
financial  records  with  municipal  division  records  and  as  of  December  31, 
2012,  municipal  division  records  showed  $275  more  in  open  bonds  than  city 
financial  records.  Monthly  court  reports  submitted  to  the  state  are  not 
always  complete  and  accurate,  and  amounts  paid  by  the  city  to  the  state  for 
court  fees  are  not  always  reconciled  to  municipal  division  records  to  ensure 
accuracy.  According  to  city  financial  statements  at  December  31,  2012,  the 
city  owed  $3,942  in  restitution  that  had  been  received  but  not  disbursed  to 
victims,  but  municipal  division  records  indicated  all  restitution  had  been 
disbursed. 


Police  Department  Procedures    Procedures  over  the  collection  of  bond  monies  need  improvement.  Duties 

are  not  adequately  segregated,  bond  amounts  are  not  always  collected  in 
accordance  with  the  bond  schedule  approved  by  the  Judge,  bonds  are  not 
always  entered  on  the  bond  log,  bond  forms  are  not  prenumbered,  and 
officers  collecting  bond  monies  are  not  bonded.  Neither  the  Police 
Department  nor  the  municipal  division  adequately  accounts  for  the 
numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  traffic  tickets  issued. 

In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 

American  Recovery  and  The  Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Bolivar  Municipal  Division  did  not 

Reinvestment  Act  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited  time  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 


Poor:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 

findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge 
Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit 
and 

Municipal  Judge 
Bolivar,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  City  of  Bolivar  Municipal  Division  of  the  Thirtieth  Judicial 
Circuit  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  municipal  division,  as  well  as  certain  external 
parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  municipal  division's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  division. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our 
findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of  Bolivar  Municipal  Division  of  the  Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit. 
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A  petition  audit  of  the  City  of  Bolivar,  fulfilling  our  obligations  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  is  still 
process,  and  any  additional  findings  and  recommendations  will  be  included  in  the  subsequent  report. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Donna  Christian,  CPA,  CGFM 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Candi  Copley 
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1.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


1.1  Bond  liabilities 


Municipal  division  bond  liabilities  are  not  reconciled  to  bond  monies  held 
by  the  city  and  information  included  on  monthly  reports  submitted  to  the 
state  is  not  always  complete  and  accurate.  Additionally,  city  financial 
statements  report  $3,942  in  restitution  owed  to  victims;  however,  court 
records  indicate  all  restitution  has  been  paid. 

Municipal  division  receipts  are  collected  by  city  utility  clerks  and  deposited 
in  the  city's  general  checking  account.  Bond  monies  are  collected  by  police 
officers  and  transmitted  to  the  city  and  also  deposited  into  the  city's  general 
checking  account  where  the  monies  are  held  until  disposition.  The  Court 
Clerk  is  responsible  for  posting  court  payments  to  each  defendant's  case  in 
the  municipal  division  component  of  the  city  financial  computer  system. 

The  list  of  open  bonds  reported  by  the  municipal  division  is  not  reconciled 
to  the  amount  of  bond  liabilities  reported  by  the  city.  Additionally,  city 
records  are  not  balanced  timely  further  preventing  this  reconciliation  from 
being  performed. 

As  of  November  15,  2012,  the  City  Clerk  had  not  reconciled  city  bank 
accounts  or  prepared  city  financial  statements  since  February  2012.  We 
compared  the  February  29,  2012,  municipal  division  open  bond  list  ($5,196) 
to  the  city  financial  statement  bond  liability  amount  ($20,309)  and  noted  a 
difference  of  $15,113.  The  City  Clerk  also  maintains  an  itemized  listing  of 
bonds  held  by  the  city  which  totaled  $19,786  as  of  February  29,  2012,  and 
does  not  agree  with  city  financial  statements  or  municipal  division  records. 
At  our  request  the  City  Clerk  reconciled  city  bank  accounts  and  financial 
records  with  municipal  division  records  and  at  December  31,  2012,  bond 
monies  reported  as  held  by  the  city  totaled  $12,164,  while  the  municipal 
division  reported  open  bonds  totaling  $12,439,  or  a  difference  of  $275. 

Monthly  reconciliations  between  the  open  bonds  maintained  by  the  court 
and  the  open  bonds  reported  by  the  city  are  necessary  to  ensure  proper 
accountability  over  open  cases  and  to  ensure  monies  held  in  trust  by  the  city 
are  sufficient  to  meet  liabilities. 


1 .2  Monthly  reports  and 
disbursements 


Monthly  court  reports  submitted  to  the  state  are  not  always  complete  and 
accurate  and  amounts  paid  to  the  state  for  court  fees  are  not  always 
reconciled  to  municipal  division  records  to  ensure  accuracy. 

•  Total  receipts  were  not  always  accurately  reported  on  monthly  reports. 
For  example,  the  July  2012  Municipal  Division  Summary  Reporting 
Form  submitted  to  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  (OSCA) 
reported  total  court  receipts  as  $15,492,  but  the  report  submitted  to  the 
city  reported  total  court  receipts  as  $15,742.  Restitution  of  $250  was  not 
included  in  the  report  submitted  to  OSCA.  Differences  in  total  receipts 
were  noted  in  several  other  months  during  2012  ranging  from  $10  to 
$117. 
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•  The  amounts  reported  for  the  collection  of  the  Law  Enforcement 
Training  fee  ($2  per  case)  and  the  Peace  Officers  Standards  and 
Training  Commission  fee  ($1  per  case)  were  transposed  on  reports 
submitted  to  OSCA.  While  the  reports  submitted  to  the  city  and 
amounts  disbursed  appear  to  be  accurate,  the  Court  Clerk  believes  a 
programming  error  must  exist  within  the  city's  reporting  system  to  cause 
the  fees  to  be  reported  differently  on  the  two  monthly  reports. 

•  The  state  portion  of  Crime  Victim's  Compensation  (CVC)  fees  was  not 
always  accurately  calculated  each  month  and  monthly  remittance 
advices  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue  for  payment  of  CVC 
fees  do  not  report  the  number  of  cases  filed  or  the  fee  amount  collected 
per  case  as  required.  The  form  only  indicates  the  total  amount  paid.  This 
other  information  was  not  completed  on  the  remittance  form  because  the 
amount  paid  represented  a  total  obtained  from  the  city's  general  ledger 
liability  account  and  was  not  reflective  of  the  municipal  division's 
monthly  activity.  For  example,  the  city  disbursed  $520  to  the  state  for 
January  CVC  fees;  however  $748  should  have  been  disbursed.  The 
amount  paid  represented  the  amount  posted  to  the  city's  general  ledger 
liability  account  as  of  the  date  paid;  however,  additional  January  court 
activity  was  posted  to  the  city's  records  after  payment  was  made.  In 
addition,  in  October  2012  the  city  paid  $909  to  the  state  for  CVC  fees; 
however  only  95  percent  of  this  amount,  or  $864,  should  have  been 
paid. 

To  ensure  monthly  reports  are  accurate  and  amounts  disbursed  to  the  state 
are  correct,  the  municipal  division  should  reconcile  amounts  included  on  the 
various  reports  with  amounts  posted  to  city  records  and  subsequently 
disbursed.  Monthly  reconciliations  are  necessary  to  ensure  all  accounting 
records  balance,  transactions  are  properly  recorded,  and  any  errors  or 
discrepancies  are  detected  on  a  timely  basis. 

1.3  Restitution  Court  ordered  restitution  collected  by  the  city  and  owed  to  victims  is  not 

reconciled  to  municipal  division  records. 

According  to  city  financial  statements  at  December  31,  2012,  the  city  owed 
$3,942  in  restitution  that  had  been  received  but  not  disbursed  to  victims. 
According  to  municipal  division  records  all  restitution  had  been  disbursed  to 
victims  and  the  city  did  not  owe  any  restitution.  Additionally,  municipal 
division  records  report  restitution  collections  of  only  $942  during  2012  with 
this  entire  amount  having  been  disbursed  by  the  city.  The  City  Clerk  could 
not  provide  a  listing  showing  to  whom  restitution  was  owed. 

Monthly  reconciliations  between  municipal  division  records  and  city 
records  for  restitution  received  and  disbursed  is  necessary  to  ensure  proper 
accountability  over  restitution  payments  and  to  ensure  monies  held  in  trust 
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by  the  city  are  sufficient  to  meet  liabilities  and  amounts  owed  to  victims  are 
properly  paid. 


1.1  Work  with  the  city  to  reconcile  monthly  lists  of  open  bonds  to  the 
amount  of  bonds  held  in  the  city's  bank  account.  Any  discrepancies 
should  be  investigated  and  resolved  in  a  timely  manner. 

1.2  Work  with  the  city  to  reconcile  amounts  included  on  monthly 
municipal  division  reports  with  amounts  disbursed  by  the  city. 
Additionally,  remittance  advices  should  include  all  required 
information. 

1.3  Work  with  the  city  to  reconcile  restitution  received  and  disbursed 
each  month  and  determine  to  whom  the  $3,942  is  owed.  Any 
discrepancies  should  be  investigated  and  resolved  in  a  timely 
manner. 


1.1  Under  Bolivar  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order  (BMCOO) 
(adopted  08-28-10)  Section  V  paragraph  B,  guidelines  have  been 
provided  for  the  reconciliation  of  bond  monies.  All  associated 
activity  is  recorded  in  the  Court  files  using  the  Court 
Administration  software  program  Incode.  The  Court  Clerk  applies 
all  receipts  and  gives  dispositional  directives  accordingly.  All 
directives  and  subsequent  reconciliation  of  funds  and  financials  is 
facilitated  by  the  City  Clerk  according  to  adopted  City  guidelines 
and  BMCOO  Section  VIII  paragraph  A  which  requires  the 
reconciliation  of  bank  statements,  independent  of  the  court.  Any 
noncompliance  with  this  order  by  the  City  Clerk  is  due  to 
inadvertent  clerical  error.  At  present,  the  City  Clerk  is  performing 
according  to  BMCOO  and  will  continue  such  in  the  future. 

1.2  Under  Bolivar  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order  (adopted  08-28- 
10)  Section  III  paragraph  C,  guidelines  have  been  provided  for  the 
reporting  of  information  to  the  State.  The  Court  Clerk  is  responsible 
for  the  accurate  reporting  of  pertinent  data  by  the  15th  day  of  each 
month.  Due  to  necessary  separation  of  duties  regarding  the  receipt 
of  funds,  the  City  guidelines  and  BMCOO  Section  VIII  paragraph 
G,  sets  receipt  of  funds  functions  with  a  financial  officer  directed  by 
the  City  Clerk.  This  function  requires  the  Court  Clerk  to  adjust  the 
timing  of  State  reporting.  If  the  submission  of  data  occurs  before  the 
last  function  of  the  financial  officer,  there  is  the  risk  of  associated 
error.  The  Court  Clerk  has  subsequently  adopted  an  additional 


Recommendations 


The  City  of  Bolivar  Municipal  Division: 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Municipal  Judge  provided  the  following  written  responses: 
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procedure  of  review  to  eliminate  the  errors  associated  with 
premature  transmission  of  data. 


2.  Police  Department 
Procedures 


1.3  Under  Bolivar  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order  (adopted  08-28- 
10)  Section  III  paragraph  A,  guidelines  have  been  provided  for  the 
dissemination  of  information  to  the  City  Clerk  each  month 
regarding  the  previous  month's  activities.  The  Court  Clerk  is 
responsible  for  the  accurate  submission  of  such  data  into  the  court 
accounting  software  program  Incode.  Restitution  orders  are  entered 
into  the  court  accounting  program  upon  disposition  of  the  case  and 
order  of  the  court.  Any  subsequent  receipt  of  restitution  funds  is 
done  according  to  same  receipt  of  funds  guideline  of  any  other 
disposition  as  per  city  guidelines  and  BMCOO  Section  VIII 
separation  of  duties.  The  balance  of  accounts  in  the  Municipal 
Court  Division  restitution  records  are  accurate.  In  order  to  rectify 
the  differing  City  Clerk  balances,  the  Court  Clerk  will  meet  monthly 
with  the  City  Clerk  to  reconcile  balances.  Any  failure  to  reconcile 

financial  detail  by  the  City  Clerk  under  BMCOO  Section  VIII A  is 
due  to  inadvertent  clerical  error.  At  present,  the  City  Clerk  is 
performing  according  to  BMCOO  and  will  continue  such  in  the 

future. 

Police  Department  bond  collection  procedures  need  improvement,  and 
procedures  are  not  adequate  to  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  and 
ultimate  disposition  of  all  tickets  issued. 


2.1  Bond  procedures  Procedures  over  the  collection  of  bond  monies  need  improvement. 

According  to  Police  Department  records,  bonds  totaling  approximately 
$31,400  were  transmitted  to  the  city  during  the  year  ended  December  31, 
2012. 


Duties  related  to  the  collection  of  bonds  are  not  adequately  segregated. 
Police  officers  who  issue  tickets  and  make  arrests  also  collect  bond  monies. 
Additionally,  bond  amounts  are  not  always  collected  in  accordance  with  the 
bond  schedule  approved  by  the  Judge.  Our  review  of  29  bonds  totaling 
$5,516  collected  during  April  and  May  2012  identified  a  $250  bond  was 
collected  for  a  domestic  assault  charge  although  the  bond  schedule  indicates 
$300  should  have  been  collected.  Also,  although  the  bond  schedule  requires 
the  collection  of  a  bond  or  a  24  hour  hold  of  the  defendant  for  multiple 
charges  such  as  resisting  arrest  and  stealing,  we  noted  instances  where 
neither  requirement  (collection  of  bond  or  24  hour  hold)  was  met  when 
tickets  were  issued  for  such  charges.  Further,  bonds  received  are  not  always 
entered  on  the  bond  log  maintained  by  the  Police  Department,  and  bond 
forms  used  by  the  Police  Department  are  not  prenumbered.  During  April 
and  May  2012,  3  of  the  29  cash  bonds  receipted  by  police  officers  were  not 
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listed  on  the  bond  log.  Finally,  police  officers  who  collect  bond  monies  are 
not  bonded  by  the  city. 

To  ensure  proper  accounting  for  bond  monies,  duties  should  be  adequately 
segregated,  bond  amounts  should  be  collected  in  accordance  with  the 
approved  bond  schedule,  prenumbered  bond  forms  should  be  issued  for  all 
bonds  received  and  all  bonds  collected  should  be  recorded  on  the  bond  log. 
Adequate  bonding  of  persons  with  access  to  funds  is  necessary  to  reduce  the 
risk  of  loss  if  funds  are  mishandled. 


2.2  Ticket  controls  and 
accountability 


Neither  the  Police  Department  nor  the  municipal  division  adequately 
accounts  for  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  traffic 
tickets  issued. 


Recommendations 


The  Police  Department  tracks  ticket  book  numbers  assigned  to  each  officer 
on  a  log  and  each  officer  is  responsible  for  entering  tickets  issued  into  a  law 
enforcement  records  management  system;  however,  our  review  identified 
numerous  instances  where  officers  failed  to  enter  information  on  tickets 
issued  into  the  law  enforcement  records  management  system.  The  municipal 
division  tracks  the  tickets  forwarded  to  the  court  for  processing;  but  not 
those  tickets  that  are  voided,  warnings,  or  not  prosecuted  and  therefore 
requiring  no  court  action. 

City  of  Bolivar  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order  Number  1,  Section 
VIII(D)  requires  the  Court  to  work  jointly  with  the  Police  Department  to 
account  for  all  traffic  tickets  in  numerical  sequence  and  maintain  a  record  of 
the  disposition  of  all  tickets  assigned  and  issued  by  the  Police  Department. 
Without  a  proper  accounting  for  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate 
disposition  of  tickets  issued,  the  Police  Department  and  the  municipal 
division  cannot  be  assured  all  tickets  issued  are  properly  submitted  for 
processing. 

The  City  of  Bolivar  Municipal  Division: 


2.1  Work  with  the  Police  Department  to  ensure  duties  are  adequately 
segregated,  bond  amounts  are  collected  in  accordance  with  the 
approved  bond  schedule,  bond  forms  are  prenumbered  and 
accounted  for  properly,  and  all  bonds  are  properly  recorded  on  the 
Police  Department  bond  log.  Additionally,  bond  coverage  should  be 
obtained  for  all  employees  with  access  to  municipal  division 
monies. 


2.2  Work  with  the  Police  Department  to  ensure  the  numerical  sequence 
and  ultimate  disposition  of  all  tickets  issued  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  all  tickets  are  received  by  the  court  for  proper 
disposition. 
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Auditee's  Response 


The  Municipal  Judge  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


2.1  Under  Bolivar  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order  (adopted  08-28- 
10)  Section  V  paragraph  B,  guidelines  have  been  provided  for  the 
use  and  collection  of  bond  monies.  The  Court  has  submitted  a  bond 
schedule  for  use  by  police  officers,  in  addition  the  Police  Chief 
Administrative  Assistant  uses  city  guidelines  for  reconciling 
collected  monies  to  the  bond.  Such  guidelines  include  a  second 
witness  to  the  counting  of  monies  and  bond  reconciliation.  The 
receipts  and  copies  of  the  bonds  are  provided  to  the  Court  Clerk 
and  the  City  Clerk.  Due  to  budget  limitations  on  available  city 
personnel  on  any  given  24  hour  period,  it  is  not  always  possible  to 
have  personnel  available  to  collect  a  bond  other  than  the  arresting 
officer.  The  court  will  discuss  the  issue  of  bonding  officers  who 
collect  such  funds.  The  court  has  also  initiated  a  numbering  system 
for  bond  forms.  Regarding  failures  by  police  officers  to  comply  with 
BMCOO  or  city  guidelines  regarding  assessment  of  bond,  due  to  the 
fact  that  such  instances  are  only  determined  by  review  of  the  police 
report,  and  the  court  is  ethically  not  permitted  to  review  such 
reports  during  or  prior  to  disposition,  there  is  no  way  to  scrutinize 
such  instances.  At  any  period,  however,  this  does  not  suggest  that 
changes  in  bond  policy  cannot  be  made  based  on  individual 
circumstances  with  prior  authorization  of  the  court. 

2.2  Under  Bolivar  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order  (adopted  08-28- 
10)  Section  III,  guidelines  for  the  reporting  of  case  dispositions 
have  been  established.  Case  dispositions  are  reported  monthly  to 
the  City  of  Bolivar,  daily  to  the  Department  of  Revenue,  monthly  to 
the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  and  monthly  to  the 
Presiding  Circuit  Judge.  Also,  BMCOO  Section  VIII  paragraph  D 
requires  the  Clerk  of  the  Court  and  the  Police  Department  to 
account  for  all  tickets  in  numerical  sequence.  Any  failure  to  comply 
with  this  order  is  due  to  inadvertent  clerical  error.  As  of  today,  all 
ticket  sequences  have  been  reconciled.  In  addition,  the  Police  Chief 
Administrative  Assistant  submits  a  monthly  MULES  report  to  the 
Court  Clerk  and  the  list  is  reconciled  to  the  records  of  the  Court 
Clerk. 
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Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Bolivar  Municipal  Division 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  City  of  Bolivar  Municipal  Division  is  in  the  Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit, 
which  consists  of  Benton,  Dallas,  Hickory,  Polk  and  Webster  Counties.  The 
Honorable  John  W.  Sims  serves  as  Presiding  Judge. 

The  municipal  division  is  governed  by  Chapter  479,  RSMo,  and  by  Supreme 
Court  Rule  No.  37.  Supreme  Court  Rule  No.  37.49  provides  that  each 
municipal  division  may  establish  a  violation  bureau  in  which  fines  and  costs 
are  collected  at  times  other  than  during  court  and  transmitted  to  the  city 
treasury. 

Personnel  At  December  31,  2012,  the  municipal  division  employees  were  as  follows: 


Title  Name  

Municipal  Judge  Randolph  Blosch 

Court  Clerk  Misty  D.  Greig 


Financial  and  Caseload 
Information 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


Year  Ended 
December  31,  2012 


Receipts 

Number  of  cases  filed 


$181,338 
3,495 


The  City  of  Bolivar  Municipal  Division  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus 
monies  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Department  of  Public  Safety 

State  Emergency 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  State  Emergency 
Management  Agency 

Exercise  Attendance  The  Department  of  Public  Safety  (DPS),  State  Emergency  Management  Agency 

(SEMA)  coordinates  various  exercises  each  year  to  train  state  and  local  officials 
in  disaster  mitigation,  preparedness,  response,  and  recovery,  which  are  funded 
through  the  federal  Emergency  Management  Performance  Grant  (EMPG).  The 
SEMA  strategic  plan  requires  95  percent  of  EMPG  jurisdictions  attend  at  least  3 
of  5  exercises  conducted,  but  SEMA  did  not  review  its  lists  of  attendees  to 
measure  compliance.  It  was  found  only  56  percent  of  jurisdictions  attended  at 
least  3  exercises  during  fiscal  year  2012,  and  73  percent  did  so  during  fiscal 
year  2011.  Starting  in  September  2013,  the  95  percent  attendance  requirement 
will  be  a  federal  requirement  of  the  EMPG  program,  and  non-compliance  could 
impact  the  program's  funding. 

During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  SEMA  paid  approximately  $55,000 
related  to  air  travel  costs  of  the  Governor's  office.  These  flights  were  for  the 
Governor  to  view  disaster  sites,  promote  disaster  recovery,  and  attend  disaster 
recovery  events,  however,  of  the  42  flights  paid  for  by  SEMA,  none  included  a 
SEMA  representative  and  only  11  included  a  DPS,  Office  of  the  Director 
representative. 

Sunshine  Law  The  SEMA  is  designated  to  provide  the  day-to-day  operation  and  oversight  of 

the  Missouri  Emergency  Response  Commission  (MERC),  a  federally-mandated 
program  to  protect  the  public  health  and  the  environment  by  assisting 
communities  with  chemical  incident  prevention,  preparedness,  response,  and 
recovery.  The  MERC  did  not  properly  document  the  specific  reason  for  going 
into  closed  session  in  the  open  meeting  minutes  or  the  related  agenda,  as 
required  by  the  Sunshine  Law. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


Payment  of  Operating  Costs  of 
the  Governor's  Office 


American  Recovery  and  The  Department  of  Public  Safety,  State  Emergency  Management  Agency,  did 

Reinvestment  Act  not  receiye  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audit  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Jerry  Lee,  Director 
Department  of  Public  Safety 
and 

Ryan  Nicholls,  Director 

State  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  State  Emergency  Management 
Agency  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  201 1.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  agency's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  agency's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  agency,  and  testing  selected 
transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in 
operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their 
design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  agency's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  agency. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  a  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures. 

The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  State  Emergency  Management  Agency. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Keriann  Wright,  MBA,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Terri  Erwin,  MBA,  CGAP 

Audit  Staff:  Nathaniel  Fast,  M.  Acct.,  CPA,  CFE 
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State  Emergency  Management  Agency 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


1.  Exercise 
Attendance 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


2.  Payment  of 

Operating  Costs  of 
the  Governor's 
Office 


The  State  Emergency  Management  Agency  (SEMA)  does  not  have 
procedures  to  ensure  compliance  and  did  not  comply  with  the  exercise 
attendance  requirement  for  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

The  SEMA  coordinates  various  exercises  each  year  to  train  state  and  local 
officials  in  disaster  mitigation,  preparedness,  response,  and  recovery,  which 
are  funded  through  the  federal  Emergency  Management  Performance  Grant 
(EMPG)  program.  The  SEMA  prepares  a  strategic  plan  every  5  years  to 
identify  the  goals,  objectives,  and  performance  measures  of  the  EMPG  and 
the  desired  outcomes  of  the  SEMA.  One  objective  outlined  in  the  strategic 
plan  is  to  test,  evaluate,  and  maintain  the  ability  of  key  officials  from  all 
levels  of  government,  non-governmental,  volunteer,  and  private  sector 
organizations  to  respond  to  and  recover  from  disasters  and  emergencies 
through  systematic  participation  in  exercises.  The  strategic  plan  requires  95 
percent  of  EMPG  jurisdictions  attend  at  least  three  of  five  exercises 
conducted.  Starting  in  September  2013,  this  performance  measure  will  also 
be  a  federal  requirement  of  the  EMPG  program  and  non-compliance  with 
this  requirement  could  impact  the  federal  funding  of  the  program. 

Although  the  SEMA  maintains  a  list  of  individuals  and  jurisdictions  in 
attendance  at  each  exercise,  the  information  is  not  utilized  to  measure 
compliance  with  the  attendance  requirement.  At  our  request,  the  SEMA 
analyzed  the  information  and  found  only  56  percent  and  73  percent  of 
jurisdictions  attended  at  least  three  exercises  during  fiscal  years  2012  and 
2011,  respectively,  both  well  below  the  95  percent  required.  Without  proper 
training  and  adequate  attendance  at  coordinated  exercises,  state  and  local 
officials  may  not  be  adequately  prepared  for  immediate  and  efficient 
response  during  times  of  crisis. 

The  SEMA  implement  adequate  procedures  to  track  exercise  attendance  and 
ensure  compliance  with  exercise  performance  measures. 

The  SEMA  has  implemented  stronger  procedures  to  track  exercise 
attendance  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  attendance  requirement  as 
outlined  in  the  strategic  plan  for  EMPG  jurisdictions. 

During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  SEMA  paid  approximately 
$55,500  related  to  air  travel  costs  of  the  Governor's  office.  The  flights  paid 
were  for  the  Governor  to  view  disaster  sites,  promote  disaster  recovery,  and 
attend  disaster  recovery  events;  however  the  majority  of  the  flights  only 
included  members  of  the  Governor's  staff  or  immediate  family. 

Flight  documentation  showed  that  no  SEMA  personnel  were  on  any  of  the 
flights  although  some  flights  did  include  a  representative  from  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  (DPS-OD).  We 
identified  24  of  the  29  flights  paid  in  fiscal  year  2012  (83  percent)  and  7  of 
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State  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


the  13  flights  paid  in  fiscal  year  2011  (54  percent)  did  not  include  a 
representative  from  the  SEMA  or  the  DPS-OD. 

The  Governor's  office  has  an  appropriation  to  which  travel  costs  may  be 
charged.  The  Governor's  office  also  receives  an  appropriation  for 
expenditures  associated  with  calling  up  the  Missouri  National  Guard  in 
times  of  emergency.  While  costs  relating  to  disaster  assessment  and 
recovery  are  appropriate  for  the  SEMA,  it  does  not  appear  appropriate  for 
the  SEMA  to  bear  the  cost  of  flights  taken  by  the  Governor's  office  for 
purposes  that  appear  to  be  within  the  scope  of  the  Governor's  duties, 
especially  when  the  flights  do  not  include  a  representative  from  the  SEMA 
or  the  DPS-OD.  This  practice  distorts  the  actual  costs  of  operating  both  the 
SEMA  and  the  Governor's  office. 

Recommendation  The  SEMA  work  with  the  Governor's  office  to  discontinue  the  practice  of 

using  SEMA  appropriations  to  pay  operating  costs  of  the  Governor's  office. 

Auditee's  Response  The  SEMA  will  work  with  the  Governor's  office  to  ensure  that  all  travel 

costs  paid  by  the  SEMA  for  the  Governor's  office  are  related  to  disaster 
assessment  or  recovery. 


The  Missouri  Emergency  Response  Commission  (MERC)  did  not  always 
follow  Sunshine  Law  requirements  relating  to  closed  meetings  as  required 
by  Chapter  610,  RSMo.  Our  audit  noted  the  MERC  did  not  properly 
document  the  specific  reason  for  going  into  closed  session  in  the  open 
meeting  minutes  or  the  related  agenda  for  either  of  the  two  closed  meetings 
held  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

The  SEMA  has  been  designated  to  provide  the  day-to-day  operation  and 
oversight  of  the  MERC.  The  MERC  is  a  federally  mandated  program 
established  under  11  CSR  10-11.210  to  protect  the  public  health  and  the 
environment  by  assisting  communities  with  chemical  incident  prevention, 
preparedness,  response,  and  recovery.  The  Commission  meets  quarterly. 

Chapter  610,  RSMo,  requires  a  closed  meeting,  record,  or  vote  to  be  held 
only  for  the  specific  exceptions  (reasons)  announced  publicly  at  an  open 
session.  In  addition,  it  requires  the  MERC  to  give  notice  at  least  24  hours  in 
advance  of  the  time,  date,  and  place  of  each  meeting,  and  its  tentative 
agenda,  including  the  specific  exception  for  any  planned  closed  meeting,  in 
a  manner  reasonably  calculated  to  advise  the  public  of  the  matters  to  be 
considered. 

Recommendation  The  MERC  ensure  open  meeting  minutes  and  related  agendas  state  the 

specific  reasons  for  going  into  closed  meetings  as  required. 


3.  Sunshine  Law 


State  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


Audi tCC'S  ReSDOnSC  ^e  MERC  has  ensured  that  meeting  minutes  and  related  agendas  state  the 

specific  reasons  for  going  into  closed  meetings,  gives  at  least  24  hours 
advance  notice  of  the  time,  date,  and  place  of  each  meeting,  and  its  tentative 
agenda  to  include  the  specific  reason  for  any  planned  closed  meetings. 
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State  Emergency  Management  Agency 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


The  State  Emergency  Management  Agency  (SEMA)  was  created  by  statute 
in  1951  as  a  division  of  the  executive  branch  of  state  government.  The 
agency  was  transferred  to  the  Office  of  the  Adjutant  General  by  executive 
order  on  October  1,  1966.  The  74th  General  Assembly  confirmed  the  transfer 
in  1967.  The  State  Omnibus  Reorganization  Act  of  1974  transferred  the 
Office  of  the  Adjutant  General  to  the  Department  of  Public  Safety.  Finally, 
the  94th  General  Assembly  moved  the  SEMA  to  report  directly  to  the 
Director  of  Public  Safety  in  2007.  Chapter  44,  RSMo,  gives  detailed 
provisions  as  to  the  organization  and  function  of  the  SEMA. 

The  SEMA,  in  cooperation  with  local,  state,  and  federal  governments,  is 
responsible  for  developing  statewide  hazard  plans  and  hazard  mitigation 
plans,  and  administering  state  and  federal  programs.  In  the  event  of  a 
Presidential  Disaster  Declaration,  and  after  the  signing  of  a  federal-state 
disaster  agreement,  the  SEMA  coordinates  and  serves  as  a  liaison  between 
the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  and  victims  of 
natural  disasters  for  disaster  assistance  claims  ranging  from  temporary 
housing  to  mitigation.  When  damages  occur  to  publicly  owned  property,  the 
SEMA  in  cooperation  with  the  FEMA  conducts  damage  assessments,  writes 
project  scope  of  work,  administers  federal  funds  to  local  communities,  and 
conducts  closeout  project  audits. 

In  the  event  of  a  major  statewide  natural  or  man-made  disaster,  the 
governor,  state  officials  and  support  staff  coordinate  state  agency  response 
from  the  State  Emergency  Operations  Center  (SEOC).  The  SEOC  is  located 
18-feet  underground  at  the  Adjutant  General's  Headquarters  of  the  Missouri 
National  Guard,  Ike  Skelton  Training  Site  in  Jefferson  City.  The  SEOC  is 
designed  and  built  to  provide  protection  from  radioactive  fallout  and 
earthquakes.  The  SEOC  has  back-up  generators,  an  independent  water 
system,  a  communications  center,  and  a  computer  system  for  continuity  of 
government  for  disaster  response.  The  SEOC  is  occupied  and  used  on  a 
daily  basis  as  the  regular  offices  of  the  SEMA  to  assure  operational 
readiness  in  the  event  of  an  emergency. 

The  executive  officials  of  local  political  subdivisions  appoint  the  county  and 
city  directors  of  emergency  management.  About  90  percent  of  all  local 
emergency  management  directors  are  volunteers  or  are  paid  on  a  part-time 
basis.  The  SEMA  provides  training,  guidance,  and  assistance  to  the  local 
organizations  but  does  not  command  or  control  their  activities. 

The  SEMA  Director  supervises  the  day-to-day  operations  of  the  agency. 
During  normal  working  conditions,  he  reports  to  the  Director  of  Public 
Safety  and  coordinates  certain  activities  with  the  Director  of  Public  Safety, 
the  Director  of  Homeland  Security,  and  the  Governor' s  office. 

During  a  disaster,  the  SEMA  Director  reports  directly  to  the  Governor's 
office.  The  Governor  has  the  responsibility  of  carrying  out  all  or  any  part  of 
the  emergency  response  functions  within  the  state. 
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State  Emergency  Management  Agency 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


The  SEMA  is  organized  into  five  branches:  Executive  Branch; 
Administrative  and  Fiscal  Branch;  Logistics,  Resources,  Mitigation  and 
Floodplain  Management  Branch;  Operations,  Training  and  Exercise  Branch; 
and  Planning  and  Disaster  Recovery  Branch.  Each  branch  is  headed  by  a 
branch  chief  who  coordinates  activities  to  meet  the  director's  objectives. 

Paul  D.  Parmenter  served  as  Director  from  March  2009  to  November  2012. 
Donald  L.  King  served  as  Director  from  December  2012  to  March  2013. 
Ryan  Nicholls  was  appointed  Director  in  March  2013.  At  June  30,  2012,  the 
SEMA  employed  87  employees. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  State  Emergency  Management  Agency  did  not  receive  any  federal 
stimulus  monies  during  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  2011. 
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Appendix  A-l 

State  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 
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Z,O70,  /  07 

1  ULdl  JxCCCipLa 

7RS  079 

79  044. 

G9  'XA'i  QQS 
OZ,j4-j,J7J 

Personal  service 

1  Sftl 

i,joy,juj 

1zl3  11^ 

^7^  404 

9  1  RQ  1  70 

Z,  I07,  I/O 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

OZ,jOj 

Q04 

Djj,Zoj 

Expense  and  equipment 

9  SftS  9Q1 

Z,  JDJ,Z7  1 

9S  ft  1  ft 

Zj,o  1  o 

a  90S  1  70 

j,ZUJ,1  i\j 

Program  distributions 

7,260,953 

537,790 

70,611,557 

78,410,300 

Cost  allocation 

0 

10,947 

0 

10,947 

Total  Disbursements 

11,714,805 

780,051 

71,956,016 

84,450,872 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(2,200,821) 

5,021 

88,323 

(2,107,477) 

OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 

Transfers  from: 

Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  Fund 

1,287 

0 

0 

1,287 

Appropriations  exercised  by  other  agencies 

(5,024) 

(78,436) 

0 

(83,460) 

Total  Financing  Sources  (Uses) 

(3,737) 

(78,436) 

0 

(82,173) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

AND  OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 

(2,204,558) 

(73,415) 

88,323 

(2,189,650) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  201 1 

5,312,680 

805,595 

5,802 

6,124,077 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  2012 

$  3,108,122 

732,180 

94,125 

3,934,427 
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Appendix  A-2 

State  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


State 

Chemical 

Emergency 

Emergency 

Missouri 

i  oiai 

Management 

Preparedness 

Disaster 

(Memorandum 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

winy  ) 

Federal  grants 

<C             1  £  07^  C\A1 

DUD 

JOjJ^fo,  /  jU 

~lf.  AOA  IQl 

Radiological  Emergency  Preparedness  Program 

QQ9  A1A 

A 

u 

A 
U 

QQO  A1A 

Refunds 

at.  m  fx 

A 
U 

A  HQ  1  C\A 

AKO  1  9fl 

f  JZ,  1ZU 

Community  Right-to-Know  Act  fees 

A 

u 

7£c.  71  7 

/OJ,  III 

A 

u 

70c  71  7 

/OJ,  / 1  / 

Miscellaneous  receipts 

AQQ 

1 9 
1Z 

1  1  A1 

Interagency  receipts 

ZOO,lUO 

1  f.  AAA 

A 

u 

LaL,  1 OO 

Total  Receipts 

1  9.  lf.1  1  97 

lo,  /O  /,  1Z  / 

OHO  QQ/L 

co  ico  AQA 

70  190  £1  c 

Personal  service 

1  91 Q  81 1 

1  ,Z1 7,0 1  1 

1S1  S99 

1 J  1  ,JZZ 

1  so  1 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

oy,zjo 

i  c  70c 

con  o-ja 

J07,ZjU 

Expense  and  equipment 

5,969,425 

52,532 

363,969 

6,385,926 

Program  distributions 

10,367,846 

421,883 

58,187,540 

68,977,269 

Cost  allocation 

0 

10,596 

0 

10,596 

Total  Disbursements 

18,061,771 

705,789 

58,755,944 

77,523,504 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

705,356 

97,205 

2,550 

805,111 

OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 

Transfers  from: 

Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  Fund 

134 

0 

0 

134 

Appropriations  exercised  by  other  agencies 

(5,385) 

(77,640) 

0 

(83,025) 

Total  Financing  Sources  (Uses) 

(5,251) 

(77,640) 

0 

(82,891) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

AND  OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 

700,105 

19,565 

2,550 

722,220 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  2010 

4,612,575 

786,030 

3,252 

5,401,857 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  201 1 

$  5,312,680 

805,595 

5,802 

6,124,077 
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Appendix  B 


State  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 
Personal  service 
Expense  and  equipment 
State  match  on  federal  program  expenditures 
To  provide  for  expenses  of  any  state  agency 

responding  during  a  declared  emergency  at  the 

direction  of  the  governor  provided  the  services 

furnish  immediate  aid  and  relief 
Personal  service  for  immediate  aid  and  relief  services 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 
STATE  EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT  FUND 
Personal  service 
Expense  and  equipment 
The  Community  Right-to-Know  Act 
For  all  allotments,  grants,  and  contributions  from 

federal  and  other  sources  that  are  deposited  in 

the  state  treasury  for  administrative  and  training 

expenses  of  the  SEMA  and  for  first  responder 

training  programs 
Real  property  rentals  and  leases 

Total  State  Emergency  Management  Fund 
CHEMICAL  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  FUND 
Personal  service 
Expense  and  equipment 
DPS  IT  Consolidation 
The  Community  Right-to-Know  Act 

Total  Chemical  Emergency  Preparedness  Fund 
MISSOURI  DISASTER  FUND 

For  all  allotments,  grants,  and  contributions  from 

federal  and  other  sources  that  are  deposited  in 

the  state  treasury  for  the  use  of  the  SEMA  for 

alleviating  distress  from  disasters 

Total  Missouri  Disaster  Fund 
Total  All  Funds 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

1,168,150 

1,149,410 

18,740 

1,168,150 

1,132,783 

35,367 

191,186 

182,122 

9,064 

206,313 

162,174 

44,139 

11,220,128 

11,209,132 

10,996 

5,691,999 

5,688,067 

3,932 

4,256,501 

3,956,639 

299,862 

1,918,460 

1,469,108 

449,352 

35,000 

21,246 

13,754 

1,000 

356 

644 

16,870,965 

16,518,549 

352,416 

8,985,922 

8,452,488 

533,434 

1,198,255 

1,156,837 

41,418 

1,198,255 

1,113,357 

84,898 

849,376 

179,975 

669,401 

849,376 

213,085 

636,291 

746,890 

674,588 

72,302 

346,890 

252,700 

94,190 

12,446,000 

9,179,424 

3,266,576 

17,946,000 

15,972,003 

1,973,997 

5,316 

5,023 

293 

5,492 

5,385 

107 

15,245,837 

11,195,847 

4,049,990 

20,346,013 

17,556,530 

2,789,483 

155,790 

143,113 

12,677 

155,790 

151,523 

4,267 

86,892 

23,350 

63,542 

86,892 

42,349 

44,543 

11,500 

2,468 

9,032 

11,500 

10,182 

1,318 

650,000 

537,790 

112,210 

650,000 

421,883 

228,117 

904,182 

706,721 

197,461 

904,182 

625,937 

278,245 

72,845,167 

71,910,762 

934,405 

59,026,340 

58,740,538 

285,802 

72,845,167 

71,910,762 

934,405 

59,026,340 

58,740,538 

285,802 

105,866,151 

100,331,879 

5,534,272 

89,262,457 

85,375,493 

3,886,964 

Appendix  C 


State  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

Salaries  and  wages 

$  3,355,140 

2,693,623 

3,503,909 

3,383,456 

3,201,689 

Travel,  in-state 

415,165 

314,325 

317,294 

377,533 

391,429 

Travel,  out-of-state 

23,194 

9,208 

71,243 

58,457 

87,003 

Fuel  and  utilities 

123,777 

1,660 

366 

345 

345 

Supplies 

1,975,866 

138,445 

179,346 

258,193 

165,796 

Professional  development 

37,549 

42,131 

62,824 

43,681 

54,419 

Communication  services  and  supplies 

134,960 

135,436 

205,584 

149,813 

142,164 

Services: 

Professional 

2,873,317  # 

5,932,608 

8,004,920 

6,856,962 

5,187,500 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial 

12,203 

3,255 

2,371 

1,295 

3,745 

Maintenance  and  repair 

83,513 

52,837 

83,660 

57,260 

54,775 

Equipment: 

Computer 

8,450 

51,435 

90,288 

22,052 

136,002 

Motorized 

17,200 

0 

6,000 

0 

17,199 

Office 

53,100 

19,004 

32,542 

62,992 

169,195 

Other 

49,683 

14,404 

188,598 

1,022,983 

790,749 

Property  and  improvements 

0 

0 

2,044,414 

0 

0 

Building  lease  payments 

546,030 

92,582 

31,609 

10,690 

21,692 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

522,563 

1,121,144 

4,111 

1,069,179 

92,566 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

7,424 

28,695 

194,311 

1,083,080 

225,510 

Agency  provided  food 

29,899 

9,095 

42,443 

50,007 

59,034 

Rebillable  expenses 

0 

26,839 

398,481 

382,795 

511,543 

Refunds 

650 

100 

0 

0 

0 

Program  distributions: 

Distributions  to  state  agencies 

1,063,645 

105,000 

970,693 

1,188,757 

2,303,570 

Aid  to  local  governments 

4,917,801 

3,335,361 

26,793,288 

27,784,347 

29,972,422 

Program  reimbursements 

521 

0 

4,000 

0 

0 

Other  assistance  benefits 

84,080,229 

71,248,306 

139,294,815 

115,030,452 

117,506,020 

Total  Expenditures 

$  100,331,879 

85,375,493 

182,527,110 

158,894,329 

161,094,367 
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Appendix  D 


State  Emergency  Management  Agency 
Disaster  Assistance  Expenditures 
Two  Years  Ended  June  30,  2012 


General 

Federal 

Revenue 

Missouri 

Fund 

Disaster  Fund 

Total 

Declared  in  2011: 

Disaster  1980  -  severe  storms,  tornados,  and  flooding;  41  counties 

affected  statewide  (includes  Joplin  tornado  disaster): 

2012  expenditures 

$  7,110,815 

31,062,633 

38,173,448 

2011  expenditures 

1,147,277 

20,849 

1,168,126 

Total  Disaster  1980  Expenditures 

8,258,092 

31,083,482 

39,341,574 

Disaster  4012  -  severe  storms,  tornados,  and  flooding;  1 1  counties 

affected  statewide: 

2012  expenditures 

660,9/  / 

1  CAO 

/,6/9,508 

O  1  A  A  /IOC 

8,340,485 

2011  expenditures 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Disaster  4012  Expenditures 

nil 
660,9/  / 

1  /1"7A  CAO 

/,6/9,508 

O  1  A  A  /IOC 

8,340,485 

Disaster  1961  -  severe  winter  storm  and  snow  storm;  61  counties 

affected  statewide: 

2012  expenditures 

613,510 

5,170,419 

5,783,929 

2011  expenditures 

0 

1,634,757 

1,634,757 

Total  Disaster  1961  Expenditures 

613,510 

6,805,176 

7,418,686 

Declared  in  2010: 

Disaster  1934  -  severe  storms,  tornados,  and  flooding;  36  counties 

affected  statewide: 

2012  expenditures 

1  AO  1  aac 

1,081,905 

o  o  1  1    ClI  A 

2,21 1,9  34 

Q  OAQ  OQA 

3,293,839 

2011  expenditures 

a 
0 

1  1  AAA  AC  1 
13,000,951 

1  1  AAA  AC  1 

13,000,951 

Total  Disaster  1934  Expenditures 

1    AO  1  AAC 

1,081,905 

1C  HI  ooc 

15,212,885 

1       OA/1  "7  A  A 

16,294, /90 

Declared  in  2009: 

Disaster  1847  -  severe  storms,  tornados,  and  flooding;  52  counties 

affected  statewide: 

2012  expenditures 

£~  A  A  OA  A 

644,294 

1    C3A  C/l"7 

1,539,56/ 

i*i    1  O  "3  O/l  1 

2,183,861 

2011  expenditures 

3  1,366 

1  AAO  AO  a 

3,992,983 

A  AO  A  1  A  A 

4,uz4,349 

Total  Disaster  1 847  Expenditures 

6/5,660 

C  CQO  CCA 

5,532,550 

OAO  O  1  A 

6,208,210 

Disaster  1822  -  severe  winter  storm;  21  counties  affected  statewide: 

2012  expenditures 

196,379 

8,436,854 

8,633,233 

2011  expenditures 

1,172,325 

21,907,008 

23,079,333 

Total  Disaster  1822  Expenditures 

1,368,704 

30,343,862 

31,712,566 

Declared  Prior  to  2009: 

17  Disasters  -  severe  storms,  tornados,  winter  storms  and  flooding; 

various  counties  affected  statewide: 

2012  expenditures 

4,850,010 

15,126,484 

19,976,494 

2011  expenditures 

4,806,206 

17,994,840 

22,801,046 

Total  Expenditures  for  Disasters  Prior  to  2009 

9,656,216 

33,121,324 

42,777,540 

Total  Disaster  Assistance  Expenditures 

$  22,315,064 

129,778,787 

152,093,851 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  City  of  Brentwood 


Expenditures  The  city  did  not  retain  most  of  the  bid  documentation  for  the  new  firehouse 

construction  project  and  has  not  solicited  proposals  for  ambulance  billing 
services  since  1998.  The  city  has  not  obtained  proposals  and  written 
contracts  for  various  professional  services,  has  not  paid  fuel  bills  timely  and 
often  incurs  late  fees  and/or  finance  charges,  and  does  not  maintain 
adequate  documentation  for  some  credit  card  purchases,  making  it  difficult 
to  ensure  all  purchases  on  city  credit  cards  are  appropriate  and  reasonable. 
The  city  has  incurred  significant  costs  over  the  last  10  years  to  provide 
fringe  benefits  to  some  elected  city  officials  without  establishing  an 
ordinance  authorizing  these  benefits. 

The  city  entered  a  legal  settlement  with  the  firefighters  union  over  excessive 
overtime  payments.  However,  the  city  cannot  demonstrate  the  settlement  is 
adequate  and  fair,  because  it  has  no  documentation  showing  how  much 
excess  overtime  was  charged  to  the  city.  Prior  to  July  2011,  fire  department 
employees  were  not  required  to  complete  timesheets,  and  currently  the  fire 
department  only  submits  a  summary  report  to  the  finance  department  when 
overtime  is  worked. 

The  Assistant  Fire  Chief  was  hired  to  also  serve  as  the  part-time  building 
official,  but  the  city  did  not  establish  clear  expectations  regarding  hours  to 
be  worked,  and  questions  arose  as  to  whether  the  same  hours  worked  were 
being  counted  toward  each  position.  The  city  is  not  always  in  compliance 
with  its  overtime  policy  and  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act.  Some  timesheets 
are  not  signed  by  the  employee  and  some  do  not  indicate  review  and 
approval  by  the  supervisor,  and  documentation  of  some  leave  benefits 
accumulated,  used,  and  remaining  are  not  maintained  in  a  centralized 
location. 

Some  employees  receive  additional  compensation  related  to  tasks  performed 
as  part  of  regular  job  duties.  Until  January  2012,  the  City  Administrator 
allocated  fees  from  the  Hanley  Road  Corridor  Transportation  Development 
District  (TDD)  to  the  salaries  of  employees  handling  the  TDD's 
administrative  duties,  and  the  city  pays  employees  for  perfect  attendance. 

The  city  issued  a  total  of  $30.4  million  in  bonds  for  a  retail  and  office  space 
development,  but  in  October  2009,  the  bank  notified  the  city  and  developer 
of  possible  defaults.  The  city  indicated  it  failed  to  detect  that  two  retailers 
were  miscoding  sales  tax  returns,  leaving  the  bond  accounts  underfunded  by 
$460,000,  which  the  city  took  out  a  loan  to  cover.  The  city  spent  $260,000 
on  legal  fees  related  to  the  various  lawsuits  and  paid  $13,500  in  interest  on 
the  loan.  The  city  indicated  it  has  implemented  more  reviews  and  is  now 
reviewing  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue  sales  tax  reports  for  accuracy. 

Meeting  Minutes  The  city  did  not  always  document  the  specific  section  of  law  that  allows  for 

a  closed  meeting  and  does  not  maintain  minutes  of  closed  board  meetings. 


Fire  Department  Overtime  and 
Timesheets 


Payroll  and  Leave  Records 


Additional  Compensation 


Litigation 


Payroll  duties  and  receipting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated  or 
reviewed.  The  payroll  clerk's  work  is  not  reviewed,  payroll  report  details  are 
not  approved  prior  to  disbursement,  and  there  is  no  supervisory  review  or 
reconciliation  of  the  accounting  clerk's  work  or  the  General  Fund  bank 
reconciliation.  Monies  are  not  promptly  receipted  or  recorded  in  the 
accounting  system,  receipts  are  not  always  deposited  timely  and  intact,  and 
the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  is  not  accounted  for  properly. 

Vehicles  The  city  pays  monthly  vehicle  allowances  of  $450  to  the  City  Administrator 

and  $350  to  the  Assistant  City  Administrator,  but  has  not  documented  how 
these  amounts  were  determined.  The  city  does  not  maintain  logs  of  fuel 
pumped  from  its  bulk  diesel  fuel  tanks  or  usage  logs  for  city  vehicles,  and  it 
has  not  conducted  an  analysis  to  determine  if  its  36  non-specialized  vehicles 
are  necessary  and  justified. 


Budgets 

Budget  documents  do  not  include  all  information  required  by  law. 

Bank  Reconciliations 

The  city  did  not  make  adjusting  entries  in  the  city's  accounting  system  to 
address  reconciling  items  and  did  not  routinely  and  timely  follow  up  on 
outstanding  checks. 

Property  Records 

The  city  has  not  performed  an  annual  physical  inventory  of  property  in  at 
least  five  years,  city  property  is  not  tagged  and  identified,  and  property 
records  do  not  include  all  necessary  information. 

Library 

The  city  has  not  entered  into  a  current  written  agreement  with  the  library 
and  has  not  conducted  an  analysis  to  ensure  fees  are  reasonable. 

In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor. 


Accounting  Controls 


American  Recovery  and  The  City  of  Brentwood  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during 

Reinvestment  Act  the  audited  time  Period- 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
City  of  Brentwood,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor  was  petitioned  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  to  audit  the  City  of  Brentwood.  We  have 
audited  certain  operations  of  the  city  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The  city  engaged  Hochschild,  Bloom, 
and  Company  LLP,  Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  city's  financial  statements  for  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2011.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  CPA  firm's  audit 
report.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31, 
201 1.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  city's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  city,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  city's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in 
our  audit  of  the  city. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of 
Brentwood. 

An  additional  report,  No.  2012-03,  Twenty-First  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Brentwood  Municipal  Division, 
was  issued  in  January  2012. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Chris  Vetter,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Carl  Zilch  Jr. ,  CIA 

Audit  Staff:  Janielle  Robinett 
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City  of  Brentwood 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Procedures  related  to  expenditures  are  in  need  of  improvement.  The  city  has 
not  obtained  proposals  and  written  contracts  for  some  professional  services 
and  has  not  maintained  adequate  documentation  for  some  expenditures. 

The  city's  bid  policy  was  not  followed  for  several  purchases,  and  bid 
documentation  was  not  retained  for  several  other  purchases.  City  Code 
Section  2-457  states  formal  bids  shall  be  obtained  for  purchases  greater  than 
$10,000. 


1.  Expenditures 

1.1  Bids 


While  various  city  personnel  indicated  bids  were  obtained  for  the  new 
firehouse  construction  project  completed  in  2011,  the  city  could  not  provide 
bid  documentation  for  most  of  the  project.  The  only  bid  documentation 
available  from  the  city  pertained  to  the  project  management  portion  of  the 
project,  which  totaled  $240,581  of  the  approximately  $3.7  million  project. 
The  city  eventually  provided  the  requested  bid  documentation  in  January 
2013,  by  obtaining  bid  documentation  for  the  remaining  portions  of  the 
project  from  the  project  management  company. 

The  city  has  not  solicited  proposals  for  ambulance  billing  services  since 
1998.  The  city  paid  $13,680  for  these  billing  services  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2011.  In  addition,  city  personnel  indicated  that  dental 
insurance  coverage  and  life  insurance  coverage  have  not  been  bid  in  recent 
years  and  documentation  from  the  last  time  these  benefits  were  bid  could 
not  be  located. 


Competitive  bidding  ensures  the  city  is  complying  with  city  code  and  helps 
ensure  the  city  has  made  sufficient  effort  to  receive  goods  or  services  at  the 
best  and  lowest  price  and  all  interested  parties  are  given  an  equal 
opportunity  to  participate  in  city  business.  Complete  documentation  of  all 
bids  and  proposals  received  and  reasons  why  a  bid  or  proposal  was  selected 
helps  demonstrate  the  city  conducts  a  fair  procurement  process  and  provides 
necessary  information  should  questions  arise.  In  addition,  Section  67.150, 
RSMo,  requires  competitive  bidding  at  least  every  3  years  for  medical 
insurance  and  Section  376.696,  RSMo,  requires  competitive  bidding  at  least 
every  6  years  for  other  types  of  insurance. 

1.2  Professional  services  The  city  has  not  obtained  proposals  and  written  contracts  for  various 

professional  services.  City  Code,  Sections  2-216  and  2-218,  allows  the 
Mayor  to  appoint,  with  Board  approval,  law  firms  and/or  individual 
attorneys  based  on  the  type  of  specialized  services  needed.  City  Code 
Section  2-462  outlines  procedures  for  the  selection  of  professional  services 
such  as  accountants.  The  procedures  require  obtaining  proposals  when  fees 
will  exceed  $1,500  and  establishing  a  screening  and  selection  committee  to 
evaluate  proposals  and  make  recommendations  to  the  Board. 

Legal  services  The  city  last  obtained  proposals  for  prosecuting  attorney  services  in  1999; 

and  the  city  has  not  solicited  proposals  for  other  legal  services  such  as  city 
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attorney,  public  defender,  labor  counsel,  planning  and  zoning,  and  special 
counsel  for  litigation.  Also,  the  city  has  not  entered  into  written  agreements 
with  firms  and/or  attorneys  providing  city  attorney,  public  defender,  labor 
counsel,  or  special  counsel  for  litigation  services.  The  same  arrangements 
have  been  in  place  for  several  years.  During  the  year  ended  December  31, 
201 1,  the  city  paid  a  total  of  approximately  $394,000  for  legal  services. 

Media  consulting  services       The  city  hired  a  media  consultant  without  soliciting  proposals.  The 

consultant  is  paid  $200  per  hour  and  was  paid  a  total  of  $11,800  during  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2011. 


Auditing  services 


Fringe  benefits 


Conclusion 


1.3  Late  fees 


City  officials  were  unable  to  locate  the  most  recent  proposal  or  written 
agreement  for  auditing  services,  for  which  the  city  spent  approximately 
$16,000  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011. 

In  addition  to  bidding  concerns  discussed  in  section  1.1,  the  city  was  unable 
to  provide  written  proposals  and  contracts  for  several  employee  fringe 
benefit  administrators,  although  city  personnel  indicated  such  records  do 
exist.  This  includes  the  administrators  for  the  fire  and  police  pension  plan, 
city-wide  dental  insurance,  and  city-wide  life  insurance.  Fees  related  to 
these  services  were  not  determined  as  they  are  not  separately  accounted  for 
in  the  city's  budget  or  financial  system. 

Soliciting  proposals  for  professional  services  is  a  good  business  practice. 
Such  procedures  help  provide  a  range  of  possible  choices,  and  allow  the  city 
to  make  better-informed  decisions  to  ensure  necessary  services  are  obtained 
from  the  best  qualified  provider  after  taking  expertise,  experience,  and  cost 
into  consideration.  Also,  written  contracts  are  necessary  to  ensure  all  parties 
are  aware  of  their  duties  and  responsibilities  and  to  prevent 
misunderstandings.  Section  432.070,  RSMo,  requires  contracts  for  political 
subdivisions  to  be  in  writing. 

Fuel  bills  are  not  paid  timely  and  late  fees  and/or  finance  charges  are  often 
incurred.  The  city  uses  fuel  cards  for  most  of  the  city's  fleet  of  vehicles.  Our 
review  of  the  November  2011  fuel  vendor  billing  showed  late  fees  of  $250 
and  finance  charges  of  $320.  City  officials  indicated  this  had  been  a 
recurring  problem  with  this  vendor  due  to  a  short  timeframe  between  billing 
and  payment  due  dates  which  the  city  had  trouble  meeting.  The  city  has 
been  working  with  the  vendor  in  an  effort  to  extend  the  due  date  of  its 
invoices.  Given  the  substantial  amount  paid  in  late  fees  and  finance  charges 
for  one  month,  the  amount  of  monies  unnecessarily  expended  since  the  city 
started  using  this  vendor  in  March  2008  could  be  significant.  The  city 
should  have  modified  its  accounts  payable  process  to  accommodate  these 
billings  while  working  with  the  vendor  to  resolve  the  issue.  To  prevent 
unnecessary  fees  and  finance  charges,  procedures  should  be  in  place  to 
ensure  bills  are  paid  timely. 
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1 .4  Credit  Cards  The  city  does  not  maintain  adequate  documentation  for  some  credit  card 

purchases.  As  a  result,  the  city  cannot  ensure  all  purchases  on  city  credit 
cards  are  appropriate  and  reasonable.  The  city  has  not  implemented  the 
recommendations  related  to  this  issue  made  in  multiple  years  by  its 
independent  CPA  auditing  firm. 

Documentation  for  some  meals  charged  was  not  sufficient.  We  noted  meal 
charges  of  $202  for  February  2011  and  $153  for  December  2011,  for  which 
sufficient  documentation  of  who  attended  and/or  a  detailed  invoice  or 
receipt  slip  was  not  maintained.  In  addition,  documentation  such  as  the 
purpose  of  the  meal  was  not  maintained  to  justify  providing  these  meals  to 
employees. 

We  also  identified  items  charged  to  the  Mayor's  credit  card  for  which  there 
was  no  supporting  documentation.  Original  invoices  or  other  supporting 
documentation  was  not  available  for  plane  tickets,  hotels,  and  conference 
fees  in  January  2011  totaling  approximately  $1,400. 

To  ensure  the  validity  and  propriety  of  disbursements,  adequate  supporting 
documentation,  such  as  vendor  invoices  or  receipts,  should  be  retained  for 
all  credit  card  purchases.  In  addition,  meals  purchased  with  credit  cards 
should  include  receipts  for  the  purchase,  and  information  including  the 
names  of  individuals  for  which  meals  were  provided  and  justification  for 
providing  the  meals. 

For  over  10  years,  the  city  has  incurred  significant  costs  to  provide  fringe 
benefits  to  some  elected  city  officials  without  establishing  an  ordinance 
authorizing  these  benefits.  Based  on  the  city's  2012  budget,  the  related  costs 
of  providing  these  fringe  benefits  was  expected  to  be  approximately 
$28,000.  While  costs  for  past  years  were  not  quantified,  it  is  apparent  there 
is  a  substantial  cost  to  providing  such  fringe  benefits.  Due  to  concerns  raised 
by  an  alderwoman  and  the  public,  this  practice  was  reevaluated  and 
terminated  in  August  2012.  Section  79.270,  RSMo,  requires  that  all 
compensation  of  elected  officials  be  set  by  ordinance.  Documented 
authorization  by  the  Board  of  Aldermen  acts  as  a  legal  basis  for  city  actions 
and  establishes  fringe  benefits  available  to  elected  city  officials,  in  addition 
to  establishing  the  related  costs  to  the  city  and/or  elected  officials 
participating. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

1.1  Ensure  bids  are  solicited  for  all  applicable  purchases  in  accordance 
with  city  code  and  state  law,  and  sufficient  documentation  is 
maintained. 


1.5  Fringe  benefits 
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1.2  Periodically  solicit  proposals  and  enter  into  written  agreements  for 
professional  services. 

1.3  Implement  procedures  to  ensure  bills  are  paid  timely. 

1.4  Ensure  adequate  supporting  documentation  is  retained  for  all  credit 
card  expenditures. 

1.5  Ensure  all  compensation  and  fringe  benefits  for  elected  officials  is 
clearly  documented  and  authorized  by  ordinance  as  required  by 
state  law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1.1  We  will  ensure  bids  are  solicited  for  applicable  purchases  and  all 
required  documentation  is  being  maintained. 

1.2  As  a  fourth-class  City,  Section  79.230,  RSMo  directs  the  Mayor  with 
consent  and  approval  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen  to  appoint  the  City 
Attorney  and  such  other  officers  authorized  by  ordinance.  City 
Code  Section  2-216  directs  that  the  City  Attorney,  City  Prosecutor 
and  Public  Defender  be  appointed  by  the  Mayor  with  consent  and 
approval  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen.  City  Code  Section  2-218  directs 
that  special  legal  counsel  may  be  designated  by  the  Mayor  with 
consent  and  approval  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen. 

The  City  will  develop  a  list  of  other  professional  services  utilized  on 
a  city-wide  basis.  Future  agreements  will  be  in  writing  for  a  specific 
term  and  will  be  bid  as  required. 

1.3  The  Finance  Director  reviews  all  invoices  for  accuracy  and  makes 
sure  that  they  are  being  submitted  by  the  departments  in  a  timely 
manner.  In  addition,  the  City  has  worked  with  our  fuel  vendor  to 
extend  the  due  date  from  10  days  to  21  days  so  that  we  no  longer 
incur  late  fees  and  finance  charges. 

1.4  The  Finance  Director  reviews  all  invoices  including  monthly  credit 
card  statements.  All  credit  card  statements  now  have  supporting 
documentation  for  all  charges.  In  addition,  the  City  has  received 
documentation  to  substantiate  the  majority  of  the  charges  in 
question  during  this  audit. 

1.5  Health  benefits  for  elected  officials  were  discontinued  in  2012.  If 
fringe  benefits  are  made  available  to  elected  officials  in  the  future, 
these  benefits  will  be  documented  and  adopted  by  ordinance  as 
required  by  state  law. 
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Auditor's  Comment  ^       ^e  a8ree  state  ^aw  provides  that  the  Mayor  with  consent  and 

approval  of  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Board  may  appoint  a 
city  attorney.  However,  state  law  does  not  prohibit  seeking 
proposals  for  legal  services. 


Despite  a  recent  legal  settlement  with  the  firefighters  union  regarding  excess 
overtime  payments,  the  city  only  requires  the  fire  department  to  submit 
summary  overtime  reports,  not  detailed  timesheets,  to  the  city  finance 
department  for  payroll  purposes.  The  city  paid  fire  department  employees 
approximately  $100,000  in  overtime  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011. 

Overtime  settlement  The  city  does  not  have  adequate  documentation  related  to  a  legal  settlement 

with  the  firefighters  union  over  excessive  overtime  payments.  In  2011,  the 
city  determined  inappropriate  overtime  was  being  claimed  by  fire 
department  employees  for  the  maintenance  of  fire  department  vehicles. 
Firefighters  were  compensated  with  overtime  pay  for  a  set  number  of  hours 
for  conducting  vehicle  maintenance  during  their  scheduled  off-days.  City 
personnel  indicated  that  actual  hours  spent  on  vehicle  maintenance  were 
generally  less  than  the  set  number  of  hours  allowed,  resulting  in  excess 
overtime  payments.  The  city  believes  this  practice  had  been  occurring  over 
several  decades.  The  firefighters  union  and  the  city  negotiated  a  settlement 
dated  June  2011  which  stated  the  next  8  percent  of  wage  increases  received 
by  city  employees  would  be  waived  by  all  members  of  the  fire  department. 
However,  the  city  provided  no  documentation  showing  how  much  excess 
overtime  was  charged  to  the  city  or  how  it  determined  the  amount  of  pay 
increases  to  be  withheld  from  fire  department  employees  relating  to 
excessive  overtime  payments.  The  only  documentation  available  at  the  city 
regarding  this  problem  and  negotiation  was  the  signed  settlement  which 
consisted  of  one  sentence  and  the  signatures  of  city  and  firefighters  union 
representatives.  The  city  attorney  indicated  the  settlement  was  based  on 
private  meeting  discussions  between  union  representatives  and  the  city's 
former  labor  attorney  and  no  notes  were  taken  at  the  meeting  to  support  the 
discussions.  As  a  result,  the  city  cannot  ensure  or  demonstrate  the  settlement 
amount  is  adequate  to  offset  excessive  overtime  payments  and  fair  to  fire 
department  employees.  Documentation  is  important  to  support  the 
negotiated  settlement  amount  and  would  also  serve  as  a  source  of  reference 
should  questions  arise  from  the  public  or  employees. 

Timesheets  Prior  to  July  2011  the  fire  department  was  not  required  to  complete 

timesheets.  This  could  be  a  contributing  factor  to  the  inappropriate  overtime 
claims  not  being  identified  timely.  Currently,  fire  department  employees  do 
complete  timesheets,  but  the  timesheets  are  not  submitted  to  the  city  finance 
department  which  processes  payroll.  The  only  documentation  the  fire 
department  submits  is  a  summary  overtime  report  when  overtime  is  worked. 
The  lack  of  adequate  documentation  and  review  procedures  increases  the 
potential  for  payroll  errors  to  occur  and  go  undetected.  Submission  of 


2.  Fire  Department 
Overtime  and 
Timesheets 
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timesheets  by  the  fire  department  to  the  finance  department  is  necessary  to 
document  hours  worked,  substantiate  payroll  disbursements,  and  provide  the 
city  with  a  method  to  monitors  hours  worked  and  leave  taken.  In  addition, 
such  documentation  is  beneficial  for  both  calculating  overtime  and 
demonstrating  compliance  with  city  policy  and  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
of  1938  (FLSA). 


Conclusion 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


3.  Payroll  and  Leave 
Records 

3.1  Building  official 


Considering  the  overtime  issues  and  resulting  legal  settlement,  it  is 
imperative  that  the  city  implement  proper  time  reporting  and  review 
procedures.  In  addition,  the  FLSA  requires  accurate  records  of  actual  time 
worked  by  employees  be  maintained. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  documentation  is  maintained  for  all 
significant  city  decisions,  particularly  legal  settlements.  In  addition,  the 
Board  should  require  detailed  timesheets  be  submitted  to  the  finance 
department. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  City 's  actions  were  based  on  consideration  and  recommendation  from 
legal  counsel.  The  City  will  give  due  consideration  to  the  auditor's 
recommendation  relating  to  future  settlements. 

The  City  is  working  to  implement  an  electronic  time  and  attendance  module 
that  will  allow  all  timekeeping  to  be  automated  and  submitted  electronically 
to  the  payroll  module.  Employee  work  schedules  will  be  maintained  in  this 
module.  Any  additional  hours  will  be  entered  and  approved  by  supervisors. 
Leave  requests  will  be  submitted  and  approved  electronically.  We  believe 
the  implementation  of  the  electronic  time  and  attendance  module  will  help 
to  gain  consistency  city-wide  in  how  overtime  is  calculated.  In  addition,  the 
City  is  currently  reviewing  the  employee  handbook  and  any  changes  to  city 
overtime  policies  will  be  adopted  by  ordinance. 

The  city  lacks  adequate  supporting  documentation  related  to  several  payroll 
areas  and  some  problems  were  noted  with  overtime  and  leave  records. 


Records  related  to  an  employee  serving  in  two  positions  for  the  city  from 
March  2009  through  July  2011  were  not  sufficient  to  ensure  appropriate 
compensation  was  paid.  Also,  the  city  did  not  establish  clear  expectations 
regarding  hours  to  be  worked  in  each  position  and  questions  arose  as  to 
whether  the  same  hours  worked  were  counted  toward  each  position, 
resulting  in  this  employee  being  paid  for  working  two  jobs  at  the  same  time. 


In  March  2009  the  assistant  fire  chief  was  hired  to  also  serve  as  the  part- 
time  building  official,  to  conduct  various  inspections  of  buildings  in  the  city. 
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He  was  paid  a  salary  as  assistant  fire  chief  and  on  an  hourly  basis  for 
building  inspection  tasks.  While  timesheets  were  completed  for  building 
official  duties,  fire  department  personnel  did  not  complete  timesheets  prior 
to  July  2011.  Between  the  two  positions  this  individual  was  often  paid  more 
than  $13,000  per  month.  From  January  2011  until  retiring  as  assistant  fire 
chief  in  July  2011,  the  employee  was  paid  approximately  $100,000  in  total 
for  both  positions,  which  is  $39,000  in  excess  of  his  assistant  fire  chief 
salary  for  that  period  of  time.  Several  city  officials  indicated  they  believed 
the  assistant  fire  chief  was  working  two  jobs  at  the  same  time;  however,  no 
action  was  taken  by  the  city  to  resolve  questions  or  concerns  until  they 
began  to  receive  citizen  complaints.  According  to  timesheets  for  building 
official  duties,  the  employee  generally  worked  3  to  4  days  a  week  and 
approximately  8  hours  each  day.  There  is  no  indication  of  any  supervisory 
review  of  timesheets. 

The  FLSA  requires  employees  who  work  two  jobs  for  the  same  employer  to 
aggregate  total  hours  worked  for  FLSA  pay  calculation  purposes.  Detailed 
timesheets  approved  by  a  supervisor  are  necessary  to  document  hours 
actually  worked,  provide  information  necessary  to  monitor  an  employee 
working  multiple  positions  with  the  city,  and  help  ensure  compliance  with 
the  FLSA. 

3.2  Personnel  policies  The  city  is  not  always  in  compliance  with  its  overtime  policy  and  FLSA 

requirements.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  the  city  paid 
approximately  $107,000  in  overtime  to  employees  excluding  fire 
department  personnel. 

•  Nonworking  time  (i.e.,  vacation,  sick  leave,  compensatory  time  taken, 
and  holidays)  is  sometimes  included  in  total  hours  worked  when 
determining  the  amount  of  overtime  earned  by  employees,  which  is  not 
allowed  by  the  city  personnel  policy  and  not  required  by  the  FLSA.  The 
city  may  be  paying  more  overtime  to  employees  than  required  as  a 
result  of  using  nonworking  time  in  calculations  of  overtime  earned. 

•  Pre-approval  of  overtime  is  required  by  the  city  personnel  policy; 
however,  we  noted  several  instances  where  pre-approval  was  not 
obtained.  Policies  regarding  pre-approval  of  overtime  should  be 
followed  to  ensure  overtime  is  necessary  and  authorized  and 
supervisors  are  aware  of  the  amount  of  overtime  incurred  by  employees. 

•  The  city  is  not  consistent  regarding  when  overtime  is  paid  out  to 
employees.  Our  review  of  19  monthly  timesheets  and  related  paychecks 
noted  13  instances  where  overtime  was  paid  out  in  the  immediate  pay 
period  after  the  overtime  was  earned;  however,  there  were  6  instances  in 
which  overtime  was  not  paid  in  the  immediate  pay  period  after  it  was 
earned.  We  also  noted  an  example  of  a  fire  department  employee  who 
documented  on  his  timesheet  24  hours  of  overtime  on  October  27,  2011, 
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and  had  not  been  paid  for  the  overtime  by  the  end  of  December  2011. 
However,  as  noted  in  MAR  finding  number  2,  fire  department 
timesheets  are  not  submitted  to  the  finance  department  for  payroll 
processing.  The  time  frame  of  payment  for  overtime  should  be 
consistent  to  ensure  equitable  treatment  of  all  city  employees. 

3.3  Timesheets  Timesheets  are  prepared  by  employees;  however,  some  timesheets  are  not 

signed  by  the  employee  and  some  do  not  indicate  review  and  approval  by 
the  supervisor.  A  police  department  employee  timesheet  for  the  period 
ending  September  20,  2011,  indicated  10.5  hours  of  comp  time  and  a 
summary  section  of  the  timesheet  had  this  amount  crossed  out  and  replaced 
with  15.75  with  no  explanation.  In  addition,  another  timesheet  for  the  period 
ending  November  8,  2011,  recorded  an  employee  had  worked  26  hours  in  1 
day. 

To  ensure  accuracy  of  the  hours  worked,  time  recorded,  and  leave  taken, 
timesheets  should  be  signed  by  the  employee  and  reviewed  and  approved  by 
the  supervisor.  Considering  the  issues  the  city  has  had  with  improper 
overtime,  it  is  imperative  that  proper  controls  be  implemented  and 
timesheets  carefully  reviewed. 

Documentation  of  some  leave  benefits  accumulated  and  used  and  the 
remaining  balances  are  not  maintained  in  a  centralized  location,  such  as  the 
finance  department.  Computerized  payroll  records  maintained  by  the 
finance  department  reflect  balances  for  vacation  and  sick  leave  for  most 
employees;  however,  the  fire  department  tracks  vacation  time  for  its 
employees  and  compensatory  time  is  tracked  by  each  individual  department. 
As  a  result,  it  is  not  clear  whether  or  not  all  leave  balances  are  appropriate, 
accurate  and  accrued  in  accordance  with  city  policy.  Having  the  finance 
department  maintain  centralized  records  of  leave  and  compensatory  time 
could  prevent  potential  overtime  abuse  similar  to  the  past  problems  with 
overtime  in  the  fire  department,  as  discussed  in  MAR  finding  number  2. 

Accrued  leave  and  compensatory  time  represent  a  potential  liability  to  the 
city,  and  balances  should  be  properly  maintained  and  monitored  to  ensure 
employees  are  properly  compensated. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

3.1  Ensure  accurate  documentation  is  maintained  of  time  worked  by  all 
city  employees. 

3.2  Ensure  compliance  with  the  city's  overtime  policy  and  the  FLSA. 

3.3  Ensure  adequate  reviews  of  timesheets  are  performed,  timesheets 
are  signed  by  the  employee  and  their  supervisor,  and  timesheets  are 
submitted  to  the  finance  department. 


3.4  Employee  leave  and 
compensatory  time 
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3.4  Ensure  employee  leave  and  compensatory  time  balances  are 
properly  tracked  and  monitored  and  maintained  in  a  centralized 
location. 


Audi  tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


3.1  The  City  is  working  to  implement  an  electronic  time  and  attendance 
module  that  will  allow  all  timekeeping  to  be  automated  and 
submitted  electronically  to  the  payroll  module.  Employee  work 
schedules  will  be  maintained  in  this  module.  Any  additional  hours 
will  be  entered  and  approved  by  supervisors.  Leave  requests  will  be 
submitted  and  approved  electronically. 


3.2  We  believe  the  implementation  of  an  electronic  time  and  attendance 
module  will  help  to  gain  consistency  city-wide  in  how  overtime  is 
calculated.  The  module  will  enable  the  City  to  set  up  rules  based  on 
city  policy  and  the  FLSA  so  that  we  do  not  have  to  rely  on  each 
department  to  make  these  determinations. 

3.3  The  implementation  of  an  electronic  time  and  attendance  module 
will  automate  this  process  which  should  alleviate  this  issue. 

3.4  The  implementation  of  an  electronic  time  and  attendance  module 
will  centralize  and  automate  this  process  which  will  simplify  the 
monitoring  of  leave  and  compensatory  time  balances  at  all  levels  of 
management. 


Some  employees  receive  additional  compensation  related  to  tasks  performed 
as  a  part  of  regular  job  duties. 

•  In  2009  the  city  entered  into  a  written  agreement  with  the  Hanley  Road 
Corridor  Transportation  Development  District  (TDD)  and  is  paid 
$24,000  a  year  to  provide  monitoring  and  administrative  duties  for  the 
TDD.  The  former  City  Administrator  was  allowed  to  allocate  these  fees 
to  select  employee  salaries.  According  to  a  December  28,  2009,  internal 
memorandum  to  the  payroll  clerk,  the  former  City  Administrator  chose 
to  allocate  most  of  these  fees  to  employees  handling  the  administrative 
duties  of  the  TDD.  The  additional  amounts  were  divided  and  paid  each 
pay  period.  However,  the  payment  from  the  TDD  was  intended  to  offset 
costs  incurred  by  the  city  in  performing  administrative  and  monitoring 
duties  for  the  TDD,  not  result  in  increased  pay  for  city  employees  who 
perform  these  functions  as  a  part  of  their  regular  city  duties.  For  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2011,  the  former  Finance  Officer  received 
$13,500,  an  accounting  clerk  received  $6,000,  and  the  former  City 
Administrator  received  $1,250.  Similar  payments  were  made  to  these 
employees  prior  to  2011.  TDD  related  payments  to  these  employees 


4.  Additional 
Compensation 
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totaled  $44,750  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  Effective 
January  2012,  the  current  City  Administrator  determined  the  payments 
from  the  TDD  should  not  have  been  disbursed  to  employees  and 
discontinued  this  practice. 

The  city  has  a  perfect  attendance  program.  For  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2011,  the  city  paid  approximately  $21,000  in  perfect 
attendance  payments.  Employees  can  receive  $50  each  quarter  they 
have  perfect  attendance.  They  can  also  receive  an  additional  $200  for  an 
entire  calendar  year  of  perfect  attendance.  While  such  payments  were 
implemented  by  the  city  to  encourage  and  reward  good  work 
attendance,  such  payments  pose  legal  questions  because  courts  have 
held  that  attendance  is  part  of  normal  job  duties.  Thus,  providing  such 
lump  sum  payments  appears  to  represent  additional  compensation  for 
services  previously  rendered. 


Recommendation 


Additional  compensation  for  services  previously  rendered  is  in  violation 
of  Article  III,  Section  39,  Missouri  Constitution,  and  Attorney  General's 
Opinion  No.  72,  1955  to  Pray,  which  states,  "...  a  government  agency 
deriving  its  power  and  authority  from  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the 
state  would  be  prohibited  from  granting  extra  compensation  in  the  form 
of  bonuses  to  public  officers  after  the  service  has  been  rendered." 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  discontinue  granting  additional  pay  to  employees 
for  tasks  performed  as  part  of  their  normal  job  duties. 


Auditee's  Response 


5.  Litigation 


The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

As  indicated  by  the  auditor,  the  City  discontinued  the  TDD  payments  to 
employees  in  January  2012.  The  Perfect  Attendance  Program  was  adopted 
by  the  Board  of  Aldermen  as  part  of  the  current  employee  handbook.  The 
City  is  currently  reviewing  the  employee  handbook  and  any  changes  will  be 
adopted  by  ordinance. 

The  city  did  not  take  adequate  and  timely  action  to  correct  an  issue  with 
underfunded  bond  accounts  for  a  redevelopment  project.  City  officials 
indicated  coding  errors  of  sales  tax  collections  resulted  in  the  underfunding 
of  bond  accounts.  The  city's  independent  CPA  auditing  firm  has  repeatedly 
recommended  that  additional  internal  controls  be  implemented  to  properly 
account  for  Tax  Increment  Financing  (TIF)  amounts. 


In  December  2000  the  city  entered  into  a  redevelopment  agreement  with  a 
real  estate  management  company  for  a  two  phase  retail  and  office  space 
development  that  would  eventually  use  TIF  and  Transportation 
Development  District  (TDD)  funding  to  assist  the  developer  in  the  cost  of 
the  project.  The  city  issued  $9.5  million  in  Tax  Increment  Revenue  Bonds 
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for  phase  one  of  the  project  in  2003,  and  later  issued  $20.9  million  in  Tax 
Increment  Revenue  Bonds  in  2007  for  phase  two  of  the  construction  project 
and  to  refinance  the  2003  bonds. 

The  city  collected  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes  (PILOT)  and  economic  activity 
tax  (EAT)  monies  from  the  development.  The  redevelopment  agreement 
required  the  city  and  developer  to  cooperate  in  ensuring  TIF  revenues 
including  sales  tax  monies  were  properly  transferred  into  the  special 
allocation  funds  for  PILOTs  and  EATs. 

In  October  2009,  the  bank  that  provided  the  letters  of  credit  to  secure  the 
bonds  notified  the  city  and  developer  of  possible  defaults  under  the  bond 
documents.  One  alleged  default  was  related  to  bank  fees.  According  to  city 
officials,  two  retailers  within  the  development  used  the  wrong  location  code 
when  completing  sales  tax  returns.  While  bond  payments  were  always  made 
timely,  the  miscoding  of  sales  tax  returns  left  the  bond  accounts 
underfunded  by  approximately  $460,000,  leading  to  the  bank  not  being  able 
to  collect  their  fees.  City  officials  indicated  they  had  worked  with  the 
retailers  to  correct  prior  miscoding  errors,  but  for  a  period  of  time  was 
unaware  that  retailers  had  once  again  begun  miscoding  their  sales  tax 
returns.  The  city  obtained  a  loan  of  $460,000  in  November  2009  to  satisfy 
the  underfunding  of  bond  accounts.  The  other  alleged  default  related  to  the 
developer's  failure  to  satisfy  certain  "lease-up"  requirements  in  the  bond 
documents.  The  bond  documents  contained  "lease-up"  requirements  that 
called  for  the  developer  to  have  a  lien-free  certificate  of  occupancy  and  a 
percentage  of  the  office  and  retail  space  leased.  In  early  2010,  after  the  bank 
proceeded  in  an  attempt  to  declare  the  bonds  in  default,  the  developer  filed  a 
lawsuit  against  the  bank  and  the  city,  and  the  bank  filed  a  lawsuit  against  the 
developer.  The  parties  reached  a  settlement  agreement  in  September  2011. 

The  city  hired  legal  counsel  to  handle  the  litigation  related  to  the  various 
lawsuits  and  spent  approximately  $260,000  on  legal  expenses  from 
February  2011  through  December  2011.  The  loan  taken  out  by  the  city  was 
repaid  in  October  2010  with  interest  costs  of  approximately  $13,500. 

The  city  indicated  it  has  implemented  more  reviews  and  is  now  reviewing 
Missouri  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  sales  tax  reports  for  accuracy. 
While  it  can  be  difficult  to  detect  sales  tax  coding  errors  made  by 
businesses,  periodic  reviews  of  DOR  sales  tax  reports  for  businesses  located 
in  the  TIF  district  and  closer  monitoring  of  bond  accounts  may  have 
identified  the  sales  tax  and  bond  account  concerns  earlier;  thus  potentially 
avoiding  lawsuits  and  unnecessary  costs.  Due  to  turnover  in  city  staff, 
current  city  personnel  were  unable  to  explain  the  review  process  that  was  in 
place  at  the  time  to  ensure  sales  tax  monies  collected  were  deposited  into  the 
proper  accounts  and  sufficient  to  satisfy  all  bond  account  requirements. 
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Recommendation 


The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  sufficient  procedures  are  in  place  to  monitor 
sales  tax  revenues  of  businesses  collecting  sales  taxes  on  behalf  of  the  city 
and  make  proper  payment  of  bond  issue  obligations. 


Auditee'S  Response  B°ard  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 


6.  Meeting  Minutes 


The  City  agrees  with  this  recommendation  and  will  ensure  procedures  are 
In  place  to  monitor  sales  tax  revenues  and  make  proper  payment  of  bond 
Issue  obligations. 

Open  meeting  minutes  did  not  document  the  specific  section  of  law  that 
allows  for  a  closed  meeting  for  any  of  the  12  closed  meetings  held  in  2011; 
and  the  open  meeting  minutes  for  October  3,  2011,  did  not  give  any  reasons 
for  the  closed  session.  In  addition,  the  city  does  not  maintain  minutes  of 
closed  Board  meetings.  While  the  City  Administrator  keeps  notes  at  the 
closed  meetings,  these  notes  are  not  well  organized  and  are  difficult  to 
understand. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


7.  Accounting 
Controls 

7.1  Segregation  of  duties 


The  Sunshine  Law,  Chapter  610,  RSMo,  requires  minutes  be  kept  for  all 
closed  meetings  and  requires  that  before  any  meeting  may  be  closed,  the 
question  of  holding  the  closed  meeting  and  the  reason  for  the  closed 
meeting,  including  reference  to  a  specific  section  of  the  law,  shall  be  voted 
on  at  an  open  session. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  minutes  are  prepared  and  retained  to  support 
all  closed  meetings  and  the  specific  reason,  statute,  and  subsection  allowing 
closure  is  noted  in  the  open  meeting  minutes. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  reason  for  the  closed  session  Is  posted  on  the  agenda  and  announced  at 
open  session.  For  future  purposes,  the  reason  for  the  closed  session  will  be 
reflected  In  the  notes.  The  City  will  continue  to  rely  on  the  advice  of  Its  legal 
counsel  to  assure  compliance  with  state  law. 

Accounting  controls  in  the  finance  department  are  in  need  of  improvement. 


Payroll  duties  and  receipting  duties  related  to  General  Fund  financial 
activity  are  not  adequately  segregated  or  reviewed. 

•  The  city  payroll  clerk  is  primarily  responsible  for  all  payroll  functions, 
including  reviewing  timesheets,  entering  data  into  the  payroll  system, 
attaching  electronic  signatures  to  checks,  approving  transfers  to  the 
payroll  account,  and  authorizing  the  bank  to  direct  deposit  into 
employee  accounts.  An  outside  vendor  is  used  to  generate  payroll 
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checks,  direct  deposit  confirmations,  and  supporting  payroll  reports, 
which  are  then  given  to  the  city.  Neither  the  Board  nor  a  supervisor  or 
employee  independent  of  these  processes  reviews  the  payroll  clerk's 
work  or  approves  payroll  report  details  from  the  vendor  prior  to 
disbursement.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  payroll  totaled 
approximately  $7.5  million  for  126  full-time  and  108  part-time 
employees. 

•  Cash  custody  and  accounting  duties  have  not  been  adequately 
segregated  for  General  Fund  receipts.  The  same  accounting  clerk  is 
responsible  for  collecting  monies,  recording  transactions,  preparing 
deposits,  and  reconciling  the  General  Fund  bank  account.  There  is  no 
documented  supervisory  review  or  comparison  of  the  monies  received 
by  the  accounting  clerk  to  amounts  deposited.  There  is  also  no  review 
performed  of  the  General  Fund  bank  reconciliation  by  the  Finance 
Officer,  who  handles  the  bank  reconciliations  for  several  other  city  bank 
accounts. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  all  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  If  proper 
segregation  of  duties  cannot  be  achieved,  an  effective  supervisory  review 
should  be  performed  and  documented. 

7.2  Receipting  and  Receipting  and  depositing  procedures  need  improvement. 

depositing 

•  Monies  are  not  promptly  receipted  or  recorded  in  the  accounting 
system,  and  are  not  always  deposited  intact  and  timely.  Upon  receipt 
monies  are  secured;  however,  receipt  slips  are  not  issued  and  monies  are 
not  posted  to  the  computer  system  until  the  deposit  is  prepared.  Also, 
checks  are  not  restrictively  endorsed  until  the  deposit  is  prepared.  A 
February  28,  2012,  cash  count  identified  checks  on  hand  totaling 
$33,633.  Of  the  18  checks  on  hand,  12  checks  totaling  $32,494  were 
posted  and  deposited  on  February  29,  2012;  however,  a  $50  check  was 
not  posted  and  deposited  until  March  2,  2012,  and  3  checks  totaling 
$426  were  not  posted  and  deposited  until  March  5,  2012.  Two  checks 
totaling  $663  were  not  deposited  because  they  were  overpayments  and 
were  returned  to  their  respective  vendor.  The  clerk  indicated  some  of 
these  checks  were  not  receipted  and  deposited  timely  due  to  incomplete 
or  incorrect  information  on  business  license  applications. 

•  The  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  is  not  accounted  for  properly. 
The  finance  department  and  the  planning  and  development  department 
share  the  financial  computer  system  receipting  program.  The  system 
assigns  the  next  available  receipt  slip  number  to  a  user  and  the  two 
departments  are  not  accounting  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  these 
receipt  slips. 
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Proper  and  timely  receipting,  recording,  and  depositing  procedures  are 
necessary  to  adequately  account  for  monies  received  and  reduce  the  risk  of 
loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds. 


Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


7.1  Segregate  the  accounting  duties  of  the  finance  department  to  the 
extent  possible.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties  cannot  be  achieved, 
documented  supervisory  or  independent  reviews  should  be 
performed. 

7.2  Ensure  monies  are  promptly  receipted  and  posted  to  the  computer 
system,  and  checks  are  restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon 
receipt.  In  addition,  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  should 
be  accounted  for  properly. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

7.1  The  City  has  two  Accounting  Clerks  who  are  responsible  for 
processing  accounts  payable,  payroll,  cash  receipts,  accounts 
receivable,  and  business  licenses.  The  City  has  been  cross-training 
in  these  areas  over  the  past  year  and  implementing  review  and 
reconciliation  procedures.  Finally,  the  City  Administrator  and 
Finance  Director  provide  on-going  reviews  in  the  following  areas: 

1.  Review  of  weekly  check  registers 

2.  Review  of  labor  distribution  reports  each  pay  period 

3.  Review  of  general  ledger  (Detailed  monthly  financial  reports 
are  prepared  and  distributed  to  the  management  team,  Mayor 
and  Board  of  Aldermen) 

4.  Review  of  monthly  bank  reconciliations 

5.  Monitoring  of  City  bank  balances 

6.  Review  and  approval  of  all  invoices  submitted  for  payment 

7.2  We  believe  these  items  have  been  addressed;  however,  the  City  will 
review  all  department  cash  handling  procedures  to  ensure  these 
recommendations  are  being  followed. 

o     v  u  •  l  Documentation  related  to  vehicle  allowances  and  procedures  for  monitoring 

o.    V  cIULlcS  fuel  an(j  vehicie  use  are  in  need  of  improvement. 
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8.1  Vehicle  allowances  The  city  has  not  documented  the  basis  of  how  monthly  vehicle  allowance 

amounts  paid  to  various  employees  were  determined.  Vehicle  allowances 
are  intended  to  compensate  employees  for  driving  personal  cars  within  the 
city  and  surrounding  area  to  conduct  city  business.  The  city  pays  monthly 
vehicle  allowances  of  $450  to  the  City  Administrator  and  $350  to  the 
Assistant  City  Administrator.  Using  the  city's  current  reimbursement  rate  of 
55.5  cents  per  mile,  the  monthly  allowance  paid  to  these  employees 
represents  811  and  63 1  miles  per  month,  respectively.  Allowance  payments 
made  were  reported  as  taxable  income.  However,  the  city  should 
periodically  review  the  reasonableness  of  the  mileage  allowances  paid  and, 
if  necessary,  adjust  the  allowances  to  reasonably  reflect  the  actual  expenses 
incurred  by  the  employees  on  behalf  of  the  city. 

8.2  Fuel  and  vehicle  use  The  city  has  not  established  effective  monitoring  procedures  regarding  fuel 

and  vehicle  use.  Without  effective  procedures,  fuel  could  be  purchased  by 
employees  for  non-city  use  and  the  city's  vehicle  fleet  may  not  be  used  in  an 
efficient  and  appropriate  manner.  The  city  maintains  55  vehicles  for  various 
city  services  including  police,  fire,  and  public  works.  During  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2011,  the  city  incurred  fuel  costs  of  approximately  $188,000. 
The  city  has  not  implemented  recommendations  related  to  fuel  and  vehicle 
use  made  in  multiple  years  by  its  independent  CPA  auditing  firm. 

•  The  city  maintains  two  bulk  diesel  fuel  tanks  at  the  public  works 
department,  but  does  not  maintain  logs  of  fuel  pumped  from  the  tanks  or 
usage  logs  for  vehicles  that  use  these  pumps.  The  city  also  uses  fuel 
cards  at  local  gas  stations  in  addition  to  having  a  city  account 
established  with  a  local  gas  station  for  the  Fire  Department.  The  city 
does  not  maintain  logs  of  fuel  pumped  for  vehicles  fueled  using  either 
fuel  cards  or  the  local  account. 

Using  the  bulk  diesel  fuel  tanks  and  using  fuel  cards  are  the  two  options 
for  fueling  most  city  vehicles.  The  city's  written  accounts  payable 
procedures  require  receipts  to  be  submitted  to  the  finance  department 
for  fuel  card  purchases  and  fuel  purchases  made  on  account.  We 
reviewed  fuel  disbursements  for  2011  and  noted  supporting  receipts 
were  on  file  for  only  the  October  local  gas  station  invoice  and  for  none 
of  the  fuel  card  invoices.  An  adequate  review  of  these  fuel  invoices 
compared  to  receipts  was  not  performed  to  ensure  purchases  were 
accurate  and  for  city  business. 

•  Of  the  city's  55  vehicles,  36  are  non-specialized  vehicles.  An  evaluation 
of  usage  to  determine  if  the  number  of  vehicles  is  necessary  and 
justified  has  not  been  performed.  Annual  mileage  for  8  of  the  city's  36 
non-specialized  vehicles  was  less  than  2,000  miles. 
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Maintenance  and  review  of  mileage/use  logs  and  bulk  fuel  inventory 
records,  and  comparison  of  log  information  and  inventory  records  to  fuel 
purchases,  is  necessary  to  ensure  vehicles  are  properly  utilized,  prevent 
paying  vendors  for  improper  billing  amounts,  and  decrease  the  risk  of  theft 
or  misuse  of  fuel  occurring  without  detection.  Logs  should  provide 
sufficient  details  to  allow  the  city  to  effectively  monitor  vehicle  use  and  fuel 
costs.  In  addition,  receipts  for  fuel  purchases  made  on  the  city's  fuel  cards 
should  be  submitted  to  the  finance  department  to  allow  more  effective 
reviews  of  fuel  billings. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

8.1  Review  vehicle  allowances  and  set  the  allowances  to  reasonably 
reflect  the  actual  expenses  incurred  by  the  applicable  employees. 

8.2  Establish  adequate  records  and  procedures  to  effectively  monitor 
vehicle  and  fuel  use.  Bulk  fuel  inventory  records  should  be 
maintained,  invoices  should  be  reviewed  and  approved,  and  fuel  use 
should  be  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases.  Any  discrepancies  should  be 
investigated.  The  Board  should  also  ensure  receipts  for  fuel 
purchases  are  submitted  to  the  finance  department  and  reconciled 
with  fuel  invoices.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  evaluate  vehicle 
usage  to  determine  if  all  vehicles  are  needed. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

8.1  These  allowances  were  set  when  the  employment  agreements  were 
negotiated  and  are  set  by  resolution  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Aldermen.  This  recommendation  will  be  taken  into  consideration  for 
any  future  employment  agreements. 

8.2  The  City  implemented  a  Driver  Fuel  Card  Policy  and  operations 
procedure  in  2012.  Detailed  usage  reports  from  the  fuel  vendor  are 
reviewed  on  a  monthly  basis  to  ensure  that  fuel  purchases  are 
reasonable.  Drivers  are  required  to  use  a  specific  vehicle  card  and 
their  personal  pin  number  when  fueling.  They  are  also  required  to 
completely  fill  the  vehicle 's  tank  and  enter  an  accurate  odometer 
reading.  This  allows  the  City  to  monitor  fuel  usage  and  mpg  for 
each  vehicle. 

The  City  will  implement  a  similar  policy  and  operations  procedure 
for  monitoring  usage  of  bulk  dieselfuel  at  public  works.  In  addition, 
the  City  will  document  during  the  annual  budget  process  the  review 
of  utilization  information  for  all  vehicles  to  ensure  that  all  vehicles 
are  necessary  and  justified. 
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9.  Budgets 


Recommendation 
Auditee's  Response 


10.  Bank 

Reconciliations 


Budget  documents  do  not  include  the  actual  beginning  and  estimated  ending 
available  resources  for  any  funds.  As  a  result,  the  Board  is  not  using  all 
available  information  to  assist  in  effectively  managing  the  city  and  the 
public  is  not  provided  a  complete  overview  of  city  finances. 

Section  67.010,  RSMo,  requires  the  budget  present  a  complete  financial 
plan  for  the  ensuing  budget  year  and  outlines  the  various  information  to  be 
included  in  the  budget.  A  complete  and  well  planned  budget,  in  addition  to 
meeting  statutory  requirements,  can  serve  as  a  useful  management  tool  by 
establishing  specific  financial  expectations  for  each  area  of  city  operations. 
It  also  assists  in  setting  tax  levies  and  utility  rates  and  informing  the  public 
about  city  operations  and  current  finances. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  annual  budgets  contain  all  information 
required  by  state  law. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

We  believe  the  2013  Annual  Budget  is  in  compliance  with  state  law. 
Beginning  and  ending  fund  balance  information  is  provided  for  all  funds. 

Bank  reconciliation  and  outstanding  check  procedures  are  in  need  of 
improvement. 

•  Bank  reconciliations  are  not  prepared  timely.  The  December  2011  bank 
reconciliation  was  the  most  recently  completed  reconciliation  as  of 
April  2012.  In  addition,  the  December  2011  payroll  account  bank 
reconciliation  contained  several  reconciling  items  that  were  carried 
forward  from  month-to-month  instead  of  adjusting  entries  being  made 
in  the  city's  accounting  system.  For  example,  an  employee's  paycheck 
had  been  direct  deposited  into  the  employee's  account  for  the  wrong 
amount.  The  wrong  amount  was  also  recorded  in  the  accounting 
records.  After  the  error  was  discovered,  the  correct  amount  was  direct 
deposited  into  the  employee's  account  and  properly  recorded  in  the  city 
accounting  records.  However,  when  the  incorrect  deposit  was  reversed 
back  into  the  city  bank  account,  it  was  not  reversed  in  the  accounting 
records.  The  reversal  was  only  recorded  on  the  bank  reconciliation  and 
is  carried  forward  each  month  on  the  reconciliation.  Several  checks  had 
been  returned  to  the  city  and  are  also  recorded  on  the  reconciliation 
instead  of  making  the  necessary  adjusting  entries  in  the  accounting 
records. 


The  city  does  not  routinely  and  timely  follow  up  on  outstanding  checks. 
At  December  31,  2011,  the  city's  general  account  had  22  outstanding 
checks  totaling  $4,681,  and  the  payroll  account  had  12  outstanding 
checks  totaling  $1,465,  all  of  which  had  been  outstanding  for  more  than 
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Recommendation 


a  year.  In  addition,  at  January  31,  2012,  the  sewer  lateral  account  had 
seven  outstanding  checks  totaling  $364  which  had  been  outstanding  for 
more  than  a  year. 

Timely  monthly  bank  reconciliations  are  necessary  to  ensure  accounting 
records  balance,  transactions  are  properly  recorded,  and  errors  or 
discrepancies  are  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  In  addition, 
procedures  should  be  established  to  routinely  investigate  any  checks 
remaining  outstanding  over  a  specified  period  of  time.  Old  outstanding 
checks  should  be  voided  and  reissued  to  those  payees  who  can  be  readily 
located.  If  the  payees  cannot  be  located,  amounts  should  be  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  applicable  state  laws. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  monthly  bank  reconciliations  are  performed 
timely  and  outstanding  checks  are  followed  up  on  appropriately.  In  addition, 
any  discrepancies  should  be  investigated  and  resolved  with  appropriate 
adjustments  made  to  the  accounting  records. 


Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 


11.  Property 

Controls  and 
Records 


The  City  continues  to  improve  the  timeliness  of  monthly  bank 
reconciliations.  We  are  working  to  develop  procedures  for  following  up  on 
outstanding  checks  and  developing  a  process  for  properly  reporting  related 
unclaimed  property.  Discrepancies  are  now  investigated  and  resolved  when 
they  are  identified  through  the  reconciliation  process. 

An  annual  physical  inventory  of  property  has  not  been  performed  in  at  least 
5  years  and  city  property  is  not  tagged  and  properly  identified.  In  addition, 
property  records  maintained  do  not  include  all  necessary  information  such 
as  date  and  method  of  disposal.  The  book  value  of  city  assets  exceeded  $13 
million  at  December  31,  2010,  according  to  the  city's  most  recent  inventory 
record. 


Adequate  city  property  records  and  procedures  are  necessary  to  secure 
better  internal  control  over  city  property,  and  provide  a  basis  for 
determining  proper  insurance  coverage.  Property  control  tags  should  be 
affixed  to  all  property  items  to  help  improve  accountability  and  ensure 
assets  are  properly  identified  as  belonging  to  the  city.  Property  records 
should  also  include  information  such  as  acquisition/disposition  dates.  A 
physical  inventory  should  be  performed  on  an  annual  basis. 

Recommendation  The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  complete  and  detailed  capital  asset  records 

are  maintained  and  include  all  pertinent  information  for  each  asset.  In 
addition,  the  Board  should  ensure  annual  physical  inventories  are  performed 
and  compared  to  detailed  records  and  property  control  tags  are  affixed  to  all 
property. 
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AuditCC'S  RcSpOIlSC  ^ne  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 


12.  Library 


The  City  will  review  the  capital  asset  records  to  ensure  that  all  pertinent 
information  is  recorded  for  each  asset.  The  city  will  be  performing  a 
physical  inventory  in  2013  and  plans  to  continue  this  process  on  an  annual 
basis.  During  this  inventory  process,  we  will  ensure  that  property  control 
tags  are  affixed  to  each  asset. 

The  city  has  not  entered  into  a  current  written  agreement  with  the 
Brentwood  Public  Library  or  conducted  a  cost-benefit  analysis  of  providing 
city  hall  space  and  accounting  services  to  the  library.  The  most  recent 
agreement  provided  by  the  city  is  from  1947.  The  library  pays  a  monthly 
rental  and  utility  fee  of  $500  for  use  of  the  lower  level  of  city  hall  and  a  fee 
of  $50  for  accounting  services  provided  for  the  library  by  the  city  finance 
department.  These  rates  have  been  the  same  for  at  least  20  years,  but  are  not 
supported  by  a  written  agreement. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


Written  contracts  are  necessary  to  ensure  parties  are  aware  of  their  duties 
and  responsibilities  and  to  prevent  misunderstandings.  Section  432.070, 
RSMo,  requires  contracts  for  political  subdivisions  be  in  writing.  Contracts 
should  be  periodically  reevaluated  to  ensure  arrangements  are  still 
appropriate  and  fees  are  reasonable  as  compared  to  benefits  received  and 
costs  incurred. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  enter  into  an  updated  written  agreement  with  the 
Brentwood  Public  Library  defining  services  provided  and  benefits  received. 
In  addition,  the  Board  should  monitor  the  costs  of  providing  space  and 
services  and  periodically  reevaluate  the  contract  terms  for  reasonableness. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

We  believe  that  it  is  in  both  parties'  best  interests  to  continue  to  provide 
space  and  services  that  would  be  very  expensive  for  the  Library  to  obtain  by 
other  means  and  that  benefit  Brentwood  residents.  The  City  will  consider 
updating  the  written  agreement  with  the  Library  defining  services  provided 
and  benefits  received. 
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The  City  of  Brentwood  is  located  in  St.  Louis  County.  The  city  was 
incorporated  in  1919  and  is  currently  a  fourth-class  city.  The  city  employed 
126  full-time  employees  and  108  part-time  employees  on  December  31, 
2011. 


City  operations  include  fire  services,  law  enforcement  services,  trash 
collection,  operation  and  maintenance  of  city  parks,  economic  development, 
and  street  maintenance. 


Mayor  and  Board  of 
Aldermen 


The  city  government  consists  of  a  mayor  and  eight  member  board  of 
aldermen.  The  members  are  elected  for  4-year  terms.  The  mayor  is  elected 
for  a  4-year  term,  presides  over  the  board  of  aldermen,  and  votes  only  in  the 
case  of  a  tie.  The  Mayor  and  Board  of  Aldermen,  at  December  31,  2011,  are 
identified  below.  The  Mayor  is  paid  $1,200  per  month  and  Board  of 
Aldermen  members  $600  per  month.  The  compensation  of  these  officials  is 
established  by  ordinance. 


Pat  Kelly,  Mayor 
Barb  Clements,  Alderwoman 
Anthony  Harper,  Alderman 
Michael  Marshall,  Alderman 
Lee  Wynn,  Alderman 
Andrew  Leahy,  Alderman 
Keith  Robertson,  Alderman 
Lorraine  Krewson,  Alderwoman 
Tom  Kramer,  Alderman 


Other  Elected  Official 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  Municipal  Judge  at  December  31,  2011,  was  Ronald  Hill  and  his  annual 
compensation  is  $15,000.  The  Municipal  Judge's  compensation  is 
established  by  the  Board  of  Alderman. 

The  city  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  year  end 
December  3 1 ,  20 1 1 . 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Mid-Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District, 
Region  H 


Background  The  state  is  divided  into  20  solid  waste  management  districts  which  assist 

the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR)  in  implementing  the  state's 
solid  waste  management  plan.  The  Mid-Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management 
District,  Region  H,  was  recognized  by  the  DNR  on  December  4,  1991,  and 
consists  of  eight  counties:  Audrain,  Boone,  Callaway,  Cole,  Cooper, 
Howard,  Moniteau,  and  Osage. 


Findings  The  district  did  not  prepare  accurate  quarterly  financial  reports  and 

reconcile  these  reports  to  the  district  accounting  records.  The  cash  balance 
reported  on  the  June  30,  2012,  quarterly  report  differed  by  $8,230  from  the 
total  reconciled  bank  balances. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


American  Recovery  and  The  Mid-Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District,  Region  H,  did  not 

Reinvestment  Act  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audit  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Executive  Board  of  Directors 

Mid-Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  H 
Columbia,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Mid-Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  H  in 
fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.380,  RSMo.  The  district  engaged  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC, 
Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  district's  financial  statements  for  the  years  ended  June 
30,  2012  and  2011.  The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  engaged  Casey-Beard-Boehmer,  PC,  CPAs,  to 
conduct  a  performance  audit  of  the  district  for  the  period  July  1,  2008,  through  June  30,  2011.  To 
minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  reports  of  the  CPA  firm.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included, 
but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  district's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  district's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  district,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  district's  management  and  was  not  subject  to  the  procedures  applied  in 
our  audit  of  the  district. 


For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  a  deficiency  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant  noncompliance 
with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  finding  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Mid- 
Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  H. 

A  U^/L. 

Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Mark  Ruether,  CPA 
Joyce  Thomson 
Mariam  Ahmedbani 
Alex  R.  Prenger,  M.S.Acct. 
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Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 

District  quarterly  financial  reports  were  not  properly  reconciled  to  district 
accounting  records  and  contained  errors  and  omissions.  The  quarterly 
financial  reports  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  did  not  agree  to  the 
district's  bank  balances  or  to  the  audited  schedules  of  district  receipts  and 
disbursements.  At  June  30,  2012,  the  quarterly  financial  report  indicated 
total  balances  of  $668,794  compared  to  total  reconciled  bank  balances  of 
$677,024,  for  a  difference  of  $8,230.  In  addition,  the  quarterly  reports  did 
not  separately  identify  unobligated  district  grant  funds  and  interest  income. 

The  quarterly  financial  reports  are  prepared  by  the  district  to  document  each 
grant  project  awarded  to  subgrantees,  and  to  summarize  total  grant  awards, 
total  disbursements,  and  unspent  balances  for  each  grant  project  and  other 
funding  sources  such  as  interest  income. 

The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  requires  preparation  of  accurate 
quarterly  financial  reports  to  document  all  district  funds  received  from  the 
Solid  Waste  Management  Fund  and  other  sources.  Accurate  financial 
reporting  is  necessary  to  ensure  all  district  funds  are  accounted  for  properly. 

A  similar  finding  was  noted  in  an  independent  financial  audit  of  the  district 
dated  November  14,  2012,  and  an  independent  performance  audit  dated 
October  12,  2012. 

Recommendation  The  Executive  Board  ensure  the  quarterly  financial  reports  are  accurately 

prepared  and  reconciled  to  district  bank  balances  and  accounting  records 

Allditee's  Response  The  District  concurs  and  notes  there  were  errors  made  prior  to  the  current 

District  Planner  taking  over.  Corrections  have  been  made  and  future 
quarterly  reports  will  be  prepared  accurately  and  reconciled  to  the 
accounting  records.  These  findings  have  already  been  addressed  as  a  part 
of  the  prior  audit  that  was  done,  and  came  up  in  both  reports  due  to  how 
close  together  the  two  reports  were  released. 


Quarterly  Financial 
Reports 
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Mid-Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District 
Region  H 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  establishment  of  solid  waste  management  districts  was  authorized  in 
1990  by  Senate  Bill  530,  as  part  of  the  state's  solid  waste  management  plan. 
Solid  waste  management  districts  are  bodies  corporate  and  politic  and  are 
governed  by  Sections  260.300  through  260.345,  RSMo.  The  state  is  divided 
into  20  solid  waste  management  districts  which  assist  the  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  (DNR)  in  implementing  the  state's  plan,  with  an 
emphasis  on  diverting  waste  from  landfills.  The  Mid-Missouri  Solid  Waste 
Management  District  -  Region  H,  was  recognized  on  December  4,  1991,  by 
the  DNR  and  consists  of  eight  counties:  Audrain,  Boone,  Callaway,  Cole, 
Cooper,  Howard,  Moniteau,  and  Osage. 


The  district  is  governed  by  a  District  Council  and  an  Executive  Board.  The 
District  Council  consists  of  two  members  from  each  of  the  eight  counties, 
one  member  from  each  city  within  a  member  county  with  a  population  over 
500,  and  one  member  from  each  smaller  city  which  elects  to  join  the  solid 
waste  management  district.  The  District  Council  consists  of  41  members 
and  meets  at  least  twice  a  year  to  appoint  members  to  the  district's  Executive 
Board  and  to  review  and  act  upon  the  district's  solid  waste  management 
plan.  The  Executive  Board  consists  of  ten  members;  one  member  from  each 
of  the  eight  counties,  and  one  member  from  each  city  that  has  a  population 
greater  than  35,000  -  the  City  of  Columbia  and  the  City  of  Jefferson.  The 
Executive  Board  members'  terms  shall  be  2  years  and  can  be  recertified  by 
the  District  Council  at  the  end  of  their  term.  The  duties  of  the  Executive 
Board  consist  of:  preparing  a  solid  waste  management  plan  for  the  district; 
identifying  illegal  dump  sites;  establishing  an  education  program  about 
responsible  solid  waste  management  practices;  establishing  bylaws,  rules, 
and  regulations  for  governing  the  district;  entering  into  contracts  with 
persons  for  services  related  to  solid  waste  management;  and  approving 
expenditures  for  district  operations  and  grants. 

The  district's  funding  comes  from  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund 
through  the  DNR.  Tonnage  fees  from  landfills  in  the  state  are  deposited  into 
the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund.  Funding  for  the  20  districts  of  the  state 
are  based  on  a  formula  set  through  legislation. 

The  Executive  Board  contracts  with  the  City  of  Columbia  to  provide 
administrative  staff  for  the  district.  District  administrative  staff  consist  of  a 
district  planner  and  an  assistant. 


American  Recovery  and  The  Mid-Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  H  did  not 

Reinvestment  Act  2009  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


5 


Mid-Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District 
Region  H 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Financial  Activity  A  summary  of  the  district's  revenues,  expenditures,  and  fund  balances  for 

the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  follows: 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


REVENUES 

2012 

2011 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

365,761 

327,318 

Intergovernmental-contributions 

97,132 

50,876 

Charges  for  services 

7,458 

1,335 

Other 

0 

650 

Interest  income 

3,352 

4,241 

Total  Revenues 

473,703 

384,420 

EXPENDITURES 

Administration 

Personnel  and  fringe  benefits 

155,623 

94,104 

Contractual  services 

35,081 

53,963 

Supplies  and  materials 

5,678 

14,965 

Travel 

5,316 

8,043 

Other 

25,179 

23,456 

District  grant  expenditures 

Personnel 

4,000 

2,437 

Contractual  services 

15,784 

16,107 

Supplies  and  materials 

2,058 

414 

Operating 

0 

7,965 

Equipment 

169,802 

170,732 

Other 

38,464 

893 

Total  Expenditures 

456,985 

393,079 

REVENUES  OVER  (UNDER)  EXPENDITURES 

16,718 

(8,659) 

FUND  BALANCE,  JULY  1 

58,054 

66,713 

FUND  BALANCE,  JUNE  30 

$ 

74,772 

58,054 

Source:  Audited  financial  statements. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  East  Central  Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management 
District,  Region  I 


Background  The  state  is  divided  into  20  solid  waste  management  districts  which  assist 

the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR)  in  implementing  the  state's 
solid  waste  management  plan.  The  East  Central  Missouri  Solid  Waste 
Management  District,  Region  I,  was  recognized  by  the  DNR  on 
September  18,  1991,  and  consists  of  four  counties:  Franklin,  Lincoln, 
Montgomery  and  Warren. 


Findings  The  audit  identified  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  no 

significant  noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  no  significant 
deficiencies  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  No  findings  resulted 
from  our  audit. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Excellent.* 


American  Recovery  and  The  East  Central  Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District,  Region  I,  did 

Reinvestment  Act  not  receive  anY  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audit  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent:        The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 


Good:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 

most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

Fair:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 

findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

Poor:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 

findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 


East  Central  Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District 
Region  I 

Table  of  Contents 

State  Auditor's  Report 


Organization  and  Statistical 
Information 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Executive  Board  of  Directors 

East  Central  Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  I 
Warrenton,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  East  Central  Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District  - 
Region  I  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.380,  RSMo.  The  district  engaged  Tochtrop  & 
Associates,  P.C.,  Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  district's  financial  statements  for  the  2 
years  ended  December  31,  2011.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  report  of  the  CPA 
firm.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  2  years  ended  December  31, 
2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  district's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  district's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  district,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  district's  management  and  was  not  subject  to  the  procedures  applied  in 
our  audit  of  the  district. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  management  practices  and 
procedures.  No  findings  resulted  from  our  audit  of  the  East  Central  Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management 
District  -  Region  I. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Mark  Ruether,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Joyce  Thomson 

Audit  Staff:  Mariam  Ahmedbani 
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East  Central  Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District 
Region  I 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  establishment  of  solid  waste  management  districts  was  authorized  in 
1990  by  Senate  Bill  530,  as  part  of  the  state's  solid  waste  management  plan. 
Solid  waste  management  districts  are  bodies  corporate  and  politic  and  are 
governed  by  Sections  260.300  through  260.345,  RSMo.  The  state  is  divided 
into  20  solid  waste  management  districts  which  assist  the  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  (DNR)  in  implementing  the  state's  plan,  with  an 
emphasis  on  diverting  waste  from  landfills.  The  East  Central  Missouri  Solid 
Waste  Management  District  -  Region  I,  was  recognized  on  September  18, 
1991,  by  the  DNR  and  consists  of  four  counties:  Franklin,  Lincoln, 
Montgomery,  and  Warren. 


The  district  is  governed  by  a  District  Council  and  an  Executive  Board.  The 
District  Council  consists  of  two  members  from  each  of  the  four  counties, 
one  member  from  each  city  within  a  member  county  with  a  population  over 
500,  and  one  member  from  each  smaller  city  which  elects  to  join  the  solid 
waste  management  district.  The  District  Council  consists  of  21  members 
and  meets  at  least  twice  a  year  to  appoint  members  to  the  district's  Executive 
Board  and  to  review  and  act  upon  the  district's  solid  waste  management 
plan.  The  Executive  Board  consists  of  four  members;  one  member  from 
each  of  the  four  counties.  The  Executive  Board  members'  terms  shall  be  2 
years  and  can  be  recertified  by  the  District  Council  at  the  end  of  their  term. 
The  duties  of  the  Executive  Board  consist  of:  preparing  a  solid  waste 
management  plan  for  the  district;  identifying  illegal  dump  sites;  establishing 
an  education  program  about  responsible  solid  waste  management  practices; 
establishing  bylaws,  rules,  and  regulations  for  governing  the  district; 
entering  into  contracts  with  persons  for  services  related  to  solid  waste 
management;  and  approving  expenditures  for  district  operations  and  grants. 

The  district's  funding  comes  from  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund 
through  the  DNR.  Tonnage  fees  from  landfills  in  the  state  are  deposited  into 
the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund.  Funding  for  the  20  districts  of  the  state 
are  based  on  a  formula  set  through  legislation. 

The  Executive  Board  contracts  with  the  Boonslick  Regional  Planning 
Commission  to  provide  administrative  staff  for  the  district.  District 
administrative  staff  consist  of  a  district  planner  and  an  assistant. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  East  Central  Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  I  did 
not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012. 
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East  Central  Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management  District 
Region  I 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Financial  Activity  A  summary  of  the  district's  receipts,  disbursements,  and  cash  and 

investment  balances  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  follows: 


Year  Ended  December  31, 


RECEIPTS 

2012 

2011 

State  grant  funding 

$ 

98,502 

105,000 

City/county  dues 

4,517 

0 

Interest  income 

35 

97 

Total  Receipts 

103,054 

105,097 

DISBURSEMENTS 

District  operational  expenses 

42,932 

37,000 

District  sub-grantee  reimbursements 

98,214 

120,162 

Audit  expense 

3,500 

2,900 

Insurance  expense 

2,473 

0 

Other 

482 

0 

Total  Disbursements 

147,601 

160,062 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(44,547) 

(54,965) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

46,121 

101,086 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1,574 

46,121 

Source:  District  financial  records. 
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May  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Quad-Lakes  Solid  Waste  Management  District,  Region  J 


Background  The  state  is  divided  into  20  solid  waste  management  districts  which  assist 

the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR)  in  implementing  the  state's 
solid  waste  management  plan.  The  Quad-Lakes  Solid  Waste  Management 
District,  Region  J,  was  recognized  by  the  DNR  on  December  4,  1991,  and 
consists  of  six  counties:  Bates,  Benton,  Cedar,  Henry,  Hickory,  and  St. 
Clair. 

The  audit  identified  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  no 
significant  noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  no  significant 
deficiencies  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  No  findings  resulted 
from  our  audit. 


Findings 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Excellent. 


American  Recovery  and  The  Quad-Lakes  Solid  Waste  Management  District,  Region  J,  did  not 

Reinvestment  Act  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audit  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 


Quad-Lakes  Solid  Waste  Management  District 

Region  J 

Table  of  Contents 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Executive  Board  of  Directors 

Quad-Lakes  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  J 
Clinton,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Quad-Lakes  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  J  in 
fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.380,  RSMo.  The  district  engaged  Arthur  White  &  Associates, 
L.L.C.,  Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  district's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years 
ended  June  30,  2011.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  report  of  the  CPA  firm.  The 
scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012.  The 
objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  district's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  district's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  district,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  district's  management  and  was  not  subject  to  the  procedures  applied  in 
our  audit  of  the  district. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  management  practices  and 
procedures.  No  findings  resulted  from  our  audit  of  the  Quad-Lakes  Solid  Waste  Management  District  - 
Region  J. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Mark  Ruether,  CPA 
Joyce  Thomson 
Mariam  Ahmedbani 
Alex  R.  Prenger,  M.S.Acct. 
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Quad-Lakes  Solid  Waste  Management  District 
Region  J 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  establishment  of  solid  waste  management  districts  was  authorized  in 
1990  by  Senate  Bill  530,  as  part  of  the  state's  solid  waste  management  plan. 
Solid  waste  management  districts  are  bodies  corporate  and  politic  and  are 
governed  by  Sections  260.300  through  260.345,  RSMo.  The  state  is  divided 
into  20  solid  waste  management  districts  which  assist  the  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  (DNR)  in  implementing  the  state's  plan,  with  an 
emphasis  on  diverting  waste  from  landfills.  The  Quad-Lakes  Solid  Waste 
Management  District  -  Region  J,  was  recognized  on  December  4,  1991,  by 
the  DNR  and  consists  of  six  counties:  Bates,  Benton,  Cedar,  Henry, 
Hickory,  and  St.  Clair. 


The  district  is  governed  by  a  District  Council  and  an  Executive  Board.  The 
District  Council  consists  of  two  members  from  each  of  the  six  counties,  one 
member  from  each  city  within  a  member  county  with  a  population  over  500, 
and  one  member  from  each  smaller  city  which  elects  to  join  the  solid  waste 
management  district.  The  District  Council  consists  of  28  members  and 
meets  at  least  twice  a  year  to  appoint  members  to  the  district's  Executive 
Board  and  to  review  and  act  upon  the  district's  solid  waste  management 
plan.  The  Executive  Board  consists  of  seven  members;  one  member  from 
each  of  the  six  counties,  and  one  non-voting  member  from  the  solid  waste 
management  industry.  The  Executive  Board  members'  terms  shall  be  2  years 
and  can  be  recertified  by  the  District  Council  at  the  end  of  their  term.  The 
duties  of  the  Executive  Board  consist  of:  preparing  a  solid  waste 
management  plan  for  the  district;  identifying  illegal  dump  sites;  establishing 
an  education  program  about  responsible  solid  waste  management  practices; 
establishing  bylaws,  rules,  and  regulations  for  governing  the  district; 
entering  into  contracts  with  persons  for  services  related  to  solid  waste 
management;  and  approving  expenditures  for  district  operations  and  grants. 

The  district's  funding  comes  from  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund 
through  the  DNR.  Tonnage  fees  from  landfills  in  the  state  are  deposited  into 
the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund.  Funding  for  the  20  districts  of  the  state 
are  based  on  a  formula  set  through  legislation. 

The  Executive  Board  contracts  with  the  Kay  singer  Basin  Regional  Planning 
Commission  to  provide  administrative  staff  for  the  district.  District 
administrative  staff  consist  of  a  district  planner  and  an  assistant. 


American  Recovery  and  The  Quad-Lakes  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  J  did  not 

Reinvestment  Act  2009  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 
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Quad-Lakes  Solid  Waste  Management  District 
Region  J 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Financial  Activity  A  summary  of  the  district's  receipts,  disbursements,  and  cash  and 

investment  balances  for  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  follows: 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


RECEIPTS 

2012 

2011 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

122,466 

111,456 

Member  assessments 

0 

2,340 

Repayments 

12,321 

13,653 

Other 

500 

0 

Interest 

947 

2,881 

Total  Receipts 

136,234 

130,330 

DISBURSEMENTS 

District  administration 

1,316 

610 

Subgrants 

118,923 

101,444 

Audit  services 

2,500 

0 

Insurance 

2,775 

1,669 

Miscellaneous 

1,253 

1,866 

Total  Disbursements 

126,767 

105,589 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

9,467 

24,741 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS, 

JULY  1 

127,947 

103,206 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS, 

JUNE  30 

$ 

137,414 

127,947 

Source:  Audited  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011,  and  district  financial 
records  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 
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Missouri  State  Auditor 


Ozark  Rivers  Solid  Waste 
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May  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Ozark  Rivers  Solid  Waste  Management  District,  Region 
K 


Background  The  state  is  divided  into  20  solid  waste  management  districts  which  assist 

the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR)  in  implementing  the  state's 
solid  waste  management  plan.  The  Ozark  Rivers  Solid  Waste  Management 
District,  Region  K,  was  recognized  by  the  DNR  on  November  19,  1991,  and 
consists  of  seven  counties:  Crawford,  Dent,  Gasconade,  Maries,  Phelps, 
Pulaski,  and  Washington. 


Findings  The  audit  identified  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  no 

significant  noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  no  significant 
deficiencies  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  No  findings  resulted 
from  our  audit. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Excellent.* 


American  Recovery  and  The  Ozark  Rivers  Solid  Waste  Management  District,  Region  K,  did  not 

Reinvestment  Act  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audit  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent:        The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 


Good:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 

most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

Fair:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 

findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

Poor:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 

findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 


Ozark  Rivers  Solid  Waste  Management  District 

Region  K 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Executive  Board  of  Directors 

Ozark  Rivers  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  K 
St  James,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Ozark  Rivers  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  K  in 
fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.380,  RSMo.  The  district  engaged  Kean  &  Company,  LLC, 
Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  district's  financial  statements  for  the  years  ended 
June  30,  2012  and  2011.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  reports  of  the  CPA  firm.  The 
scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012.  The 
objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  district's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  district's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  district,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  district's  management  and  was  not  subject  to  the  procedures  applied  in 
our  audit  of  the  district. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  management  practices  and 
procedures.  No  findings  resulted  from  our  audit  of  the  Ozark  Rivers  Solid  Waste  Management  District  - 
Region  K. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Mark  Ruether,  CPA 
Joyce  Thomson 
Mariam  Ahmedbani 
Alex  R.  Prenger,  M.S.Acct. 
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Ozark  Rivers  Solid  Waste  Management  District 
Region  K 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  establishment  of  solid  waste  management  districts  was  authorized  in 
1990  by  Senate  Bill  530,  as  part  of  the  state's  solid  waste  management  plan. 
Solid  waste  management  districts  are  bodies  corporate  and  politic  and  are 
governed  by  Sections  260.300  through  260.345,  RSMo.  The  state  is  divided 
into  20  solid  waste  management  districts  which  assist  the  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  (DNR)  in  implementing  the  state's  plan,  with  an 
emphasis  on  diverting  waste  from  landfills.  The  Ozark  Rivers  Solid  Waste 
Management  District  -  Region  K,  was  recognized  on  November  19,  1991, 
by  the  DNR  and  consists  of  seven  counties:  Crawford,  Dent,  Gasconade, 
Maries,  Phelps,  Pulaski,  and  Washington. 


The  district  is  governed  by  a  District  Council  and  an  Executive  Board.  The 
District  Council  consists  of  two  members  from  each  of  the  seven  counties, 
one  member  from  each  city  within  a  member  county  with  a  population  over 
500,  and  one  member  from  each  smaller  city  which  elects  to  join  the  solid 
waste  management  district.  The  District  Council  consists  of  26  members 
and  meets  at  least  twice  a  year  to  appoint  members  to  the  district's  Executive 
Board  and  to  review  and  act  upon  the  districts  solid  waste  management  plan. 
The  Executive  Board  consists  of  15  members:  2  members  from  each  of  the 
seven  counties  and  a  member  from  Fort  Leonard  Wood.  The  Executive 
Board  members'  terms  shall  be  2  years  and  can  be  recertified  by  the  District 
Council  at  the  end  of  their  term.  The  duties  of  the  Executive  Board  consist 
of:  preparing  a  solid  waste  management  plan  for  the  district;  identifying 
illegal  dump  sites;  establishing  an  education  program  about  responsible 
solid  waste  management  practices;  establishing  bylaws,  rules,  and 
regulations  for  governing  the  district;  entering  into  contracts  with  persons 
for  services  related  to  solid  waste  management;  and  approving  expenditures 
for  district  operations  and  grants. 

The  district's  funding  comes  from  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund 
through  the  DNR.  Tonnage  fees  from  landfills  in  the  state  are  deposited  into 
the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund.  Funding  for  the  20  districts  of  the  state 
are  based  on  a  formula  set  through  legislation. 

The  Executive  Board  contracts  with  the  Meramec  Regional  Planning 
Commission  to  provide  administrative  staff  for  the  district.  District 
administrative  staff  consist  of  a  district  planner  and  an  assistant. 


American  Recovery  and  The  Ozark  Rivers  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  K  did  not 

Reinvestment  Act  2009  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 
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Ozark  Rivers  Solid  Waste  Management  District 
Region  K 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Financial  Activity  A  summary  of  the  district's  revenues,  expenditures,  and  fund  balances  for 

the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  follows: 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


REVENUES 

2012 

2011 

Grant  revenue 

$ 

250,755 

239,420 

Miscellaneous 

575 

0 

Total  Revenues 

251,330 

239,420 

EXPENDITURES 

Annual  dinnpr 

333 

407 

Advertising 

649 

676 

Audit 

2,000 

2.500 

Contracted  administration 

98,427 

102,423 

Grants 

145,540 

128,596 

Insurance 

1,535 

1,539 

Supplies 

1,398 

1,217 

Travel 

167 

140 

Other 

1,281 

1,922 

Total  Expenditures 

251,330 

239,420 

REVENUES  OVER  (UNDER)  EXPENDITURES 

0 

0 

FUND  BALANCE,  JULY  1 

0 

0 

FUND  BALANCE,  JUNE  30 

$ 

0 

0 

Source:  Audited  financial  statements. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


South  Central  Solid  Waste 
Management  District 
Region  P 


May  2013 

Report  No.  2013-039 


http  ://auditor.mo.gov 


May  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  South  Central  Solid  Waste  Management  District, 
Region  P 


Background  The  state  is  divided  into  20  solid  waste  management  districts  which  assist 

the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR)  in  implementing  the  state's 
solid  waste  management  plan.  The  South  Central  Solid  Waste  Management 
District,  Region  P,  was  recognized  by  the  DNR  on  February  2,  1992,  and 
consists  of  seven  counties:  Douglas,  Howell,  Oregon,  Ozark,  Shannon, 
Texas,  and  Wright. 

Related  Parties  and  Payroll         The  district  did  not  obtain  bids  or  enter  into  a  written  agreement  for  office 

space  and  storage  rentals  totaling  $4,800  annually  paid  to  a  business  owned 
by  the  District  Planner  and  her  spouse.  These  payments  along  with 
reimbursements  to  this  business  for  payments  made  to  other  vendors  create 
the  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest.  The  district  did  not  report  on  W-2 
forms  or  withhold  payroll  taxes  from  compensation  paid  to  some  part-time 
workers. 


Grant  Withholdings  The  district  does  not  retain  15  percent  of  subgrantee  funds  subject  to  the 

completion  of  the  project  as  directed  by  state  regulation  and  DNR  policy. 

Quarterly  Financial  Reports        The  district  does  not  prepare  accurate  quarterly  financial  reports  and 

reconcile  these  reports  to  the  district  accounting  records  and  bank  balances. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


American  Recovery  and  The  South  Central  Solid  Waste  Management  District,  Region  P,  did  not 

Reinvestment  Act  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audit  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Executive  Board  of  Directors 

South  Central  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  P 
Eunice,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  South  Central  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  P  in 
fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.380,  RSMo.  The  district  engaged  Schultz,  Wood  &  Rapp,  P.C., 
Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  district's  financial  statements  for  the  years  ended 
June  30,  2012  and  2011.  The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  engaged  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC, 
CPAs,  to  conduct  a  performance  audit  of  the  district  for  the  period  July  1,  2008,  through  June  30,  2011. 
To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  reports  of  the  CPA  firms.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit 
were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  district's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  district's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  district,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  district's  management  and  was  not  subject  to  the  procedures  applied  in 
our  audit  of  the  district. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  South 
Central  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  P. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:        John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 


Audit  Manager:  Mark  Ruether,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Joyce  Thomson 


Audit  Staff:  Mariam  Ahmedbani 

Alex  R.  Prenger,  M.S.Acct. 


3 


South  Central  Solid  Waste  Management  District 
Region  P 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


j     Related  Parties  and  ^  Potential  conflict  of  interest  situation  should  be  addressed  by  the  district 
*  Executive  Board.  Compensation  payments  to  certain  individuals  may  not  be 

Payroll  properly  reported  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS). 

1 . 1  Related  party  payments      The  district  did  not  obtain  bids  or  enter  into  a  written  agreement  for  office 

space  and  storage  rentals  paid  to  a  business  owned  by  the  District  Planner 
and  her  spouse. 


The  District  Planner  is  an  employee  of  the  district  and  is  paid  a  salary  of 
$33,600,  benefits  of  approximately  $20,000,  and  reimbursable  expenses  of 
approximately  $7,500  annually.  She  is  also  paid  additional  compensation  for 
serving  as  project  manager  for  specific  grant  projects,  and  this  additional 
compensation  totaled  approximately  $13,000  for  the  2  years  ended  June  30, 
2012.  The  District  Planner's  spouse  is  a  part-time  employee  of  the  district 
and  was  paid  approximately  $39,000  for  project  management  services 
during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012.  The  district  reported  these 
compensation  amounts  on  W-2  forms  and  withheld  payroll  taxes.  However, 
the  district  office  is  located  in  the  residence  of  the  District  Planner  and  her 
spouse,  and  the  district  pays  $4,800  annually  for  office  and  storage  rental. 
These  payments  are  made  to  a  company  owned  by  the  District  Planner  and 
her  spouse.  The  district  had  a  written  contract  with  the  company  for  office 
and  storage  rental  prior  to  July  1,  2010,  but  did  not  renew  the  written 
agreement  subsequent  to  that  date.  In  addition,  bids  have  not  been  solicited 
for  these  services  either  currently  or  when  there  was  a  written  contract. 

Additional  payments  of  approximately  $67,000  for  the  2  years  ended 
June  30,  2012,  were  made  by  the  district  to  reimburse  the  company  for 
expenses  paid  by  the  company  to  vendors  or  entities  for  specific  grant 
project  expenses  approved  by  the  district  and  the  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  (DNR).  The  District  Planner  indicated  these  payments  were  made 
by  the  company  as  a  courtesy  to  the  various  vendors  and  entities  which 
desired  to  be  paid  on  a  more  timely  basis  prior  to  the  district  receiving 
corresponding  grant  funds  from  the  DNR.  The  district  planner  indicated 
these  advance  payments  are  no  longer  paid  by  the  company  as  of  February 
2013. 


The  District  Planner  serves  as  the  primary  administrative  employee  of  the 
district  and  is  also  a  non-voting  member  of  the  district's  Executive  Board. 
Section  105.454,  RSMo,  prohibits  employees  serving  in  an  executive  or 
administrative  capacity  to  perform  any  service  for,  or  sell,  rent,  or  lease  any 
property  to  the  governmental  entity  for  which  he/she  works  in  excess  of 
$500  per  transaction  or  $5,000  per  year,  unless  the  transaction  is  subject  to 
competitive  bidding  and  the  offer  accepted  is  the  lowest  bid  received.  While 
the  office  and  storage  rental  payments  totaled  less  than  $500  per  transaction 
and  $5,000  per  year,  the  payments  to  the  company  owned  by  the  District 
Planner  and  her  husband  create  the  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest.  In 
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addition,  competitive  bidding  for  these  services  helps  ensure  the  district 
receives  fair  value  by  contracting  with  the  lowest  and  best  bidders. 


1.2  Compensation  for  part- 
time  workers 


Similar  findings  in  other 
independent  audit 


The  district  did  not  report  on  W-2  forms  or  withhold  payroll  taxes  from 
compensation  paid  to  some  part-time  workers  hired  for  various  district 
projects. 

The  district  hires  part-time  workers  for  various  projects,  such  as  collection 
events  of  tires,  electronics,  and  household  hazardous  waste.  These  workers 
are  paid  hourly  wages  and  complete  timesheets,  and  the  wages  are  paid  by 
the  company  owned  by  the  District  Planner  and  her  spouse  and  reimbursed 
by  the  district.  Because  the  district  is  responsible  for  hiring  and  supervising 
these  workers,  it  appears  they  should  be  considered  employees  and  their 
wages  subject  to  payroll  tax  withholding  and  W-2  form  reporting.  Neither 
the  district  nor  the  company  withheld  payroll  taxes  or  reported 
compensation  on  W-2  forms.  The  company  did  report  the  payments  on 
Forms  1099.  Payments  to  these  workers  totaled  approximately  $27,000  and 
$30,000  during  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  2011,  respectively. 

IRS  regulations  require  wages  paid  to  employees  be  subject  to  payroll  tax 
withholdings  and  reported  on  W-2  forms.  As  a  result,  the  district  may  be 
subject  to  IRS  penalties. 

Similar  findings  were  noted  in  an  independent  performance  audit  of  the 
district  dated  October  4,  2012. 


Recommendations 


The  Executive  Board: 


1.1.  Avoid  conflicts  of  interest  in  the  future,  solicit  bids  for  office  and 
storage  rental,  and  enter  into  formal  written  agreements  for  these 
services. 


1.2. 


Auditee's  Response  1.1 


Ensure  appropriate  payroll  taxes  are  withheld  and  compensation 
properly  reported  for  payments  made  to  part-time  workers. 

Informal  bids  on  office  space  have  been  sought.  Rent  on  an 
available  building  in  this  area  was  quoted  by  the  owner  as  $450  per 
month.  This  would  include  the  office  area  only  -  no  equipment 
would  be  provided  and  there  is  no  space  for  storage  of  district 
equipment.  The  $200  rent  fee  has  remained  the  same  since  1994. 
From  1994  to  2005  the  office  rent  was  used  as  an  in-kind  match  for 
the  District's  administrative  grant.  However,  in  the  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  -  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  Terms  and 
Conditions  that  take  effect  on  July  1,  2013,  it  is  required  that  a 
district  office  be  in  a  public  building.  While  the  Region  P  Executive 
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Board  does  not  concur  with  this  requirement  we  have  agreed  to 
abide  by  this  DNR  Rule.  The  District  board  is  in  the  process  of 
soliciting  bids  for  administration  which  will  include  office  space 
and  storage  for  district  equipment,  in  a  "Public"  building  beginning 
with  FY2014. 

1.2  Collection  event  personnel  work  for  only  a  short  time  (from  1  to  12 
days)  each  year.  Two  workers  have  worked  only  4  hours  every  year 
for  the  last  15  years.  The  workers  were  paid  more  of  a  stipend 
rather  than  an  hourly  wage.  The  District  considered  the  workers 
"Statutory  Exempt  Employees. "  Any  worker  making  over  $600  in 
one  year  received  a  1099  MISC  tax  form.  The  tax  information  was 
sent  to  the  state  and  federal  government.  Starting  with  the  Spring 
2013  collections,  all  workers  are  treated  as  employees.  Medicare 
and  Social  Security  taxes  are  deducted  from  their  pay  and  matched 
by  the  District.  All  workers  will  receive  a  W-2  form  for  work  in 
2013. 


The  district  does  not  retain  15  percent  of  subgrantee  funds  subject  to 
completion  of  the  applicable  project  and  approval  of  final  project 
paperwork,  as  required  by  state  regulation  and  DNR  policy.  While  the  15 
percent  withholding  requirement  is  typically  not  required  for  administrative 
or  operational  grants,  this  requirement  is  applicable  to  approximately  2  to  3 
district  projects  annually.  The  district  did  not  withhold  15  percent  from  any 
projects  approved  during  fiscal  years  2012  and  2011. 

10  CSR  80-9.050  (7)(D)  indicates  the  district  shall  retain  15  percent  of  the 
funds  from  the  recipient  until  the  project  is  complete.  Also,  the  grant 
General  Terms  and  Conditions,  Section  1.C.3.G,  requires  the  district  shall 
retain  15  percent  of  the  funds  awarded  for  a  project  until  the  subgrantee's 
final  report  has  been  provided  to  the  district,  and  the  executive  board 
approves  the  project's  final  report  and  final  accounting  of  expenditures. 

A  similar  finding  was  noted  in  an  independent  performance  audit  of  the 
district  dated  October  4,  2012. 

The  Executive  Board  retain  15  percent  of  applicable  grant  project  funding 
until  the  project  is  completed  and  final  paperwork  is  approved. 

Auditee's  Response  The  District  has  a  policy  of  direct  payment  to  vendors.  Title  to  equipment 

purchased  with  grant  funds  is  vested  with  the  district.  The  District's  policies 
and  procedures  state  this  position  which  the  executive  board  feels  fulfills  the 
requirement  to  hold  back  the  15%  of  funding.  An  annual  review  of  the 
policy  and  procedures  takes  place  at  the  June  full  council  meeting.  The 
District's  policy  on  direct  vendor  payments  and  withholding  of  15%  will  be 
re-evaluated  at  the  June  2013  full  council  meeting. 


2.  Grant 

Withholdings 


Recommendation 
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^     ^        ,     ,     p.  .   |  District  quarterly  financial  reports  were  not  properly  re 

J'   VZU**1  lcIv  '  accounting  records  and  contained  errors  and  omissions. 


reconciled  to  district 
Quarterly  financial 

R.6pOI*tS  reports  for  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  2011,  did  not  agree  to  district 

bank  balances  or  to  the  audited  schedules  of  district  receipts  and 
disbursements.  In  addition,  quarterly  reports  did  not  separately  identify 
unobligated  district  grant  funds  and  interest  income. 


Quarterly  financial  reports  are  prepared  by  the  district  to  document  each 
grant  project  awarded  to  subgrantees,  and  to  summarize  total  grant  awards, 
total  disbursements,  and  unspent  balances  for  each  grant  project  and  other 
funding  sources  such  as  interest  income.  The  District  Planner  indicated  the 
quarterly  reports  sometimes  reflect  grant  project  expenses  incurred  but  not 
yet  paid  (accrual  basis);  however,  the  amounts  reported  on  the  quarterly 
report  are  not  adequately  reconciled  to  cash  disbursement  records  or  the 
bank  balances.  At  June  30,  2012  and  2011,  the  grant  balances  on  the 
quarterly  reports  differed  from  the  district's  reconciled  bank  balances  by 
$286  and  $1,100,  respectively. 

The  DNR  requires  preparation  of  accurate  quarterly  financial  reports  to 
document  all  district  funds  received  from  the  Solid  Waste  Management 
Fund  and  other  sources.  Accurate  financial  reporting  is  necessary  to  ensure 
all  district  funds  are  accounted  for  properly. 

A  similar  finding  was  noted  in  an  independent  performance  audit  of  the 
district  dated  October  4,  2012. 

Recommendation  The  Executive  Board  ensure  the  quarterly  financial  reports  are  accurately 

prepared  and  reconciled  to  district  bank  balances  and  accounting  records. 

Auditee's  Response  The  District  has  already  implemented  a  process  to  insure  that  all  bank 

records  are  reconciled  to  the  same  date  so  that  all  financial  reports  are 
accurate  to  that  date. 
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Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  establishment  of  solid  waste  management  districts  was  authorized  in 
1990  by  Senate  Bill  530,  as  part  of  the  state's  solid  waste  management  plan. 
Solid  waste  management  districts  are  bodies  corporate  and  politic  and  are 
governed  by  Sections  260.300  through  260.345,  RSMo.  The  state  is  divided 
into  20  solid  waste  management  districts  which  assist  the  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  (DNR)  in  implementing  the  state's  plan,  with  an 
emphasis  on  diverting  waste  from  landfills.  The  South  Central  Solid  Waste 
Management  District  -  Region  P,  was  recognized  on  February  2,  1992,  by 
the  DNR  and  consists  of  seven  counties:  Douglas,  Howell,  Oregon,  Ozark, 
Shannon,  Texas,  and  Wright. 


The  district  is  governed  by  a  District  Council  and  an  Executive  Board.  The 
District  Council  consists  of  two  members  from  each  of  the  seven  counties, 
one  member  from  each  city  within  a  member  county  with  a  population  over 
500,  and  one  member  from  each  smaller  city  which  elects  to  join  the  solid 
waste  management  district.  The  District  Council  consists  of  35  members 
and  meets  at  least  twice  a  year  to  appoint  members  to  the  district's  Executive 
Board  and  to  review  and  act  upon  the  district's  solid  waste  management 
plan.  The  Executive  Board  consists  of  ten  members;  one  member  from  each 
of  the  seven  counties,  two  additional  voting  members,  and  a  non-voting 
member  appointed  by  the  District  Council.  The  Executive  Board  members' 
terms  shall  be  2  years  and  can  be  recertified  by  the  District  Council  at  the 
end  of  their  term.  The  duties  of  the  Executive  Board  consist  of:  preparing  a 
solid  waste  management  plan  for  the  district;  identifying  illegal  dump  sites; 
establishing  an  education  program  about  responsible  solid  waste 
management  practices;  establishing  bylaws,  rules,  and  regulations  for 
governing  the  district;  entering  into  contracts  with  persons  for  services 
related  to  solid  waste  management;  and  approving  expenditures  for  district 
operations  and  grants. 

The  district's  funding  comes  from  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund 
through  the  DNR.  Tonnage  fees  from  landfills  in  the  state  are  deposited  into 
the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund.  Funding  for  the  20  districts  of  the  state 
are  based  on  a  formula  set  through  legislation. 

The  district  employs  an  individual  to  serve  as  district  planner  to  provide 
administrative  services  for  the  district. 


American  Recovery  and  The  South  Central  Solid  Waste  Management  District  -  Region  P  did  not 

Reinvestment  Act  2009  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 
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Financial  Activity  A  summary  of  the  district's  receipts,  disbursements,  and  cash  and 

investment  balances  for  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  follows: 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


RECEIPTS 

2012 

2011 

Grant  income 

$ 

236,898 

299,125 

Miscellaneous 

5.109 

3,229 

Interest  income 

458 

1,196 

Total  Receipts 

242,465 

303,550 

DISBURSEMENTS 

V  1 1  UJll  wAL/wIIljwlj 

169,771 

194,988 

Payroll  and  payroll  taxes 

54.400 

49,643 

Benefits 

20,400 

20,503 

Office  expense 

1,409 

1,467 

Executive  board 

6,152 

5,559 

Dues  and  subscriptions 

328 

443 

Travel 

14,808 

10,997 

Utilities 

1,203 

1,194 

Office  space  and  storage 

4,800 

4,800 

Total  Disbursements 

273,271 

289,594 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(30,806) 

13,956 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

181,285 

167,329 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

$ 

150,479 

181,285 

Source:  Audited  financial  statements 


9 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


FOLLOW-UP  REPORT  ON 
AUDIT  FINDINGS 


Polk  County 


May  2013 

Report  No.  2013-040 


http  ://auditor.mo.gov 


Polk  County 

Follow-Up  Report  on  Audit  Findings 
Table  of  Contents 

State  Auditor's  Letter  2 
Status  of  Findings* 

3.       Prosecuting  Attorney  Controls  and  Procedures  3 

*  Includes  selected  findings 


1 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Polk  County 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2012-126, 
Polk  County,  issued  in  October  2012,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect 
Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1.  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  county  about  the  follow-up 
review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  Prosecuting  Attorney,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit 
report,  to  develop  a  timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit 
recommendations.  As  part  of  the  AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  documentation  provided  by 
Prosecuting  Attorney's  office,  and  discussed  with  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  the  status  of  significant 
findings  and  any  corrective  action  taken  regarding  our  audit  findings.  Documentation  included  a  report 
from  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  on  the  status  of  recommendations,  receipt  and  deposit  records  for  the 
period  of  March  15,  2013,  through  March  22,  2013,  system  generated  reports  of  ticket  amendments  and 
ticket  dismissals  for  the  period  of  January  1,  2013,  through  March  15,  2013,  and  a  system  generated 
report  of  financial  adjustments  for  the  period  of  June  1,  2012,  through  March  21,  2013.  We  compared 
selected  ticket  amendments,  dismissals,  and  financial  adjustments  to  supporting  documentation.  This 
report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially  completed  during 
March  and  April  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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3.1   Segregation  of  duties 


Recommendation 


Prosecuting  Attorney       Failure  to  segregate  duties  related  to  traffic  tickets  and  accounting  records 

Controls  and  Procedures  cAreated  the  °pport™ty  ^  ^  °f  m°ni?  C°UeCted  by  ^  f^f0* 

Attorney  s  office.  Other  controls  and  procedures  were  m  need  of  significant 
improvement. 

Traffic  ticket  amendment  and  accounting  duties  were  not  adequately 
segregated.  One  clerk  in  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  received  and 
reviewed  all  traffic  tickets;  applied  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  facsimile 
signature  stamp  to  the  traffic  tickets;  determined  if  a  traffic  ticket  could  be 
amended  to  a  lesser  charge  in  exchange  for  a  higher  fine;  and  completed  and 
applied  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  facsimile  signature  stamp  to  the 
amendment  offer.  Further,  this  clerk  was  also  responsible  for  receiving, 
recording,  transmitting  or  depositing  all  monies  for  amended  traffic  tickets, 
and  bad  check  and  court  ordered  restitution  cases;  and  completing  bank 
reconciliations.  No  documented  supervisory  review  of  ticket  procedures, 
transmittals  and/or  deposits,  or  other  accounting  records  and  procedures  was 
performed. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  ensure  the  approval  of  ticket  amendments  is 
adequately  documented.  In  addition,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  should 
segregate  traffic  ticket  amendment  and  accounting  duties  to  the  extent 
possible  and  ensure  adequate  supervisory  reviews  of  records  are  performed 
and  documented. 

Partially  Implemented 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  implemented  additional  procedures  which  include 
further  limitations  of  the  types  of  tickets  and  dismissals  that  can  be 
processed  without  his  direct  approval  and  requiring  his  staff  to  obtain  a 
receipt  from  the  Circuit  Clerk's  office  for  all  monies  turned  over  to  that 
office  related  to  ticket  amendments.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  does  not 
review  certain  amendments  and  dismissals.  We  reviewed  8  of  224 
amendments  and  3  of  99  dismissals  processed  between  January  1  and 
March  15,  2013,  and  noted  no  instances  in  which  the  amendments  and 
dismissals  were  not  handled  in  accordance  with  the  current  policies  and 
procedures  including  documented  review  and  approval  by  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney  when  applicable.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  duties  are 
segregated  to  the  extent  possible  and  he  is  performing  supervisory  review  of 
the  accounting  records  on  a  regular  basis. 

Receipt  slips  were  not  issued  for  traffic  ticket  payments  received  and 
transmitted  to  the  court.  The  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  numbers 
assigned  by  the  computerized  accounting  system  was  not  accounted  for 
properly.  Receipt  dates  entered  into  the  system  were  not  always  accurate 
and  in  sequential  order.  Monies  received  were  not  always  deposited  timely. 


Status 


3.2  Receipting  and 
depositing 
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Recommendation  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  issue  receipt  slips  for  all  monies  received,  and 

ensure  receipt  slips  are  properly  dated,  sequentially  numbered,  and 
accounted  for  properly.  In  addition,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  should  ensure 
all  monies  are  deposited  timely. 

Status  Implemented 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney  implemented  additional  procedures  related  to 
receipts  and  deposits.  We  reviewed  all  receipts  and  deposits  handled  during 
the  period  of  March  15  to  March  21,  2013,  and  noted  receipt  slips  were 
issued  for  all  monies  received  for  deposit  into  the  bank  account.  Receipts 
slips  are  properly  dated,  sequentially  numbered  and  accounted  for  properly. 
Additionally,  monies  are  deposited  timely.  For  monies  received  related  to 
traffic  ticket  amendments,  the  clerk  transmitting  the  monies  to  the  court 
must  obtain  a  receipt  from  the  court  and  a  copy  of  the  receipt  is  scanned  into 
the  Prosecutor's  case  management  system. 


3.3  Adjustments 


Recommendation 


The  bad  check  clerk  had  the  ability  to  post  adjustments  to  the  computer 
system  without  obtaining  independent  approval.  This  clerk  was  also 
responsible  for  receiving,  recording,  and  depositing  bad  check  monies 
received.  Several  adjustments  were  made  to  bad  check  defendant  accounts 
to  remove  amounts  due  from  the  system;  however,  approval  of  those 
adjustments  was  not  documented. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  require  supervisory  review  and  approval  for 
accounting  adjustments  and  retain  adequate  documentation  to  support  all 
adjustments. 


Status 


Implemented 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  he  now  approves  all  accounting 
adjustments.  We  obtained  a  report  of  all  adjustments  for  the  period  of 
June  1,  2012,  through  March  22,  2013,  which  indicated  12  adjustments  had 
been  posted  during  that  period.  We  reviewed  documentation  of  two 
adjustments  and  determined  those  adjustments  were  handled  in  accordance 
with  current  policies  and  procedures  including  documentation  of  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney's  review. 


3.4    Inactive  bank  account      The  Prosecuting  Attorney  had  a  dormant  bank  account  which  should  have 

been  closed.  Monies  totaling  $980  were  held  in  an  account  established  by 
the  former  Prosecuting  Attorney. 

Recommendation  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  investigate  unidentified  balances  and  follow  up 

on  old  outstanding  checks  in  the  dormant  bank  account.  Unclaimed  or 
unidentified  monies  should  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  state  law,  and 
the  account  should  be  closed. 
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Status 


Implemented 


3 . 5  Record  retention 
Recommendation 

Status 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney  turned  the  monies  in  the  dormant  bank  account 
over  to  the  County  Treasurer.  The  County  Treasurer  indicated  monies  will 
be  distributed  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

Some  case  files  could  not  be  located  by  office  personnel. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  ensure  records  are  properly  retained. 

Implemented 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney  now  requires  all  case  documentation  to  be 
scanned  into  an  electronic  records  system.  During  our  on-site  review 
conducted  March  22,  2013,  and  our  review  of  additional  documentation 
received,  we  noted  no  instances  in  which  records  were  not  properly  retained. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Carter  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System 


In  our  audit  of  Carter  County  released  in  October  2012,  Report  No.  2012-124, 
we  noted  property  tax  receipts  of  at  least  $3,817  were  not  deposited.  Follow-up 
procedures  identified  another  $5,768  received  but  not  deposited.  Information 
regarding  the  missing  monies  has  been  shared  with  law  enforcement  authorities, 
and  the  former  County  Collector  resigned  on  October  9,  2012. 

Section  52.150,  RSMo,  requires  the  State  Auditor  to  audit  the  office  of  a 
County  Collector  after  being  notified  of  a  vacancy  in  that  office.  The  scope  of 
our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  period  of  March  1, 
2012  to  October  9,  2012,  when  the  former  County  Collector  resigned. 


The  current  County  Collector  identified  property  tax  receipts  totaling  $3,968 
were  collected,  but  the  corresponding  tax  bills  were  shown  as  unpaid  in  the 
property  tax  system  showed  and  were  included  in  the  delinquent  tax  books. 
Audit  staff  determined  an  additional  $1,800  in  partial  payment  and  merchant 
license  cash  receipts  were  collected  but  not  deposited.  Receipts  were  not  always 
issued  for  tax  payments  received,  the  method  of  payment  was  not  accurately 
recorded,  and  receipts  were  not  deposited  intact  or  timely.  Lists  of  liabilities 
were  not  adequately  reconciled  with  the  reconciled  cash  balance,  and  partial 
payments  were  not  properly  recorded  and  receipted. 

Property  Tax  System  Neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission  had  procedures  in  place 

to  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  County  Collector's  work.  The  County  Clerk  did  not 
maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor. 


Background 


County  Collector's  Controls 
and  Procedures 


American  Recovery  and  The  Carter  County  Collector  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during 

Reinvestment  Act  the  audited  time  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 

All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

County  Collector 
Carter  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  the  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System  of  Carter  County.  Section  52.150, 
RSMo,  requires  the  State  Auditor  to  audit  the  office  of  the  County  Collector  after  being  notified  of  a 
vacancy  in  that  office.  On  October  9,  2012,  a  vacancy  occurred  in  the  office  of  the  County  Collector  of 
Carter  County.  A  successor  was  appointed  and  sworn  into  office  effective  October  26,  2012.  The  scope  of 
our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  period  of  March  1,  2012,  to  October  9,  2012. 
The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  property  tax  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other  pertinent 
documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and  testing 
selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud  or 
violation  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed 
procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those 
provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  County  Collector  and  county  management  and  was  not  subjected  to 
the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  County  Collector  and  property  tax  system. 
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Section  52.150,  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Commission  to  accept  the  State  Auditor's  report  and,  if 
necessary,  to  take  certain  specific  actions  if  the  State  Auditor  finds  any  monies  owing  to  the  county  or  the 
former  County  Collector.  For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2) 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our 
findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System  of  Carter  County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Kelly  Davis,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CFE 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Toni  Wade 
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Significant  weaknesses  continued  to  exist  in  the  former  County  Collector's 
accounting  controls  and  procedures  and  additional  undeposited  receipts 
were  identified.  In  our  prior  audit,  Report  No.  2012-124,  Carter  County, 
issued  in  October  2012,  we  noted  property  tax  receipts  of  at  least  $3,817 
were  not  deposited.  Follow-up  procedures  by  the  current  County  Collector 
and  audit  work  by  the  State  Auditor's  office  identified  an  additional  $5,768 
was  received  in  the  former  County  Collector's  office  between  November 
2009  and  July  2012  but  not  deposited.  Information  regarding  these  missing 
monies  has  been  shared  with  law  enforcement  authorities.  On  October  9, 
2012,  Jennifer  Clark-Williams  resigned  her  position  as  Carter  County 
Collector.  The  County  Commission  and  current  County  Collector  continue 
to  review  the  former  County  Collector's  records  and  investigate  undeposited 
receipts.  The  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  is  also  investigating  the 
undeposited  receipts. 

The  missing  monies  were  not  detected  timely  because  of  the  significant 
control  weaknesses  identified  below  and  in  MAR  finding  number  2,  and  it  is 
possible  additional  monies  are  missing  related  to  the  former  County 
Collector's  tenure.  The  current  County  Collector  is  in  the  process  of 
improving  and  implementing  new  procedures  over  receipting  and  depositing 
and  the  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  are  implementing  new 
review  procedures. 

The  current  County  Collector  identified  property  tax  receipts  totaling  $3,968 
were  collected,  but  the  corresponding  tax  bills  were  shown  as  unpaid  in  the 
property  tax  system  and  were  included  in  the  delinquent  tax  books.  These 
receipts  were  either  not  entered  into  the  property  tax  system  or  deleted  from 
the  system.  We  also  determined  partial  payment  and  merchant  license  cash 
receipts  of  $1,800  were  collected  but  not  deposited. 

Property  tax  payments  are  posted  to  the  property  tax  system  and  receipts  are 
generated  by  the  system.  Unpaid  property  tax  bills  are  shown  as  delinquent 
in  the  property  tax  system  and  included  in  the  delinquent  tax  books  prepared 
in  March.  Other  miscellaneous  receipts  including  merchant  licenses,  partial 
property  tax  payments,  and  duplicate  receipt  payments  were  recorded  by  the 
former  County  Collector  in  various  other  methods  such  as  handwritten  on 
the  daily  report  or  on  attached  notes.  Receipts  were  primarily  processed  by 
the  County  Collector.  A  part-time  clerk  assisted  the  County  Collector  during 
the  busy  months  of  November  and  December  and  in  the  former  County 
Collector's  absence.  The  former  County  Collector  prepared  all  deposits  and 
was  responsible  for  all  reconciliation  procedures. 

As  provided  by  state  law,  the  current  County  Collector  does  not  accept 
current  tax  payments  until  any  corresponding  delinquent  taxes  are  paid.  In 
November  2012  the  current  County  Collector  began  sending  letters  to 
taxpayers  who  owed  delinquent  taxes  according  to  the  delinquent  tax  book, 
but  had  paid  their  current  year  tax  bills.  Some  taxpayers  provided  evidence 


1.  County  Collector's 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


1 . 1  Unrecorded  and 
undeposited  receipts 


4 


Carter  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System 
Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


they  had  paid  the  delinquent  taxes;  however,  the  amounts  received,  totaling 
$3,968,  were  not  included  in  deposits  for  the  dates  of  the  payments.  The 
current  County  Collector  provided  copies  of  the  receipt  information  to  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney  and  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  and  distributed  the 
corresponding  amount  of  monies  from  the  unidentified  balance  in  the 
former  County  Collector's  bank  account  with  County  Commission  approval. 

In  addition,  monies  received  and  recorded  on  manual  receipt  slips  in 
February,  March,  and  July  2012  were  not  deposited.  Monies  receipted  on 
manual  receipt  slips,  issued  for  two  partial  payment  cash  receipts  totaling 
$1,775,  were  not  deposited.  In  addition,  a  $25  cash  merchant  license 
payment  was  received  in  March  2012  and  the  license  was  issued,  but  the 
cash  was  not  deposited.  Also,  see  the  Supporting  Documentation  for 
Undeposited  Receipts  Schedule  at  the  end  of  this  report. 

Inadequate  controls  and  the  absence  of  proper  oversight  by  the  County 
Commission  and  County  Clerk  allowed  undeposited  receipts  to  occur 
without  detection. 


1.2  Receipting  and 
depositing 


Procedures  related  to  receipting  and  depositing  were  not  sufficient.  As  a 
result,  some  receipts  were  not  accounted  for  properly. 

•  Receipts  were  not  always  issued  for  tax  payments  received  and  tax 
payments  were  not  always  recorded  in  the  property  tax  system.  The 
former  County  Collector  was  able  to  enter  information  into  the  property 
tax  system,  print  a  receipt,  and  subsequently  delete  the  record  from  the 
system.  In  addition,  the  former  County  Collector  sometimes  issued  non- 
system  receipts  including  tax  statements  stamped  "paid"  and  cards  or 
letters  certifying  taxes  were  paid  instead  of  properly  recording  the 
payments  in  the  property  tax  system  and  issuing  system  generated 
receipts.  Payments  not  recorded  in  the  tax  system  were  not  distributed  to 
the  appropriate  taxing  authorities. 


•  The  method  of  payment  was  not  accurately  recorded  in  the  property  tax 
system  for  numerous  transactions.  We  reviewed  supporting 
documentation  for  selected  deposits  and  determined  differences  were 
due  to  data  entry  errors  and  the  former  County  Collector  entering  entire 
transactions  as  one  method  of  payment  when  multiple  methods  were 
received.  The  former  County  Collector  indicated  the  property  tax 
system  did  not  accept  multiple  methods  of  payment;  however,  while 
using  the  same  property  tax  system,  the  current  County  Collector  has 
been  able  to  record  multiple  methods  of  payment. 


•  Monies  received  were  not  deposited  intact  or  timely.  The  former  County 
Collector  held  individual  checks  or  entire  deposits  when  she  received 
post-dated  checks  or  checks  for  the  wrong  amount.  Monies  totaling 
$1,133  received  on  July  7,  2012,  were  not  deposited  until  July  12,  2012. 
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Failure  to  implement  adequate  receipting  and  depositing  procedures 
increases  the  risk  that  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  monies  received  will  go 
undetected.  Properly  receipting  and  recording  payments,  recording  method 
of  payment,  and  intact  and  timely  depositing  are  necessary  to  ensure 
receipts  are  adequately  safeguarded  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or 
misuse  of  funds. 

1.3  Liabilities  Lists  of  liabilities  were  not  adequately  reconciled  with  the  reconciled  cash 

balance.  The  former  County  Collector  deposited  all  receipts  into  one  bank 
account.  Receipts  included  personal  and  real  estate  taxes,  merchant  licenses, 
surtax,  utility  taxes,  interest,  tax  sale  proceeds,  and  protested  taxes. 

While  the  former  County  Collector  prepared  monthly  lists  of  liabilities  and 
compared  the  balance  to  the  reconciled  cash  balance  during  the  audit  period, 
she  did  not  attempt  to  investigate  differences.  The  former  County  Collector 
prepared  a  list  of  liabilities  as  of  August  31,  2012,  totaling  $36,403,  which 
included  August  2012  taxes  to  be  distributed,  bank  interest,  protested  taxes, 
and  partial  tax  payments.  At  this  same  date,  the  reconciled  cash  balance 
totaled  $48,764,  exceeding  identified  liabilities  by  $12,361.  Due  to  the 
former  County  Collector's  failure  to  record  some  prior  overpayments  and 
partial  payments  (see  Report  No.  2012-124,  Carter  County,  issued  in 
October  2012)  it  is  likely  additional  unidentified  liabilities  exist. 

Without  regular  comparison  of  liabilities  to  the  cash  balance,  there  is  less 
likelihood  errors  will  be  identified  and  the  ability  to  resolve  errors  is 
diminished.  Differences  must  be  adequately  investigated  and  explained  to 
provide  assurance  that  bank  and  book  balances  have  been  properly 
reconciled,  and  that  book  balances  are  accurately  stated. 

1 .4  Partial  Payments  Procedures  and  records  related  to  the  collection  of  partial  payments  were  not 

adequate.  The  former  County  Collector  accepted  partial  payments  from 
taxpayers  who  were  unable  to  pay  their  tax  bills  in  full.  Partial  payments 
were  held  in  escrow  in  the  former  County  Collector's  bank  account  until  the 
tax  bill  was  fully  paid,  whereupon  the  former  County  Collector  recorded  the 
taxes  as  paid  in  the  property  tax  system.  Total  partial  payments  recorded  on 
the  partial  payment  ledger  were  $8,149  as  of  August  31,  2012.  The 
September  2012  ledger  was  not  completed  before  the  former  County 
Collector  resigned. 

Partial  payments  were  not  consistently  recorded  on  the  partial  payment 
ledger  and  manual  receipt  slips  were  not  always  issued  for  monies  received. 
A  spreadsheet  was  maintained  as  a  partial  payment  ledger;  however,  the 
spreadsheet  was  not  accurate  or  complete  and  did  not  always  agree  to 
manual  receipt  records.  The  spreadsheet  only  listed  the  taxpayer,  the  amount 
paid  and  a  total  amount  paid,  and  did  not  include  the  date  of  the  payment, 
total  amount  of  taxes  due,  or  remaining  balance.  The  former  County 
Collector  wrote  some  partial  payment  receipts  on  daily  batch  reports  or  on 
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attached  notes;  however,  this  was  not  consistently  done  and  did  not  always 
agree  to  information  in  manual  receipt  records  or  on  the  partial  payment 
ledger. 

In  November  2012,  the  County  Commission  decided  partial  payments  for 
taxes  due  would  no  longer  be  accepted.  However,  partial  payments  prior  to 
November  2012  remain  in  the  former  County  Collector's  bank  account  and 
need  to  be  resolved. 

Without  accurate  and  detailed  records  for  all  partial  payments  collected  and 
balances  due,  there  is  little  assurance  partial  payments  are  properly  handled 
and  recorded.  A  properly  maintained  partial  payment  account  ledger  is 
crucial  in  the  process  of  identifying  liabilities  of  the  former  County 
Collector. 

Recommendations  The  County  Collector: 

1.1  And  the  County  Commission  investigate  unaccounted  for  receipts 
and  continue  to  work  with  law  enforcement. 

1.2  Ensure  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  all  monies  received,  transactions 
are  accurately  recorded  in  the  property  tax  system,  and  monies 
received  are  deposited  intact  in  a  timely  manner. 

1.3  Prepare  detailed  monthly  lists  of  liabilities,  reconcile  the  lists  to  the 
reconciled  bank  balances,  and  investigate  any  differences. 

1.4  Ensure  the  remaining  partial  payments  activity  and  balances  are 
accounted  for  properly  in  the  partial  payment  ledger. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  provide  the  following  response: 

1.1  The  County  Commission  is  currently  working  with  and  will  continue 
to  work  with  law  enforcement. 

The  current  County  Collector  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1.1  I  will  continue  to  document  all  receipts  that  are  presented  to  me  by 
taxpayers  that  correct  the  back  tax  books.  They  will  continue  to  be 
properly  entered  into  the  tax  collecting  system  and  deposited. 
Distribution  of  these  monies  will  continue  to  be  made  to  the 
Treasurer.  Documentation  will  continue  to  be  provided  to  the  State 
Auditor's  Office,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney,  and  the  Highway  Patrol 
Investigator,  in  consideration  of  full  cooperation. 
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1.2  There  are  no  receipting  methods  in  the  Collector's  office  which 
don't  utilize  the  tax  collecting  software.  All  receipts  are  entered  into 
the  tax  collecting  system  and  the  generated  receipt  is  given  or 
mailed  to  the  taxpayer.  Additionally,  a  manual  record  is  kept  daily 
of  all  receipts  to  provide  ease  of  balancing  at  the  end  of  each  day. 
The  deposit  slip  is  attached  to  the  daily  collections  report  so  that  it 
can  easily  be  determined  that  each  day  is  in  balance. 

1.3  The  collector's  account  is  only  for  collections  that  are  awaiting 
turnover  and  monthly  interest.  There  are  never  protested  taxes  or 
partial  payments  or  any  other  funds  that  do  not  belong  in  the 
monthly  turnover  in  the  account.  The  account  consists  of  current 
collections  and  interest  only.  On  any  given  day,  a  report  of 
collections  can  be  pulled  from  the  tax  collecting  software  and  can 
be  compared  to  the  balance  in  quicken/checking  account,  and  they 
will  match.  Any  discrepancy  would  be  a  typographical  error  or  a 
check  not  yet  entered,  and  would  be  discovered  immediately  and 
corrected. 


1.4  Since  the  previous  collector's  spreadsheet  was  incomplete  and 
inaccurate,  it  is  impossible  to  confirm  that  the  partial  payment 
activity  is  correct.  However,  I  have  narrowed  it  down  considerably 
by  determining  which  accounts  appear  to  be  paid  but  not  recorded 
in  the  spreadsheet,  or  in  instances  where  there  are  no  taxes  due.  We 
are  no  longer  accepting  partial  payments  by  vote  of  the  county 
commission,  so  there  will  be  no  new  accounts  moving  forward.  As 
the  "escrow  payments"  are  utilized  by  the  taxpayers,  proper 
documentation  is  recorded  in  a  new  spreadsheet  and  paper  filing 
system. 


2.  Property  Tax 
System 

2. 1  Delinquent  taxes 


As  similarly  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  County  Clerk  and  County 
Commission  did  not  sufficiently  review  the  former  County  Collector's 
activities  and,  as  a  result,  did  not  detect  some  paid  taxes  reported  as 
delinquent,  and  also  not  deposited. 

The  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  did  not  have  procedures  in 
place  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  delinquent  tax  information  for  the  annual 
settlement  prepared  by  the  former  County  Collector  for  the  year  ended 
February  29,  2012,  and  did  not  require  the  former  County  Collector  to 
provide  supporting  documentation  for  the  amounts  included  on  annual 
settlements.  The  lack  of  a  review  allowed  paid  taxes  to  be  improperly 
reported  as  delinquent  (see  MAR  finding  number  1)  and  related  monies  are 
missing.  As  noted  in  Report  No.  2012-124,  Carter  County,  issued  in 
October  2012,  the  former  County  Collector  also  did  not  have  a  detailed 
listing  to  support  approximately  $63,000  in  taxes  owed  for  the  2006  tax  year 
or  prior. 
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Sections  137.290  and  140.050,  RSMo,  require  the  County  Clerk  to  extend 
the  current  and  delinquent  tax  books  and  charge  the  County  Collector  with 
the  amount  of  taxes  to  be  collected.  If  it  is  not  feasible  for  the  County  Clerk 
to  prepare  the  tax  books,  at  a  minimum,  the  accuracy  of  the  tax  books 
should  be  verified  and  approval  of  the  tax  book  amounts  to  be  charged  to 
the  County  Collector  should  be  documented.  Because  the  County  Collector 
is  responsible  for  collecting  property  taxes,  good  internal  controls  require 
someone  independent  of  that  process  be  responsible  for  reviewing  the 
accuracy  of  delinquent  property  tax  books. 

The  County  Clerk  did  not  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book 
summarizing  all  property  tax  transactions  each  month  and  addition  and 
abatement  reviews  were  not  always  documented.  As  of  November  2012,  the 
County  Clerk's  2012  tax  year  account  book  spreadsheet  did  not  include 
taxes  charged  to  the  County  Collector  to  be  collected.  The  account  book  was 
not  used  to  periodically  reconcile  taxes  with  the  County  Collector,  and  was 
only  used  to  reconcile  tax  additions  and  abatements.  Although,  the  County 
Commission  reviews  addition  and  abatement  amounts  each  month,  the  July 
and  September  2012  court  orders  were  not  signed  by  the  County 
Commission  to  document  approval. 

Section  51.150.1(2),  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  accounts 
with  all  persons  chargeable  with  monies  payable  into  the  county  treasury. 
The  account  book  prepared  by  the  County  Clerk  should  be  used  to  ensure 
the  amount  of  taxes  charged  and  credited  to  the  County  Collector  each  year 
is  complete  and  accurate  and  should  also  be  used  by  the  County  Clerk  and 
County  Commission  to  verify  the  County  Collector's  monthly  and  annual 
settlements.  Such  procedures  are  intended  to  establish  checks  and  balances 
related  to  the  collection  of  property  taxes  and  are  necessary  to  ensure 
effective  reviews  of  delinquent  tax  amounts  and  monthly  and  annual 
settlements  are  performed.  Sections  137.260  and  137.270,  RSMo,  assign 
responsibility  to  the  County  Clerk  for  making  corrections  to  the  tax  books 
with  the  approval  of  the  County  Commission.  Documented  reviews  and 
timely  approvals  of  court  orders  help  ensure  changes  are  proper. 

Recommendations  The  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission: 

2.1  Review  the  accuracy  of  the  delinquent  tax  information  and  ensure 
information  is  adequately  documented. 

2.2  Review  the  accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector's 
monthly  and  annual  settlements.  This  could  be  accomplished  by  the 
County  Clerk  maintaining  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book 
with  the  County  Collector  of  all  tax  book  charges  and  credits.  In 
addition,  the  County  Commission  should  document  approval  of  tax 
addition  and  abatement  court  orders. 


2.2  Account  book  and 

additions  and  abatements 
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Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

2.1 

&2.2  The  County  Commission  reviews  the  current  County  Collector's 
records  of  receipts  and  deposits  and  monthly  settlements.  The 
County  Commission  tried  to  review  the  former  County  Collector's 
tax  information;  however,  the  records  provided  by  the  former 
County  Collector  were  not  adequate. 

The  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

2.2  I  will  try  to  include  all  information  on  the  account  book  and  provide 
all  additions  and  abatements  to  the  Commission  for  their  review. 
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The  County  Collector  bills  and  collects  property  taxes  for  the  county  and 
most  local  governments.  Pursuant  to  Section  52.015,  RSMo,  the  term  for 
which  collectors  are  elected  expires  on  the  first  Monday  in  March  of  the 
year  in  which  they  are  required  to  make  their  last  final  settlement  for  the  tax 
book  collected  by  them.  Annual  settlements  are  to  be  filed  with  the  county 
commission  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  February  28  (29). 

Jennifer  Clark-Williams  served  as  County  Collector  until  October  9,  2012. 
Deborah  Turley  was  appointed  the  Carter  County  Collector  and  sworn  into 
office  on  October  26,  2012. 

The  former  County  Collector  received  compensation  of  $18,152  for  the 
period  March  1,  2012,  to  October  9,  2012.  Compensation  was  in  accordance 
with  statutory  provisions. 

American  Recovery  and  The  Carter  County  Collector  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies 

Reinvestment  Act  2009  during  the  period  of  March  1 ,  2012,  to  October  9,  2012. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 
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The  following  tables  provide  supporting  documentation  for  the  missing 
monies  noted  in  Management  Advisory  Report  finding  number  1 . 


Listed  as  Delinquent  Tax  but 
Determined  to  be  Paid  by  the 
County 


Receipt 

A  4 

Amount 

Date  Received 

Number 

Received 

November  30,  2009 

(1) 

$ 

14* 

December  14,  2009 

(1) 

61 

uecemoer  id,  zuuy 

a\ 
UJ 

J 10 

December  30,  2009 

(1) 

527 

December  31,  2009 

(3) 

358 

June  15,  2010 

(3) 

209 

November  12,  2010 

(1) 

66 

December  31,  2010 

(3) 

485 

December  31,  2010 

(3) 

225 

December  1,  2011 

(2) 

556 

January  19,  2012 

(1) 

317 

March  26,  2012 

2011003735 

788 

April  17,  2012 

(2) 

46 

Total 

$ 

3,968 

(1)  The  paid  tax  receipts  issued  from  the  property  tax  system  for  these  transactions  do  not 
have  receipt  numbers  on  them. 

(2)  The  taxpayer's  tax  statement  with  stamped  "paid"  and  issued  as  a  non-system  receipt 
and  the  transaction  was  not  entered  into  the  property  tax  system. 

(3)  The  taxpayer  did  not  have  a  paid  tax  receipt  from  the  property  tax  system,  but 
presented  a  non-system  receipt  showing  the  former  County  Collector  certified  all  taxes 
were  paid.  The  county  considers  this  sufficient  evidence  that  the  taxes  were  paid. 

Only  $1  of  a  $15  payment  was  receipted  and  deposited.  The  remaining  $14  is 
considered  received  but  not  deposited. 


Partial  Payment  Amounts 

Manual 

Amount 

Received  but  Not  Deposited 

Date  Received 

Receipt  Number 

Received 

February  8,  2012 

544802 

$  575* 

July  23,  2012 

544822 

1,200 

Total 

$  1,775 

The  partial  payment  manual  receipt  was  written  for  $800  in  cash;  however,  only  $225 
was  deposited.  The  remaining  $575  is  considered  received  but  not  deposited. 


Merchant  License 


License 

Amount 

Date  Received 

Number 

Received 

March  22,  2012 

35 

$ 

25 

Total 

$ 

25 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Carter  County 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2012-124, 
Carter  County,  issued  in  October  2012,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect 
Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  We  also  conducted  a  closeout  audit  of  the  Carter  County  Collector 
pursuant  to  Section  52.150,  RSMo,  for  the  period  of  March  1,  2012,  to  October  9,  2012.  In  Report  No. 
2013-41,  Carter  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System  issued  in  May  2013,  we  noted  significant 
weaknesses  continued  to  exist  in  the  former  County  Collector's  accounting  controls  and  procedures  and 
additional  undeposited  receipts  were  identified.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1.  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  county  about  the  follow-up 
review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  county,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  the  written  status  of  selected  findings  and  recommendations  and 
supporting  documentation  submitted  by  county  officials,  and  held  meetings  with  county  officials. 
Documentation  provided  by  the  county  included  budgets,  bank  statements,  receipt  and  deposit  records, 
various  other  financial  records,  and  selected  policies  and  procedures.  This  report  is  a  summary  of  the 
results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially  completed  during  April  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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Status  of  Findings 


1 .     Collector  Controls  and 
Procedures 

1 . 1   Undepo  sited  receipts 


Recommendation 
Status 


1.2  Receipting  and 
depositing 


Recommendation 


Significant  weaknesses  existed  in  the  County  Collector's  accounting 
controls  and  procedures.  As  a  result,  there  was  little  assurance  all  property 
tax  receipts  were  deposited  and  accounted  for  properly. 

Cash  and  check  receipts  totaling  at  least  $2,498  were  received  and  not 
deposited,  and  check  overpayments  of  $1,319  were  received  and 
corresponding  cash  in  this  amount  was  not  deposited.  The  County  Collector 
could  not  explain  why  cash  received  was  not  deposited,  and  indicated  some 
refund  records  were  discarded.  A  comparison  of  daily  batch  reports  and 
other  receipt  records  to  daily  deposits  showed  numerous  instances  where  the 
composition  of  the  deposit  did  not  match  the  composition  of  receipts.  The 
County  Collector  did  not  record  overpayments  or  refunds  in  the  property  tax 
system,  and  indicated  she  withheld  cash  from  deposits  to  obtain  money 
orders  for  refunds.  Inadequate  controls  and  the  absence  of  proper  oversight 
by  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  allowed  undeposited  receipts 
to  occur  without  detection. 

The  County  Collector  and  the  County  Commission  investigate  unaccounted 
for  receipts  and  ensure  all  receipts  are  recorded  and  deposited. 

Implemented 

Jennifer  Clark-Williams  was  the  Carter  County  Collector  during  the  audit 
period.  She  resigned  on  October  9,  2012.  A  successor,  Debbie  Turley,  was 
appointed  as  County  Collector  and  sworn  into  office  effective  October  26, 
2012.  The  current  County  Collector  has  taken  steps  to  address  the  audit 
recommendations  for  the  County  Collector's  office.  The  County  Collector 
and  the  County  Clerk  have  continued  to  review  past  delinquent  taxes.  The 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  (MSHP)  is  currently  investigating  the 
missing  receipts.  The  County  Collector  notifies  the  MSHP  and  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney  when  additional  missing  receipts  are  found.  The 
County  Collector  records  all  monies  received  in  the  tax  system,  issues  a 
system  receipt,  and  deposits  each  day. 

The  method  of  payment  was  not  accurately  recorded  in  the  property  tax 
system  for  numerous  transactions  and  the  composition  (cash,  check,  and 
money  orders)  of  receipts  recorded  in  the  system  was  not  reconciled  to  the 
composition  of  deposits.  Additionally,  receipts  were  not  deposited  intact  or 
timely. 

The  County  Collector  accurately  record  the  method  of  payment  in  the 
property  tax  system,  reconcile  the  composition  of  recorded  receipts  to  the 
composition  of  bank  deposits,  investigate  differences,  and  retain 
documentation  of  these  reconciliations.  In  addition,  the  County  Collector 
should  ensure  receipts  are  deposited  intact  in  a  timely  manner. 
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Status 


Implemented 


1.3  Liabilities 
Recommendation 

Status 


1 .4  Distributions 

Recommendation 
Status 


1.5  Refunds 


The  County  Collector  has  implemented  additional  accounting  controls  over 
receipting  and  depositing  including  recording  the  method  of  payment  in  the 
property  tax  system,  reconciling  the  composition  of  recorded  receipts  to  the 
composition  of  bank  deposits,  documenting  the  review  on  daily  cashier 
reports,  and  depositing  timely  and  intact.  We  reviewed  the  March  2013 
daily  cashier  reports  and  deposits  and  noted  the  method  of  payment  was 
accurately  recorded,  and  the  reconciliation  of  the  composition  of  receipts  to 
the  composition  of  deposits  was  documented.  In  addition,  deposits  for 
March  2013  were  reviewed  and  were  made  daily  and  intact. 

Lists  of  liabilities  were  not  prepared  and  compared  to  the  reconciled  bank 
balance. 

The  County  Collector  prepare  detailed  monthly  lists  of  liabilities,  reconcile 
the  list  to  the  reconciled  bank  balance,  and  investigate  any  differences. 

In  Progress 

The  County  Collector  indicated  she  reviews  all  outstanding  liabilities  (bank 
interest,  outstanding  checks,  etc.)  and  agrees  this  to  the  reconciled  cash 
balance  during  her  monthly  bank  reconciliation,  but  she  has  not  prepared  a 
list  of  liabilities.  After  our  discussion,  the  County  Collector  plans  to  prepare 
a  list  of  liabilities  and  reconcile  it  to  the  reconciled  cash  balance  each 
month.  We  reviewed  the  outstanding  liabilities  as  of  March  31,  2013,  and 
compared  them  to  the  reconciled  cash  balance  and  the  amounts  agreed. 

Some  bank  interest  and  surtax  monies  collected  were  not  distributed.  In 
addition,  the  County  Collector  did  not  disburse  some  protested  taxes  to  the 
taxpayer  after  the  tax  case  was  settled. 

The  County  Collector  distribute  collections  of  interest,  surtax,  and  protested 
taxes  in  a  timely  manner. 

Implemented 

The  County  Collector  distributes  surtax  monthly  and  interest  annually.  She 
currently  does  not  have  any  protested  taxes,  but  plans  to  keep  any  protested 
taxes  received  in  a  separate  bank  account  and  distribute  as  required.  We 
reviewed  February  distributions  made  in  March  2013  and  noted  all  taxes 
and  surtax  monies  were  distributed,  as  well  as  annual  interest. 

The  County  Collector  did  not  always  refund  tax  overpayments  or  issue 
checks  for  refunds.  The  County  Collector  indicated  when  an  individual 
overpaid  their  taxes,  cash  was  taken  from  daily  receipts  and  a  money  order 
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Status  of  Findings 


Recommendation 
Status 


was  obtained  at  no  cost  from  the  bank  and  mailed  to  the  individual.  The 
County  Collector  stated  there  were  also  instances  when  the  taxpayer 
requested  a  refund  immediately  and  cash  was  taken  from  daily  receipts  for 
the  refund.  However,  the  County  Collector  did  not  maintain  records  of  the 
refunds  given.  Also,  the  County  Collector  stated  some  money  order  receipts 
for  refunds  were  discarded. 

The  County  Collector  pay  refunds  by  check  in  a  timely  manner  and 
maintain  a  complete  record  of  all  refunds  issued. 

Implemented 


The  County  Collector  issues  checks  for  all  refunds  and  retains 
documentation  to  support  the  refunds.  We  reviewed  two  April  2013  refunds 
and  noted  the  refund  amount  was  calculated  and  documented  in  the  property 
tax  system  and  included  on  the  daily  deposit  report,  and  the  check  number 
issued  was  documented  on  the  daily  deposit  report. 


1.6    Partial  payments  Partial  payments  were  not  consistently  recorded  on  the  partial  payment 

ledger  and  manual  receipt  slips  were  not  always  issued  for  monies  received. 

Recommendation  The  County  Collector  ensure  all  partial  payments  activity  and  balances  are 

accounted  for  properly  in  the  partial  payment  ledger  and  pre -numbered 
receipt  slips  are  issued  for  all  partial  payments  received. 

Status  Implemented 


The  County  Commission  voted  to  stop  accepting  partial  payments  for  tax 
payments  in  November  2012.  For  any  final  partial  payments  received  from 
taxpayers,  the  County  Collector  updates  partial  payment  records,  records  the 
payments  in  the  property  tax  system,  and  withdraws  the  escrow  amount 
from  the  former  County  Collector's  bank  account  to  deposit  with  the  current 
day's  collections.  The  County  Collector  documents  the  use  of  escrow 
balances  in  a  new  spreadsheet  and  keeps  copies  of  all  related  information. 
The  County  Collector  indicated  she  reviewed  the  former  County  Collector's 
partial  payment  spreadsheet  and  reconciled  it  to  property  tax  records  to 
develop  an  updated  partial  payment  spreadsheet. 


2.      Property  Tax  System        The  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  did  not  perform  procedures 

to  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements,  and 
some  delinquent  tax  information  on  the  annual  settlements  was  not 
supported  by  adequate  documentation.  Additionally,  the  County  Collector 
did  not  have  a  detailed  listing  to  support  taxes  owed  for  the  2006  tax  year  or 
prior  and  the  County  Clerk  and  Commission  did  not  require  the  County 
Collector  to  provide  supporting  documentation  for  the  amounts  included  on 
annual  settlements.  The  County  Collector  changed  property  tax  systems  in 
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2007  and  can  no  longer  access  the  information  in  the  old  system.  Further, 
the  County  Clerk  did  not  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book 
summarizing  all  property  tax  transactions  each  month. 

Recommendation  The  County  Clerk  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book  with  the 

County  Collector,  and  the  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  use  the 
account  book  to  review  the  accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County 
Collector's  monthly  and  annual  settlements.  In  addition,  the  County 
Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  County  Collector  should  work  with  the 
former  programmer  to  obtain  detailed  records  maintained  on  the  previous 
property  tax  system. 


Status  In  Progress 

The  County  Commission  has  implemented  new  procedures  to  review  the 
County  Collector's  records  including  reviewing  monthly  settlements  and 
bank  reconciliations.  The  County  Clerk  updated  and  corrected  the  account 
book  she  maintains  with  the  County  Collector.  We  reviewed  the  County 
Clerk's  2012  tax  year  account  book  and  noted  it  was  complete.  The  County 
Clerk  intends  to  use  the  account  book  to  review  the  Collector's  annual 
settlement  once  it  is  complete.  The  County  Commission's  review  of  the 
County  Collector's  February  and  March  2013  monthly  bank  reconciliations 
was  documented.  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  Collector 
have  not  contacted  the  former  programmer.  Rather,  in  an  effort  to  clean  up 
the  delinquent  tax  records,  the  County  Commission  voted  to  write-off  any 
delinquent  taxes  due  from  the  2008  tax  year  or  prior.  The  County  Collector 
plans  to  send  delinquent  tax  notices  for  all  uncollected  taxes  for  the  2009 
through  2012  tax  years.  A  tax  sale  is  also  planned  for  August  2013. 


3.     Financial  Condition 


Recommendation 


The  General  Revenue  Fund  was  in  poor  financial  condition.  The  county 
historically  maintained  a  low  General  Revenue  Fund  balance;  however,  the 
cash  balance  did  not  take  into  account  significant  liabilities.  Additionally, 
the  County  Commission  approved  a  loan  from  the  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  to 
the  General  Revenue  Fund  to  pay  a  lawsuit  judgment  against  the  county. 
Although  the  county  has  an  agreement  to  repay  the  loan,  Road  and  Bridge 
Fund  monies  are  restricted  for  certain  purposes  per  Section  137.555,  RSMo. 

The  County  Commission  closely  monitor  the  county's  financial  condition, 
take  necessary  steps  to  improve  the  financial  condition  of  the  General 
Revenue  Fund,  and  refrain  from  loaning  monies  from  restricted  funds. 


Status 


In  Progress 


The  financial  condition  of  the  General  Revenue  Fund  declined  further 
during  2012.  The  December  31,  2012,  ending  cash  balance  was  $6,951 
which  was  approximately  $37,400  less  than  the  ending  balance  at 
December  31,  2011.  The  ending  cash  balance  is  approximately  $6,300  more 
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than  originally  estimated.  Current  year  appropriated  expenditures  are  less 
than  2012,  but  the  budget  still  reflects  appropriated  expenditures  in  excess 
of  anticipated  revenues  and  an  anticipated  decrease  in  the  General  Revenue 
Fund  balance  to  $971.  County  officials  continue  to  monitor  expenditures 
and  indicated  as  of  March  2013,  budget  to  actual  reports  show  the  county  is 
on  track  to  be  within  the  constraints  of  the  approved  budget.  No  additional 
loans  were  made  from  the  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  and  no  loans  are  planned. 
The  county  is  repaying  the  prior  loan  with  interest. 


4. 1    Sheriff  -  Segregation  of  Accounting  duties  were  not  adequately  segregated.  Checks  for  each  bank 


Duties 


Recommendation 


account  required  only  one  signature.  No  independent  or  supervisory  reviews 
of  the  accounting  records  were  performed. 

The  Sheriff  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  independent  or  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are 
performed  and  documented.  Further,  the  Sheriff  should  require  dual 
signatures  on  all  checks. 


Status 


Implemented 


Sheriff  Richard  Stephens  was  elected  in  November  2012.  The  Sheriff  has 
implemented  new  procedures  to  segregate  some  duties  and  is  now  reviewing 
accounting  records  when  segregation  is  not  possible.  The  Sheriff  indicated 
paper  service  receipts  are  now  transmitted  to  the  dispatch  clerk  who 
prepares  the  receipt.  Prior  to  deposit,  the  Sheriff  indicated  he  reviews  the 
deposit  slip  and  copies  of  related  receipts.  He  documents  his  review  on  the 
deposit  slip.  Checks  now  require  the  signature  of  the  Sheriff  and  the 
dispatch  clerk.  We  reviewed  the  March  29,  2013,  deposit  and  noted  the 
Sheriffs  review  was  documented,  and  supporting  documentation  for  the 
deposit  was  included  with  the  deposit  slip. 


4.2    Sheriff  -  Receipting  and  Monies  were  not  adequately  secured  in  the  Sheriffs  office  and  the  Sheriffs 


Depositing 


Recommendation 


office  did  not  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips.  Receipt 
books  were  not  used  in  sequential  order,  some  concealed  weapon  permit 
receipt  slips  were  missing,  and  original  copes  of  voided  receipt  slips  were 
not  maintained.  Additionally,  monies  received  were  not  recorded  and 
deposited  in  a  timely  manner,  checks  were  not  restrictively  endorsed 
immediately  upon  receipt,  and  the  method  of  payment  was  not  always 
indicated  on  receipt  slips. 

The  Sheriff  ensure  all  monies  are  adequately  secured,  checks  are 
restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt,  monies  are  recorded  and 
deposited  timely,  official  prenumbered  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  all  monies 
received  and  the  numerical  sequence  is  accounted  for  properly,  original 
copies  of  voided  receipt  slips  are  maintained,  the  method  of  payment  is 
documented,  and  the  composition  of  receipts  is  reconciled  to  the 
composition  of  deposits. 
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Status  Implemented 

Monies  are  now  secured  in  a  lockbox  with  limited  access  and  monitored  by 
video  surveillance.  At  the  time  of  our  review,  we  observed  the  lockbox  was 
secured,  the  interior  door  was  locked,  and  visitors  were  not  allowed  access 
to  the  dispatch  area.  Receipt  slips  are  now  issued  for  each  type  of  receipt,  a 
separate  receipt  book  is  maintained  for  each  type  of  receipt,  and  the  dispatch 
clerk  accounts  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  all  receipt  slips.  There  have 
been  no  voided  receipts  since  the  current  Sheriff  took  office;  however,  it  is 
the  Sheriffs  policy  that  these  be  retained  with  the  other  receipt  slips.  The 
dispatch  clerk  reconciles  the  composition  of  the  receipts  to  the  deposits 
when  preparing  the  deposit  slip.  The  Sheriff  indicated  checks  are  now 
restrictively  endorsed  upon  receipt.  Deposits  are  now  made  daily  unless  the 
dispatch  clerk  is  not  working  and  then  they  will  be  made  the  following  day. 
We  reviewed  the  receipt  books  for  the  various  types  of  receipts  and  noted 
there  were  no  gaps  in  the  numerical  sequence  and  receipt  slips  were 
complete  and  included  the  method  of  payment.  In  addition,  receipt  slips 
could  be  traced  to  the  March  29,  2013,  deposit  reviewed.  We  reviewed  the 
March  bank  statement  and  deposits  were  generally  made  each  business  day. 


4.3   Sheriff -Bank 
Reconciliations 

Monthly  bank  reconciliations  were  not  always  prepared  for  the  Sheriffs  or 
petty  cash  bank  accounts. 

Recommendation 

The  Sheriff  prepare  bank  reconciliations  monthly. 

Status 

Implemented 

Bank  reconciliations  are  now  prepared  monthly  for  the  Sheriffs  bank 
account.  The  prior  Sheriff  closed  the  petty  cash  bank  account  in  2012.  We 
reviewed  the  March  2013  bank  reconciliation  and  noted  it  was  complete. 

6.     Personnel  Policies  and 
Procedures 

The  county  had  not  established  adequate  written  personnel  policies  and 
procedures.  The  county's  policy  manual  had  not  been  updated  since  May 
2008.  The  Sheriffs  office  and  County  Clerk  were  not  adequately  tracking 
compensatory  leave  balances  and  overtime.  In  addition,  the  county's 
personnel  policy  did  not  address  the  number  of  hours  to  be  worked  by  each 
employee  in  a  normal  day  or  work  week,  whether  employees  qualified  for 
paid  overtime  or  compensatory  time,  or  the  number  of  hours  required  before 
an  employee  earned  benefits. 

Recommendation 

The  County  Commission  should  ensure  the  personnel  manual  includes 
essential  county  policies  and  procedures  and  is  periodically  updated. 

Status 

Implemented 
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The  County  Clerk  updated  the  personnel  policies  and  the  County 
Commission  approved  the  revisions  on  April  15,  2013.  The  Sheriff 
implemented  a  compensatory  time  policy  in  March  2013. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Knox  County 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2012-144, 
Knox  County,  issued  in  December  2012,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow -Up  Team  to  Effect 
Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  county  about  the  follow-up 
review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  county,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  supporting  documentation  submitted  by  county  officials  and  held 
meetings  with  county  officials.  Documentation  provided  by  the  county  included  the  2013  budget,  bank 
statements  and  reconciliations,  annual  settlements,  the  County  Clerk's  account  book,  receipt  and 
disbursement  records,  and  leave  records.  This  report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work, 
which  was  substantially  completed  during  March  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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1 .      Financial  Condition         The  financial  condition  of  the  General  Revenue  (GR)  Fund  and  the  Special 

Road  and  Bridge  (SRB)  Fund  was  poor.  We  noted  several  instances  where 
the  county  made  some  poor  financial  decisions  which  impacted  the  county's 
financial  condition  and  showed  a  disregard  for  statutory  provisions  and 
restricted  funds.  For  example,  the  county  incorrectly  certified  a  2010 
general  revenue  property  tax  reduction  resulting  in  a  reduction  of  2011 
property  tax  collections  by  an  estimated  $46,000  to  79,000.  In  an  effort  to 
reduce  GR  Fund  expenditures,  most  fuel  for  Sheriffs  department  vehicles 
was  paid  from  the  SRB  Fund  during  2011,  which  is  restricted  for 
improvement  and  maintenance  of  county  roads  and  bridges.  In  addition, 
during  2010,  the  county  began  collecting  donations  to  the  GR  Fund  from 
defendants  as  a  condition  of  reducing  charges  filed  on  traffic  tickets; 
however,  it  appeared  the  county  lacked  the  authority  to  collect  these  funds. 

Recommendation  The  County  Commission  perform  long-term  planning  and  closely  monitor 

the  county's  financial  condition  and  continue  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to 
improve  the  financial  condition  of  the  General  Revenue  Fund  and  Special 
Road  and  Bridge  Fund.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  should  ensure 
compliance  with  state  laws  regarding  restricted  funds  and  transfers,  and 
consider  repaying  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  from  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  for  Sheriffs  department  fuel  costs. 

Status  In  Progress 

The  County  Commission  indicated  it  continues  to  perform  long-term 
planning  and  closely  monitor  the  financial  condition.  According  to  the 
county's  2013  budget  documents,  cash  balances  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  were  $140,563  for  the  GR  Fund  and  $226,820  for  the 
SRB  Fund.  The  budgeted  ending  cash  balances  for  December  31,  2013,  are 
$49,500  for  the  GR  Fund  and  $50,720  for  the  SRB  Fund.  In  April  2013  the 
county  included  on  the  ballot  a  county  road  tax  to  help  fund  purchases  of 
road  rock  for  the  road  and  bridge  department,  but  voters  did  not  pass  the 
issue.  The  County  Commission  indicated  a  lower  (3  percent,  rather  than  5 
percent)  administrative  service  transfer  was  made  from  the  SRB  Fund  to  the 
GR  Fund  in  2012  as  a  repayment  to  the  SRB  Fund  for  the  Sheriffs 
department  fuel  costs  incorrectly  paid  from  the  SRB  Fund. 


Controls  and  procedures  over  the  property  tax  system  needed  improvement. 

Procedures  over  property  tax  additions  and  abatements  were  not  properly 
segregated  or  monitored.  The  County  Collector  posted  the  additions  and 
abatements  to  the  property  tax  system  and  the  County  Commission 
approved  an  annual  report  of  additions  and  abatements  from  the  property  tax 
system.  A  significant  control  weakness  existed  because  the  County 
Collector  was  responsible  for  collecting  property  taxes,  approvals  were  only 
made  annually,  and  there  was  no  reconciliation  of  approved  court  orders  to 


2.     Property  Taxes 

2. 1   Additions  and 
Abatements 
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actual  changes  made  to  the  property  tax  system.  The  County  Clerk  was 
unable  to  post  corrections  to  the  property  tax  system  because  she  lacked 
such  access. 


Recommendation 


The  County  Commission  and  the  County  Clerk  ensure  procedures  are 
adequately  segregated  and  all  property  tax  additions  and  abatements  are 
properly  and  timely  approved  and  monitored,  and  work  with  the  computer 
programmer  to  design  the  new  property  tax  system  so  the  County  Clerk  can 
enter  additions  and  abatements. 


Status 


Implemented 

The  County  Clerk  indicated  she  now  has  access  to  the  property  tax  system, 
and  ensures  the  additions  and  abatements  posted  to  the  system  by  the 
County  Collector  agree  with  the  approved  court  orders.  The  County 
Commission  approves  property  tax  additions  and  abatements  on  a  monthly 
basis. 


2.2  Account  Book  and 
Annual  Settlements 


Recommendation 


Status 


2.3   Tax  Books 


Recommendation 


Property  tax  collection  activities  of  the  County  Collector  were  not 
adequately  monitored.  The  County  Clerk  did  not  maintain  an  account  book 
or  other  records  summarizing  property  tax  charges,  transactions,  and 
changes.  Additionally,  the  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  did 
not  perform  procedures  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  County  Collector's 
monthly  or  annual  settlements. 

The  County  Clerk  maintain  an  account  book  with  the  County  Collector.  In 
addition,  the  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  should  use  the 
account  book  to  review  the  accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County 
Collector's  monthly  and  annual  settlements. 

In  Progress 

The  County  Clerk  now  maintains  an  account  book  with  the  County 
Collector.  Using  the  account  book,  the  County  Clerk  verified  the  accuracy 
of  the  annual  settlement  for  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013.  The  County 
Clerk  indicated  she  is  developing  a  procedure  to  verify  the  County 
Collector's  monthly  and  annual  settlements;  and  once  she  has  reviewed  the 
settlements,  she  will  submit  them  to  the  County  Commission  for  approval. 

The  County  Clerk  did  not  prepare  or  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  current  or 
delinquent  tax  books.  The  County  Collector  prepared  the  tax  books  from  the 
computer  system  and  there  was  no  independent  review  performed  by  the 
County  Clerk. 

The  County  Clerk  prepare  the  current  and  delinquent  tax  books  or,  at  a 
minimum,  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  tax  books  prior  to  charging  the  County 
Collector  with  property  tax  amounts. 
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Status 

Implemented 

The  County  Clerk  indicated  she  verifies  the  accuracy  of  the  tax  books  by 
entering  the  tax  levies  in  the  property  tax  system  and  verifying  system 
calculations  before  charging  the  Collector  with  the  amount  of  taxes  to  be 
collected. 

2.4 

Receipts 

The  method  of  payment  (cash,  check,  or  money  order)  for  property  tax 
receipts  was  not  recorded  in  the  property  tax  system.  The  County  Collector 
indicated  the  property  tax  system  lacked  the  functionality  to  record  this 
information. 

Recommendation 

The  County  Collector  work  with  the  computer  programmer  to  ensure  the 
new  property  tax  system  provides  for  the  recording  of  the  method  of 
payment  for  each  receipt  and  the  generation  of  a  deposit  report  containing 
the  composition  of  receipts. 

Status 

In  Progress 

The  method  of  payment  is  now  recorded  in  the  property  tax  system  for  each 
receipt;  however,  the  composition  of  receipts  is  not  shown  on  the  daily 
abstract  of  collections  report.  The  County  Collector  indicated  he  plans  to 
work  with  the  computer  programmer  to  include  this  information  on  the  daily 
abstract  reports. 

3.1 

Capital  Improvement 
Sales  Tax 

The  ballots,  court  orders,  and  county  procedures  supporting  the  capital 
improvement  sales  tax  did  not  comply  with  state  law.  The  April  2008  and 
2012  ballots  did  not  indicate  the  tax  was  a  capital  improvement  tax  or 
identify  a  capital  improvement  purpose,  and  incorrectly  stated  the  sales  tax 
was  to  be  used  "for  the  purpose  of  the  General  Revenue  Fund."  The  county 
deposited  the  capital  improvement  sales  tax  receipts  in  the  Special  Road  and 
Bridge  Fund  and  did  not  separately  account  for  receipts,  disbursements,  or 
balances  of  these  monies.  The  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission 
indicated  the  April  2008  and  2012  ballots  and  court  orders  were  written  in 
error.  In  August  2012  voters  approved  a  ballot  proposal  which  clarified  the 
sales  tax  was  for  the  purpose  of  road  and  bridge  building,  repair, 
maintenance,  and  general  capital  improvement. 

Recommendation 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  implement  procedures  to  ensure 
monies  received  from  the  capital  improvement  sales  tax  are  tracked  and 
spent  in  accordance  with  state  law.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission 
should  consult  with  legal  counsel  regarding  ballot  language  supporting 
future  sales  taxes  proposed  to  voters. 

Status 

Implemented 
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The  Capital  Improvement  Fund  was  established  in  January  2013  for  the 
purpose  of  separately  tracking  capital  improvement  sales  tax  receipts  and 
disbursements.  The  County  Commission  indicated  no  additional  sales  taxes 
have  been  proposed  to  voters;  however,  they  will  consult  with  legal  counsel 
regarding  any  future  sales  tax  proposals. 


5. 1    Fuel  and  Vehicle  Use       Fuel  logs  were  submitted  to  the  County  Clerk's  office  for  all  road  and  bridge 

and  Sheriffs  department  vehicles  and  equipment,  but  did  not  provide 
sufficient  data  and  were  not  reviewed  or  reconciled  to  fuel  purchase  records. 
Fuel  logs  maintained  by  the  Sheriffs  department  lacked  some  mileage 
information  and  were  not  maintained  separately  by  vehicle.  Fuel  logs 
maintained  by  the  road  and  bridge  department  did  not  contain  mileage  or 
hour  information. 

Recommendation  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  require  complete  mileage  and 

fuel  logs  be  maintained  for  the  road  and  bridge  and  Sheriffs  departments, 
and  these  logs  be  reviewed  for  accuracy  and  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases. 
Any  significant  discrepancies  should  be  investigated. 

Status  In  Progress 

Beginning  in  February  2013  fuel  for  road  and  bridge  and  Sheriffs 
department  vehicles,  other  than  graders,  is  purchased  at  local  fuel  stations 
with  fuel  cards.  County  employees  are  required  to  enter  the  vehicle 
odometer  reading  at  the  fuel  pump  and  the  county  receives  invoices  from 
the  fuel  vendor  listing  the  fuel  card  number,  date,  odometer  reading,  and 
gallons  purchased.  The  invoices  are  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Sheriff 
and  the  County  Commission,  and  the  County  Clerk's  office  is  currently 
developing  a  procedure  to  monitor  the  fuel  purchases.  Complete  fuel  and 
usage  logs  are  now  required  for  graders,  which  are  fueled  from  metered  bulk 
fuel  tanks,  and  the  County  Commission  indicated  they  plan  to  implement  a 
procedure  to  reconcile  bulk  fuel  purchases  to  the  fuel  and  usage  logs. 

Centralized  records  of  leave  balances  and  leave  used  and  earned  were  not 
maintained  for  all  employees.  The  County  Clerk  recorded  and  tracked  leave 
balances  for  all  county  employees,  except  employees  of  the  Assessor's  and 
County  Collector's  offices.  While  these  employees  recorded  their  leave 
balances  on  their  timesheets  submitted  to  the  County  Clerk's  office,  the 
County  Clerk  did  not  review  the  balances  for  accuracy  and  compliance  with 
county  policy.  In  addition,  the  county  did  not  calculate  compensatory  time 
for  Sheriffs  department  employees  in  accordance  with  county  policy. 

Recommendation  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  maintain  centralized  leave 

records  for  all  county  employees,  and  the  County  Commission  ensure 
Sheriff  employees  accrue  compensatory  time  in  accordance  with  county 
policy. 


5.2  Employee  Leave 
Records  and 
Compensatory  Time 
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Status  Implemented 

The  County  Clerk's  office  now  maintains  leave  records  for  all  county 
employees.  The  County  Clerk's  office  has  established  procedures  to  ensure 
Sheriff  employees'  compensatory  time  is  calculated  in  accordance  with 
county  policy. 


7.     Prosecuting  Attorney's 
Controls 

7.1   Supervisory  Review 


Recommendation 


Procedures  related  to  supervisory  review,  receipts  and  deposits, 
disbursements,  and  donations  were  in  need  of  improvement. 

Accounting  duties  were  not  adequately  segregated,  and  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney  did  not  provide  adequate  oversight  of  financial  functions  and 
records.  One  secretary  was  responsible  for  the  duties  of  receipting, 
recording,  depositing,  preparing  and  signing  checks,  and  preparing  bank 
reconciliations.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  performed  a  documented  review 
of  bank  reconciliations;  however,  a  more  detailed  review  of  the  receipting, 
recording,  and  disbursing  functions  would  have  helped  ensure  monies 
received  were  properly  deposited,  recorded  in  the  accounting  system,  and 
appropriately  disbursed. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  perform  and  document  supervisory  reviews  of  the 
receipting,  recording,  and  disbursing  functions. 


Status  Implemented 

Our  review  of  bank  reconciliations  and  canceled  checks,  and  discussions 
with  Prosecuting  Attorney  staff  noted  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  or  Assistant 
Prosecuting  Attorney  reviews  the  bank  reconciliations,  bank  statements, 
receipt  slips,  and  deposit  slips  on  a  monthly  basis.  In  addition,  the  Assistant 
Prosecuting  Attorney  signs  all  checks. 


7.2    Receipts  and  Deposits      The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  issued  manual  receipt  slips  for  bad  check 

and  court-ordered  restitution  payments  received  and  entered  those  receipts 
into  the  computer  system.  Receipts  were  not  always  deposited  timely, 
receipt  slips  were  not  always  issued  as  required,  and  receipt  slips  were  not 
issued  for  donations.  In  addition,  manual  receipt  records  were  not  reconciled 
to  computerized  receipt  records,  manual  and  computerized  receipt  records 
were  not  reconciled  to  deposits,  and  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips 
issued  was  not  accounted  for  properly. 

Recommendation  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  deposit  all  monies  in  a  timely  manner;  issue 

receipt  slips  for  all  monies  collected;  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of 
receipt  slips  issued;  and  reconcile  receipt  records,  including  composition  of 
receipt  slips  issued,  to  the  composition  of  deposits. 
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Status 


Implemented 


Deposits  are  made  weekly  or  when  receipts  reach  $100,  receipt  slips  are 
issued  for  all  monies  collected  other  than  donations,  manual  receipt  slip 
numbers  are  referenced  to  the  corresponding  computerized  receipt  numbers, 
and  receipt  slip  numbers  are  written  on  deposits  slips  to  account  for  the 
numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  and  to  compare  the  composition  of 
receipt  slips  issued  to  deposits.  Receipts  for  donations  are  recorded  on  a 
spreadsheet  in  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  and  on  receipt  slips  in  the 
County  Treasurer's  office. 


7.3  Disbursements 


Bad  check  and  court-ordered  restitution  fees  were  not  disbursed  to  the 
County  Treasurer  in  a  timely  manner,  monies  were  not  disbursed  to  victims 
in  a  timely  manner,  and  checks  were  not  always  issued  in  numerical 
sequence. 


Recommendation 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney  disburse  all  monies  in  a  timely  manner,  issue 
checks  in  numerical  sequence,  and  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of 
check  numbers. 


Status  Implemented 

Our  review  of  disbursement  records  and  discussions  with  Prosecuting 
Attorney  staff  noted  monies  are  disbursed  on  a  monthly  basis,  checks  are 
issued  in  numerical  sequence,  and  procedures  have  been  established  to 
account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  check  numbers. 


7.4  Liabilities  and 

Unidentified  Balances 


Liabilities  had  not  been  identified  and  reconciled  with  cash  balances,  and 
some  restitution  receipts  had  not  been  disbursed  at  the  time  of  our  review. 
The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  prepared  a  list  of  liabilities  which  totaled 
$2,199  at  February  29,  2012,  and  a  comparison  of  identified  liabilities  to  the 
reconciled  bank  balance  indicated  an  unidentified  amount  of  $203  in  the 
bank  account  at  that  date. 


Recommendation  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  prepare  monthly  liability  lists  and  reconcile  the 

lists  to  cash  balances.  In  addition,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  should  ensure 
restitution  amounts  are  disbursed  in  a  timely  manner,  and  any  remaining 
unidentified  or  unclaimed  amounts  are  disbursed  in  accordance  with  state 
law. 


Status  In  Progress 

Our  review  of  bank  reconciliations  noted  monthly  liability  lists  are  prepared 
and  reconciled  to  cash  balances.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  he 
plans  to  turn  over  unidentified  monies  totaling  $126  to  the  state's  Unclaimed 
Property  Section. 
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7.5    Donations  Donations  collected  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  were  not 

distributed  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  frequently  reduced  charges  filed  on  traffic  tickets 
by  requiring  defendants  to  make  a  donation  as  a  condition  of  reducing  the 
charges.  Since  early  2011  all  donations  were  deposited  to  the  GR  Fund. 
During  2010  donations  were  deposited  to  either  the  GR  or  Restitution 
Funds.  Most  2011  cases  where  donations  were  required  were  speeding 
violations,  which  state  law  specifically  excludes  as  violations  for  which 
assessments  can  be  collected  and  deposited  into  the  Restitution  Fund.  There 
appeared  to  be  no  authority  for  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  to  require  a 
donation  to  the  GR  Fund  to  reduce  charges  filed  on  traffic  tickets. 

Recommendation  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  reevaluate  the  practice  of  requiring  donations  to 

the  county  as  part  of  reducing  charges  filed. 

Status  Not  Implemented 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  continues  to  require  donations  to  the  county.  The 
Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  he  plans  to  consult  with  representatives  from 
the  Missouri  Association  of  Prosecuting  Attorneys  for  direction  and 
authority  regarding  the  practice  of  donations  and  is  willing  to  change  this 
practice  if  deemed  necessary. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  McDonald  County 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2012-145, 
McDonald  County,  issued  in  December  2012,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect 
Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  county  about  the  follow-up 
review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:   Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  county,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  the  written  status  of  selected  findings  and  recommendations  and 
supporting  documentation  submitted  by  county  officials,  and  held  meetings  with  county  officials. 
Documentation  provided  by  the  county  included  bank  statements,  aggregate  abstracts,  annual  settlements, 
and  various  other  financial  records.  This  report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which 
was  substantially  completed  during  April  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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1 .      Prosecuting  Attorney       As  a  resuit  of  numerous  control  weaknesses,  there  was  no  assurance  all 

Controls  and  Procedures  monies  were  handled  and  accounted  for  ProPerly- 


1 . 1    Segregation  of  duties 
and  adjustments 


Recommendation 


Status 


1.2    Receipting,  posting, 
and  depositing  monies 


Recommendation 


The  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  transmitting,  depositing,  and  disbursing 
monies  were  not  adequately  segregated.  The  administrative  assistant 
performed  all  of  these  duties,  and  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  or  other 
employees  independent  of  these  duties  did  not  perform  a  comparison  of 
monies  received  to  those  transmitted  to  victims  or  deposited.  In  addition,  the 
administrative  assistant  and  the  legal  assistant,  who  also  received  and 
recorded  monies  and  prepared  deposits,  are  sisters.  Also,  there  was  no 
independent  approval  to  support  adjustments  posted  to  the  accounting 
systems,  and  adequate  documentation  of  the  adjustments  was  not  retained. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  or  ensure 
supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  performed  and  documented, 
require  someone  independent  of  the  accounting  system  to  review  and 
approve  all  adjustments,  and  ensure  adequate  documentation  is  retained  to 
support  such  adjustments. 

Implemented 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  implemented  written  policies  and  procedures  for 
his  office  effective  January  1,  2013,  which  segregate  accounting  duties, 
provide  for  a  supervisory  review  of  the  accounting  records  and  adjustments, 
and  require  adequate  documentation  of  any  adjustments  to  be  maintained. 
The  Prosecuting  Attorney  also  indicated  he  will  review  and  update  policies 
and  procedures  of  his  office  annually. 

Receipts  were  not  posted  to  the  computerized  accounting  systems  timely  or 
intact.  One  of  the  computerized  accounting  systems  allowed  the  user  to 
enter  the  date  of  receipt  into  the  system  and  the  receipt  dates  entered  into  the 
system  were  not  always  accurate  and  in  sequential  order.  Each  receipting 
system  tracked  different  information  and  none  of  the  receipting  systems 
contained  a  complete  record  of  all  monies  received  and  processed.  The 
numerical  sequence  of  computer-generated  receipt  slips  was  not  accounted 
for  properly.  Monies  received  were  not  always  deposited  intact  and  timely. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  ensure  all  monies  received  are  recorded  promptly 
in  the  computerized  accounting  systems,  dates  are  entered  accurately,  a 
complete  record  of  all  monies  received  is  maintained,  the  numerical 
sequence  of  receipt  slips  issued  is  accounted  for  properly,  and  records  are 
reconciled  to  deposits  and  transmittals.  In  addition,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney 
should  ensure  monies  are  deposited  timely  and  intact. 


Status 


Implemented 
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1.3    Bank  reconciliations 
and  accounts,  and 
liabilities 


Recommendation 


Status 


The  receipting  and  posting  process  has  been  improved  substantially.  With 
the  exception  of  a  $443  money  order  which  was  deposited  on  February  15, 
2013,  but  was  not  posted  to  the  computerized  accounting  system  until 
February  20,  2013,  other  monies  received  during  February  2013  were 
recorded  promptly  in  the  computerized  accounting  systems.  During 
February  2013  receipt  dates  were  entered  accurately  for  monies  received, 
the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  issued  was  accounted  for  properly, 
accounting  records  were  reconciled  to  deposits,  and  deposits  and 
transmittals  were  made  timely.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  continues 
to  use  two  accounting  systems  to  record  monies  received;  however,  the  two 
systems  combined  represented  a  complete  record  of  all  monies  received 
during  February  2013. 

Bank  reconciliations  had  not  been  performed  for  any  of  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  six  bank  accounts  during  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011. 
Three  of  the  six  bank  accounts  were  accounts  for  the  former  Prosecuting 
Attorney,  and  the  current  Prosecuting  Attorney  had  already  closed  these 
accounts.  The  former  Prosecuting  Attorney's  trust  bank  account  had  an 
unidentified  balance  of  $833  as  of  June  30,  2012,  and  had  not  been  closed. 
The  current  Prosecuting  Attorney  opened  a  bank  account  in  January  2011, 
but  subsequently  changed  depositary  banks  and  opened  another  account  in 
July  2011.  This  initial  bank  account  had  a  balance  of  $2,270  as  of 
December  31,  2011,  which  consisted  of  eight  outstanding  checks  issued 
between  January  and  May  2011.  Further,  a  monthly  list  of  liabilities  for  the 
bank  account  currently  in  use  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  was  not  prepared 
and  reconciled  to  the  cash  balance. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  perform  monthly  bank  reconciliations,  follow  up 
on  old  outstanding  checks,  dispose  of  unclaimed  monies  in  accordance  with 
state  law,  and  close  inactive  bank  accounts.  In  addition,  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney  should  prepare  a  list  of  liabilities  and  reconcile  the  list  to  the  cash 
balance  monthly.  Any  differences  should  be  investigated  and  resolved. 

In  Progress 


A  monthly  bank  reconciliation  and  list  of  liabilities  was  prepared  and 
reconciled  for  the  current  Prosecuting  Attorney's  only  bank  account  for 
February  2013;  however,  nine  outstanding  checks  totaling  $1,753  listed  on 
the  bank  reconciliation  were  over  a  year  old.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney 
indicated  letters  were  sent  to  the  payees  of  each  of  these  outstanding  checks; 
and  if  a  response  is  received,  he  will  reissue  the  checks  to  the  payees,  and  if 
a  response  is  not  received,  these  monies  will  be  turned  over  as  unclaimed 
property  in  accordance  with  state  law.  The  former  Prosecuting  Attorney's 
trust  bank  account  was  closed  on  April  3,  2013,  and  unclaimed  monies  in 
this  account  were  turned  over  to  the  County  Treasurer.  The  current 
Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  he  plans  to  turn  these  unclaimed  monies 
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over  to  the  State  Treasurer's  Office  on  July  1,  2013.  The  initial  bank  account 
of  the  current  Prosecuting  Attorney  was  closed  in  December  2012.  Some  of 
the  outstanding  checks  were  reissued  to  payees  and  the  remaining 
outstanding  checks  were  turned  over  to  the  State  Treasurer's  office  in 
October  2012  as  unclaimed  property. 


1 .4  Disbursements 


Recommendation 


Status 


1 .5    Tracking  procedures 


Recommendation 


Status 


Errors  in  disbursing  restitution,  delinquent  taxes,  and  fees  occurred,  but 
were  not  detected  due  to  posting  errors,  receipting  problems,  and  the  lack  of 
proper  month-end  bank  and  liabilities  reconciliation  procedures.  Monies 
received  for  restitution  or  delinquent  tax  payments  were  not  always 
disbursed  in  a  timely  manner,  and  some  fees  collected  were  not  disbursed 
monthly  to  the  County  Treasurer. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  review  receipt  and  disbursement  information  to 
ensure  all  amounts  paid  have  been  properly  disbursed  to  victims,  disburse 
amounts  received  for  restitution  and  delinquent  taxes  in  a  timely  manner, 
prepare  accurate  monthly  reports  of  fees,  and  disburse  fees  to  the  County 
Treasurer  monthly. 

Implemented 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  reviewed  the  February  2013  receipt  and 
disbursement  reports,  restitution  and  fees  collected  were  disbursed  on 
March  11,  2013,  and  the  monthly  report  of  fees  prepared  was  accurate  and 
the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  review  was  documented.  The  Prosecuting 
Attorney  indicated  delinquent  tax  payments  are  currently  disbursed  in  a 
timely  manner. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  did  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place 
to  account  for  and  monitor  the  disposition  of  all  bad  checks  submitted  to  the 
office  for  collection. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  develop  procedures  and  records  that  provide 
sufficient  information  to  track  the  receipt  and  disposition  of  all  bad  check 
complaints. 

Implemented 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  established  a  bad  check  log  in  July  2012  to  track 
the  receipt  and  disposition  of  all  bad  check  complaints. 


2.     Sheriff  Controls  and 
Procedures 


The  Sheriff  paid  himself  mileage  reimbursements  from  accountable  fees, 
accounting  duties  were  not  adequately  segregated,  and  controls  and 
procedures  over  the  Sheriffs  bank  accounts  and  seized  property  needed 
improvement. 
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2. 1  Sheriff  mileage  The  sheriff  drove  a  personal  vehicle  when  serving  civil  and  criminal  papers 

and  paid  himself  $13,080  from  accountable  fees  for  mileage  to  serve  papers 
during  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011.  As  a  result,  these 
disbursements  were  not  approved  by  the  County  Commission.  In  addition, 
documentation  of  actual  miles  driven  to  serve  the  papers  was  not  maintained 
by  the  Sheriff.  The  Sheriff  paid  himself  a  set  $20  mileage  fee  for  every 
paper  served.  Our  review  of  papers  served  during  November  2011,  showed 
the  Sheriff  was  paid  $640  when  he  should  have  only  been  paid  mileage  fees 
of  $480  because  some  papers  were  served  in  the  same  location  on  the  same 
day  or  no  mileage  was  incurred.  Further,  while  the  Sheriff  paid  himself 
$640  in  mileage  fees,  we  determined  the  mileage  reimbursement  would 
have  been  only  $244  using  the  rate  prescribed  by  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  (IRS)  and  our  estimate  of  miles  driven  based  upon  the  location  of 
papers  served. 

The  Sheriff  turn  over  all  fees  to  the  County  Treasurer  on  a  monthly  basis.  In 
addition,  the  County  Commission  should  require  the  submission  of  detailed 
and  accurate  mileage  claims  by  the  Sheriff,  review  the  claims  for 
reasonableness,  and  reimburse  actual  mileage  driven  based  upon  the 
mileage  rate  prescribed  by  the  IRS.  The  County  Commission  should  also 
evaluate  the  cost  effectiveness  of  providing  a  county  owned  car  to  the 
Sheriff,  compare  actual  reimbursements  made  to  reimbursement  amounts 
based  on  actual  miles  driven,  and  pursue  reimbursement  of  any 
overpayments. 

In  Progress 

The  current  sheriff  drives  a  personal  vehicle  when  serving  civil  and  criminal 
papers  and  paid  himself  $227  from  accountable  fees  for  mileage  to  serve 
papers  during  February  2013.  This  disbursement  was  not  approved  by  the 
County  Commission.  The  current  Sheriff  indicated  he  plans  to  drive  his 
personal  vehicle,  maintain  documentation  of  actual  miles  driven  to  serve  the 
papers,  and  be  paid  for  mileage  through  the  normal  county  disbursement 
process  in  the  future. 

The  County  Commission  indicated  it  plans  to  pay  the  Sheriff  for  mileage 
through  the  county's  normal  disbursement  process  out  of  the  Sheriffs  Civil 
Fund  and  require  adequate  documentation  of  miles  driven  to  be  submitted  in 
the  future.  Due  to  budget  constraints,  the  County  Commission  does  not  plan 
to  provide  the  Sheriff  a  county  owned  car.  The  County  Commission  has 
been  advised  by  the  County  Prosecutor  to  not  pursue  reimbursement  of  any 
overpayments  to  the  former  Sheriff  due  to  lack  of  documentation. 

2.2  Segregation  of  duties      Accounting  duties  were  not  adequately  segregated.  The  two  administrative 

assistants  both  received,  recorded,  deposited,  and  disbursed  monies,  and 


Recommendation 


Status 
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Recommendation 


reconciled  the  bank  accounts;  and  none  of  these  duties  were  properly 
segregated.  The  Sheriff  did  not  perform  a  review  of  the  accounting  records. 

The  Sheriff  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  performed  and 
documented. 


Status 


2.3    Inmate  liabilities 


Recommendation 


Status 


2.4 


In  Progress 

The  current  Sheriff  performed  and  documented  a  supervisory  review  of  the 
February  2013  bank  account  reconciliations  and  statements.  The  current 
Sheriff  indicated  he  plans  to  compare  receipts  to  deposits  periodically  in  the 
future. 

A  monthly  list  of  liabilities  for  the  inmate  bank  account  was  not  prepared 
and  reconciled  to  cash  balances. 

The  Sheriff  prepare  a  list  of  liabilities  for  the  inmate  bank  account  and 
reconcile  the  list  to  the  cash  balance  monthly.  Any  differences  should  be 
investigated  and  resolved. 

Implemented 

A  list  of  liabilities  was  prepared  and  reconciled  to  the  cash  balance  of  the 
inmate  bank  account  as  of  February  28,  2013,  and  the  current  Sheriff 
indicated  he  plans  to  prepare  a  list  of  liabilities  and  reconcile  it  to  the  cash 
balance  each  month. 

Dormant  bank  accounts  The  Sheriff  had  two  dormant  bank  accounts  which  should  have  been  closed. 

The  old  civil  account  had  a  balance  of  $208,473  as  of  December  31,  2011. 
This  balance  consisted  of  11  checks  which  had  been  outstanding  over  a 
year.  The  old  inmate  account  had  a  balance  of  $2,377  as  of  December  31, 
2011.  This  balance  consisted  of  113  checks  which  had  been  outstanding 
over  a  year. 


Recommendation 
Status 


2.5    DARE  bank  account 


The  Sheriff  follow  up  on  outstanding  checks,  dispose  of  unclaimed  monies 
in  accordance  with  state  law,  and  close  the  dormant  accounts. 

In  Progress 

The  current  Sheriff  indicated  he  is  working  with  the  County  Prosecutor  and 
the  bank  to  close  these  accounts  since  he  is  not  on  the  account,  and  he  plans 
to  turn  these  unclaimed  funds  over  to  State  Treasurer's  office. 

A  Sheriffs  deputy,  who  resigned  in  February  2012,  maintained  and 
continued  to  maintain  a  Drug  Abuse  Resistance  Education  (DARE)  bank 
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account  for  donations.  There  was  no  statutory  authority  allowing  the  Sheriff 
or  his  deputies  to  maintain  this  account  outside  the  county  treasury.  Receipt 
slips  were  not  issued  and  other  records  of  donations  received  were  not 
maintained.  Adequate  supporting  documentation  for  some  disbursements 
was  not  retained.  Monthly  bank  reconciliations  were  not  performed,  and  the 
check  register  balance  was  not  accurately  maintained. 

The  Sheriff  turn  all  DARE  monies  over  to  the  County  Treasurer,  ensure 
receipt  slips  or  other  records  of  donations  received  are  maintained,  and 
ensure  adequate  supporting  documentation  of  disbursements  is  retained. 

Implemented 

The  DARE  organization  was  incorporated  as  a  Non  Profit  in  November 
2012,  and  the  accounting  records  and  bank  account  are  currently  maintained 
by  the  DARE  organization  rather  than  the  Sheriffs  office. 

Adequate  controls  over  seized  property  had  not  been  established.  While  a 
computerized  list  of  seized  property  was  maintained,  it  was  not  complete  or 
accurate,  and  periodic  inventories  of  property  on  hand  were  not  conducted. 
Additionally,  several  items  in  the  seized  property  storage  area  had  been  held 
for  a  long  period  of  time. 

The  Sheriff  maintain  complete  and  accurate  seized  property  inventory 
records.  The  Sheriff  should  perform  a  periodic  inventory  of  seized  property, 
compare  it  to  the  computerized  list,  and  investigate  any  differences.  The 
Sheriff  should  also  make  timely  and  appropriate  dispositions  of  seized 
property. 

In  Progress 

The  current  Sheriff  indicated  he  is  in  the  process  of  cleaning  the  evidence 
room  so  that  evidence  and  property  can  be  inventoried  and  compared  to  the 
computerized  records. 

5.      Property  Tax  System        Controls  and  procedures  over  the  property  tax  system  needed  improvement. 

Controls  and  Procedures 


Recommendation 


Status 


2.6    Seized  property 


Recommendation 


Status 


5.1     Tax  books  The  County  Clerk  did  not  prepare  or  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  current  or 

delinquent  tax  books  prepared  by  the  County  Assessor. 

Recommendation  The  County  Clerk  prepare  the  current  and  delinquent  tax  books,  or  at  a 

minimum,  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  tax  books  prior  to  charging  the  County 
Collector  with  the  property  tax  amounts  to  be  collected.  Procedures 
performed  should  be  adequately  documented. 


8 


McDonald  County 

Follow-up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 
Status  of  Findings 


Status 


5.2    Review  of  activity 


Recommendation 


Status 


5.3    Aggregate  abstracts 


Recommendation 


Status 


In  Progress 

The  County  Clerk  indicated  she  plans  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  current 
and  delinquent  tax  books  for  the  2013  tax  year.  The  County  Clerk  was 
unable  to  fully  implement  this  recommendation  because  a  new  tax  year  had 
not  been  started  at  the  time  of  our  follow  up  meeting. 

Neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission  adequately  reviewed 
the  activities  of  the  County  Collector.  The  County  Clerk  did  not  maintain  an 
account  book  or  other  records  summarizing  property  tax  charges, 
transactions,  and  changes,  and  no  evidence  was  provided  to  indicate 
procedures  were  performed  by  the  County  Clerk  or  the  County  Commission 
to  verify  the  accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual 
settlements. 

The  County  Clerk  maintain  an  account  book  with  the  County  Collector.  In 
addition,  the  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  should  use  the 
account  book  to  review  the  accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County 
Collector's  monthly  and  annual  settlements. 

In  Progress 

The  County  Clerk  prepared  a  spreadsheet  of  monthly  distributions  for  the 
2012  tax  year  and  reconciled  it  to  the  annual  settlement.  The  County  Clerk 
indicated  she  plans  to  accumulate  additional  spreadsheet  information 
including  monthly  collections,  distributions,  additions,  and  abatements  to 
compare  to  the  annual  settlement  prepared  by  the  County  Collector  at  the 
end  of  the  tax  year.  The  County  Clerk  indicated  she  intends  to  have  these 
reports  and  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlement  verified  by  the  County 
Commission  for  accuracy. 

The  land  and  personal,  railroad  and  utility,  and  back  tax  aggregate  abstracts 
were  not  prepared  for  the  2011  and  2010  tax  year  in  a  timely  manner.  In 
addition,  the  land  and  personal  tax  aggregate  abstracts  for  the  2011  and 
2010  tax  years  were  incorrect  and  reported  the  valuation  and  tax  for  railroad 
and  utility. 

The  County  Clerk  prepare  and  file  accurate  tax  aggregate  abstracts  with  the 
Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  and  State  Tax  Commission  (STC)  in  a 
timely  manner. 

In  Progress 

The  aggregate  abstracts  were  prepared  for  the  2012  tax  year  in  a  timely 
manner;  however,  the  railroad  and  utility  and  back  tax  aggregate  abstracts 
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were  not  accurate.  The  County  Clerk  prepared  amended  aggregate  abstracts 
and  indicated  she  plans  to  resubmit  them  to  the  DOR  and  STC. 


5.4    Additions  and 
abatements 


Recommendation 


Status 


5.5    Outlawed  taxes 


Recommendation 
Status 


While  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  reviewed  and  approved 
court  orders  for  additions  and  abatements  monthly,  a  comparison  of  the 
initial  addition  and  abatement  information  prepared  by  the  County  Assessor 
and  the  addition  and  abatements  entered  into  the  property  tax  system  by  the 
County  Collector  was  not  performed.  In  addition,  the  County  Collector,  who 
collects  property  taxes,  should  not  have  had  access  to  the  property  tax 
system  to  make  changes  throughout  the  tax  year.  We  compared  initial 
addition  and  abatement  information  prepared  by  the  County  Assessor  to 
amounts  recorded  in  the  property  tax  system  for  ten  additions  and 
abatements  made  during  the  period  October  2011  to  January  2012,  and 
noted  differences  for  two  of  the  ten  items  reviewed.  Reasons  for  the 
differences  could  not  be  determined. 

The  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  restrict  access  to  the 
property  tax  system  to  ensure  the  County  Collector  cannot  make  changes.  In 
addition,  the  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  should  ensure  a 
comparison  of  approved  additions  and  abatements  to  actual  changes  made  to 
the  property  tax  system  is  performed. 

Partially  implemented 

Access  to  the  property  tax  system  has  not  been  restricted;  however,  the 
County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  compared  approved  additions  and 
abatements  to  actual  changes  made  to  the  property  tax  system  in  January 
2013,  and  no  discrepancies  were  noted. 

The  County  Commission  did  not  approve  personal  property  taxes  outlawed 
each  year.  Taxes  totaling  approximately  $68,000  were  outlawed  and 
removed  from  the  tax  book  by  the  County  Collector  during  the  2  years 
ended  February  29,  2012,  without  County  Commission  approval. 

The  County  Collector  work  with  the  County  Commission  to  establish  proper 
controls  over  property  taxes  outlawed  each  year. 

Implemented 

The  County  Commission  approved  outlawing  the  2008  tax  year  personal 
property  taxes  totaling  $47,113  on  March  11,  2013. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Thirty -Eighth  Judicial  Circuit,  Taney  County 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Money  handling  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated.  Two  clerks  are  able 
to  receive,  record,  and  disburse  monies  with  no  involvement  or  oversight  by 
other  employees  and  can  print  and  sign  checks  with  a  facsimile  stamp  of  the 
Circuit  Clerk's  signature.  Receipts  are  not  always  timely  processed,  posted, 
or  deposited,  and  audit  staff  found  instances  of  cash  and  checks  being 
returned  to  the  issuer  instead  of  being  deposited  and  a  refund  issued.  Monies 
received  were  not  always  secured,  and  checks  and  money  orders  are  not 
restrictively  endorsed  immediately.  The  court  still  held  $26,000  in  bond 
monies  from  six  criminal  cases  which  should  have  been  disbursed,  including 
$5,000  forfeited  in  2010  which  should  have  been  disbursed  to  the  County 
Treasurer,  and  $37,000  in  a  probate  case  held  since  2009  with  no  case 
activity.  Non-monetary  and  voided  transactions  were  not  always  properly 
documented  or  reviewed  by  the  Circuit  Clerk,  which  increases  the  risk  of 
misuse.  At  December  31,  2012,  the  court  was  owed  approximately  $1 
million,  and  the  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  utilize  all  available  collection 
capabilities  to  collect.  Blank  checks  were  not  securely  stored,  and  manual 
receipt  slip  books  were  not  properly  retained. 


Circuit  Court  Procedures 


Budgets  are  not  prepared  for  several  funds,  making  it  harder  to  effectively 
monitor  actual  costs  and  revenues.  Drug  court  participants  receive  gift  cards 
as  they  advance  in  the  program,  but  no  log  is  maintained  to  account  for  the 
gift  cards,  and  participants  do  not  have  to  sign  anything  to  document  receipt. 
The  Judge's  approval  was  not  documented  for  two  of  the  three  2012 
disbursements  reviewed  from  the  Drug  Court  Fund. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit,  Taney  County  did  not  receive  any 
federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited  time  period. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 


Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit 
Taney  County 
Table  of  Contents 

State  Auditor's  Report 


Management  Advisory 

Report  -  State  Auditor's  L  Accountin§  Controls  and  Procedures  4 

_,.    ,.  2.  Circuit  Court  Procedures  9 

Findings 


Organization  and  Statistical 
Information 


l 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
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Presiding  Judge  and  Court  en  banc 
and 

Circuit  Clerk  of  the 
Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit 
Taney  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit,  Taney  County  in  fulfillment  of 
our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to, 
the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  court's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  court's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  court,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures 
to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  court's  management,  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  and 
Taney  County  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  court. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit 
of  the  Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit,  Taney  County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Donna  Christian,  CPA,  CGFM 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Roberta  Bledsoe 

Audit  Staff:  David  Olson 
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Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit 
Taney  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 

Significant  weaknesses  were  identified  with  accounting  controls  and 
procedures. 

According  to  court  records,  receipts  collected  during  the  year  ending 
December  31,  2012,  totaled  approximately  $1.6  million.  Fines,  court  costs, 
and  bonds  are  collected,  recorded  in  the  Justice  Information  System  (JIS), 
and  deposited  into  the  Circuit  Clerk's  main  bank  account  by  personnel  of  the 
Circuit  Clerk's  office. 

The  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  and  disbursing  monies  are  not  adequately 
segregated.  While  there  are  20  employees  in  the  office  and  most  can  receipt 
monies,  3  clerks  have  receiving,  recording,  and  daily  reconciling 
responsibilities;  and  2  of  the  3  clerks  also  have  disbursing  and  monthly 
reconciling  responsibilities.  As  a  result,  there  are  instances  where  two  clerks 
are  responsible  for  transactions  from  initial  receipt  to  disbursement  without 
involvement  from  other  clerks.  Further,  these  two  clerks  can  also  print  and 
sign  checks  with  a  facsimile  stamp  of  the  Circuit  Clerk's  signature;  and  only 
one  signature  is  required.  While  the  Circuit  Clerk  indicated  she  reviews  the 
monthly  reports,  her  reviews  are  not  documented  and  she  does  not  review 
daily  receipt  and  deposit  activity. 

Thorough  supervisory  reviews  help  ensure  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Such  reviews  would  reduce 
the  possibility  of  errors,  theft,  loss,  or  misuse  of  funds  going  undetected. 
Internal  controls  would  be  improved  by  segregating  duties  to  the  extent 
possible,  and  the  Circuit  Clerk  performing  a  thorough  supervisory  review 
that  includes  comparing  daily  receipt  activity  to  deposits. 

1 .2  Receipting  and  Receipting  and  depositing  procedures  need  significant  improvement. 

depositing 

•    Receipts  are  not  always  processed  and  posted  to  the  JIS  in  a  timely 
manner;  and,  as  a  result,  receipts  are  not  always  deposited  timely. 

Manual  receipt  slips  issued  by  the  court  are  not  recorded  in  the  JIS  in  a 
timely  manner  and  these  monies  are  not  deposited  timely.  Receipts  are 
only  included  in  daily  deposits  if  they  are  recorded  in  the  JIS  as 
monetary  transactions.  Of  the  total  191  manual  receipt  slips  issued  in 
February,  June,  and  August  of  2012,  135  (71  percent)  were  not  recorded 
in  the  JIS  for  2  or  more  days.  We  noted  some  instances  where  monies 
recorded  on  manual  receipt  slips  were  not  recorded  in  the  JIS  and 
deposited  for  as  long  as  27  days  after  being  received.  Many  of  these 
receipt  slips  were  issued  for  cash. 

Additionally,  during  a  cash  count  of  Probate  Division  funds  conducted 
on  September  19,  2012,  we  noted  11  of  the  22  checks  counted  were 
dated  in  July  and  August  2012,  and  had  not  been  receipted  or  recorded 
in  the  JIS.  Several  days  after  our  cash  count  we  determined  the  Probate 
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Clerk  had  not  provided  us  with  all  funds  on  hand  at  the  time  of  our 
September  19,  2012,  cash  count.  On  October  3,  2012,  we  conducted  a 
second  cash  count  of  Probate  Division  funds  and  26  checks  were 
counted  with  12  of  those  checks  having  been  previously  counted.  Of  the 
remaining  14  checks,  7  were  dated  in  May,  June,  and  July  2012  and  had 
not  been  receipted  or  recorded  in  the  JIS. 

According  to  the  Probate  Clerk,  not  all  documentation  was  provided  by 
the  attorneys  for  the  unprocessed  checks  and  she  is  unable  to  initiate  the 
case  filing  process  on  the  JIS;  however,  manual  receipt  slips  had  not 
been  issued  for  these  monies.  Additionally,  the  Circuit  Clerk  indicated 
the  Probate  Clerk  is  several  weeks  behind  in  processing  probate  cases. 
These  unprocessed  checks  were  subsequently  processed  and  deposited 
at  various  times  between  September  19  and  December  6,  2012,  except 
for  one  check  dated  in  June  2012  which  the  Probate  Clerk  indicated  was 
returned  to  the  attorney  on  December  10,  2012.  However,  no  supporting 
documentation  was  maintained  for  the  returned  check. 

•  Some  cash  and  original  checks  are  returned  to  the  issuer  instead  of 
deposited  and  a  refund  check  issued.  While  the  Circuit  Clerk  indicated 
the  practice  of  returning  cash  and  checks  to  payees  is  not  allowed,  we 
identified  numerous  instances  of  this  occurring.  For  example,  a  $26,000 
check  received  on  May  7,  2012,  was  returned  to  a  bonding  company  on 
May  9,  2012,  $90  cash  received  on  April  25,  2012,  was  returned  to  the 
payee  on  May  3,  2012,  and  a  $38  check  counted  during  our  cash  count 
on  September  19,  2012,  was  returned  to  an  attorney  when  a  clerk 
thought  the  payment  was  a  duplicate  payment.  However,  the  attorney 
returned  the  check  and  the  check  was  posted  to  the  JIS  on  October  5, 
2012.  Also,  as  indicated  above,  another  check  counted  during  the 
October  3,  2012,  cash  count  was  returned  to  the  attorney  on  December 
10,  2012. 

•  Monies  received  are  not  always  maintained  in  a  secure  location.  Some 
unprocessed  monies  received  are  maintained  on  the  desks  of  various 
clerks  throughout  the  office.  For  instance,  during  our  cash  count 
conducted  on  October  3,  2012,  we  noted  6  of  14  checks  dating  back  to 
May  and  June  2012  were  attached  to  files  on  the  Probate  Clerk's  desk. 

•  Checks  and  money  orders  are  not  restrictively  endorsed  immediately 
upon  receipt.  The  endorsement  is  applied  at  the  time  of  deposit. 

Failure  to  implement  adequate  receipting  and  depositing  procedures 
increases  the  risk  that  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  monies  received  will  go 
undetected.  Proper  receipting,  recording,  and  depositing  procedures  are  also 
necessary  to  ensure  all  monies  received  are  handled  and  accounted  for 
properly. 
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1.3  Liabilities  Liabilities  are  not  adequately  reviewed  to  ensure  monies  are  disbursed  in  a 

timely  manner.  As  of  September  28,  2012,  the  Circuit  Clerk's  case  liability 
listing  totaled  $331,465.  The  Circuit  Clerk  indicated  she  reviews  the  listing 
approximately  every  10  days  and  at  month  end;  however,  her  review  is  not 
adequate  to  ensure  liabilities  are  disbursed  timely.  There  are  numerous  cases 
on  the  listing  that  appear  inactive  and  have  not  been  adequately  reviewed. 
We  reviewed  13  cases  from  this  listing,  and  7  cases  had  monies  that  should 
have  been  disbursed. 


•  Six  criminal  cases  included  bond  monies  totaling  $26,000  that  should 
have  been  disbursed.  One  case  had  a  $5,000  bond  that  had  been 
forfeited  in  2010,  but  not  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer.  The 
remaining  five  cases  had  disposition  dates  included  on  the  liability 
listing,  and  after  our  review,  the  Circuit  Clerk  consulted  with  the  Judge 
and  disbursed  the  bond  monies  to  the  proper  parties. 

•  One  probate  case  included  monies  totaling  approximately  $37,000  that 
had  been  held  since  April  2009  with  no  activity  in  the  case.  The  Circuit 
Clerk  indicated  she  would  consult  with  the  Judge  to  determine  the 
proper  disposition  of  funds. 

To  properly  monitor  and  ensure  monies  are  appropriately  disbursed  as 
provided  by  state  law,  procedures  should  be  followed  to  routinely 
investigate  monies  remaining  on  the  liabilities  list  over  a  specific  period  of 
time. 


1.4  Noil-monetary  Non-monetary  and  voided  transactions  in  the  JIS  are  not  always  properly 

transactions  documented  or  reviewed  by  the  Circuit  Clerk. 

Non-monetary  transactions,  including  judicial  order  transactions  and 
uncollectible  bad  debt  write-offs,  are  transactions  where  no  monies  are 
received;  however,  a  credit  is  applied  or  the  amount  due  is  changed.  All 
clerks  are  allowed  to  enter  non-monetary  transactions  and  to  void  receipt 
transactions  in  the  JIS.  Of  the  ten  nonmonetary  transactions  we  reviewed, 
eight  were  not  supported  by  a  court  order  reducing  the  defendant's  debt 
owed.  Additionally,  while  a  report  of  voided  receipt  transactions  is  available 
through  the  JIS,  this  report  is  not  printed  and  reviewed  by  the  Circuit  Clerk 
and  an  explanation  is  not  always  documented  in  the  JIS  to  support  the 
voided  transaction. 


To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls  should 
provide  reasonable  assurance  that  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly.  Non-monetary  transactions  and  voided  receipt  transactions  should 
be  supported  by  adequate  documentation  and  reviewed  by  the  Circuit  Clerk 
to  ensure  such  transactions  are  appropriate. 
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1.5  Accrued  COStS  The  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  review  the  accrued  cost  list  for  accuracy  and 

does  not  utilize  all  available  collection  capabilities  to  collect  accrued  costs. 

At  December  31,  2012,  approximately  $1  million  was  due  to  the  court.  We 
reviewed  10  of  the  233  cases  with  balance  due  amounts  over  $500  that  were 
included  on  the  accrued  cost  list.  We  identified  one  case  with  a  balance  due 
of  $1,500  that  was  on  the  list  erroneously.  According  to  the  case  file,  the 
$1,500  had  been  collected  and  disbursed. 

Additionally,  the  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  utilized  the  state's  automated  tax 
offset  and  collection  programs  for  all  cases.  According  to  the  Circuit  Clerk, 
2012  cases  are  enrolled  in  the  collection  programs;  however,  most  of  the 
older  cases  are  not  enrolled. 

To  ensure  the  accrued  cost  list  is  accurate,  the  list  should  be  periodically 
reviewed.  Section  488.5028,  RSMo,  authorizes  courts  to  report  debts  in 
excess  of  $25  to  the  Office  of  the  State  Courts  Administrator  (OSCA)  to 
seek  an  offset  of  an  income  tax  refund.  Effective  July  1,  2006,  Missouri 
Supreme  Court  Operating  Rule  21.06  requires  courts  utilizing  the  JIS  to 
participate  in  the  tax  offset  program.  Section  488.5030,  RSMo,  authorizes 
courts  to  contract  with  a  collection  agency  to  pursue  past-due  court-ordered 
penalties,  fines,  restitution,  sanctions,  and  court  costs.  It  also  allows  fees  or 
costs  associated  with  such  collection  efforts  be  added  to  the  amount  due,  but 
such  fees  and  costs  cannot  exceed  20  percent  of  the  amount  collected. 

1.6  Record  Storage  and  Blank  checks  were  not  securely  stored  and  manual  receipt  slip  books  were 
retention  not  ProPerly  retained.  Blank  checks  are  stored  in  an  unlocked  cabinet  and  in 

the  printer  with  access  by  all  employees.  Additionally,  manual  receipt  slip 
books  containing  receipt  slips  issued  between  January  2011  through 
November  201 1  cannot  be  located  by  the  Circuit  Clerk. 

To  ensure  records  are  properly  safeguarded,  the  Circuit  Clerk  should  ensure 
access  to  blank  checks  is  properly  restricted  and  all  manual  receipt  slips 
books  are  retained.  In  addition,  Supreme  Court  Operating  Rule  8  requires 
the  accounting  records  be  maintained  for  a  specified  time  period. 

Recommendations  The  Circuit  Clerk: 

1.1  Segregate  duties  to  the  extent  possible  and  implement  appropriate 
reviews  and  monitoring  procedures. 

1.2  Record  and  deposit  all  monies  received  in  a  timely  manner,  establish 
procedures  to  account  for  and  verify  manual  receipt  slips  have  been 
recorded  in  the  JIS  on  a  timely  basis,  make  all  disbursements  by  check, 
maintain  monies  received  in  a  secure  location,  and  restrictively  endorse 
checks  immediately  upon  receipt. 
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1.3  Establish  procedures  to  review  the  status  of  liabilities  to  determine  the 
appropriate  disposition  of  funds  held  on  closed  and  inactive  cases. 

1.4  Implement  procedures  requiring  non-monetary  transactions  and  voids 
to  be  documented,  reviewed,  and  approved. 

1.5  Develop  procedures  to  ensure  accrued  costs  lists  are  accurate  and  take 
appropriate  steps  to  ensure  amounts  owed  are  collected,  including 
participating  in  the  state's  automated  tax  offset  and  collection 
programs. 

1.6  Ensure  access  to  blank  checks  is  properly  restricted  and  manual  receipt 
slips  books  are  properly  retained. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Circuit  Clerk  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


1.1  I  will  make  it  a  goal  to  review  and  monitor  daily  balancing, 
receipts,  and  disbursements;  and  work  toward  utilizing  other  clerks 
in  the  office. 

1.2  Our  goal  is  to  get  the  files  processed  on  a  timely  manner;  however, 
we  have  to  make  sure  they  are  correct  before  filing,  and  being  short 
on  personnel  does  create  some  time  delays.  Manual  receipts  will  be 
accounted  for  daily.  While  it  is  not  always  possible,  attempts  will  be 
made  to  record  manual  receipts  into  JIS  and  deposit  daily,  and  all 
disbursements  will  be  made  by  check.  Checks  and  manual  receipt 
slips  have  been  relocated  into  a  locked  cabinet.  Additional  staff  was 
hired  through  special  projects,  and  this  person  has  been  assisting  in 
the  Probate  Division.  Again,  waiting  on  correction  documentation 
creates  a  time  delay.  Monies  will  be  maintained  in  a  secure  location 
and  checks  will  be  restrictively  endorsed  as  soon  as  we  can. 

1.3  I  am  working  towards  putting  a  procedure  in  place  to  review  and 
dispose  of  funds  on  inactive  and  closed  cases. 

1.4  Voids  are  reviewed  and  approved  on  every  transaction;  however,  a 
written  explanation  will  be  noted.  I  will  ensure  nonmonetary 
transactions  are  properly  documented  and  will  follow  up  on  any 
discrepancies. 

1.5  We  are  currently  reviewing  the  accrued  cost  list  and  sending  out 
payment  plan  contracts  to  every  defendant  placed  on  probation.  The 
defendant  and  Probation  Officer  sign  the  contract  and  a  signed 
copy  is  returned  to  us  for  our  files.  Attempts  will  be  made  to  utilize 
the  state 's  collection  programs.  I  will  consult  with  the  Judge  about 
these  programs. 
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2.  Circuit  Court 
Procedures 


1.6       Blank  checks  and  receipt  books  have  already  been  relocated  to  a 
locked  cabinet,  and  will  be  retained. 

Budgets  are  not  prepared  for  the  Circuit  Clerk's  Interest  Fund,  the  Law 
Library  Fund,  and  the  Drug  Court  Fund.  Further,  controls  over  the  Drug 
Court  Fund  and  the  Circuit  Clerk's  petty  cash  fund  need  improvement. 

Budgets  are  not  prepared  for  the  Circuit  Clerk's  Interest  Fund,  the  Law 
Library  Fund,  and  the  Drug  Court  Fund.  The  Circuit  Clerk  maintains 
separate  bank  accounts  for  interest  and  law  library  monies,  and  maintains 
drug  court  monies  in  the  court's  main  bank  account  along  with  other  court 
monies.  Although  the  court  is  primarily  funded  by  the  state  and  county,  the 
interest,  law  library,  and  drug  court  monies  are  spent  at  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  during  2012  approximately  $31,000  was  disbursed  through  these 
funds. 


2.1  Budgets 


2.2  Drug  court  purchases 


Preparing  a  budget  for  public  funds  aids  in  the  fiscal  management  of  the 
monies,  provides  a  means  to  effectively  monitor  actual  costs  and  revenues, 
and  provides  an  avenue  for  both  the  county  and  the  public  to  be  fully 
informed  of  the  court's  financial  picture. 

A  log  is  not  maintained  for  gift  cards  purchased  and  given  to  drug  court 
participants,  and  the  Judge's  approval  of  disbursements  from  the  Drug  Court 
Fund  is  not  always  documented. 

The  Circuit  Clerk  receives  and  disburses  funds  related  to  operating  the  drug 
court.  Gift  cards  are  purchased  from  the  Drug  Court  Fund  and  the  Judge 
gives  the  gift  cards  to  participants  as  they  advance  in  the  drug  court 
program.  The  participant  is  not  required  to  sign  any  record  to  indicate 
receipt  of  the  gift  cards  and  a  log  is  not  maintained  to  account  for  gift  cards 
purchased,  disbursed,  and  on  hand.  Approximately  $1,600  was  disbursed  for 
gift  card  purchases  during  2012. 

Additionally,  two  of  the  three  disbursements  reviewed  from  the  Drug  Court 
Fund  during  2012  did  not  include  documentation  of  the  Judge's  approval. 
During  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  $6,380  was  disbursed  from  the 
Drug  Court  Fund. 

To  ensure  gift  cards  are  accounted  for  properly  and  disbursements  are 
properly  authorized,  a  log  should  be  maintained  of  gift  cards  purchased, 
disbursed,  and  on  hand;  and  all  disbursements  from  the  Drug  Court  Fund 
should  be  authorized  by  the  Judge. 
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Recommendations 


The  Circuit  Clerk  and  the  Circuit  Judge: 


2.1  Prepare  annual  budgets  for  the  Circuit  Clerk's  Interest  Fund,  the  Law 
Library  Fund,  and  the  Drug  Court  Fund;  and  provide  copies  of  these 
budgets  to  the  county  budget  officer. 


Auditee's  Response 


2.2  Ensure  a  gift  card  log  is  maintained  to  properly  document  the  purchase, 
disbursement,  and  inventory  on  hand  of  gift  cards,  and  maintain 
documentation  of  the  Judge's  authorization  of  all  disbursements  from 
the  Drug  Court  Fund. 

The  Circuit  Judge  and  Circuit  Clerk  provided  the  following  written 
responses: 


2.1  The  court  will  work  toward  preparing  budgets  for  the  Law  Library 
Fund,  Circuit  Clerk  Interest  Fund  and  Drug  Court  Fund  within  the 
statutory  requirements  for  the  authorized  expenditure  of  these 
funds. 

2.2  The  Circuit  Clerk  and  Probation  Office  in  charge  of  drug  court 
have  recently  began  a  process  that  requires  drug  court  participants 
to  sign  for  any  gift  cards  received  and  a  record  is  maintained  of  all 
cards  purchased,  disbursed,  and  on  hand.  Drug  court  funds  are 
only  disbursed  upon  approval  of  the  Judge.  The  court,  the  probation 
office  and  the  circuit  clerk  will  work  together  to  fully  document  that 
approval. 
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The  Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  Taney  County  as  well  as 
Christian  County. 

The  Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  one  circuit  judge  and  four 
associate  circuit  judges.  The  circuit  judge  hears  cases  in  Taney  and 
Christian  Counties.  Of  the  four  associate  circuit  judges,  two  are  located  in 
Taney  County  and  preside  over  Associate  Circuit  Divisions  I  and  U.  The 
other  two  associate  circuit  judges  are  located  in  Christian  County.  Circuit 
personnel  located  in  Christian  County  are  not  included  in  the  scope  of  this 
audit. 

Personnel  At  December  31,  2012,  the  judges,  Circuit  Clerk,  and  Juvenile  Officer  of  the 

Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit,  Taney  County,  were  as  follows: 


 Title  Name  

Circuit  Judge  Mark  On- 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  I  Tony  Williams 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  II  James  K.  Justus 

Circuit  Clerk  Brenda  Kay  Neal 

Juvenile  Officer  Michael  Scofield 


Financial  Information 


Receipts  of  the  Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit,  Taney  County,  were  as 
follows: 


Court  deposits,  fee,  bonds,  and  other 
Drug  Court 
Interest  Income 
Total 


Year  Ended 
December  31,  2012 


$1,673,507 
16,339 
2,030 


$1,691,876 


Caseload  Information 


From  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  Missouri  Judicial  Reports, 
case  filings  of  the  Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit,  Taney  County  were  as 
follows: 


Year  Ended 

 June  30,  2012 

Civil  3,152 
Criminal  4,011 
Juvenile  166 
Probate  240 
Total  7,569 
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American  Recovery  and  The  Thirty-Eighth  Judicial  Circuit,  Taney  County  did  not  receive  any 

Reinvestment  Act  2009  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Early  Childhood  Development,  Education  and 
Care  Fund 


Contract  Compliance  The  DSS  needs  to  improve  its  procedures  for  funding  Start  Up  and 

Expansion  (SUE)  child  care  facilities.  Three  child  care  facilities  receiving 
new  funding  awards  in  fiscal  years  2010  and  2011  stopped  participating  in 
the  program  but  did  not  repay  $171,500  the  facilities  had  received.  The  DSS 
paid  one  facility  $22,500  to  operate  a  child  care  facility  that  no  children  ever 
attended.  The  DSS  paid  another  facility  $60,000  to  create  16  licensed  slots 
at  a  new  center,  but  the  facility  was  never  built,  and  the  money  was  not 
repaid.  The  DSS  paid  a  third  facility  $89,000  to  add  24  slots,  but  the  owner 
only  added  14  slots  and  then  sold  the  facility  3  months  later  to  a  buyer  who 
chose  not  to  participate  in  the  SUE  program.  The  DSS  also  paid  the 
Accreditation  Facilitation  contractor  for  more  facilities  than  the  contractor 
reported  serving,  and  more  per-unit  than  the  contract  required 

Conflict  of  Interest  The  previous  Assistant  Commissioner  of  the  Department  of  Elementary  and 

Secondary  Education  (DESE)  Office  of  Early  and  Extended  Learning 
simultaneously  served  as  the  Director  of  a  DESE  and  Department  of  Social 
Services  (DSS)  contractor.  The  contractor,  the  Center  for  Family  Policy  and 
Research  at  the  University  of  Missouri-Columbia,  was  funded  in  part  by  the 
Early  Childhood  Development,  Education  and  Care  (ECDEC)  Fund.  The 
Assistant  Commissioner  served  from  April  2010  until  August  2012  and 
remains  employed  by  the  DESE.  During  the  Assistant  Commissioner's 
tenure,  both  state  agencies  awarded  this  contractor  additional  contracts 
without  using  a  competitive  process,  resulting  in  an  apparent  conflict  of 
interest. 


Program  Efficiency  The  DSS  uses  two  types  of  contract  awards  to  administer  early  childhood 

programs,  resulting  in  program  inefficiencies  and  duplicated  efforts.  The 
DSS  administers  some  early  childhood  programs  through  competitively  and 
noncompetitively  selected  contractors,  which  are  subject  to  different 
contract  requirements,  overlap  service  areas,  and  provide  different  levels  of 
funding.  The  DSS  requires  facilities  in  St.  Louis  City  and  County  to  apply  to 
Area  Resources  for  Community  and  Human  Resources  (ARCHS),  while 
facilities  in  all  other  parts  of  the  state  are  allowed  to  apply  through  the  DSS 
or  their  local  community  partnership. 

DESE  Monitoring  The  DESE  does  not  adequately  monitor  ECDEC  Fund  contractors  to  ensure 

monies  are  spent  in  accordance  with  contractual  requirements  for  the 
Missouri  Preschool  Project  (MPP)  or  the  Parents  as  Teachers  (PAT) 
programs.  The  DESE  does  not  perform  formal  documented  on-site 
monitoring  of  MPP  contractors  and  does  not  adequately  review  supporting 
documentation  of  expenditures  claimed  on  a  periodic  basis.  Due  to 
unresolved  technical  issues,  the  DESE  temporarily  suspended  its  PAT 
reporting  requirements,  and,  as  a  result,  contractors  did  not  submit  post- 
expenditure  reports  for  fiscal  years  2011  and  2012.  The  DESE  relies  on 
other  monitoring  procedures  to  identify  school  districts  for  non-compliance; 
however,  these  procedures  do  not  extend  to  private  child  care  facilities. 


The  DSS  did  not  always  ensure  corrective  action  was  timely  or  adequate  to 
address  noncompliance  and  did  not  use  a  consistent  methodology  to 
determine  how  many  files  to  review  during  on-site  monitoring.  One  Stay  at 
Home  Parent  (SAHP)  program  contractor  remained  noncompliant 
throughout  the  terms  of  four  contracts,  and  the  DSS  had  not  performed  a 
formal  on-site  monitoring  of  the  contractor  since  December  2009.  Another 
SAHP  contractor  did  not  submit  a  corrective  plan  when  it  was  requested,  but 
the  DSS  did  not  perform  a  follow-up  visit  for  almost  a  year. 

Significant  weaknesses  exist  in  DSS  controls  within  the  Child  Care 
Assistance  program,  as  noted  in  Report  No.  2013-024,  State  of  Missouri 
Single  Audit.  In  response  to  deficiencies  identified  in  previous  audits,  the 
DSS  implemented  new  controls  over  eligibility  determinations,  but  it  is  as 
yet  unknown  what  impact  the  changes  will  have  on  the  error  rate  for 
eligibility  determinations.  In  addition,  none  of  the  changes  address  control 
weaknesses  over  payments  to  child  care  providers. 

The  General  Assembly  did  not  appropriate  enough  monies  to  various 
programs  operated  by  the  DSS  to  meet  statutory  requirements.  Pursuant  to 
Section  161.215,  RSMo,  for  fiscal  year  2013  the  General  Assembly  was 
required  to  appropriate  $10,500,000  to  various  programs  operated  by  the 
DSS  but  only  appropriated  $3,074,500,  a  deficit  of  $7,425,500. 

Cost  Allocation  Transfers  The  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  continues  to  transfer  monies  from  the 

ECDEC  Fund  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  for  central  services  costs,  which 
appears  questionable  based  upon  legal  restrictions.  State  law  limits  the 
ECDEC  Fund's  uses  to,  voluntary,  early  childhood  development,  education 
and  care  programs.  In  response  to  Report  No.  2010-029,  Central  Services 
Cost  Allocation  Plan,  the  OA  formalized  its  fund  eligibility  analysis,  but  it 
classified  the  ECDEC  Fund  as  eligible  without  any  comments  or  other 
justification  to  support  this  classification. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor.* 

American  Recovery  and  The  Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund  did  not 

Reinvestment  Act  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited  time  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


DSS  Monitoring 


Child  Care  Assistance 
Program  Controls 


Statutory  Compliance 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 


Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund 
Table  of  Contents 


State  Auditor's  Report  2 


Management  Advisory 

Report  -  State  Auditor's          l-  ^ont^ct  c'.om'Miancc 40 

_,.   j .  2.  Conflict  of  Interest  8 

bindings  3    pr0gram  Efficiency  11 

4.  DESE  Monitoring  14 

5.  DSS  Monitoring  16 

6.  Child  Care  Assistance  Program  Controls  18 

7.  Statutory  Compliance  20 

8 .  Cost  Allocation  Transfers  21 


Organization  and  Statistical  23 
Information 

Appendixes 

A    Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and 
Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 

2  Years  Ended  June  30,  2012   25 

B     Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

2  Years  Ended  June  30,  2012   26 

C     Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 

5  Years  Ended  June  30,  2012  28 


1 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  General  Assembly 
and 

Dr.  Chris  Nicastro,  Commissioner  of  Education 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
and 

Brian  Kinkade,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Social  Services 
and 

Douglas  Nelson,  Commissioner 
Office  of  Administration 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund,  as 
required  by  Section  161.215.8,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited 
to,  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1 .  Evaluate  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial  functions  related  to 
the  fund. 

2.  Evaluate  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions  related  to  the  fund. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations 
related  to  the  fund,  including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  agencies  that  administer  the  fund;  and  testing 
selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and 
violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk 
assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 
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We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  departments'  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures 
applied  in  our  audit  of  the  fund. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Early 
Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Kelly  Davis,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CFE 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Travis  Owens,  MBA,  CPA,  CFE 

Audit  Staff:  Angela  M.  McFadden 


Kimberly  Shepard 
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Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund 
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State  Auditor's  Findings 

DSS  procedures  for  funding  Start  Up  and  Expansion  (SUE)  child  care 
facilities  need  improvement.  In  addition,  the  DSS  paid  the  Accreditation 
Facilitation  (AF)  contractor  for  more  services  than  provided  and  did  not 
have  documentation  to  support  increased  fees  paid  to  the  contractor. 

The  DSS  needs  to  limit  the  amount  of  SUE  funding  advanced  to  child  care 
facilities  and  develop  formal  procedures  to  recoup  grant  monies  from  child 
care  facilities  participating  in  the  program  that  do  not  comply  with  contract 
requirements.  The  DSS  requires  child  care  facilities  participating  in  the  SUE 
program  to  increase  licensed  capacity  within  6  months  of  the  effective  date 
of  the  contract.  The  contract  requires  a  4  year  commitment  by  the  contractor 
to  maintain  the  increased  capacity. 

To  facilitate  the  increased  capacity,  the  DSS  provides  funding  to  the  facility 
in  each  of  the  first  3  years  of  the  contract  if  the  facility  continues  to  meet 
capacity  requirements.  Child  care  facilities  do  not  receive  monies  in  the 
fourth  contract  year,  but  the  DSS  requires  the  facility  to  maintain  the 
increased  licensed  capacity.  The  DSS  advances  the  facility  50  percent  of  the 
first  year  funding  prior  to  the  6  month  deadline  to  increase  capacity.  The 
remaining  50  percent  is  paid  after  the  DSS  verifies  the  facility  met  the 
licensed  capacity  requirement.  The  DSS  reduces  the  annual  funding  by  25 
percent  in  the  second  and  third  year  of  the  contract.  For  example,  if  the  DSS 
awarded  a  facility  $100,000  in  the  first  year  of  the  contract,  $75,000  would 
be  awarded  in  the  second  year  ,  and  $50,000  in  the  third  year  of  the  contract. 
The  DSS  pays  contractors  in  quarterly  installments  during  the  second  and 
third  years  of  the  contract.  The  DSS  suspends  future  payments  if  the  child 
care  facility  does  not  create  the  required  increased  capacity  in  the  allotted 
timeframe.  The  DSS  may  terminate  the  contract  if  the  child  care  facility 
fails  to  comply  with  contractual  requirements  and  child  care  facilities  may 
voluntarily  terminate  the  contract  at  any  time. 

Three  of  the  18  child  care  facilities  (17  percent)  receiving  new  funding 
awards  in  state  fiscal  years  2010  and  2011  stopped  participating  in  the 
program  before  the  4  year  agreements  expired.  The  DSS  has  not  required 
these  three  child  care  facilities  to  repay  any  of  the  approximately  $171,500 
paid  before  the  facility  owners  voluntarily  or  the  DSS  terminated  the 
contracts. 

•  The  DSS  paid  a  facility  $22,500  to  operate  an  in-home  child  care 
facility  that  no  children  attended.  Of  the  $22,500  paid  between 
September  2010  and  May  2011,  an  estimated  $18,700  was  budgeted  for 
the  owner's  salary.  The  child  care  facility  created  the  required  four  slots 
within  the  allotted  timeframe,  but  according  to  the  owner,  she  received 
no  interest  in  anyone  attending  her  facility.  In  a  May  2011  monitoring 
visit,  the  DSS  requested  the  child  care  facility  submit  a  corrective  action 
plan  due  to  the  lack  of  enrollment.  The  child  care  facility  owner 


1.  Contract 
Compliance 


1 . 1  Start  Up  and  Expansion 
program 
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voluntarily  terminated  the  contract  in  July  2011  and  informed  the  DSS 
she  closed  the  business.  The  DSS  did  not  request  a  repayment  of  any 
monies  paid  to  the  facility  and  the  facility  owner  did  not  refund  any  of 
the  monies. 

•  The  DSS  paid  a  child  care  facility  $60,000  between  September  2009 
and  February  2010  to  create  16  licensed  slots  at  a  new  center  the  owner 
never  built.  Building  project  delays  occurred  while  the  contractor  tried 
to  obtain  additional  grant  funding  and  complete  necessary 
environmental  studies,  and  the  facility  owner  never  began  construction 
of  the  facility.  The  DSS  suspended  payments  to  the  child  care  facility  in 
February  2010  and  placed  the  child  care  facility  on  a  corrective  action 
plan  after  facility  officials  informed  the  DSS  they  would  be  unable  to 
create  the  required  capacity  within  the  allotted  time.  The  child  care 
facility  continued  to  update  the  DSS  on  its  progress;  however,  in  July 
2010  the  DSS  terminated  the  contract  because  the  child  care  facility 
owner  failed  to  begin  construction. 

In  July  2010,  the  DSS  requested  but  did  not  receive  repayment  of  the 
$60,000  paid.  In  August  2010,  the  DSS  requested  the  child  care  facility 
submit  documentation  detailing  how  the  facility  spent  the  $60,000  to 
determine  whether  equipment  was  purchased  which  could  be  sold  to 
repay  monies  to  the  DSS.  However,  the  majority  of  the  facility's  grant 
budget  was  for  personnel  and  construction  costs  with  only  a  small 
portion  budgeted  for  equipment.  The  facility  did  not  submit  expenditure 
documentation  and  did  not  repay  any  funds,  and  the  DSS  performed  no 
additional  follow-up  to  pursue  repayment. 

•  The  DSS  paid  $89,000  to  a  child  care  facility  to  increase  capacity  by  14 
slots  for  only  3  months.  The  DSS  paid  the  child  care  facility  between 
September  2010  and  May  2011  to  expand  the  facility's  licensed  capacity 
by  24  slots;  however,  the  facility  owner  sold  the  facility  within  the  first 
year  of  the  SUE  contract.  The  facility  budgeted  the  majority  of  the 
funding  for  teacher  salaries  and  the  remaining  for  remodeling, 
equipment,  education  and  training,  and  administrative  costs.  The  facility 
became  licensed  and  began  accepting  additional  children  in  February 
2011.  During  a  May  2011  monitoring  visit,  the  facility  owner  informed 
the  DSS  she  had  only  filled  14  of  the  24  licensed  slots  for  children 
under  age  2  and  notified  the  DSS  of  her  intent  to  sell  the  business.  DSS 
officials  initially  informed  the  owner  she  would  need  to  repay  all 
monies  received  and  suggested  she  sell  items  purchased  with  grant 
funds  prior  to  the  transfer  of  ownership  to  generate  monies  to  help  repay 
the  DSS.  The  owner  voluntarily  terminated  the  contract  upon  the  sale  of 
the  facility  because  the  new  owner  did  not  wish  to  assume  the 
requirements  of  the  SUE  grant.  The  facility  owner  did  not  repay  any 
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funds  and  the  DSS  could  not  confirm  the  final  disposition  of  the  items 
purchased  with  grant  funds. 

The  SUE  contract  terms  and  conditions  allow  the  DSS  to  recoup  funds  if  a 
contract  is  terminated.  One  clause  in  the  contract  indicates,  in  the  event  of 
involuntary  termination,  the  DSS  may  recoup  all  funds  not  already 
expended  by  the  child  care  facility  and  the  DSS,  at  its  discretion,  may 
request  repayment  of  all  funds  paid.  Other  clauses  in  the  contract  require 
full  repayment  for  either  a  voluntary  termination  or  involuntary  termination. 
DSS  officials  could  provide  no  specific  reason  why  repayment  was  not 
pursued  or  followed-up  on  for  these  three  contracts.  At  the  time  of  our  audit, 
DSS  officials  indicated  they  had  not  consulted  with  the  Division  of  Legal 
Services  (DLS),  the  legal  support  unit  of  the  DSS,  regarding  repayment  on 
any  of  the  above  contracts.  After  we  questioned  the  lack  of  repayment, 
officials  contacted  the  DLS  and  expressed  their  desire  to  recoup  monies  paid 
to  the  first  and  second  child  care  facilities  and  a  portion  of  the  funding  paid 
the  third  facility. 

The  DSS  could  reduce  the  amount  of  monies  subject  to  noncompliance  by 
facilities  by  limiting  the  amount  of  monies  advanced.  Reimbursing  facilities 
for  expenditures  rather  than  advancing  funding  would  reduce  the  risk 
payments  are  made  to  noncompliant  contractors.  To  ensure  SUE  funding  is 
used  appropriately  to  improve  the  quality  and  quantity  of  early  childhood 
programs,  the  DSS  should  review  the  need  to  advance  funding  to  child  care 
facilities.  In  addition,  formal  specific  procedures  are  necessary  to  ensure  the 
DSS  makes  timely  and  appropriate  decisions  regarding  contract 
terminations  and  grant  repayments. 

A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

1 .2  Accreditation  Facilitation  The  DSS  paid  the  AF  contractor  for  more  services  than  provided  and  did  not 

have  documentation  to  support  increased  fees  paid  to  the  AF  contractor.  The 
contract  was  effective  from  July  2007  through  November  2011.  The  DSS 
issued  a  new  request  for  proposal  in  2011,  and  awarded  the  same  contractor 
the  new  contract  in  late  2011.  The  DSS  paid  this  contractor  approximately 
$645,000  and  $708,000  for  fiscal  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  2011, 
respectively. 

The  DSS  paid  the  AF  contractor  to  provide  accreditation  guidance  to  150 
child  care  facilities  per  month,  regardless  of  the  actual  number  of  facilities 
served  or  enrolled.  The  DSS  required  the  contractor  to  report  the  actual 
number  of  facilities  served  at  the  same  time  invoices  were  submitted  for 
payment.  We  compared  this  information  to  the  amounts  the  DSS  paid  for 
the  34  month  period  between  July  2009  and  April  2012.  For  10  of  the  34 
months  (29  percent),  the  DSS  paid  the  contractor  for  more  facilities  than  the 
contractor  reported  serving.  For  these  10  months,  the  DSS  paid  the 


program 


Overtoiling 
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contractor  $17,268  for  40  facilities  that  were  billed  but  not  reported  as 
served.  After  we  brought  this  to  their  attention,  DSS  officials  reviewed  the 
invoices  and  additional  information  provided  by  the  contractor.  DSS 
personnel  identified,  in  some  cases,  the  contractor  served  a  larger  number  of 
facilities  than  the  contractor  originally  reported. 

DSS  officials  indicated  they  did  not  originally  adjust  billed  amounts  because 
the  contract  terms  were  vague,  did  not  specifically  prohibit  the  contractor 
from  billing  for  more  facilities  than  actually  served,  and  did  not  define  what 
services  the  contractor  must  offer  for  a  facility  to  qualify  as  served.  In 
January  2010,  a  new  DSS  employee  began  reviewing  invoices  and 
approving  payments  for  this  contract  and  questioned  the  contractor's  billing 
practices.  The  employee  discussed  the  issues  with  her  supervisor  and  the 
supervisor  indicated  the  DSS  could  not  modify  the  billing  or  payment 
methods  until  the  DSS  issued  a  new  contract.  Program  officials  could  not 
confirm  if  they  consulted  the  DLS  or  the  DSS  Contract  Management  Unit 
on  this  matter.  Contract  terms  should  be  clear  and  definite  to  avoid 
confusion  over  contractual  requirements. 

The  new  contract  specifies  what  services  the  contractor  must  offer  to  a 
facility  to  qualify  as  a  facility  served  during  a  given  month.  The  DSS  also 
reviews  invoices  and  related  reports  to  ensure  the  DSS  only  pays  the 
contractor  for  facilities  actually  served  during  the  month. 

Contract  pricing  Prior  to  July  2009,  the  DSS  increased  the  per-unit  price  paid  for  contracted 

services  from  $360  per  facility  served  as  stated  in  the  contract  to  $432  per 
facility,  a  20  percent  increase.  Officials  could  not  provide  documentation  to 
explain  the  price  increase  and  the  contract  stated  no  price  increases  were 
allowed  for  the  original  contract  or  annual  renewals.  In  addition,  the  DSS 
reduced  the  proposed  number  of  facilities  to  serve  from  180  to  150  per 
month.  The  contractor  stated  the  price  increased  because  the  DSS  requested 
an  increase  of  4  hours  of  service  per  year  to  be  provided  to  facilities. 
However,  the  contract  does  not  specify  a  minimum  number  of  service  hours 
the  contractor  must  provide. 

To  ensure  contractors  provide  required  services  and  bill  appropriately, 
contract  terms  should  be  specific  and  the  DSS  should  only  pay  contractors 
for  actual  services  provided.  Additionally,  price  increases,  if  allowed, 
should  be  supported  by  documentation. 

Recommendations         The  dss: 

1.1  Evaluate  the  need  to  advance  SUE  funding  to  child  care  facilities 
and  develop  policies  and  procedures  specifying  terms  and 
conditions  applicable  when  a  contract  is  voluntarily  or  involuntarily 
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terminated,  including  full  or  partial  repayment  of  grant  funds.  The 
DSS  should  continue  to  work  with  the  DLS  to  enforce  contract 
provisions  and  recoup  monies  owed  to  the  state. 

1.2  Ensure  contract  terms  are  specific,  and  if  contract  price  increases 
are  allowed  proper  documentation  is  retained.  In  addition,  the  DSS 
should  determine  if  recovery  of  overpayments  is  warranted. 

Auditee'  S  Response  The  DSS  provided  the  following  responses: 

1.1  The  DSS  agrees  with  the  recommendations  to  strengthen  policies 
and  procedures.  While  funds  are  no  longer  appropriated  for  this 
program,  DSS  will  use  this  finding  as  an  opportunity  to  ensure  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  payment  for  goods  and  services  are  clearly 
communicated  in  its  contracts.  The  DSS  will  also  ensure  specific 
contract  language  and  written  policies  exist  regarding  recoupment 
of  funds  for  noncompliant  contractors. 


2.  Conflict  of  Interest 


In  July  2011,  the  DSS  consolidated  all  purchasing  and  procurement 
functions  under  the  Division  of  Finance  and  Administrative  Services 
(DFAS);  this  has  allowed  better  oversight  and  management  of  the 
contract  development  and  purchasing/procurement  processes.  Staff 
managing  the  Purchasing/Procurement  Unit  is  knowledgeable  of 
contract  payment  terms  and  work  closely  with  the  Office  of 
Administration  on  all  purchasing/procurement  activities. 

On  April  17,  2013,  the  DSS  issued  letters  requesting  repayment 
from  two  of  the  three  child  care  facilities  referenced  in  the  finding. 
A  legal  review  of  the  third  facility  found  that  the  contractor  met 
contractual  obligations  and  the  DSS  could  not  pursue  repayment. 

1.2  The  DSS  agrees  the  contract  terms  should  be  more  specific.  As 
stated  in  the  audit  finding,  the  DSS  issued  a  new  contract  in  FY 
2011  with  more  specific  contract  terms.  While  funds  are  no  longer 
appropriated  for  this  particular  program,  the  DSS  will  use  this 
finding  as  a  reminder  to  ensure  its  contract  language  and  intent  is 
specific  and  clear.  Additionally,  proper  documentation  will  be 
maintained  for  all  contracts  and  amendments. 

The  previous  Assistant  Commissioner  of  the  Department  of  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  (DESE)  Office  of  Early  and  Extended  Learning 
simultaneously  served  as  the  Director  of  a  DESE  and  Department  of  Social 
Services  (DSS)  contractor,  funded  in  part  by  the  Early  Childhood 
Development,  Education,  and  Care  (ECDEC)  Fund.  The  Assistant 
Commissioner  served  from  April  2010  until  August  2012  and  remains 
employed  by  the  DESE.  During  the  Assistant  Commissioner's  tenure,  both 
state  agencies  awarded  additional  contracts  to  this  contractor  without  using 
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a  competitive  procurement  process,  and  DSS  contracts  list  the  Assistant 
Commissioner  as  overseeing  the  contracts  in  her  capacity  as  Director, 
resulting  in  an  apparent  conflict  of  interest.  The  DESE  paid  the  contractor 
approximately  $203,000  from  the  ECDEC  Fund  during  the  2  years  ended 
June  30,  2012.  The  DSS  paid  the  contractor  approximately  $1,007,000  from 
the  ECDEC  Fund  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

Department  of  Elementary  While  serving  as  the  Assistant  Commissioner  of  the  Office  of  Early  and 
and  Secondary  Education        Extended  Learning,  the  Assistant  Commissioner  continued  to  serve  as  the 

Director  of  the  Center  for  Family  Policy  and  Research  at  the  University  of 
Missouri  -  Columbia  (University),  referred  to  as  the  Opportunities  in  a 
Professional  Education  Network  (OPEN).  In  September  2010,  the  Office  of 
Early  and  Extended  Learning  awarded  the  OPEN  a  contract  to  perform 
educational  assessments  of  facilities  participating  in  the  Missouri  Preschool 
Project.  The  DESE  awarded  the  contract  without  using  a  competitive 
procurement  process  because  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  allows  state 
agencies,  including  the  DESE  and  DSS,  to  exempt  contracts  with  other 
governmental  entities  from  the  competitive  process.  A  contractor  affiliated 
with  a  public  school  district  previously  performed  the  assessments.  Officials 
indicated  they  were  satisfied  with  the  work  of  the  previous  contractor  and 
could  provide  no  specific  reason  or  documentation  why  they  changed 
contractors  after  the  Assistant  Commissioner  assumed  responsibility  over 
early  childhood  education  programs. 

Upon  appointment  as  Assistant  Commissioner,  officials  with  the  DESE  and 
the  University  reviewed  their  procedures  and  determined  there  was  no 
conflict  because  the  Assistant  Commissioner  would  not  approve  contracts  or 
payments  between  the  DESE  and  the  OPEN.  The  Assistant  Commissioner 
was  also  removed  as  administrator  at  the  OPEN  on  existing  contracts 
between  the  DESE  and  the  OPEN.  However,  letters  from  the  University  to 
the  DESE  state  she  "...  will  continue  working  on  the  contract(s)"  in  her 
capacity  at  the  OPEN.  The  Assistant  Commissioner's  job  duties  included 
supervising  employees  and  formulating  policies  and  procedures  at  both 
entities.  While  the  Assistant  Commissioner  did  not  directly  approve 
contracts  at  the  DESE  or  OPEN,  she  continued  to  work  on  the  contracted 
programs  and  was  the  immediate  supervisor  of  DESE  officials  responsible 
for  issuing  early  childhood  contracts  allowing  for  influence  over  contract 
decisions  and  program  management.  DESE  policy  requires  employees  avoid 
any  interest  or  activity  which  improperly  influences,  or  gives  the  appearance 
of  improperly  influencing,  the  conduct  of  their  official  duties. 

The  position  of  Assistant  Commissioner  was  unfunded  for  fiscal  year  2013 
due  to  budgeted  staffing  reductions  and  the  DESE  reduced  the  position 
effective  August  31,  2012.  The  DESE  rehired  the  former  Assistant 
Commissioner  as  a  Special  Assistant  to  the  Commissioner  on  September  1, 
2012.  Her  current  job  duties  consist  solely  of  overseeing  implementation 
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and  progress  of  an  early  childhood  pilot  assessment  project  planned  during 
the  time  she  served  as  Assistant  Commissioner.  The  pilot  project  is  in 
progress  and  does  not  involve  the  OPEN.  The  Assistant  Commissioner 
position  remains  unfunded  and  vacant  and  the  DESE  merged  employees  of 
the  Office  of  Early  and  Extended  Learning  into  other  offices  of  the  DESE 
for  supervisory  purposes. 

The  DSS  awarded  two  new  contracts  to  the  OPEN  in  October  2010  and 
September  2011  to  perform  educational  assessments  of  child  care  facilities 
participating  in  the  Start  Up  and  Expansion  (SUE)  and  Accreditation 
Facilitation  programs.  The  DSS  also  continued  to  fund  another  contract, 
originally  established  in  November  2009,  for  technical  assistance  to 
contractors  participating  in  the  SUE  program.  All  three  DSS  contracts  list 
the  Assistant  Commissioner  as  overseeing,  in  her  capacity  as  the  OPEN 
Director,  the  DSS  contracts  at  the  OPEN  and  the  DSS  paid  a  portion  of  her 
OPEN  salary  with  ECDEC  Fund  monies  through  these  contracts.  DSS 
officials  indicated  a  factor  for  selecting  the  OPEN  to  perform  assessments 
was  the  DESE's  existing  contractual  relationship  with  OPEN  for  educational 
assessments. 

DSS  officials  indicated  they  did  not  believe  this  situation  presented  a 
conflict  because  the  DSS  did  not  employ  the  Assistant  Commissioner. 
Additionally,  officials  stated  the  DSS  negotiated  directly  with  University 
purchasing  officials,  not  employees  of  the  OPEN,  when  awarding  these 
contracts.  However,  a  conflict  exists  because  the  DESE  and  the  DSS  are  the 
primary  agencies  responsible  for  implementation  of  early  childhood 
programs  statewide  and  coordinate  their  activities  to  accomplish  similar 
objectives. 

While  the  Assistant  Commissioner  was  not  directly  involved  in  the  contract 
award  process  by  either  state  agency  and  did  not  approve  payments  for  the 
various  contracts,  personal  interests  in  the  business  matters  of  the  DESE  and 
the  DSS  create  the  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest  and  should  be 
avoided. 

Recommendation  The  DESE  and  the  DSS  avoid  the  appearance  of  conflicts  of  interest. 

Auditee'  S  Response  The  DESE  provided  the  following  response: 

The  DESE  concurs  with  the  recommendation  and  will  continue  to  avoid 
apparent  conflicts  of  interest. 

The  DSS  provided  the  following  response: 

The  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  understands  the  importance  of  the 
need  to  avoid  appearances  of  conflict  of  interest.  The  DSS  structures 


Department  of  Social 
Services 
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3.  Program  Efficiency 


functions  and  processes  to  identify  and  manage  conflicts  of  interest. 
Regarding  the  contracts  discussed  in  this  finding,  the  DSS 
purchasing/procurement  staff  worked  with  the  University  of  Missouri 
purchasing/procurement  staff  for  contract  execution.  The  Assistant 
Commissioner  (an  employee  of  the  Department  of  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  -  DESE,  not  the  DSS)  was  not  a  party  to  contract 
negotiations. 

The  DSS  uses  two  types  of  contract  awards  to  administer  early  childhood 
programs,  resulting  in  program  inefficiencies  and  duplicated  efforts.  The 
DSS  has  not  evaluated  the  need  for  the  two  types  of  contracts,  or  the 
funding  allocated  between  the  two  types  of  contractors.  Additionally,  DSS 
procedures  to  administer  the  Start  Up  and  Expansion  (SUE)  program  differ 
among  regions  of  the  state.  The  DSS  expended  approximately  $13.8  million 
and  $14.2  million  from  the  ECDEC  Fund  for  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012 
and  201 1,  respectively. 


3.1  Competitive  and 

noncompetitive  awards 


The  DSS  administers  some  early  childhood  programs  through  competitively 
and  noncompetitively  selected  contractors.  The  types  of  contractors  are 
subject  to  different  contract  requirements,  overlap  service  areas,  and  provide 
different  levels  of  funding.  The  DSS  has  not  periodically  assessed  the  need 
for  and  efficiency  of  the  two  types  of  contracts,  or  the  funding  allocated  to 
the  noncompetitive  contractors. 


The  DSS  contracts  with  not-for-profit  organizations  through  the  competitive 
solicitation  process  to  administer  the  Accreditation  Facilitation  (AF)  and 
Stay  at  Home  Parent  (SAHP)  programs  and  provides  direct  grants  to 
competitively  selected  child  care  facilities  for  the  SUE  program.  The  DSS 
also  contracts  with  ten  noncompetitively  selected  local  community 
partnership  agencies  to  administer  the  AF,  SAHP,  and  SUE  programs.  The 
OA  grants  the  DSS  authority  to  exempt  the  community  partnership  contracts 
from  competitive  solicitation.  Community  partnership  agencies  are  non- 
profit organizations  established  to  administer  the  Caring  Communities 
program  that  was  created  by  Executive  Order  in  1993.  The  partnerships 
work  with  local,  state,  and  federal  partners  to  meet  local  social  service 
needs. 


The  DSS  allocates  $3.2  million  in  early  childhood  funding  each  year  to  the 
same  ten  community  partnerships  the  DSS  originally  awarded  AF,  SAHP, 
and/or  SUE  funding  to  in  1998,  when  the  General  Assembly  created  the 
ECDEC  Fund.  The  amounts  allocated  to  the  ten  community  partnerships 
remain  constant  each  year  and  have  not  changed  from  the  original  1998 
funding  levels.  If  the  DSS  receives  reduced  appropriations  for  any  of  the 
three  early  childhood  programs,  the  noncompetitive  awards  remain  the  same 
while  the  DSS  reduces  competitive  awards.  As  noted  above,  the  DSS  has 
not  periodically  evaluated  these  funding  allocations. 
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Accreditation  Facilitation  and  AF  and  SAHP  contract  requirements  differ  for  competitive  and 
Stay  at  Home  Parent  noncompetitive  contractors  even  though  the  services  provided  are  similar, 

programs  As  a  result,  the  DSS  must  perform  additional  work  to  administer  and 

monitor  the  programs.  In  addition,  some  noncompetitive  contractors 
subgrant  their  SAHP  funding  to  entities  already  receiving  funding  through 
competitive  grants.  At  least  one  community  partnership  agency  participates 
in  the  SAHP  program  through  the  competitive  award  process. 

The  DSS  pays  competitive  contractors  a  fixed  price  per  program  or  family 
served.  The  DSS  reimburses  noncompetitive  contractors  for  actual 
expenditures,  including  fixed  administrative  costs,  up  to  a  maximum  award 
amount  regardless  of  the  number  of  facilities  or  families  served. 
Noncompetitive  contractors  are  not  required  to  submit  supporting 
documentation  for  expenditures  and  submit  less  detailed  information  on 
services  provided  to  clients,  while  competitive  contractors  submit  a  copy  of 
their  general  ledger  and  detailed  information  on  all  programs  or  families 
served  during  the  month.  The  use  of  multiple  types  of  contracts  requires 
DSS  staff  to  use  different  monitoring  procedures  and  tools  and  increases  the 
overall  number  of  contracts  to  monitor. 

In  addition,  at  least  two  noncompetitive  contractors  for  the  SAHP  program 
subcontract  with  entities  that  the  DSS  awarded  funds  to  through  the 
competitive  solicitation  process.  For  these,  the  noncompetitive  contractor 
retains  a  portion  of  the  contract  monies  for  administrative  purposes, 
although  they  perform  limited  work.  Additionally,  at  least  one  community 
partnership  not  already  participating  in  the  noncompetitive  program  bid  to 
be  a  competitive  contractor  for  the  SAHP  program.  If  noncompetitive 
contract  monies  are  flowing  to  entities  already  participating  in  the 
competitive  contracts  and  community  partnerships  are  willing  to  participate 
in  the  competitive  process,  the  use  of  multiple  types  of  contracts  may  not  be 
necessary. 

Noncompetitive  contractors  subaward  only  a  portion  of  their  SUE  funding 
to  child  care  facilities  reducing  ECDEC  Fund  monies  used  for  direct  early 
childhood  services.  The  DSS  paid  noncompetitive  SUE  contractors 
approximately  $1.4  million  in  fiscal  year  2011,  of  which  only  $727,000  (52 
percent)  was  passed  through  to  child  care  facilities.  The  remaining  48 
percent  funded  operating  costs  of  the  contractors  and  the  costs  of  providing 
technical  assistance  to  child  care  facilities  receiving  grants.  By  comparison, 
the  DSS  only  paid  approximately  $194,000,  11  percent  of  the  $1.7  million 
total  competitive  awards,  for  technical  assistance  provided  to  child  care 
facilities  receiving  competitive  grants  from  the  DSS.  The  noncompetitive 
contract  allows  contractors  to  set  the  level  of  funding  they  will  distribute  to 
child  care  facilities. 

Duplicate  service  areas  For  the  AF  and  SAHP  programs,  noncompetitive  contractors  serve  regions 

of  the  state  where  services  are  already  offered  by  competitive  contractors, 


Start  Up  and  Expansion 
program 
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resulting  in  duplicated  efforts.  Additionally,  for  the  SUE  program,  with  the 
exception  of  St.  Louis  City  and  St.  Louis  County,  the  DSS  awards 
competitive  grants  to  child  care  facilities  statewide  including  the  same  areas 
where  noncompetitive  contractors  award  SUE  grants. 

DSS  officials  indicated  they  award  the  two  types  of  contracts  because  this  is 
historically  how  the  programs  have  been  administered.  DSS  officials  also 
indicated  they  utilized  community  partnership  agencies  to  administer  the 
programs  in  accordance  with  Section  205.565,  RSMo,  which  allows  the 
DSS  to  administer  and  award  grants  to  qualifying  entities  to  carry  out  the 
Caring  Communities  program.  However,  the  statute  is  not  specific  to  the 
ECDEC  Fund. 

Conclusions  Efficient  administration  of  the  various  early  childhood  programs,  including 

evaluating  the  need  for  two  types  of  contracts  and  the  funding  levels  for 
each  type  of  contract,  and  requiring  sufficient  documentation  to  support 
contractor  expenditures,  is  necessary  to  ensure  ECDEC  Fund  monies  are 
used  as  intended  to  improve  the  quality  and  quantity  of  early  childhood 
programs.  Simplifying  the  mechanism  for  distributing  ECDEC  Fund  monies 
would  reduce  the  level  of  effort  necessary  to  administer  and  monitor  the 
program,  may  result  in  increased  funding  to  facilities  statewide,  and  would 
prevent  duplicated  service  areas.  Allowing  only  one  type  of  contract  award 
with  uniform  contract  requirements  would  simplify  monitoring  procedures 
and  ensure  the  most  ECDEC  funding  possible  is  provided  for  direct  early 
childhood  services  in  accordance  with  the  purpose  of  the  fund. 

3.2  St.  Louis  area  funding        The  DSS  does  not  administer  the  SUE  program  consistently  throughout  the 

state.  DSS  policies  require  facilities  in  St.  Louis  City  and  County  to  apply  to 
Area  Resources  for  Community  and  Human  Services  (ARCHS),  a 
community  partnership  for  SUE  grants,  while  child  care  facilities  in  all 
other  parts  of  the  state  are  allowed  to  apply  through  the  DSS  or  their  local 
community  partnership.  The  DSS  paid  ARCHS  $959,440  during  each  of  the 
years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  201 1  to  fund  SUE  grants. 

ARCHS  provides  child  care  facilities  in  St.  Louis  City  and  St.  Louis  County 
3  year  SUE  grants  with  a  maximum  of  $90,000.  If  facilities  applied  for  the 
DSS  competitive  grants  they  could  receive  3  year  grants  with  a  maximum  of 
$270,000.  Additionally,  the  ARCHS  grant  requires  facilities  to  add  a 
minimum  of  21  slots  to  receive  the  maximum  funding  while  the  DSS  grant 
only  requires  facilities  to  add  a  minimum  of  13  slots  to  receive  maximum 
funding. 

The  DSS  established  the  policy  to  restrict  applicants  in  these  areas  because, 
when  compared  to  the  other  community  partnerships,  ARCHS  receives  the 
largest  amount  of  SUE  funding.  However,  to  ensure  facilities  have  an  equal 
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opportunity  to  obtain  funding  for  SUE  projects,  the  DSS  should  allocate 
funding  consistently  on  a  statewide  basis. 


Recommendations         The  DSS: 


3.1  Perform  a  comprehensive  analysis  to  determine  whether  current 
funding  allocations  between  competitive  and  noncompetitive 
selected  contractors  result  in  the  most  efficient  delivery  of  early 
childhood  services.  In  addition,  the  DSS  should  require  all 
contractors  to  submit  sufficient  documentation  to  support 
expenditures  and  reported  services  provided. 


3.2       Allocate  SUE  funding  consistently  statewide. 
Auditee'  S  Response  The  DSS  provided  the  following  responses: 

3.1  The  DSS  will  complete  an  analysis  on  Stay  at  Home  Parent 
program  (SAHP)  funding  allocations  to  determine  the  best  way  to 
distribute  funds.  As  part  of  the  analysis,  the  DSS  will  ensure  there 
are  processes  and  procedures  in  place  to  require  all  contractors  to 
submit  appropriate  documentation  to  support  contract  requirements 
and  expenditures.  Beginning  FY  2013,  the  General  Assembly  did 
not  authorize  funding  for  the  remaining  two  programs  included  in 
this  finding. 


4.  DESE  Monitoring 


3.2  While  the  Start  Up  and  Expansion  program  is  not  currently  funded, 
if  funding  were  appropriated  in  the  future,  the  DSS  would  develop  a 
methodology  to  allocate  funds  statewide.  This  methodology  would 
consider  factors  such  as,  number  of  families  receiving  subsidy  and 
availability  of  child  care  providers  accepting  child  care  subsidy 
families  by  geographical  areas. 

The  DESE  does  not  adequately  monitor  ECDEC  Fund  contractors  to  ensure 
monies  are  spent  in  accordance  with  contractual  requirements  for  the 
Missouri  Preschool  Project  (MPP)  or  the  Parents  as  Teachers  (PAT) 
programs.  The  DESE  has  not  created  an  on-site  monitoring  policy  and 
performs  only  limited,  informal  on-site  monitoring  of  early  childhood 
contractors.  The  DESE  assigned  a  supervisor  to  each  of  the  three  regions  of 
the  state  to  monitor  MPP  and  PAT  programs  within  the  region,  but  due  to 
budget  constraints,  caseloads  per  supervisor  increased  thereby  limiting  its 
ability  to  effectively  monitor  early  childhood  contractors. 


The  DESE  expended  approximately  $14.8  million  from  the  ECDEC  Fund  in 
each  of  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  2011.  The  DESE  issued 
approximately  165  grants  and  contracts  for  the  MPP  program  and  over  520 
grants  for  the  PAT  program  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 
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Missouri  Preschool  Project      The  DESE  does  not  have  procedures  in  place  to  perform  formal  documented 

on-site  monitoring  of  MPP  contractors.  The  DESE  performed  limited 
informal  on-site  monitoring  of  MPP  contractors,  but  did  not  document  the 
results  of  the  monitoring  visits.  In  addition,  the  DESE  does  not  adequately 
review  supporting  documentation  of  expenditures  claimed  on  a  periodic 
basis.  MPP  contractors  submit  periodic  reports  of  expenditures  when 
requesting  payment  from  the  DESE.  These  reports  do  not  include  vendor 
invoices,  payroll  records,  or  other  supporting  documentation. 

The  DESE  conducted  informal  on-site  monitoring  of  MPP  contractors 
identified  as  at-risk  for  non-compliance  based  on  reports  from  the  DESE 
technical  assistance  provider.  DESE  officials  could  not  provide  any 
statistics;  however,  they  indicated  there  is  not  a  method  in  place  to  capture 
the  number  of  visits  made.  Due  to  reduced  ECDEC  appropriations  in  fiscal 
year  2012,  the  DESE  reduced  technical  assistance  funding,  limiting  the 
potential  identification  of  at-risk  contractors. 

Parents  as  Teachers  reports      The  DESE  does  not  obtain  information  needed  to  properly  monitor  PAT 

contractors.  DESE  reimburses  PAT  contractors  on  a  fee  per-unit  basis  for 
each  screening  or  parent  education  visit  completed.  DESE  policy  requires 
personnel  use  contractor  post-expenditure  reports  to  compare  contractor 
actual  expenditures  to  contractor  annual  budgets.  DESE  policy  also  requires 
PAT  contractors  submit  self-monitoring  reports  every  5  years.  The  self- 
monitoring  reports  include  information  regarding  supervision,  record 
keeping,  budget,  and  reporting,  and  also  require  school  district  personnel  to 
provide  certain  assurances  related  to  compliance  with  DESE  policies. 

Due  to  unresolved  technical  problems  with  the  DESE  computer  system, 
PAT  contractors  are  unable  to  submit  the  post-expenditure  or  self- 
monitoring  reports.  Effective  September  2011,  the  DESE  temporarily 
suspended  the  reporting  requirements  due  to  the  technical  issues. 
Contractors  did  not  submit  post-expenditure  reports  for  state  fiscal  years 
2011  and  2012.  The  post-expenditure  and  self-monitoring  reports  were  the 
DESE's  only  procedures  to  review  the  fiscal  and  programmatic  practices  of 
each  PAT  contractor.  When  DESE  officials  identified  the  issues  in  2011, 
they  notified  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Information  Technology 
Services  Division  (OA-ITSD)  about  the  technical  issues. 

Other  monitoring  The   DESE   relies   on   other  monitoring   procedures,   including  cash 

management  desk  monitoring  and  review  of  financial  audit  reports  of  public 
school  districts  to  identify  at-risk  districts  for  non-compliance.  However, 
these  procedures,  do  not  extend  to  private  child  care  facilities  receiving 
MPP  awards.  In  addition,  during  fiscal  year  2012,  the  DESE  included  only 
four  public  schools  receiving  MPP  or  PAT  grants  in  its  cash  management 
desk  monitoring. 
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Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


5.  DSS  Monitoring 


Timely  monitoring  of  contractors  is  necessary  to  ensure  expenditures  are 
adequately  supported,  monies  are  used  for  intended  purposes,  and  program 
objectives  are  attained.  Additionally,  critical  system  issues  should  be 
addressed  timely  to  ensure  existing  program  monitoring  procedures  are  not 
interrupted. 

The  DESE  implement  periodic  on-site  monitoring  procedures  for  early 
childhood  contractors,  including  monitoring  of  compliance  with  contractual 
requirements  and  fiscal  practices,  and  review  of  supporting  documentation 
for  expenditures.  In  addition,  the  DESE  should  work  with  the  OA-ITSD  to 
ensure  system  functionality  is  restored  in  a  timely  manner. 

The  DESE  provided  the  following  response: 

The  DESE  concurs  with  the  recommendation.  A  three-tiered  monitoring 
system  has  been  implemented  to  address  the  monitoring  requirements.  In 
addition,  the  Department  will  continue  to  emphasize  the  critical  nature  of 
the  system  functionality  issues  and  work  with  the  OA-ITSD  to  address  these. 

The  DSS  did  not  always  ensure  corrective  action  was  timely  or  adequate  to 
address  noncompliance.  In  addition,  the  DSS  does  not  use  a  consistent 
methodology  to  determine  how  many  files  to  review  during  on-site 
monitoring.  DSS  policy  requires  periodic  visits  every  1,  2,  or  3  years  based 
on  the  dollar  value  of  the  contract  for  the  Stay  at  Home  Parent  (SAHP), 
Start  Up  and  Expansion  (SUE),  Accreditation  Facilitation  (AF),  and  Early 
Head  Start  (EHS)  programs. 


We  reviewed  the  most  recent  monitoring  reports  for  20  early  childhood 
contracts  and  noted  several  weaknesses. 


•  One  SAHP  contractor  remained  noncompliant  throughout  the  terms  of 
four  SAHP  contracts  in  effect  between  October  2007  and  December 
2012.  In  addition,  the  DSS  has  not  performed  formal  on-site  monitoring 
of  the  contractor  since  December  2009.  As  of  March  2012,  the 
contractor  had  only  served  the  25  families  per  month  requested  by  the 
corrective  action  plan  for  8  contract  months  for  one  contract  and  2 
months  for  another  contract,  and  never  met  the  monthly  requirement  for 
the  other  two  contracts. 


The  DSS  indicated  an  evaluator  made  several  informal  on-site  visits,  but 
did  not  prepare  any  reports  to  document  the  additional  visits.  Since 
December  2009,  the  contractor  has  operated  under  a  corrective  action 
plan  and  the  DSS  performs  additional  desk  monitoring  for  the 
contractor.  The  DSS  only  paid  the  contractor  based  on  the  actual 
number  of  families  served  each  month;  however,  the  overall 
effectiveness  of  the  program  may  be  limited  by  serving  less  families. 
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•  In  June  2010,  the  DSS  performed  on-site  monitoring  of  another  SAHP 
program  contractor  and  requested,  but  the  contractor  did  not  submit,  a 
corrective  action  plan.  Corrective  action  plans  are  due  within  10  days  of 
request  as  required  by  DSS  policy.  The  DSS  did  not  perform  a  follow- 
up  visit  with  the  contractor  until  March  2011.  The  contractor  did  submit 
a  corrective  action  plan  for  this  review. 

•  DSS  monitoring  instruments  do  not  always  include  a  methodology  for 
determining  how  many  files  should  be  reviewed.  DSS  evaluators  use 
standard  monitoring  tools  to  review  samples  of  child  or  family  files  to 
verify  contractors  meet  eligibility  and  other  requirements.  Evaluators 
also  review  personnel  files  to  ensure  the  contractor's  employees  meet 
educational  and  background  check  requirements.  Only  three  of  the 
seven  monitoring  instruments  used  include  instructions  on  the  number 
of  files  to  review.  Two  of  the  three  instruments  instruct  the  evaluator  to 
review  five  children  files  and  the  other  instrument  instructs  the 
evaluator  to  review  three  facility  files.  This  selection  method  does  not 
consider  the  size  of  the  population  or  risk  factors,  such  as  previous 
noncompliance.  For  the  remaining  four  instruments,  officials  indicated 
they  try  to  review  10  percent  of  the  population;  however,  this  standard 
is  not  included  in  written  policies  or  procedures  and  workers  do  not 
document  the  number  reviewed. 

Monitoring  procedures  should  be  designed  to  ensure  deficiencies  are 
corrected  timely  and  adequately,  and  include  a  documented  methodology 
for  determining  sample  sizes  that  considers  population  size  and  risk. 
Without  adequate  procedures  in  place  there  is  an  increased  risk  contractor 
noncompliance  will  not  be  detected  or  corrective  action  taken. 

Recommendation  The  DSS  improve  monitoring  procedures  to  ensure  corrective  action  is 

taken  for  noncompliant  contractors  and  sampling  methodologies  consider 
population  size  and  risk. 

Allditee'  S  Response  The  DSS  provided  the  following  response: 

The  DSS  agrees  that  monitoring  procedures  should  be  improved.  The  CD  is 
working  with  the  DFAS  Compliance  and  Quality  Control  Unit  (CQCU)  and 
the  Division  of  Legal  Services  (DLS)  to  develop  a  sanctions  policy  and 
process  that  will  ensure  corrective  action  is  taken  for  all  noncompliant 
contractors. 

The  DSS  is  evaluating  and  revising  the  current  contract  monitoring  policy 
to  include  a  risk-based  approach  to  monitoring.  The  DFAS  CQCU  has 
recently  provided  Monitoring  training  to  all  DSS  staff  and  provided  tools 
that  will  be  used  to  assist  staff  in  determining  risk  and  developing  a 
monitoring  plan  that  considers  both  population  size  and  risk. 
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The  Children's  Division  (CD)  is  also  developing  a  comprehensive  contract 
management  system  to  account  for  its  Early  Childhood  Development 
Education  and  Care  Contracts  and  all  other  quality  contracts.  This  system 
will  provide  for  enhanced  tracking  of  expenditures,  corrective  action  plan 
statuses,  monitoring  information,  documentation  of  visits  and  execution,  and 
termination  of  contracts. 


As  noted  in  Report  No.  2013-24,  State  of  Missouri  Single  Audit,  issued  in 
March  2013,  significant  weaknesses  exist  in  DSS  controls  over  Child  Care 


eligibility  and  provider  payments  are  not  sufficient  to  prevent  and/or  detect 
payments  on  behalf  of  ineligible  clients  or  improper  payments  to  child  care 
providers.  The  DSS  operates  a  statewide  Child  Care  Assistance  program 
funded  by  both  federal  and  state  revenue  sources.  The  DSS  expended 
approximately  $3.1  million  and  $2.1  million  from  the  ECDEC  Fund  for  the 
Child  Care  Assistance  program  for  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  2011, 
respectively. 

As  noted  in  the  2013  audit  report,  the  DSS  lacks  sufficient  controls  to 
ensure  eligibility  determinations  are  accurate  and  payments  are  proper  and 
adequately  supported.  At  least  three  significant  factors  contribute  to  the 
weak  control  system  including  limited  supervisory  review  of  child  care 
eligibility  determinations,  failure  to  perform  on-site  contract  compliance 
reviews  of  child  care  providers  and  minimal  other  procedures  in  place  to 
review  provider  attendance  records,  and  poor  case  management  and 
document  retention. 

In  response  to  deficiencies  identified  in  previous  audits,  the  DSS 
implemented  new  controls  over  eligibility  determinations.  Although  the 
DSS  has  a  system  for  monthly  supervisory  reviews  of  eligibility 
determinations  by  caseworkers  statewide  for  other  DSS  assistance 
programs,  the  review  system  did  not  previously  include  the  Child  Care 
program.  Effective  March  1,  2012,  the  DSS  requires  all  eligibility 
supervisors  to  review  a  minimum  of  three  child  care  cases  each  month  in  the 
case  review  system.  While  the  new  procedures  improve  controls  over 
eligibility  determinations,  there  are  no  requirements  for  random  case 
selection  and  only  limited  procedures  to  ensure  the  monthly  case  reviews 
are  performed. 

The  case  review  system  discussed  above  only  applied  to  4  months  of  fiscal 
year  2012,  and  it  is  unknown  what  impact  the  changes  will  have  on  the  error 
rate  for  eligibility  determinations.  In  addition,  none  of  these  changes  address 
control  weaknesses  over  payments  to  child  care  providers.  The  lack  of 
controls  over  eligibility  determinations  and  payments  to  providers  can  result 
in  provider  overpayments  and  reimbursements  for  ineligible  clients  and/or 
unallowable  costs. 
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The  DSS  continue  to  review  and  strengthen  policies  and  procedures 
regarding  child  care  eligibility  determinations,  provider  payments,  and  case 
record  documentation  and  retention.  These  procedures  should  include 
sufficient  monitoring  of  eligibility  determinations  and  provider  payments, 
and  follow-up  on  errors  identified. 

Alldi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  The  DSS  provided  the  following  restatement  of  the  DSS  Corrective  Action 

Plan  submitted  in  response  to  the  FY12  Statewide  Single  Audit  finding: 

The  DSS,  CD  continues  to  review  and  revise  its  child  care  policy  regarding 
child  care  eligibility  determinations,  provider  payments  and  case  record 
documentation  and  retention  requirements.  Policy  changes  are  reviewed 
and  approved  by  the  Family  Support  Division  (FSD)  prior  to 
implementation.  This  is  a  continuous  quality  improvement  effort  between  the 
two  divisions. 

The  majority  of  the  CD  Child  Care  manual  has  been  re-reviewed,  revised 
and  posted  for  staff.  Staff  is  advised  of  changes  through  memorandums. 
Also,  both  FSD  and  CD  staff  receive  support  through  Practice  Points  and 
Practice  Alerts,  as  needed,  to  enforce  and  clarify  program  policy.  Technical 
assistance  is  provided  to  field  staff  on  a  regular  basis  with  in  person 
meetings  with  FSD  and  CD  management. 

The  CD  continues  to  work  with  the  FSD  to  improve  the  quality  of  training 
for  Eligibility  Specialist  and  Supervisors  in  order  to  improve  child  care  case 
management.  The  CD  will  seek  technical  assistance  from  U.S.  Department 
of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Administration  for  Children  and  Families, 
Office  of  Child  Care  Region  VII  office  on  what  other  states  are  doing  to 
reduce  and  eliminate  instances  of  missing  and  insufficient  documentation. 

Currently,  the  CD  is  working  with  the  FSD  to  develop  a  child  care 
calculation  worksheet  to  assist  workers  in  calculating  the  amount  of  child 
care  for  children  and  families  until  future  system  enhancements  can  be 
implemented.  The  DSS  is  exploring  implementation  of  an  electronic  time 
and  attendance  system. 

The  CD  is  working  with  the  DFAS  to  implement  a  Child  Care  Compliance 
Review  Team  ( CCRT)  to  conduct  both  desk  and  on  site  reviews.  The  CCRT 
will  establish  a  "risk  based"  compliance  model,  perform  data  mining,  work 
directly  with  the  CD's  Child  Care  Provider  Relations  Units  (CCPRU)  and 
with  the  DLS/Investigations  to  determine  which  child  care  providers  will  be 
reviewed.  The  proposed  team  will  have  staff  to  perform  data  mining, 
reviews,  and  following  through  with  implementation  of  corrective  actions  to 
address  findings.  This  will  ensure  a  consistent  approach  to  performing 
reviews  of  child  care  providers. 


Recommendation 
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With  the  implementation  of  a  case  review  system  in  March  2012,  FSD 
supervisors  were  trained  to  review  child  care  cases  starting  in  June  2012. 
This  system  provides  monitoring  of  eligibility  determinations.  Child  Care 
program  and  policy  staff  provides  ongoing  technical  assistance  to 
supervisors  to  support  the  reading  of  child  care  cases.  Data  is  being 
gathered  from  the  case  review  system  and  reviewed  to  determine  which 
local  FSD  offices  are  in  need  of  Program  Enhancement  Plans  (PEP).  The 
PEP  will  be  introduced  to  FSD  by  Summer  2013,  in  an  effort  to  support 
controls  over  eligibility  determinations. 

The  2014  Governor's  Budget  recommendation  includes  funding  for  a  new 
eligibility  and  enrollment  system.  If  appropriated  by  the  General  Assembly, 
the  new  system  will  include  enhanced  internal  controls  and  document 
imaging  for  Child  Care  eligibility  case  files.  Funding  for  a  new  eligibility, 
enrollment  and  document  imaging  system  will  allow  the  FSD  to  implement  a 
new  structure  for  income  maintenance  programs  eligibility  and  case  work. 
This  new  structure  includes  the  specialization  of  case  work  across  Missouri. 
When  implemented,  Child  Care  eligibility  will  be  maintained  in  specific 
offices  and  will  allow  for  a  higher  level  of  expertise  in  the  area  of  Child 
Care  eligibility  determinations  and  Child  Care  case  work. 


ECDEC  Fund  appropriations  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  and  signed 
by  the  Governor  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  do  not  comply  with 
amounts  required  by  state  law. 

The  General  Assembly  did  not  appropriate  enough  monies  to  various 
programs  operated  by  the  DSS  to  meet  statutory  requirements.  Section 
161.215,  RSMo,  requires  the  General  Assembly  to  appropriate  at  least  10 
percent  of  fund  revenues  to  the  Early  Head  Start  (EHS)  program,  10  percent 
to  Accreditation  Facilitation  (AF),  and  10  percent  to  the  Stay  at  Home 
Parent  (SAHP)  program.  The  table  below  shows  the  amounts  required  by 
law,  amounts  actually  appropriated,  and  the  amounts  of  noncompliance. 


7.  Statutory 
Compliance 


FY  13  DSS  Appropriations  Subject  to 
the  10  percent  Requirement 


Program 

10  Percent 
Requirement1 

Appropriated 

Shortage 

EHS 

$  3,500,000 

02 

3,500,000 

AF 

3,500,000 

0 

3,500,000 

SAHP 

3,500,000 

3,074,500 

425,500 

Total 

$  10,500,000 

3,074,500 

7,425,500 

1731  to  be  appropriated  to  the  ECDEC  Fund. 
2The  General  Assembly  did  not  appropriate  any  funds  for  the  EHS  program.  The  DSS  plans 
to  use  $2,676,737  from  its  general  child  care  assistance  appropriation  under  Section  11.285 
of  House  Bill  201 1  for  the  EHS  program. 


The  General  Assembly  passed  and  the  Governor  signed  House  Bill  1731  in 
2012  changing  the  source  of  revenues  from  gaming  revenues  to  the  Master 
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Tobacco  Settlement  monies  for  the  ECDEC  Fund  for  fiscal  year  2013  and 
subsequent  years.  The  bill  requires  the  State  to  appropriate  at  least  $35 
million  annually  to  the  ECDEC  Fund  from  the  Master  Tobacco  Settlement 
monies. 

To  ensure  amounts  appropriated  comply  with  state  law,  the  DSS  should 
work  with  the  General  Assembly  to  ensure  required  amounts  are 
appropriated  or  existing  statutes  are  revised. 

Recommendation  The  DSS  work  with  the  General  Assembly  to  ensure  future  appropriations 

are  in  compliance  with  state  law. 

Auditee'  S  Response  The  DSS  provided  the  following  response: 

The  General  Assembly  has  the  authority  to  appropriate  funds  for  the 
programs  referenced  in  this  finding  without  a  request  from  the  DSS.  The 
Governor's  FY  2014  budget  recommendations  included  $3.5  million  in 
ECDEC  funds  for  an  Accreditation  Facilitation  Program  and  $3.5  million 
in  ECDEC  funds  for  The  Early  Head  Start  Program. 


Central  services  cost  allocation  transfers  made  by  the  OA  from  the  ECDEC 
Fund  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  continue  to  appear  questionable  based 
on  legal  restrictions.  In  addition,  while  the  OA  made  changes  to  its 
procedures  in  response  to  a  2010  State  Auditor's  office  report,  current 
procedures  still  do  not  require  personnel  to  document  reasons  for  including 
a  fund  in  the  cost  allocation  plan.  The  OA  transferred  $388,068  and 
$351,547  from  the  ECDEC  Fund  for  a  portion  of  central  services  costs 
during  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  201 1,  respectively. 

Central  services  are  services  provided  to  other  state  agencies  by  state  offices 
including  the  OA,  State  Auditor,  Governor,  Lieutenant  Governor,  Secretary 
of  State,  Attorney  General,  General  Assembly,  Capitol  Police,  and 
Department  of  Revenue.  Examples  of  central  services  costs  allocated 
include  accounting  services,  facilities  management,  technology  services, 
budget  and  planning,  personnel,  and  purchasing  services  provided  by  the 
OA;  audits  performed  by  the  State  Auditor's  office;  and  the  administration 
of  revenue  and  taxation  duties  by  the  Department  of  Revenue. 

Report  No.  2010-29,  Central  Services  Cost  Allocation  Plan,  issued  in  March 
2010,  questioned  the  propriety  of  some  cost  allocation  transfers,  including 
those  from  the  ECDEC  Fund  based  on  statutory  language  limiting  the  fund's 
use.  Section  161.215,  RSMo,  states  all  moneys  in  the  ECDEC  Fund  ".  .  . 
shall  be  annually  appropriated  for  voluntary,  early  childhood  development, 
education  and  care  programs  serving  children  in  every  region  of  the  state 
not  yet  enrolled  in  kindergarten. " 


8.  Cost  Allocation 
Transfers 
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The  OA  changed  cost  allocation  procedures  in  response  to  the  2010  audit 
report,  including  formalizing  the  review  of  fund  eligibility  through  an 
analysis  model  to  ensure  consistency  and  performing  an  additional 
examination  of  all  funds  classified  in  earlier  fiscal  years.  Officials  provided 
us  with  documentation  of  the  review  of  all  funds  for  the  year  ended  June  30, 
2012,  and  indicated  the  annual  review  includes  a  review  of  statutory 
language.  The  OA  classifies  the  ECDEC  Fund  as  eligible  for  inclusion  in 
cost  allocation  plan  transfers,  but  there  are  no  comments  or  other 
justification  provided  to  indicate  why  the  OA  considers  central  services  cost 
allocation  transfers  from  the  fund  allowable. 

If  the  OA  intends  to  continue  making  transfers  from  the  ECDEC  Fund,  clear 
and  sufficient  legal  basis  for  doing  so  should  be  documented. 

Recommendation  The  OA  review  the  legal  basis  for  including  the  ECDEC  Fund  in  the  cost 

allocation  transfer  and  document  specific  reasons  why  the  transfer  is 
allowable. 

Auditee'S  Response  The  OA  provided  the  following  response: 

One  component  of  OA 's  analysis  model  that  is  used  to  determine  if  a  fund 
should  be  included  or  excluded  from  the  cost  allocation  plan  is  a  review  of 
the  statutory  authorization  of  the  fund.  Programs  established  in  statute 
could  not  function  without  the  associated  administrative  costs  and  those 
administrative  costs  are  part  of  the  cost  of  the  program.  Therefore,  unless 
the  statute  specifically  prohibits  use  of  a  fund  for  administrative  purposes,  it 
is  assumed  that  administrative  expenses  are  permitted.  This  is  consistent 
with  the  legislative  process  that  annually  appropriates  the  authority  to 
charge  funds  for  central  administrative  costs.  The  ECDEC  fund  statute 
(Section  161.215  RSMo)  authorizes  funding  of  programs,  those  programs 
require  administrative  costs  in  order  to  function,  the  annual  cost  allocation 
transfer  that  is  appropriated  by  the  legislature  acknowledges  those  costs, 
and  the  ECDEC  fund  statute  does  not  prohibit  use  of  the  fund  for 
administrative  purposes. 
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Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


The  General  Assembly  created  the  Early  Childhood  Development, 
Education,  and  Care  (ECDEC)  Fund  in  1998  under  Section  161.215,  RSMo. 
Prior  to  July  2012,  fund  revenues  consisted  of  transfers  from  the  Gaming 
Commission  Fund  and  interest  earned  on  fund  balances.  In  accordance  with 
Section  313.835,  RSMo,  all  revenues  received  by  the  Gaming  Commission 
from  license  fees,  penalties,  admission  fees,  and  administrative  fees  were 
deposited  into  the  Gaming  Commission  Fund.  Gaming  Commission  Fund 
revenues  less  expenditures  and  other  statutorily  required  transfers  were 
transferred  to  the  ECDEC  Fund  to  be  used  to  support  programs  that  prepare 
pre -kindergarten  age  children  to  enroll  in  kindergarten  and  annually 
appropriated  for  voluntary  programs  serving  children  in  every  region  of  the 
state.  Effective  July  2012,  the  ECDEC  Fund  no  longer  receives  transfers 
from  the  Gaming  Commission  Fund  and  revenues  now  consist  solely  of 
monies  received  from  the  state  Master  Tobacco  Settlement. 

The  General  Assembly  appropriates  ECDEC  funds  annually  to  the 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS),  Children's  Division,  and  Department 
of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  (DESE),  Office  of  Early  and 
Extended  Learning.  In  addition,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior 
Services  (DHSS),  Division  of  Regulation,  receives  approximately  $260,000 
in  annual  appropriations  for  costs  related  child  care  licensure  and  regulation. 

The  ECDEC  funded  programs  at  the  DESE  for  the  2  years  ended  June  30, 
2012,  are  as  follows: 

•  Missouri  Preschool  Project  -  The  purpose  of  the  Missouri  Preschool 
Project  is  to  increase  capacity  and  quality  at  child  care  facilities 
statewide.  The  program  provides  funding  to  public  schools  and  private 
child  care  centers  that  offer  educational  instruction  for  children  1  to  2 
years  from  kindergarten  entry. 

•  First  Steps  -  The  First  Steps  program  helps  families  improve  their 
child's  development,  learning,  and  participation  in  family  and 
community  life.  The  program  provides  early  intervention  services  for 
children,  birth  to  age  3,  with  developmental  delays  or  disabilities. 

•  Parents  as  Teachers  -  The  Parents  as  Teachers  (PAT)  program  serves 
families  from  pregnancy  until  their  child  enters  kindergarten  and 
enhances  child  development  as  well  as  supports  parents  in  their  role  as  a 
child's  first  teacher.  PAT  is  available  to  all  families  in  Missouri  and 
provides  personal  visits  with  a  certified  parent  educator,  group 
meetings,  developmental  screenings,  and  access  to  community 
resources. 

The  ECDEC  funded  programs  at  the  DSS  for  the  2  years  ended  June  30, 
2012,  are  as  follows: 
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•  Start  Up  and  Expansion  program  -  The  purpose  of  the  Start  Up  and 
Expansion  program  is  to  increase  capacity  at  facilities  offering 
infant  and  toddler  child  care  for  ages  birth  to  2  or  3  years  old, 
depending  on  the  contract  type.  The  program  provides  funding  for 
equipment,  supplies,  initial  staff  salaries,  minor  remodeling  to  meet 
licensing  guidelines,  and  education  and  training  of  staff. 

•  Early  Head  Start  -  The  Early  Head  Start  program  serves  families 
with  children  birth  to  age  3  and  pregnant  women  whose  incomes  are 
below  185  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level.  Services  offered 
include  child  care,  parent  education  and  support,  developmental 
screenings,  access  to  a  medical  home,  support  toward  attaining 
family  self-sufficiency,  and  mental  health  services  including 
substance  abuse  counseling. 

•  Stay  at  Home  Parent  Program  -  The  Stay  at  Home  Parent  program 
offers  assistance,  including  building  on  existing  resources  in  the 
community,  to  eligible  parents  whose  family  income  does  not 
exceed  185  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level  and  who  wish  to 
care  for  their  children  under  3  years  of  age  in  the  home. 

•  Accreditation  Facilitation  -  The  purpose  of  the  Accreditation 
Facilitation  program  is  to  improve  the  quality  of  early  childhood 
programs  by  establishing  more  accredited  providers.  The  program 
provides  grants  to  early  childhood  facilities  to  provide  the  technical 
and  financial  assistance  necessary  to  become  accredited,  including 
training  and  professional  instruction.  The  program  also  provides 
scholarships  to  teachers  for  continuing  education  or  certification. 

•  Child  Care  Assistance  program  -  The  Missouri  Child  Care 
Assistance  program  assists  eligible  parents  or  guardians  with  the 
costs  of  child  care  on  a  sliding  fee  basis.  The  purpose  of  the 
program  is  to  provide  adequate  child  care  and  enable  families  to 
gain  employment  and  remain  employed. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund  did  not 
receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 


24 


Appendix  A 


Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund 

Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

2012 

2011 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 
Refunds 

Cost  Recovery  and  other 

$ 

38,768 
41,536 
6,398 

40,842 
6,018 
150 

Total  Receipts 

86  702 

47  010 

DISBURSEMENTS  (by  agency) 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Social  Services 
Health  and  Senior  Services 
Office  of  Administration 

14,876,157 
13,832,932 
230,926 
7,956 

14,876,157 
14,216,828 
234,326 
35,937 

Total  Disbursements 

28,947,971 

29,363,248 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
BEFORE  TRANSFERS 

(28,861,269) 

(29,316,238) 

TRANSFERS 

Transfers  from  Gaming  Commission  Fund 
Transfers  to: 

OA-Worker's  Compensation 

OA-Cost  Allocation 

Fringe  benefits 

29,227,622 
0 

(388,068) 
(109,876) 

30,998,622 

(88) 
(351,547) 
(113,215) 

Total  Transfers 

28,729,678 

30,533,772 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  AND 

TRANSFERS 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

(131,591) 
5,011,306 

1,217,534 
3,793,772 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

$ 

4,879,715 

5,011,306 
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Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund 
Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDUCATION 

Early  Childhood  Program 

$  11,757,600 

11,404,872 

352,728 

14,757,600 

14,314,872 

442,728 

First  Steps 

578,644 

561,285 

17,359 

578,644 

561,285 

17,359 

Parents  as  Teachers 

3,000,000 

2,910,000 

90,000 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 

15,336,244 

14,876,157 

460,087 

15,336,244 

14,876,157 

460,087 

DEPARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES 

Early  Childhood  Startup  and  Expansion 

3,689,400 

2,631,275 

1,058,125 

3,689,400 

3,192,767 

496,633 

Childhood  Development  (Early  Head  Start) 

3,074,500 

2,980,122 

94,378 

3,074,500 

2,982,265 

92,235 

Childhood  Development  Certificate  (Stay  at  Home  Parent) 

3,074,500 

2,607,980 

466,520 

3,074,500 

2,469,696 

604,804 

Purchase  of  Child  Care 

2,676,737 

2,596,435 

80,302 

2,676,737 

2,618,297 

58,440 

Accredited  Providers 

3,074,500 

2,974,984 

99,516 

3,074,500 

2,911,389 

163,111 

Personal  Service 

44,283 

41,253 

3,030 

44,283 

41,755 

2,528 

Expense  and  Equipment 

11,856 

0 

11,856 

11,856 

0 

11,856 

State  Owned  Facilities 

904 

883 

21 

679 

659 

20 

Total  Department  of  Social  Services 

15,646,680 

13,832,932 

1,813,748 

15,646,455 

14,216,828 

1,429,627 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  SENIOR  SERVICES 

Personal  Service 

206,785 

200,568 

6,217 

206,785 

200,488 

6,297 

Expense  and  Equipment 

57,561 

30,358 

27,203 

57,561 

33,838 

23,723 

Child  Care  Improvement  Program 

0 

0 

0 

728,740 

0 

728,740 

Total  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services 

264,346 

230,926 

33,420 

993,086 

234,326 

758,760 

OFFICE  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Personal  Service 

1,482 

1,437 

45 

1,482 

1,438 

44 

Expense  and  Equipment 

24,279 

6,369 

17,910 

54,279 

34,462 

19,817 

Unemployment  Benefits 

261 

150 

111 

38 

37 

1 

Total  Office  of  Administration 

26,022 

7,956 

18,066 

55,799 

35,937 

19,862 

Total  Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund 

$  31,273,292 

28,947,971 

2,325,321 

32,031,584 

29,363,248 

2,668,336 
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Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund 
Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

The  lapsed  balances  include  the  following  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request: 

 Year  Ended  June  30, 

2012  20TT 


Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund 
DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDUCATION 


Early  Childhood  Program 

$ 

352,728 

442,728 

First  Steps 

17,359 

17,359 

Parents  as  Teachers 

on  AAA 

A 

u 

r\CDADT\re\TT  OC  CnPTAT  CCD\7Tr,CC 
Utlr  AK 1  IVlIirN  1  Ur  jULIAL  jdKVILco 

Early  Childhood  Startup  and  Expansion 

110,682 

110,682 

Childhood  Development  (Early  Head  Start) 

92,235 

92,235 

Childhood  Development  Certificate  (Stay  at  Home  Parent) 

92,235 

92,235 

Purchase  of  Child  Care 

80,302 

58,440 

Accredited  Providers 

92,235 

92,235 

Personal  Service 

1,328 

1,328 

Expense  and  Equipment 

356 

356 

State  Owned  Facilities 

21 

20 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  SENIOR  SERVICES 

Personal  Service 

6,204 

6,204 

Expense  and  Equipment 

1,727 

1,727 

Child  Care  Improvement  Program 

0 

728,740 

OFFICE  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Personal  Service 

44 

44 

Expense  and  Equipment 

728 

728 

Unemployment  Benefits 

8 

0 

Total  Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund 

$ 

938,192 

1,645,061 
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Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund 
Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

201 1 

2010 

2009 

2008 

Salaries  and  wages  $ 

243,257 

243,681 

251,969 

7 1 ,094 

242,740 

Travel,  in-state 

10,010 

0 

1,399 

5,444 

4,329 

Travel,  out-of-state 

257 

0 

301 

1,053 

1,455 

Supplies 

2,592 

1,073 

2,463 

2,437 

14,442 

Professional  development 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,303 

Communication  service  and  supplies 

131 

11,755 

0 

0 

400 

Sprvirps* 

Professional  services 

15,898 

5,390 

54,698 

619,002 

570,772 

Maintenance  and  repair 

5,844 

23,053 

13,176 

55,000 

900 

Equipment: 

Computer 

526 

28,700 

21,467 

0 

35,268 

Office 

0 

4,713 

0 

0 

245 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

77 

Building  lease  payments 

883 

659 

603 

662 

1,309 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

0 

0 

47 

0 

615 

Program  distributions 

28,668,573 

29,044,224 

28,975,717 

25,649,184 

33,997,854 

Total  Expenditures  $ 

28,947,971 

29,363,248 

29,321,840 

26,403,876 

34,871,709 

Thomas  A.  Schweich 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  review  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  through  24,  Constitution  of  Missouri 


The  Constitution  of  Missouri  was  amended  in  1980  to  add  Article  X, 
Sections  16  through  24,  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Hancock  Amendment. 
This  tax  limitation  amendment  imposes  restrictions  on  the  amount  of 
personal  income  used  to  fund  state  government  and  the  amount  by  which 
fees  and  taxes  can  be  increased.  Mathematical  formulas  are  used  to 
determine  the  relevant  threshold  amounts  each  year. 

The  Hancock  Amendment  limits  the  amount  of  Missourian's  personal 
income  that  may  be  used  to  fund  state  government  to  no  greater  than  the 
portion  used  to  do  so  in  1981.  In  other  words,  since  5.6  percent  of 
Missourian's  personal  income  went  to  fund  state  government  in  1981,  then 
no  more  than  5.6  percent  can  be  used  to  do  so  in  future  years,  unless 
revenues  are  specifically  excluded  by  a  vote  of  the  people. 

The  Hancock  Amendment  also  requires  voter  approval  before  taxes  or  fees 
can  be  increased  by  the  General  Assembly  beyond  a  certain  annual  limit. 
Based  upon  the  calculation  provided  by  the  Office  of  Administration, 
Division  of  Budget  and  Planning,  the  relevant  annual  revenue  limit  for  fiscal 
year  2012  was  $80.2  million. 

Fiscal  Year  2012  Findings  F°r  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  our  review  determined  no  refunds 

were  due.  In  fact,  total  state  revenue  was  approximately  $3.9  billion  under 
the  refund  threshold.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of 
Budget  and  Planning  determined  that  net  taxes  and  fees  decreased  by  $1.3 
million.  As  a  result,  our  review  concluded  the  state  complied  with  these 
provisions  of  the  Hancock  Amendment. 

The  revenue  limit  has  not  been  exceeded  since  the  year  ended  June  30, 
1999. 


Background 


Because  of  the  limited  objective  of  this  review,  no  overall  rating  is  provided. 


American  Recovery  and  Not  applicable  to  this  report. 

Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  General  Assembly 
and 

Douglas  E.  Nelson,  Commissioner 
Office  of  Administration 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  conducted  a  review  of  revenues  of  the  state  of  Missouri  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  and 
the  application  to  those  revenues  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  through  24,  Missouri  Constitution,  more 
commonly  referred  to  as  the  Hancock  Amendment  (included  as  an  Appendix).  We  had  previously 
reported  on  revenues  of  the  state  for  the  years  ended  June  30,  1982  through  2011.  The  amendment,  which 
was  adopted  by  the  voters  of  Missouri  on  November  4,  1980,  limits  the  growth  of  state  revenues  collected 
in  any  fiscal  year.  The  objectives  of  this  review  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  formula  to  calculate  the  state's  revenue  limit. 

2.  Determine  the  specific  items  included  in  total  state  revenues. 

3.  Verify  the  accuracy  of  the  revenue  limit  computation  and  compare  that  limit  to  total  state 
revenues. 

4.  Review  the  state's  overall  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  amendment. 

Our  review  included  only  the  application  of  the  revenue  limit  to  state  revenues  and,  accordingly,  did  not 
include  a  review  of  the  effects  of  the  amendment  on  any  local  governmental  unit. 

Our  methodology  to  accomplish  these  objectives  included  discussions  with  personnel  of  the  Office  of 
Administration,  Division  of  Budget  and  Planning,  inspecting  relevant  records  and  reports  compiled  by 
that  office,  and  reviewing  data  and  reports  from  the  statewide  accounting  system. 
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The  Executive  Summary  and  the  Background,  Methodology,  and  Conclusions  present  our  comments, 
findings,  and  conclusions  concerning  the  state's  overall  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  Article  X, 
Sections  16  through  24,  Missouri  Constitution. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Douglas  J.  Porting,  CPA,  CFE 

Audit  Manager:  Jeffrey  Thelen,  CPA,  CISA 

Audit  Manager:  Robyn  Vogt,  M.Acct.,  CPA 
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Review  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  Through  24, 
Constitution  of  Missouri 
Executive  Summary 

The  amendment,  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Hancock  Amendment, 
requires  that  no  greater  portion  of  Missourians'  personal  income  (MPI)  be 
used  in  any  future  year  to  fund  state  government  than  was  the  case  in  fiscal 
year  1981,  except  as  authorized  by  a  vote  of  the  people. 

The  results  of  our  review  determined  that  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012, 
total  state  revenue  (TSR)  was  approximately  $3.9  billion  under  the  refund 
threshold.  As  a  result,  no  refund  is  due  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

The  amendment  also  imposes  an  additional  revenue  limit,  which  states  the 
general  assembly  shall  not  increase  taxes  or  fees  in  any  fiscal  year  without 
voter  approval  that  in  total  produce  new  annual  revenues  greater  than  $50 
million  adjusted  annually  by  the  percentage  change  in  the  personal  income 
of  Missouri  for  the  second  previous  year,  or  one  percent  of  total  state 
revenues  for  the  second  fiscal  year  prior  to  the  general  assembly's  action, 
whichever  is  less. 

For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of 
Budget  and  Planning  has  determined  that  as  a  result  of  legislative  actions 
net  taxes  and  fees  decreased  by  a  total  of  $1.3  million.  As  a  result,  the  state 
also  complied  with  this  provision  of  the  amendment. 

The  revenue  limit  has  not  been  exceeded  since  the  year  ended  June  30, 
1999.  Over  the  last  5  years  the  amount  of  TSR  under  the  refund  threshold 
has  increased  from  $1.4  billion  to  $3.9  billion. 

A  bar  graph  of  TSR  compared  to  the  refund  threshold  follows: 
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REVIEW  OF  ARTICLE  X,  SECTIONS  16  THROUGH  24, 
CONSTITUTION  OF  MISSOURI 
CHART  OF  TOTAL  STATE  REVENUE  VERSUS  REFUND  THRESHOLD 
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Review  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  Through  24,  Constitution  of  Missouri 
Summary  of  Total  State  Revenue  and  Refund  Calculations 
(In  Millions) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2008  2009  2010  2011  2012 


TOTAL  STATE  REVENUE  (TSR) 

Total  state  receipts  $      22,939.03  22,962.81  25,392.29  25,114.40  24,304.54 

Less  excluded  revenue  (12,021.91)  (12,742.02)  (15,836.59)  (15,298.29)  (14,220.97) 

Less  expenditure  refunds  (1,321.37)  (1,504.91)  (1,543.13)  (1,414.46)  (1,342.75) 

Add  refundable  tax  credits  2.75  5.66  9.95  22.77  14.85 


TSR  $        9,598.50        8,721.54        8,022.52        8,424.42  8,755.67 


REVENUE  LIMIT  AND  REFUND  THRESHOLD 

Missouri  personal  income                   $     191,413.00  199,655.00  216,547.00  216,637.00  220,635.00 

Base  year  ratio                               x       0.056395  0.056395  0.056395  0.056395  0.056395 

Base  limit                                              10,794.74  11,259.54  12,212.17  12,217.24  12,442.71 

Judicial  article  amendment                              49.06  50.53  50.53  50.53  50.53 


Revenue  limit  10,843.80       11,310.07       12,262.70       12,267.77  12,493.24 

1  percent  adjustment  108.44  113.10  122.63  122.68  124.93 

Refund  threshold  $       10,952.24       11,423.17       12,385.33       12,390.45  12,618.17 


REFUND  CALCULATION 


TSR 

$ 

9,598.50 

8,721.54 

8,022.52 

8,424.42 

8,755.67 

Less  refund  threshold 

10,952.24 

11,423.17 

12,385.33 

12,390.45 

12,618.17 

Over  (Under)  Threshold 

(1,353.74) 

(2,701.63) 

(4,362.81) 

(3,966.03) 

(3,862.50) 

1  percent  adjustment 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Refund 

$ 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 
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Review  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  Through  24, 
Constitution  of  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Total  State  Revenues 


Revenue 

Source 

Year  Ended  June  30, 

Code 

Type  of  Revenue 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

1001 

Sales  and  use  tax  $ 

2,029,365,907 

1,927,035,752 

1,839,221,316 

1,860,913,153 

1,928,981,152 

1003 

(1) 

Parks  sales  and  use  tax 

41,177,179 

38,627,585 

37,541,193 

38,326,978 

40,226,069 

1005 

00 

Soil  and  water  sales  and  use  tax 

41,177,637 

38,627,589 

37,541,196 

38,326,982 

40,226,073 

1007 

General  revenue  reimbursements  -  local  sales  and  use  tax 

1,836,920 

1,361,895 

1,194,248 

2,009,254 

1,749,610 

1009 

Motor  vehicle  sales  tax 

29,084,872 

2,974,344 

2,870,175 

2,470,456 

2,503,662 

1009 

(bb) 

Motor  vehicle  sales  tax  -  Amendment  3 

171,801,305 

161,889,790 

166,257,149 

178,836,881 

188,378,783 

1011 

(t) 

Conservation  sales  and  use  tax 

102,945,079 

96,571,218 

93,854,189 

95,818,337 

100,566,000 

1013 

(f) 

Proposition  C  sales  and  use  tax 

807,214,841 

758,897,169 

737,027,830 

751,790,411 

789,216,003 

1015 

Sales  and  use  taxes  paid  under  protest 

679,617 

1,321,174 

485,684 

1,073,324 

118,018 

1016 

Suspense  holding 

(1) 

- 

■ 

- 

- 

1022 

Individual  income  tax 

6,118,983,440 

5,949,177,456 

5,495,243,112 

5,641,731,318 

5,851,240,169 

1024 

Individual  income  taxes  paid  under  protest 

107,119 

89,239 

98,582 

80,953 

31,430 

1026 

Corporate  income  tax 

520,955,635 

434,036,242 

408,935,647 

455,662,447 

432,582,659 

1028 

Corporate  income  taxes  paid  under  protest 

22,040 

2,036 

150 

- 

- 

1033 

County  foreign  insurance  tax 

209,554,552 

203,798,991 

194,396,970 

211,060,727 

191,997,525 

1037 

Worker's  compensation  insurance  tax 

13,945,412 

12,043,776 

9,386,753 

12,452,781 

13,245,133 

1039 

Worker's  compensation  insurance  tax  -  second  injury 

60,287,228 

54,647,952 

43,216,506 

37,800,696 

41,671,672 

1041 

Excess  lines  of  insurance  tax 

25,699,706 

21,920,932 

23,053,334 

22,300,553 

23,254,218 

1049 

Heavy  beer  tax 

8,436,959 

8,466,036 

8,270,996 

8,222,901 

8,151,881 

1051 

Light  beer  tax 

33,457 

37,836 

15,330 

- 

- 

1053 

Liquor  tax 

18,045,107 

18,839,100 

19,476,179 

19,560,786 

20,621,338 

1055 

Wine  tax 

4,657,885 

4,646,495 

5,023,673 

5,175,458 

5,568,215 

1057 

Cigarette  tax 

97,150,389 

94,799,204 

91,151,815 

89,965,910 

88,609,043 

1059 

Tobacco  product  tax 

12,214,822 

13,065,193 

15,01 1,542 

15,551,490 

16,308,821 

1060 

Motor  vehicle  fuel  tax 

410,494,152 

399,565,091 

401,519,109 

399,527,478 

393,010,333 

1060 

(g) 

Motor  vehicle  fuel  tax 

175,543,409 

168,061,247 

169,008,528 

169,467,566 

166,913,857 

1060 

(bb) 

Motor  vehicle  fuel  tax  -  Amendment  3 

155,798,599 

149,158,016 

149,998,750 

150,406,156 

148,139,684 

1062 

Special  fuel  non-gas  tax 

3,331,931 

1,483,582 

782,210 

370,352 

270,729 

1062 

(bb) 

Special  fuel  non-gas  tax  -  Amendment  3 

115,290 

104,383 

114,205 

133,520 

148,356 

1064 

Aviation  fuel  tax 

343,894 

254,81 1 

251,472 

254,394 

295,198 

1070 

Corporation  franchise  tax 

92,508,381 

94,337,368 

93,155,521 

81,733,747 

70,171,529 

1073 

Estate  tax 

3,451,099 

3,068,343 

263,642 

2,117,782 

170,966 

1074 

(P) 

Bingo  tax 

2,154,878 

2,142,815 

2,198,919 

2,157,214 

2,113,377 

1076 

(q) 

Gaming  commission  gross  receipts  tax 

293,171,756 

316,072,724 

334,287,278 

341,376,377 

337,316,302 

1079 

County  private  car  tax 

- 

- 

- 

- 

2 

1080 

Real  and  personal  property  tax 

25,689,796 

26,699,750 

26,051,387 

26,547,565 

26,395,744 

1082 

Delinquent  real  and  personal  property  tax 

3,280,619 

3,332,155 

3,486,501 

3,170,652 

3,013,387 

1084 

Hazardous  waste  fees 

1,713,325 

1,594,056 

1,466,805 

1,417,393 

1,426,033 

1088 

Nursing  facility  reimbursement  allowance 

12,831,315 

13,503,123 

14,020,417 

14,661,394 

17,009,046 

1089 

Pharmacy  reimbursement  allowance 

10,806,129 

3  /,988,zUz 

66,JJJ,89/ 

92,850,277 

95,230,655 

1090 

Federal  reimbursement  allowance 

11,284,451 

6,320,261 

6,292,537 

7,693,473 

42,381,428 

1093 

Athletic  events  tax 

120,933 

140,907 

104,843 

136,650 

159,800 

1094 

Ambulance  service  reimbursement  allowance 

5,252,545 

1095 

Surcharges 

396,679 

410,904 

317,448 

288,301 

236,155 

1096 

Special  taxes  and  assessments 

31,637 

1097 

Agency  collected  sales  taxes 

352,093 

352,820 

345,639 

312,488 

205,722 

1099 

Other  taxes 

83,118 

12,151,473 

12,411,499 

12,013,430 

285,249 

1100 

Professional  licenses  or  permits 

21,312,199 

25,563,003 

24,637,691 

24,641,882 

25,311,321 

1102 

Recreational  licenses  or  permits 

4,547,798 

5,013,650 

5,153,559 

5,684,827 

5,525,790 

1104 

All-terrain  vehicle  licenses  or  permits 

326 

1 

2 

1106 

Motor  vehicle  licenses  or  permits 

126,655,950 

127,213,317 

128,852,046 

122,777,623 

121,364,737 

1106 

(bb) 

Motor  vehicle  licenses  or  permits  -  Amendment  3 

55,960,916 

52,894,364 

54,833,952 

54,761,828 

53,890,370 

1108 

Interstate  transportation  licenses  or  permits 

49,744,434 

49,686,448 

44,535,890 

47,312,197 

50,488,456 

1108 

(bb) 

Interstate  transportation  licenses  or  permits  -  Amendment  3 

21,632,031 

21,591,711 

20,092,995 

21,406,443 

22,855,732 

1110 

Driver's  licenses  or  permits 

6,839,329 

7,675,442 

7,374,159 

5,891,775 

7,187,607 

1110 

(bb) 

Driver's  licenses  or  permits  -  Amendment  3 

8,718,336 

9,438,170 

9,101,225 

7,631,863 

8,580,448 

1112 

Land  reclamation  commission  permits 

674,024 

645,713 

593,636 

563,010 

570,035 

1114 

Salesman  licenses  or  permits 

186,320 

79,340 

328,500 

629,900 

618,310 

1116 

Vehicle  and  boat  manufacturer  and  dealer  licenses 

977,540 

920,472 

892,228 

891,432 

877,445 

1118 

Liquor  licenses  or  permits 

4,764,537 

4,740,555 

4,889,334 

4,963,343 

4,964,474 
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Review  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  Through  24, 
Constitution  of  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Total  State  Revenues 

Revenue 


Source   Year  Ended  June  30, 


Code 

Type  of  Revenue 

2008 

2009 

2010 

201 1 

2012 

1120 

Gaming  commission  licenses 

1,712,730 

1,769,544 

1,617,970 

1,732,484 

1,601,155 

1 122 

Beer  licenses  or  permits 

6,1 17 

345,800 

350 

1124 

Motor  carrier  licenses 

94,593 

2,672,893 

1,604,642 

3,813,345 

2,553,651 

1126 

Hunting  and  fishing  licenses  and  commission  permits 

29,390,276 

30,505,122 

31,059,506 

30,206,61 1 

31,361,102 

1127 

Hunting  and  fishing  special  tags 

1,154,059 

1,243,205 

1,188,356 

1,068,541 

1     111  /OA 

1,127,630 

1128 

Hazardous  waste  transporter  licenses 

303,265 

315,291 

310,352 

288,314 

316,891 

1130 

Water  pollution  control  permits 

4,509,288 

4,105,784 

4,154,272 

2,755,242 

4,487,263 

1132 

(bb)  Overdimension/overweight  permits  -  Amendment  3 

8,155,732 

7,836,787 

7,304,243 

7,716,060 

8,752,113 

1134 

Merchant  licenses 

1,196,319 

1,291,850 

1,312,555 

1,379,239 

1,466,297 

1136 

Tobacco  licenses 

25,910 

27,210 

28,600 

26,100 

27,300 

1138 

Temporary  licenses 

500 

300 

600 

225 

1,100 

1140 

Duplicate  plates 

26,353 

4,861 

614,506 

1,573,920 

1,574,829 

1142 

Duplicate  driver  license 

_ 

739,435 

1,943,207 

1,917,506 

1149 

Other  licenses  and  permits 

3,457,744 

3,623,316 

3,880,320 

3,858,723 

3,949,879 

1149 

(bb)  Other  licenses  and  permits  -  Amendment  3 

2,746,278 

1,164,998 

1,220,854 

969,641 

1,497,535 

1150 

Lobbyist  registration  fees 

12,190 

12,000 

10,630 

11,400 

11,020 

1152 

Motorboat  fees 

9,600,457 

8,351,195 

8,752,777 

9,779,948 

11,848,667 

1 154 

Narcotics  and  dangerous  drugs  fees 

714,987 

1,018,475 

81 1,160 

O  1  1    AA A 

8 1 1 ,020 

C£"1  OAA 

562,899 

1156 

Occupational  boards  exam  fees  -  individual  exam  fees 

644,623 

694,968 

699,961 

714,469 

751,999 

1160 

(bb)  Non-motor  fuel  decal  fees  -  Amendment  3 

74,587 

70,820 

75,514 

67,474 

109,476 

1162 

Filing  fees 

19,875,870 

19,086,452 

17,575,031 

17,653,490 

24,409,792 

1163 

Certifying/authenticating  fees 

43,727 

34,797 

29,439 

141,542 

37,876 

1164 

Transfer  fees 

26,328 

23,188 

22,584 

26,420 

31,088 

1165 

Service  contract  registration  fee 

73,250 

79,300 

82,600 

86,950 

95,200 

1169 

Other  registration  fees 

8,610,985 

8,463,01 1 

O  1  A  A  1  i\  A 

8,249,204 

1  A  n-i  C  AO 

10,573,548 

A    A  ^1^1  O  1 

4,477,531 

1174 

Asbestos  fees 

254,582 

240,043 

253,980 

275,160 

290,136 

1178 

Milk  control  fees 

62,986 

75,681 

2,737 

224,549 

124,514 

1180 

Home  health  care  license  fees 

115,450 

131,350 

114,600 

123,300 

1 16,050 

1182 

Nursing  home  license  fees 

129,076 

148,000 

144,875 

144,174 

129,945 

1 184 

Title  V  emissions  fees 

A  A1  O  ~7  O  A 

9,928,734 

A  jtt    A  AA 

9,475,409 

8,418,337 

O  1A.1  OCA 

8,294,850 

7,913,341 

1185 

Emission  fees/non  Title  V  facilities 

414,460 

360,787 

354,252 

376,707 

354,144 

1186 

Boarding  home  license  fees 

719,196 

706,990 

700,607 

719,900 

707,457 

1188 

Public  utilities  fees 

1A  A1A  1 

20,929,841 

1A             A  \  a 

20,573,416 

a*TA  —i^i  A 

20,969,774 

IA   A^  A   O  A 

19,424,369 

1A   ACl  A  111 

19,494,21 1 

1190 

Hospital  license  fees 

80,140 

85,855 

88,588 

81,151 

83,123 

1192 

Grain  warehouse  license  fees 

35,493 

35,662 

35,307 

34,920 

36,604 

1194 

Missouri  primacy  fees 

4,430,383 

4,769,823 

4,733,195 

4,581,461 

4,723,917 

1198 

Transport  load  fees 

23,608,574 

15,360,359 

11,451,506 

1 1,474,813 

11,302,684 

1200 

Storage  tank  registration  fees 

43,420 

218,785 

21 1,800 

223,930 

52,215 

1202 

Tourist  cabin  permit  fees 

190,413 

186,418 

190,096 

181,740 

181,022 

1206 

Solid  waste  disposal  fees 

12,708,281 

11  A     1   C  i  \  A 

12,062,594 

i  a  on  1  o  f\c\ 

10,801,800 

1 1,062,761 

1  1    O  AT  A/  A 

11,307,064 

1208 

New  tire  fees 

2,193,715 

2,075,192 

2,126,713 

2,139,197 

2,084,386 

1209 

Battery  fee 

770,341 

689,178 

659,823 

688,745 

683,152 

1210 

Ground  water  protection  fees 

582,549 

553,520 

703,057 

723,147 

710,064 

1211 

Radioactive  waste  transport  fee 

62,375 

168,825 

286,075 

1214 

Insurance  regulatory  fees,  renewals  and  purchasing  groups 

2,323,828 

2,409,276 

2,068,293 

2,720,667 

2,451,999 

1216 

Air  conservation  commission  permit  fees 

536,063 

319,173 

262,253 

270,803 

253,489 

1218 

Bingo  license  fees 

48,790 

44,755 

42,505 

46,815 

41,730 

1220 

Lab  fees 

4,345,438 

4,611,505 

5,559,077 

4,707,017 

5,256,158 

1222 

Program  administration  fees 

958,714 

1,126,032 

1,084,579 

1,059,357 

1,055,518 

1223 

Confined  animal  feed  operation  indemnity  fees 

9,176 

2,143 

3,882 

1,993 

2,143 

1224 

Railroad  assessments 

817,934 

1,215,231 

251,242 

665,300 

820,331 

1227 

Enhanced  vehicle  emission  inspection  fees 

1,879,945 

1,769,830 

1,801,168 

1,885,301 

1,934,155 

1233 

Grain  warehouse  inspection  fees 

1,868,115 

1,608,105 

2,061,344 

2,158,349 

2,178,611 

1235 

Milk  inspection  fees 

1,298,899 

1,256,812 

1,297,735 

1,242,699 

1,215,032 

1237 

Ice  cream  products  inspection  fees 

31,560 

30,930 

34,400 

32,260 

36,430 

1239 

Mine  inspection  fees 

66,054 

66,435 

54,881 

63,038 

80,344 

1241 

Mobile  home  and  recreational  vehicle  inspection  fees 

692,098 

456,887 

408,598 

361,545 

364,287 

1243 

Oil  inspection  fees 

2,529,258 

2,421,394 

2,405,616 

2,424,084 

2,384,809 

1249 

Other  inspection  fees 

1,669,840 

1,788,609 

1,877,287 

2,020,607 

2,513,585 

1250 

Collection  fees 

23,608,199 

23,539,510 

22,382,813 

24,645,324 

26,285,623 
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Review  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  Through  24, 
Constitution  of  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Total  State  Revenues 


Revenue 
Source 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


Code 

Type  of  Revenue 

2008 

2009 

2010 

201 1 

2012 

1251 

Bankruptcy  collections 

14,045 

6,398 

1252 

Admission  fees 

1,163,583 

1,083,498 

1,206,370 

1,221,915 

1,250,114 

1252 

(q)  Admission  fees  -  riverboat  gambling 

50,443,830 

52,232,350 

54,445,159 

54,296,354 

51,348,977 

1254 

State  auditor  fees 

539,400 

118,764 

190,808 

254,001 

182,644 

1260 

Grade  crossing  safety  fees 

1,252,031 

1,409,774 

1    T/"fl   A  £  O 

1,269,468 

1,285,657 

1,273,362 

1262 

Loan  administration  fees 

5,521,764 

5,738,930 

6,297,549 

6,240,808 

6,372,132 

1262 

(c)  Loan  administration  fees  -  Fund  88 1 

6,725,473 

915,043 

94,643 

2,781 

1264 

Court  fees 

37,470,842 

39,960,61 1 

39,216,151 

44,203,725 

41,058,636 

1266 

Financial  institutions  examination  fees 

7,909,159 

8,669,478 

10,226,204 

8,962,723 

10,104,394 

1268 

Consumer  finance  license  fees 

1,208,234 

1,007,100 

1,064,775 

1 ,087,800 

1,044,175 

1270 

Transcript  fees 

147,615 

136,551 

108,464 

95,754 

102,947 

1274 

Marketing  development  fees 

33,821 

42,539 

32,667 

41,602 

38,258 

1276 

Miscellaneous  insurance  fees 

223,250 

101,120 

93,180 

91,920 

89,220 

1278 

Gaming  commission  administrative  income 

42 

51 

389 

53 

314 

1279 

(a)  Lottery  commission  fees 

310,335 

291,569 

268,130 

273,771 

277,070 

1280 

Motor  vehicle  inspection  sticker  fees 

4,528,447 

4,518,331 

4,165,029 

3,701,374 

3,767,945 

1282 

Logo  sign  advertising  fees 

5,650,254 

5,890,321 

6,177,218 

2,049,123 

4,602,664 

1284 

Public  defender  fees 

1,838,506 

1,675,741 

1,656,372 

1,598,188 

1,424,603 

1286 

Witness  fees 

7,315 

8,961 

10,188 

14,068 

9,141 

1288 

County  recorders  fees 

7,956,681 

7,153,824 

6,794,853 

6,718,174 

6,750,687 

1290 

Training  or  conference  fees 

199,278 

238,543 

151,682 

140,844 

127,634 

1294 

Electronic  monitoring  fee 

758,683 

390,938 

212,126 

140,469 

115,177 

1295 

Intervention  fees 

9,137,637 

1298 

Substance  abuse  offender  program  fees 

4,044,125 

4,506,829 

4,512,493 

6,288,725 

6,737,998 

1302 

Criminal  records  check  fees 

9,092,462 

9,544,860 

9,298,093 

9,531,901 

10,333,134 

1303 

Other  fees 

25,639,072 

24,715,293 

23,499,863 

22,636,060 

12,788,351 

1305 

(h)  Bond  sales  proceeds 

591,204,336 

135,638,581 

1,107,698,801 

74,305,145 

1,867,300 

1306 

Proceeds  from  capital  leases 

120 

1 ,486,676 

1310 

Land  sales 

A    1 A  tL 

4,796,703 

6,069,069 

4,651,641 

5,051,065 

A    A  AO    1  ^  A 

4,403,124 

1312 

Sales  of  natural  resources  products 

4,104,935 

4,096,409 

3,366,092 

4,601,621 

3,667,239 

1314 

Sales  of  agriculture  products 

1,718,766 

1,872,632 

2,023,963 

2,168,597 

2,391,119 

1316 

Manufactured  product  sales 

9,267,484 

10,279,039 

1 1,014,608 

9,873,622 

8,505,830 

1318 

Information  sales 

3,108,519 

A    1  A  1  T>  A 

4,147,230 

1    JAA  JAA 

2,409,400 

^    A^l  A   1  /Irt 

2,474,349 

*~\  C  A  A  O  A  *~\ 

2,500,392 

1320 

Souvenir  sales 

484,982 

516,912 

476,837 

543,123 

452,030 

1322 

Surplus  property  sales  -  state 

1,838,028 

1,969,908 

2,028,01 1 

2,423,525 

3,082,652 

1322 

(z)  Surplus  property  sales  -  state  -  Fund  710 

2,406,296 

1,442,420 

1,220,352 

1,523,162 

1,331,787 

1324 

Surplus  property  sales  -  federal 

3,227,475 

2,741,375 

1,959,831 

2,150,41 1 

2,950,034 

1326 

Unclaimed  property  sales 

876 

1328 

Sales  of  fixed  assets  -  control 

s, 610,-355 

6,-314,6/  / 

/,  /y /,J6j 

/,S/6,231 

10,  /6z,095 

1 im 

LJDXJ 

Vital  records  sales 

1  ATI  (^fJX 

i,joo,jyz 

1,JZ  /,yjj 

i,zuj,yzy 

1332 

(a)  Lottery  ticket  sales 

426,619,333 

415,724,608 

416,039,046 

434,022,539 

464,048,652 

1334 

Cafeteria  sales 

810,586 

947,866 

699,433 

586,874 

546,748 

1338 

Other  sales 

301,386 

165,471 

243,013 

382,372 

371,843 

1342 

Supply  sales 

252 

429 

450 

445 

143 

1401 

Land  rentals/leases 

802 

5,020 

5,406 

5,405 

17,090 

1403 

State  facilities  rentals/leases 

883,696 

744,704 

834,070 

911,961 

985,555 

1404 

Parking  rentals/leases 

57,527 

59,971 

61,885 

63,930 

60,356 

1405 

Concessions  and  recreational  rentals/leases 

2,118,733 

2,312,217 

2,552,306 

2,542,114 

2,471,197 

1407 

Housing/building  rentals/leases 

490,125 

479,543 

1,092,018 

393,486 

237,191 

1409 

Other  leases  and  rentals 

859,985 

1,178,807 

913,786 

1,399,403 

1,385,089 

1414 

(e)  Medicare 

15,286,228 

16,766,843 

10,975,222 

8,768,553 

7,544,088 

1418 

(e)  Medicaid 

91,248,819 

103,783,950 

85,028,450 

92,207,991 

96,595,375 

1420 

(e)  Medicaid  -  community  based 

127,076,851 

115,281,339 

145,309,030 

168,504,569 

193,452,249 

1422 

Private  payments 

6,404,747 

7,510,050 

5,934,601 

5,613,049 

2,067,010 

1424 

Insurance  payments 

1,955,642 

1,722,218 

1,291,657 

808,332 

714,174 

1426 

Other  payments 

23,242 

13,444 

120,433 

5,416 

11,555 

1434 

Institutional  support  fees 

32,466 

66,796 

248,416 

1436 

Room  and  care 

28,463,349 

28,265,453 

27,033,482 

26,450,131 

26,341,112 

1442 

Mail/freight  services 

16 

1444 

Telephone  billing 

1,010 

1,330 
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Review  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  Through  24, 
Constitution  of  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Total  State  Revenues 


Revenue 

Source 

Year  Ended  June  30, 

Code 

Type  of  Revenue 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

1446 

Printing  service 

189,891 

200,348 

186,357 

155,295 

197,214 

1448 

Computer  services 

3,739 

3,412 

1,980 

1,040 

846 

1450 

Administration  services 

- 

_ 

10 

- 

- 

1501 

Private  donations 

4,957,335 

5,918,919 

5,523,556 

3,796,587 

4,836,387 

1502 

Other  governmental  entity  donations 

232,942,595 

1    f\H 7  TOO 

1,0/  /,ji8 

50,000 

30,000,000 

30,103,121 

1504 

Donated  assets-state  agencies 

268,140 

- 

- 

- 

1507 

(e) 

NASAO  (airport  inspections) 

29,603 

11,000 

33,000 

17,400 

20,150 

1510 

(e) 

US  Department  of  Agriculture 

381,641,506 

420,410,665 

457,571,495 

447,130,718 

487,260,888 

1512 

(e) 

US  Department  of  Defense 

4,060,015 

4,651,803 

23,767,533 

31,454,764 

29,677,895 

1513 

(e) 

US  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

682,977 

2,042,282 

39,057,825 

9,471,900 

4,625,937 

1514 

(e) 

US  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

31,411,897 

31,289,602 

49,360,455 

70,778,353 

61,464,304 

1516 

(e) 

US  Department  of  Interior 

20,279,925 

23,070,474 

22,699,052 

26,612,937 

26,594,330 

1518 

(e) 

US  Department  of  Justice 

69,045,688 

56,902,635 

3,816,756 

2,269,245 

2,730,436 

1520 

(e) 

US  Department  of  Labor 

68,105,755 

58,743,547 

152,277,061 

144,779,543 

155,545,244 

1522 

(e) 

US  Department  of  Education 

645,983,360 

658,786,433 

619,202,729 

637,105,051 

660,448,985 

1522 

(c) 

US  Department  of  Education  -  Fund  880 

8,583,560 

9,240,882 

9,889,521 

6,182,000 

4,972,235 

1522 

(c) 

US  Department  of  Education  -  Fund  881 

68,627,016 

69,496,551 

87,353,849 

103,667,608 

87,420,487 

1524 

(e) 

US  Department  of  Transportation 

966,375,333 

907,815,007 

929,620,189 

1,402,202,201 

934,758,552 

1526 

(e) 

National  Foundation  for  the  Arts  and  Humanities 

3,997,117 

3,926,131 

4,030,270 

4,436,977 

4,002,915 

1528 

(e) 

US  Veterans  Administration 

33,325,809 

39,646,428 

54,492,264 

50,961,946 

53,316,924 

1530 

(e) 

US  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

77,554,953 

68,660,802 

35,838,751 

44,310,100 

91,435,790 

1532 

(e) 

US  Department  of  Energy 

7,199,609 

8,153,289 

5,594,925 

4,450,006 

2,982,042 

1534 

(e) 

Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 

100,158,631 

93,612,003 

139,707,918 

63,343,101 

74,016,355 

1536 

(e) 

US  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

5,173,517,451 

5,962,380,121 

6,016,121,798 

6,034,950,237 

6,506,141,900 

1538 

(e) 

National/community  services 

- 

■ 

- 

1,732,313 

1540 

(e) 

US  Social  Security  Administration 

31,986,280 

34,225,980 

40,514,268 

43,705,857 

43,570,139 

1542 

(e) 

National  Archives  and  Records 

2,847 

7,883 

17,353 

93,136 

30,882 

1544 

(e) 

Elections  Assistance  Commission 

- 

* 

- 

5,456,068 

- 

1546 

(e) 

US  Department  of  Treasury 

14,131 

■ 

19,625 

8,886,997 

8,886,997 

1549 

(e) 

Miscellaneous  federal  revenues 

39,257,277 

41,423,945 

68,127,965 

62,084,275 

35,316,069 

1551 

County  mental  health  programs 

14,145,722 

17,279,085 

18,167,071 

19,286,288 

17,999,724 

1557 

(e) 

American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act 

- 

218,840,784 

2,002,794,267 

1,788,700,092 

475,424,794 

1558 

(e) 

American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  -  other 

8,023,274 

2,440,576 

367,067 

1560 

(e) 

Federal  pass-through  grants 

25,400,556 

29,303,116 

25,120,494 

70,016,585 

78,646,931 

1601 

Time  deposits  interest 

29,926,290 

12,009,416 

6,253,940 

2,167,040 

3,614,152 

1601 

(f) 

Time  deposits  interest  -  Fund  688 

641,067 

216,290 

163,391 

37,851 

67,544 

1601 

(a) 

Time  deposits  interest  -  Fund  657 

273,873 

100,337 

66,243 

13,258 

15,067 

1601 

00 

Time  deposits  interest  -  Fund  614 

358,018 

140,951 

103,734 

20,915 

33,456 

1601 

0) 

Time  deposits  interest  -  Fund  613 

72,808 

17,798 

14,736 

5,753 

17,005 

1601 

(b) 

Time  deposits  interest  -  Fund  905 

48,307 

18,420 

14,778 

3,691 

6,853 

1601 

(P) 

Time  deposits  interest  -  Fund  289 

8,238 

3,650 

3,395 

865 

1,359 

1601 

(q) 

Time  deposits  interest  -  Fund  285 

148,375 

56,151 

47,805 

10,069 

17,176 

1601 

(d) 

Time  deposits  interest  -  Fund  963 

381 

146 

1,952 

527 

882 

1601 

(t) 

Time  deposits  interest  -  Fund  609 

249,889 

93,732 

75,531 

17,373 

34,554 

1601 

(c) 

Time  deposits  interest  -  Fund  880 

254,027 

110,497 

101,593 

19,456 

23,809 

1601 

(c) 

Time  deposits  interest  -  Fund  88 1 

283,429 

123,463 

95,229 

23,317 

40,064 

1603 

U.S. /agency  securities  interest 

165,547,425 

98,431,256 

38,510,748 

31,640,225 

25,185,835 

1603 

(0 

U.S. /agency  securities  interest  -  Fund  688 

2,378,829 

1,292,741 

503,800 

353,267 

295,075 

1603 

(a) 

U.S. /agency  securities  interest  -  Fund  657 

885,649 

549,694 

235,454 

128,797 

74,052 

1603 

00 

U.S. /agency  securities  interest  -  Fund  614 

1,168,927 

770,521 

319,530 

201,400 

146,904 

1603 

0) 

U.S. /agency  securities  interest  -  Fund  613 

252,923 

98,993 

42,694 

50,430 

72,001 

1603 

(b) 

U.S. /agency  securities  interest  -  Fund  905 

156,670 

100,277 

44,708 

34,139 

29,935 

1603 

(P) 

U.S. /agency  securities  interest  -  Fund  289 

26,900 

20,342 

10,444 

8,338 

6,305 

1603 

(q) 

U.S. /agency  securities  interest  -  Fund  285 

513,853 

316,656 

136,156 

90,728 

75,941 

1603 

(d) 

U.S. /agency  securities  interest  -  Fund  963 

2,594 

2,330 

6,043 

6,917 

5,879 

1603 

(t) 

U.S. /agency  securities  interest  -  Fund  609 

821,176 

515,226 

232,165 

161,971 

147,624 

1603 

(c) 

U.S. /agency  securities  interest  -  Fund  880 

813,773 

593,614 

294,831 

193,399 

107,257 

1603 

(c) 

U.S. /agency  securities  interest  -  Fund  881 

908,536 

684,046 

305,371 

221,653 

177,753 

1605 

Other  investment  interest 

611,213 

414,850 

102,828 

128,207 

410,035 

1605 

(d) 

Other  investment  interest  -  Fund  963 

194 
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Review  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  Through  24, 
Constitution  of  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Total  State  Revenues 


Revenue 

Source 

Year  Ended  lune  30, 

Code 

Type  of  Revenue 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

1608 

Realized  gains  and  losses 

- 

19 

7,891 

- 

1608 

(d) 

Realized  gains  and  losses  -  Fund  963 

- 

1 

273 

- 

1610 

Interest  on  loans 

1,105,177 

1,237,598 

1,453,361 

3,031,747 

2,545,606 

1612 

Interest  -  federal 

4,213,149 

125 

70 

23,802,563 

1614 

Interest  on  receivables 

19,012 

37,829 

17,202 

10,584 

9,082 

1616 

Interest  on  settlements 

66,588 

108,045 

805,015 

9,653 

2,718 

1618 

Other  interest 

157,670 

34,041 

194,809 

39,240 

36,972 

1618 

(c) 

Other  interest  -  Fund  880 

57,651 

™ 

4,796 

- 

1618 

(t) 

Other  interest  -  Fund  609 

431 

88 

* 

- 

- 

1620 

Safety  responsibility 

15 

" 

- 

- 

1621 

Penalties 

8,484,577 

9,334,634 

10,405,711 

6,795,157 

8,788,554 

1621 

(c) 

Penalties -Fund  881 

1,622 

22,044 

250 

74 

487 

1622 

Penalties  -  control 

- 

■ 

- 

- 

50 

1624 

Settlements 

49,350,712 

1,283,220 

5,845,579 

2,085,472 

6,183,019 

1626 

Court  awards 

2,106,126 

12,331,225 

9,368,911 

5,803,584 

1,801,074 

1628 

Insufficient  funds  charges 

5,600 

5,061 

6,575 

6,420 

4,415 

1634 

Estates 

756 

38,120 

1,256 

588 

508 

1636 

Unclaimed  properties 

66,694,449 

57,078,780 

75,944,392 

82,406,170 

81,360,731 

1700 

(i) 

Salary  refunds  -  federal 

589,826 

614,761 

537,615 

685,275 

557,115 

1701 

® 

Salary  refunds  -  state 

25,423 

18,399 

15,712 

15,075 

15,792 

1702 

(i) 

Salary  refunds  -  local/other 

17,151 

16,418 

24,360 

20,491 

44,337 

1703 

® 

General  relief  pension  refunds 

16,784 

4,955 

5,291 

2,086 

3,469 

1704 

(i) 

Blind  pension  refunds 

9,433 

10,319 

4,777 

1,994 

7,624 

1706 

(i) 

Dependent  children  pension  refunds 

290,147 

275,511 

326,393 

443,858 

424,232 

1715 

(i) 

Day  care  refunds 

191,875 

53,530 

35,345 

25,126 

34,888 

1717 

® 

Medicare  -  Medicaid  refunds 

258,377,975 

294,632,462 

340,610,206 

482,052,781 

507,643,669 

1719 

(i) 

Cost  in  criminal  cases  refunds 

761,476 

863,183 

977,526 

859,303 

846,638 

1720 

(i) 

American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  refunds 

_ 

591,913 

2,027,020 

901,781 

1721 

(i) 

Vendor  refunds  -  federal 

1,657,882 

777,934 

2,629,247 

1,280,623 

798,046 

1722 

® 

Vendor  refunds  -  state 

1,203,020 

566,893 

1,268,213 

1,018,335 

1,373,828 

1722 

(a) 

Vendor  refunds  -  state  -  Fund  657 

831 

5,318 

989 

1,974 

6,121 

1722 

(c) 

Vendor  refunds  -  state  -  Fund  880 

54,278 

2,345 

524 

5 

- 

1722 

(c) 

Vendor  refunds  -  state  -  Fund  881 

945,118 

1723 

® 

Vendor  refunds  -  local/other 

234,455 

1,163,024 

1,839,205 

1,541,924 

3,375,783 

1723 

(c) 

Vendor  refunds  -  local/other  -  Fund  880 

_ 

■ 

2,279 

■ 

80,441 

1724 

(i) 

Political  subdivision  refunds 

25,023 

3,373 

9,988 

6,128 

63 

1725 

(i) 

Excess  court  payment  refunds 

818,399 

1,359,396 

1,384,433 

3,460,515 

227,053 

1727 

® 

School  refunds 

8,222,948 

6,649,921 

12,773,166 

10,205,891 

9,909,164 

1727 

(c) 

School  refunds  -  Fund  880 

- 

7,758 

- 

1728 

® 

Scholarship  refunds 

274,898 

240,482 

227,907 

173,655 

102,782 

1729 

® 

Audit  findings  -  federal 

- 

43,331 

7,880 

823 

41,960 

1730 

(i) 

Audit  findings  -  state 

40,980 

152,887 

1731 

® 

Audit  findings  -  local/other 

434,776 

104,984 

349,002 

84,447 

158,129 

1732 

(i) 

Utility  refunds 

17,744 

32,023 

26,130 

37,472 

27,323 

1733 

® 

Fuel  tax  refunds 

151,592 

(106,840) 

243,111 

245,974 

219,368 

1735 

® 

Tax  incremental  financing  (TIF)  refund 

2 

1737 

(i) 

Other  refunds 

5,873,148 

4,096,155 

6,804,855 

3,968,580 

5,253,820 

1737 

(a) 

Other  refunds  -  Fund  657 

134,433 

1737 

(c) 

Other  refunds  -  Fund  880 

3,503 

244 

1,073 

1737 

(c) 

Other  refunds  -  Fund  881 

10,396 

35 

1806 

(v) 

Recovery  costs 

168,814,932 

189,968,684 

157,227,270 

151,037,762 

150,426,085 

1806 
1808 

(a) 

Recovery  costs  -  Fund  657 
Deposit  of  surplus  property  funds 

845 

921 

4,599 

1811 

(y) 

Local  match 

3,367,687 

72,096,316 

87,931,854 

91,490,039 

127,367,017 

1812 

(w) 

Cost  reimbursements  -  federal 

528,325 

1,447,120 

1,046,340 

638,071 

727,844 

1813 

(w) 

Cost  reimbursements  -  state 

24,793,321 

75,467,210 

55,264,763 

79,229,099 

71,087,608 

1813 

Cost  reimbursements  -  state  (included) 

11,640,527 

13,832,495 

12,832,252 

14,301,943 

15,004,668 

1813 

(c) 

Cost  reimbursements  -  Fund  880 

465 

1814 

(w) 

Cost  reimbursements  -  local/other 

157,061,744 

183,357,141 

229,800,753 

191,294,541 

204,205,080 

1814 

(c) 

Cost  reimbursements  -  local/other  -  Fund  880 

284 

2,890 

11 


Exhibit  B 


Review  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  Through  24, 
Constitution  of  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Total  State  Revenues 

Revenue 


Source   Year  Ended  lune  30, 


Code 

Type  of  Revenue 

2008 

2009 

20 1 0 

201 1 

2012 

1816 

Bond  account 

7,677,792 

7,110,689 

7,513,599 

7,368,307 

8,968,358 

1818 

(u)  Employee  expense  reimbursement  -  federal 

112 

1,414 

2,930 

6,030 

1819 

(u)  Employee  expense  reimbursement  -  state 

5,199 

671 

1,301 

688 

1820 

(u)  Employee  expense  reimbursement  -  local/other 

. 

27 

3 

73,000 

1821 

(u)  Employee  personal  expense  reimbursement 

94,250 

63,910 

46,387 

183,172 

97,665 

1821 

(c)  Employee  personal  expense  reimbursement  -  Fund  880 

3 

1822 

(n)  Outlawed  checks 

5,993,548 

5,619,566 

8,545,958 

7,037,537 

6,813,442 

1822 

(b)  Outlawed  checks  -  Fund  905 

9,348 

5,176 

5,302 

7,945 

17,028 

1824 

(x)  Canceled  checks 

2,562,124 

1,779,409 

4,390,790 

2,430,074 

2,036,483 

1824 

(a)  Canceled  checks  -  Fund  657 

120 

686 

1824 

(b)  Canceled  checks  -  Fund  905 

2,967 

2,318 

550 

875 

1824 

(c)  Canceled  checks  -  Fund  880 

1826 

(m)  Redeposit  of  investments  principal 

1,304,050 

1,801,100 

22,021,895 

1,216,650 

2,837,450 

1826 

(d)  Redeposit  of  investments  principal  -  Fund  96  J 

721,761 

1828 

(o)  Redeposit  of  loan  principal 

A  1  11H  A/I  A 
41, 55  /,U44 

4o,Ooy,U5j 

c-j  no  07^ 

cc  ,111  Al  1 
JJ,41 1,431 

1   AOI  A  1  Q 

i  ftio 

Telephone  commissions 

ft  1  Q  ftOA 

ft/1  A  ft  1  A 
o4U,o!4 

Q£7  Q«7 

oo  /,oo  / 

ftQI  ft^A 

oyj,oju 

1    171  AQ1 

1,1  /  i,uyj 

loJZ 

Commission  on  sales 

Oft  1  77 
Zo,  ill 

77  ^77 

Z  /  ,JZZ 

1  ^  £70 

i  j,ozy 

1  1  ^'X 
1  l,OJj 

1  A  0Q6 

iu,uyo 

10.34 

Rebates 

Q77  7^7 

yz  /  ,ZjZ 

1  Q7zl  37Q 

i,yz4,j  /y 

£OA 

QOI  A74 

yzj,u  /4 

1  040  ft  67 
l,U4U,OOZ 

10.34 

yd)  KeDaies  -  runa  oj  / 

Q7ft 

y /o 

807 
oy  / 

Q07 

yuz 

2  243 

S  Q7Q 

j,y  /y 

1  ft"*4 
10.34 

\C)  KeDaies  -  runa  oou 

7  117 

/,  1 1Z 

^  A70 

yoy 

1  47  ft 
.5,4/0 

7^0 
ZJU 

10.34 

\da)  KeDaies  -  wil 

"XQ  ^47  6^0 

jy,j4z,oi>y 

A"X  ^77  107 
4J,JZZ,  1UZ 

44  77ft  144 
44, Z  /  o,  144 

44  QftQ  ft7ft 

44, yoy, o  lo 

^A  Q07  466 
J4,yUZ,4DO 

Housing  and  maintenance  receipts 

£1  71^ 
01, 1 JJ 

47  273 
4  /  ,oZJ 

47  ^Q4 

4  /  ,jy4 

Al  £OQ 

4  /  ,ouy 

Oft  ^7 
Zo,JJZ 

1  S^ft 

Loan  defaults 

'X'Xf,  70ft 
5  JO,ZUo 

^7^  zlQO 

J  /  J,4yy 

4ft 0  4/=,7 

4oy,4o  / 

Q03  QQ£ 

yuj,yyo 

S61  QOS 

joi  ,yuj 

1840 

(s)  Loan  proceeds 

49  6^0  Q59 
4z,o  ju,yjz 

OS  S78  7X4 
ZJ,o  /  o,  /  04 

lV/,4Jo,y  1 J 

7A  704  ft  1  Q 
zvj,  /u4,oiy 

iz,yjo,  jof 

1842 

(o)  Loan  repayment 

1  HO  7Q7 

iuy,  lyl 

ft4  QQ^ 
o4,yoJ 

1  7A  7A7 
1 ZU,  /  O  / 

1  "XA  07  ft 

i  j4,yzo 

1  60  744 
ioy,  /44 

1842 

tr\    1  r\'Ar\  rpn'i\ftnpnt     Pimrl  ftftO 
y\,f   jjjaii  icjjayiuciii    runu  oou 

(1,600) 

2  358 

1842 

(c)  Loan  repayment  -  Fund  881 

5 1  746  64ft 

J  l,  1  40,04o 

58  4^0  7X^ 

44  7 1 4  £09 

44,  /  14,UUZ 

56  Q5ft  607 

6^  747  5S  1 
Oj,  /4  /  ,JJ  1 

1843 

(o)  Loans  receivable  contra  account 

-J  4^7  709 
J,HJ  I ,  /  UZ 

-3  A74  AQS 

3  219  769 

7  ft<;Q  410 
j,o  jy,4  iu 

1844 

Insurance  proceeds 

^oa 

7  343 

1  OA 

76  OftO 

zo,yoy 

1  Sft6 
1  ,ooO 

1  tt46 
1040 

Capital  credits/dividends 

67  ft^ft 

S6  AS6 

7A  7  1  ft 

67  ft7^ 

60  241 

1  «46 

(d)  Capital  credits/dividends  -  Fund  963 

£7 
OZ 

lo4o 

Recycling  receipts 

^oi  ^4^ 

144  022 

70^  «;77 
ZUJ,JZZ 

^^7  ^6ft 

^«0  767 
JOU,ZOZ 

lOJU 

Forfeitures 

1  203  7ft7 
l,oUJ,ZO  / 

1  6QQ  S  1  S 

i,oyy,j  i  j 

^  Al  7  7Q^ 

j,wiz,  /yj 

1  ^77  ^64 

4,000,J00 

1852 

O  verp  ayment  s 

2  654  717 

1  9ft6  35ft 

794  761 

95A  61  ^ 

518  149 

IojZ 

(c)  Overpayments  -  Fund  880 

76^ 
/OJ 

1856 

(e)  Other  miscellaneous  receipts  -  federal 

/,y /9,3oO 

8,1 14,31 1 

C  AOA  "7  1  1 

5,OoO,  / 1  / 

5,yzo,y5y 

5,030,o5z 

1858 

Other  miscellaneous  receipts  -  state 

2,124,232 

^           A    1  H  A 

2,324,164 

1,504,015 

2,317,557 

O  O  O    1  TZ 

2,883,176 

1858 

(a)  Other  miscellaneous  receipts  -  state  -  Fund  657 

4,902 

9,667 

4,131 

4,865 

10,541 

1858 

(b)  Other  miscellaneous  receipts  -  state  -  Fund  905 

11,136,779 

11,956,369 

1 1,444,550 

12,628,615 

13,780,374 

i  ft^o 

LOOK) 

Other  miscellaneous  receipts  -  local/other 

1  AO^  1Q7 

Q7^  /in 

£  700  A^ft 

/I  1  A  1  1QO 

4,  i4i, jyy 

ft  Oft7  1  0  1 
0,UoZ,lZl 

I860 

(a)  Other  miscellaneous  receipts  -  local/other  -  Fund  657 

410,501 

2,460,146 

2,644,908 

862,178 

3,148,119 

1860 

(c)  Other  miscellaneous  receipts  -  local/other  -  Fund  880 

2,195 

403 

1862 

Fees  for  copying  public  records 

304,600 

260,326 

276,682 

249,776 

241,633 

1862 

(a)  Fees  for  copying  public  records  -  Fund  657 

6,653 

1,340 

12 

55 

97 

1866 

Federal  share  of  grantee  sales 

85,111 

197,237 

367,625 

310,955 

179,984 

1868 

Receivable  overpayment  -  federal 

161 

1870 

Receivable  overpayment  -  state 

4,936 

5,989 

6,036 

6,584 

2,841 

1872 

Receivable  overpayment  -  local 

241 

452 

(61) 

1,550 

944 

6001 

(j)  Supply  sales 

1,240 

1,354 

275,708 

521,662 

408,216 

6002 

(j)  Open  records  fees 

14,607 

9,677 

11,171 

11,337 

8,874 

6003 

(j)  Fleet  services  operations/maintenance 

1,399,792 

1,428,340 

1,366,715 

1,574,218 

2,149,619 

6005 

(j)  Fleet  services  replacement 

1,643,902 

1,815,707 

730,248 

870,185 

1,476,091 

6006 

(j)  Criminal  records  check  fees 

551,019 

548,855 

414,162 

392,457 

326,864 

6007 

(j)  Mail/freight  services 

4,623,797 

5,206,206 

8,561,257 

11,506,019 

10,803,757 

6009 

(j)  Telephone  billing 

29,296,050 

30,228,498 

30,585,852 

30,773,403 

32,302,801 

6011 

(j)  Printing  service 

6,758,675 

7,245,959 

6,440,655 

5,682,997 

6,042,427 

6013 

(j)  Reimbursement/recovery  cost 

27,588,347 

37,796,274 

28,796,499 

28,033,182 

33,101,501 

6015 

(j)  Leased  facility 

28,115,044 

89,825,994 

91,329,415 

101,160,500 

104,557,774 

6017 

(j)  Sale  of  material,  supplies,  and  services 

1,023,568 

635,852 

659,046 

452,218 

691,783 

6019 

(j)  Training 

1,370,505 

1,078,692 

588,818 

438,684 

340,177 
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Exhibit  B 


Review  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  Through  24, 
Constitution  of  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Total  State  Revenues 


Revenue 

Source 

Year  Ended  June  30, 

Code 

Type  of  Revenue 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

6021 

(j)  Computer  services 

20,108,887 

19,477,666 

21,864,293 

22,116,269 

23,599,449 

6023 

(j)  Administration  services 

538,893 

618,124 

642,348 

548,877 

396,676 

6025 

(j)  Flight  operations  services 

306,660 

379,838 

382,198 

374,033 

349,239 

6027 

(j)  Sale  of  manufactured  products 

27,259,106 

29,179,527 

21,134,511 

21,070,342 

19,842,283 

6029 

(j)  Interagency  receipts 

22,106,993 

23,416,792 

25,746,374 

34,778,712 

39,991,261 

6029 

(c)  Interagency  receipts  -  Fund  880 

- 

■ 

- 

20,237 

6029 

(c)  Interagency  receipts  -  Fund  881 

439,461 

491,591 

474,062 

659,991 

552,518 

6030 

(j)  Sampling  &/or  analysis 

19,023 

614,983 

607,533 

797,593 

597,162 

6031 

(r)  Redeposit  of  state  funds 

91,307 

199,713 

2,916,492 

68,696 

69,352 

6032 

(j)  Deposit  of  unclaimed  property 

- 

300 

- 

- 

6033 

(j)  Permits 

46,380 

83,427 

53,758 

11,479 

40,995 

6034 

(j)  Registration  fees 

85,920 

81,635 

51,715 

45,642 

59,342 

6035 

(j)  Taxes 

1,028,358 

7,671,468 

6,462,818 

7,500,691 

7,954,247 

6036 

(j)  Transcript  fees 

6,563 

8,658 

17,296 

15,825 

19,309 

Total  revenues 

22,939,031,965 

22,962,810,345 

25,392,293,299 

25,114,403,059 

24,304,536,535 

Fund  Exclusions: 

(a)  Lottery  Enterprise  -  Fund  657 

428,647,487 

419,144,543 

419,259,815 

435,310,365 

467,585,697 

(b)  Alternative  Care  Trust  Fund  -  Fund  905 

11,354,071 

12,082,560 

11,509,889 

12,674,389 

13,835,065 

(c)  Student  Loan  Funds  626,  851,  880,  and  881 

139,451,675 

140,126,568 

143,327,758 

167,946,528 

157,149,793 

(d)  Pansey  Johnson-Travis  Memorial  State  Gardens  Trust  - 

Fund  963 

2,974 

2,476 

730,013 

7,717 

6,761 

Revenue  Source  Exclusions: 

(e)  Federal  funds 

7,921,621,979 

8,907,850,373 

10,944,202,688 

11,231,060,138 

10,041,620,205 

(f)  Proposition  C  sales  and  use  tax/interest 

810,234,737 

760,406,201 

737,695,022 

752,181,529 

789,578,622 

(g)  Proposition  A  gas  tax  and  license  fee  increases 

175,543,409 

168,061,247 

169,008,528 

169,467,566 

166,913,857 

(h)  Bond  sales 

591,204,336 

135,638,581 

1,107,698,801 

74,305,146 

1,867,300 

(i)  Refunds 

279,193,974 

31 1,461,193 

370,692,274 

508,157,378 

532,119,753 

(j)  Interagency  sales  and  receipts 

173,893,330 

257,353,826 

246,722,388 

268,676,324 

285,059,847 

(k)  Soil  and  water  sales  and  use  tax/interest 

42,704,582 

39,539,061 

37,964,460 

38,549,297 

40,406,433 

(1)  Parks  sales  and  use  tax/interest 

41,502,910 

38,744,377 

37,598,624 

38,383,162 

40,315,076 

(m)  Redeposit  of  investment  principal 

1,304,050 

1,801,100 

22,021,895 

1,216,650 

2,837,450 

(n)  Outlawed  checks 

5,993,548 

5,619,566 

8,545,958 

7,037,537 

6,813,442 

(o)  Redeposit  of  loan  principal 

44,481,873 

49,631,740 

56,468,686 

58,766,128 

65,122,173 

(p)  Bingo 

2,190,015 

2,166,806 

2,212,759 

2,166,417 

2,121,040 

(q)  Riverboat  gambling 

344,277,815 

368,677,880 

388,916,397 

395,773,528 

388,758,396 

(r)  Redeposit  of  state  funds 

91,307 

199,713 

2,916,492 

68,696 

69,352 

(s)  Loan  proceeds 

42,630,952 

25,878,784 

10,458,915 

20,704,819 

12,938,384 

(t)  Conservation  sales  and  use  tax/interest 

104,016,575 

97,180,265 

94,161,885 

95,997,681 

100,748,178 

(u)  State  employee  expense  account  reimbursement 

99,562 

65,995 

50,645 

183,863 

176,695 

(v)  Recovery  costs 

168,814,932 

189,968,684 

157,227,270 

151,037,762 

150,426,085 

(w)  Cost  reimbursements 

182,383,390 

260,271,471 

286,111,856 

271,161,711 

276,020,532 

(x)  Canceled  checks 

2,562,124 

1,779,409 

4,390,790 

2,430,074 

2,036,483 

(y)  Local  match 

3,367,687 

72,096,316 

87,931,854 

91,490,039 

127,367,017 

(z)  Proceeds  of  surplus  property  sales  -  Fund  710 

2,406,296 

1,442,420 

1,220,351 

1,523,162 

1,331,787 

(aa)  WIC  rebates 

39,542,659 

43,522,102 

44,278,144 

44,989,878 

54,902,465 

(bb)  Constitutional  amendment  No.3 

425,003,075 

404,149,038 

408,998,888 

421,929,866 

432,352,498 

CMIA  interest  payment  to  the  federal  government 

2,117,351 

1,629,506 

215,748 

24,499 

22,013 

Agency  remitted  sales  tax 

415,655 

400,123 

380,227 

369,084 

247,169 

Abandoned  funds  claim  payments 

30,642,979 

25,133,509 

33,675,322 

34,703,091 

36,413,796 

Federal  interest 

4,213,149 

125 

70 

23,802,563 

Total  exclusions 

12,021,910,458 

12,742,025,558 

15,836,594,412 

15,298,294,024 

14,220,965,927 

Total  revenues  after  exclusions 

10,917,121,507 

10,220,784,787 

9,555,698,887 

9,816,109,035 

10,083,570,608 

Less  expenditure  refunds  (Exhibit  C) 

(1,321,367,348) 

(1,504,906,007) 

(1,543,126,545) 

(1,414,459,977) 

(1,342,748,745) 

Add  refundable  tax  credits: 

Business  Facility 

92,579 

13,702 

35,878 

2,907,965 

402,578 

Enterprise  Zone 

50,111 

33,142 

38,836 

185,922 

280,469 

BUILD 

2,570,811 

3,252,101 

4,998,107 

7,956,937 

2,316,971 

Exhibit  B 


Review  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  Through  24, 
Constitution  of  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Total  State  Revenues 


Revenue 
Source 
Code 


Type  of  Revenue 


2008 


Missouri  Quality  lobs 
New  Enhanced  Enterprise  Zone 
Residential  Dwelling  Accessibility 
Self-employed  Health  Insurance 
Public  Safety  Officer  Surviving  Spouse 
Brownfield  lobs  and  Investment  Credit 
Total  State  Revenue 


37,366 
126 


Year  Ended  lune  30, 


2009 


2010 


2011 


1,877,275 
16,842 
11,372 
451,605 
6,170 


3,116,592 
1,246,148 

17,984 
476,471 

18,149 


5,322,994 
2,885,117 

23,186 
1,558,354 

20,899 
1,906,660 


9,598,505,152  8,721,540,9 


2012 


7,360,207 
3,067,886 
5,266 
1,082,658 
28,212 
304,395 


8,022,520,507      8,424,417,092  8,755,670,505 
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Exhibit  C 


Review  of  Article  X,  Sections  16  Through  24, 
Constitution  of  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Expenditure  Refunds 


Object   Year  Ended  June  30, 


Code 

Description 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

SAM  II  Expenditure  Refunds: 

3200 

Bond  refunds 

$  2,970,993 

3,142,134 

3,406,613 

3,624,472 

3,381,743 

3206 

Deposit  and  escrow  refunds 

79,807 

75,915 

53,517 

75,167 

100,829 

3212 

Federal  share  grantee  sales  refunds 

_ 

_ 

386 

_ 

_ 

3213 

Tax  credit  debt  offset 

227,342 

238,495 

259,589 

159,943 

424,562 

3215 

Debt  offset  refunds 

9,513,639 

9,101,435 

9,616,812 

10,724,197 

10,184,106 

3218 

Motor  vehicle  license  fee  refunds 

1,162,009 

450,450 

458,604 

342,352 

385,841 

3221 

Driver's  license  fee  refunds 

71,902 

69,368 

57,742 

58,495 

48,367 

3227 

License  and  permit  fee  refunds 

164,254 

145,499 

183,361 

147,645 

163,468 

3230 

Registration  fee  refunds 

9,653 

5,200 

9,990 

4,341 

37,308 

3233 

Regulatory  fee  refunds 

52,960 

12,487 

7,714 

16,754 

59,869 

3236 

Inspection  fee  refunds 

32,265 

51,104 

52,865 

41,178 

52,862 

3239 

Miscellaneous  fee  refunds 

265,248 

468,145 

321,503 

298,548 

442,860 

3242 

Sales  refunds 

4,995 

19,375 

9,829 

3,455 

10,391 

3245 

Lease  and  rentals  refunds 

4,108 

13,281 

4,996 

4,551 

5,702 

3248 

Medical  services  refunds 

6,420,842 

6,600,044 

6,002,089 

6,525,413 

6,331,354 

3251 

Contributions  refunds 

50 

5,857,204 

14,488,536 

16,298,595 

5,886,037 

3254 

Federal  refunds 

375,453 

441,708 

3,621,387 

355,286 

1,514,909 

3255 

Financial  institutions  tax  refunds 

60 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

3257 

Penalty  and  court  award  refunds 

98,591 

145,810 

48,478 

14,444 

31,479 

3260 

Interagency  billing  refunds 

1,277 

_ 

12,061 

_ 

295 

3261 

Receivable  overpayment  refunds 

54,017 

32,948 

70,421 

180,639 

328,765 

3267 

Deferred  revenue  refunds 

4,754,448 

2,415,893 

4,176,768 

1,545,606 

2,445,006 

3269 

Other  refunds 

600,632 

643,992 

1,425,466 

2,411,778 

3,313,740 

3272 

Sales  and  use  tax  protested  refunds 

13,101 

_ 

782 

200,205 

156,632 

3281 

County  foreign  insurance  tax  refunds 

23,577,535 

14,220,444 

16,943,164 

17,921,126 

27,158,118 

3284 

County  domestic  insurance  tax  refunds 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

2,694,044 

3287 

Worker's  compensation  insurance  tax  refunds 

1,447,545 

2,118,877 

725,543 

2,212,394 

286,762 

3293 

Cigarette  tax  refunds 

39,838 

146,382 

19,851 

3296 

Tobacco  products  tax  refunds 

4,349 

3299 

Aviation  fuel  tax  refunds 

16,155 

58,079 

4,957 

6,304 

8,902 

3305 

Special  fuel  (non-gas)  tax  refunds 

28,343,359 

24,411,746 

23,022,799 

25,710,530 

22,218,784 

3308 

Fuel  tax  refunds 

9,336,130 

11,297,330 

10,599,366 

10,237,237 

10,042,959 

3311 

Sales  tax  refunds 

3,612 

262 

468 

36 

104 

3314 

Food  tax  exemption  refunds 

831,966 

3317 

General  sales  and  use  tax  refunds 

69,427,541 

70,654,335 

60,007,381 

49,875,140 

28,009,782 

3326 

Motor  vehicle  sales  tax  refunds 

3,867,997 

2,883,786 

2,889,341 

3,110,419 

3,395,473 

3329 

Motor  vehicle  use  tax  refunds 

1,043,711 

821,239 

837,107 

955,515 

1,128,147 

3335 

Boat  tax  refunds 

4,339 

4,610 

4,787 

6,390 

5,036 

3338 

Individual  tax  refunds 

900,112,335 

1,059,238,817 

1,050,281,318 

993,083,426 

930,792,552 

3341 

Senior  citizens  tax  refunds 

100,165,523 

118,574,491 

118,595,070 

114,887,118 

117,603,638 

3344 

Corporation  tax  refunds 

151,204,765 

164,028,331 

212,907,168 

149,575,393 

157,035,524 

3347 

Franchise  tax  refunds 

3,760,724 

6,133,165 

1,512,990 

2,189,789 

5,214,992 

3350 

Inheritance  tax  refunds 

310,823 

38,417 

18,345 

172,440 

8,628 

3356 

Other  tax  refunds 

991,455 

491,591 

487,232 

1,337,274 

1,819,324 

Total  SAM  II  Expenditure  Refunds 

$  1,321,367,348 

1,504,906,007 

1,543,126,545 

1,414,459,977 

1,342,748,745 
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The  following  identifies  the  various  components  of  the  amendment  and  the 
application  of  the  amendment  to  state  revenues. 


-j-,  -I  Article  X,  Section  18(a),  Missouri  Constitution,  establishes  the  revenue 

t  ormuia  limit  formula  as  fonows . 

Revenue  limit  Total  state  revenue  (TSR)    The  greater  of  MPI  in  the 

for  FY  20XX    =  in  FY  1981   x  calendar  year  (CY)  prior 

CY  1979  Missouri         to   the   CY   in  which 
personal  income  (MPI)      appropriations  are  made 

for  FY  20XX  or  Average 
MPI  for  three  CYs 
preceding  FY  20XX. 


The  formula  is  composed  of  two  principal  parts.  The  first  part  of  the 
formula,  the  base  year  ratio  (BYR),  is  as  follows: 


TSR  in  FY  1981 
CY  1979  MPI 


The  application  of  this  ratio  to  the  second  part  of  the  formula  (future  years' 
MPI)  ensures  that  no  greater  portion  of  a  future  year's  personal  income  will 
be  used  to  fund  state  government  than  was  the  case  at  the  time  of  passage  of 
the  amendment.  The  MPI  amounts  used  in  the  formula  for  the  base  year  and 
subsequent  years  are  reported  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  (DOC). 

The  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Budget  and  Planning  (OA-BP) 
does  not  adjust  the  BYR  for  changes  already  made  or  for  future  changes  or 
adjustments  to  this  amount  by  the  DOC.  Article  X,  Section  17(2)  refers  to 
".  .  .  total  income  ...  as  defined  and  officially  reported  by"  the  DOC.  Even 
though  the  amendment  does  not  specifically  refer  to  such  adjustments,  this 
wording  suggests  that  the  BYR  should  be  adjusted  whenever  CY  1979  MPI 
is  adjusted  by  the  DOC.  The  use  of  the  initial  reporting  of  MPI  does  provide 
an  unchanging  BYR  for  future  years,  which  provides  at  least  two  benefits. 
First,  the  state  can  more  easily  plan  and  make  appropriate  adjustments  to 
stay  under  the  revenue  limit.  Second,  if  the  initial  MPI  is  subsequently 
adjusted,  retroactive  refunds  are  a  possibility.  That  is,  an  adjustment  to  MPI 
for  any  prior  year  (including  the  base  year)  could  reduce  the  revenue  limit 
for  a  prior  year  below  that  year's  TSR,  providing  a  refund  where  one 
previously  was  not  due.  Therefore,  we  find  this  approach  reasonable  so  long 
as  it  is  followed  consistently. 

As  with  the  BYR,  the  OA-BP  uses  the  MPI  first  officially  published  by  the 
DOC  after  the  close  of  the  CY  to  calculate  the  revenue  limit  for  the 
applicable  fiscal  year.  For  the  reasons  expressed  in  the  preceding  paragraph, 
we  find  this  approach  reasonable  so  long  as  it  also  is  followed  consistently. 
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The  BYR  was  calculated  by  the  OA-BP  as  follows  (dollar  amounts  are  in 
millions): 


$2,232.204096 
$  39,581.0 


=  .05639584891 


In  its  calculations  of  the  revenue  limit  the  OA-BP  rounded  the  BYR  to 
.056395. 


Adjustments 


Composition  of  Total 
State  Revenues 


Article  X,  Section  18(b)  allows  the  state  to  exceed  the  revenue  limit  by  1 
percent  before  a  refund  is  due.  Therefore,  to  determine  the  point  at  which 
the  refund  provision  takes  effect  (the  refund  threshold)  the  revenue  limit  is 
adjusted  upward  by  1  percent.  However,  should  TSR  exceed  the  refund 
threshold,  all  revenues  in  excess  of  the  revenue  limit  are  subject  to  refund. 

Article  X,  Section  18(d)  provides  that  the  revenue  limit  may  be  adjusted, 
"...  if  responsibility  for  funding  a  program  or  programs  is  transferred  from 
one  level  of  government  to  another,  as  a  consequence  of  constitutional 
amendment  .  .  .  provided  that  the  total  revenue  authorized  for  collection  by 
both  state  and  local  governments  does  not  exceed  that  amount  which  would 
have  been  authorized  without  such  a  change." 

The  OA-BP  has  adjusted  the  revenue  limit  for  the  transfer  of  deputy  circuit 
clerks  from  the  county  payroll  to  the  state  payroll  under  Section  483.245, 
RSMo,  which  was  effective  on  July  1,  1981.  In  past  years,  the  SAO 
disagreed  with  this  adjustment  because  state  funding  of  these  salaries  was 
required  by  statute  instead  of  by  consequence  of  constitutional  amendment. 
In  addition,  the  Judicial  Article  Amendment  was  effective  on  August  3, 
1976,  which  was  prior  to  the  time  the  Hancock  Amendment  was  adopted  by 
the  voters  on  November  4,  1980.  However,  the  Supreme  Court  ruled  in  its 
decision  on  January  27,  1998,  that  an  adjustment  to  the  revenue  limit  for  the 
transfer  of  deputy  circuit  clerks  from  the  county  payroll  to  the  state  payroll 
is  appropriate. 

An  integral  part  in  applying  the  provisions  of  the  amendment  to  state 
revenues  is  to  determine  what  constitutes  TSR.  The  amendment  does  not 
specify  the  methodology  to  be  used  to  determine  TSR.  Consequently, 
procedures  to  calculate  TSR  have  been  established  and  certain  decisions  as 
to  items  that  would  be  either  included  or  excluded  have  been  made,  except 
for  items  ruled  on  by  the  Attorney  General  or  the  Missouri  courts. 

TSR  includes  all  revenues  recorded  in  the  Statewide  Accounting  System  for 
Missouri  (SAM  II)  and  receipted  by  the  state  treasurer,  which  may  only  be 
withdrawn  pursuant  to  an  appropriation  or  which  stand  appropriated  by  the 
Constitution  of  Missouri.  Various  funds  not  in  the  state  treasury  are  not 
included  in  TSR.  These  funds  include  university  local  funds,  local  sales  tax 
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fund  collections  made  by  the  Department  of  Revenue,  various  funds  held  in 
trust  for  inmates,  patients,  etc.,  and  various  quasi-governmental  agencies 
such  as  the  Board  of  Public  Buildings,  the  Housing  Development 
Commission,  the  Higher  Education  Loan  Authority,  the  Health  and 
Educational  Facilities  Authority,  and  the  state's  retirement  systems.  The 
Hancock  Amendment  states  the  composition  of  TSR  is,  "defined  in  the 
budget  message  of  the  governor  for  fiscal  year  1980-81."  The  funds 
described  above  were  not  addressed  in  the  governor's  budget  message  for 
that  year  since  the  funds  were  not  in  the  state  treasury  and  were  not 
appropriated.  Thus,  it  seems  reasonable  to  conclude  that  these  funds  should 
not  be  included  in  TSR. 


Excluded  Funds  From  the  revenue  amounts  obtained  from  SAM  II,  certain  funds  are  entirely 

excluded  to  arrive  at  TSR,  as  defined  in  Article  X,  Section  17(1),  Missouri 
Constitution,  as  follows: 


A.    Lottery  In  November  1984,  the  voters  approved  Article  III,  Section  39(b),  Missouri 

Constitution,  which  authorized  the  creation  of  the  Missouri  State  Lottery. 
This  provision  states  that  revenues  produced  from  the  conduct  of  a  state 
lottery  shall  not  be  a  part  of  TSR.  Since  the  voters  approved  the  state  lottery, 
all  revenue  and  expenditure  refunds  related  to  the  state  lottery  are  excluded. 


B.    Alternative  Care  Trust  Fund    The  Alternative  Care  Trust  Fund  was  established  in  1989  under  Section 

210.560,  RSMo.  The  Department  of  Social  Services  uses  this  fund  to 
account  for  funds  held  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  children  who  have  been 
placed  in  the  legal  custody  of  the  state.  The  Department  of  Corrections, 
Department  of  Mental  Health,  and  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  hold 
funds  in  trust  for  inmates  and  patients;  however,  these  funds  are  not  in  the 
state  treasury  and  are  not  included  in  TSR.  Funds  held  in  trust  are  not  state 
funds  since  the  funds  remain  the  property  of  the  individual.  Since  the 
Alternative  Care  Trust  Fund  does  not  account  for  state  funds,  it  is  excluded. 


C.    State  Guaranty  Student  Loan   Federal  legislation  passed  in  1997  made  changes  in  the  accounting  required 
Funds  for  federal  education  loans.  Starting  in  federal  fiscal  year  1998,  the  federal 

government  considers  all  monies  in  these  funds  as  property  of  the  federal 
government  or  guaranty  agency.  As  a  result,  the  state  excludes  these  funds 
held  in  trust. 


D.   Pansey  Johnson-Travis  The  state  received  an  endowment  in  1987  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a 

Memorial  State  Gardens  memorial  state  garden.  The  state  is  to  invest  the  endowment  for  100  years 
Trust  Fund  before  using  the  funds  to  establish  the  memorial  garden.  Since  the  funds 

cannot  be  appropriated  until  2087,  the  revenue  is  excluded  from  TSR. 
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Excluded  Revenues 


E.    Federal  Funds 


From  the  revenue  amounts  obtained  from  SAM  II,  certain  types  of  revenues 
are  excluded  to  arrive  at  TSR,  as  defined  in  Article  X,  Section  17(1), 
Missouri  Constitution,  as  follows: 

Article  X,  Section  17,  Missouri  Constitution,  specifically  excludes  federal 
funds. 


Proposition  C  Sales  and  Use 
Tax/Interest 


Proposition  A  Gas  Tax  and 
License  Fee  Increases 


In  November  1982,  the  voters  approved  Proposition  C,  which  increased  the 
state  sales  and  use  tax  by  1  percent.  Since  Proposition  C  received  direct 
voter  approval  as  provided  in  Article  X,  Section  16,  Missouri  Constitution, 
the  proceeds  from  the  additional  1  percent  sales  and  use  tax,  including  any 
interest  earned  on  the  investment  of  such  taxes,  are  excluded. 

In  April  1987,  the  voters  approved  Proposition  A,  which  increased  the 
motor  fuel  tax  by  4  cents  per  gallon  and  increased  the  annual  registration  fee 
for  certain  motor  vehicles,  effective  July  1,  1987.  Since  the  increase  in  tax 
and  fees  received  direct  voter  approval,  these  revenues  are  excluded.  Also, 
see  item  BB.  below. 


H.   Bond  Sales 


I.  Refunds 


J.    Interagency  Sales  and 
Receipts 


K.   Soil  and  Water  Sales  and  Use 
Tax/Interest 
and 

L.    Parks  Sales  and  Use 
Tax/Interest 


An  attorney  general  opinion  concluded  that  proceeds  of  the  state's  general 
obligation  bonds  were  not  to  be  included  in  TSR. 

Refunds  received  due  to  the  overpayment  of  obligations  by  the  state,  as 
identified  by  certain  revenue  source  codes,  are  excluded. 

Since  interagency  transactions  do  not  generate  additional  revenue  for  the 
state  as  a  whole,  interagency  sales  and  receipts,  as  identified  by  certain 
revenue  source  codes,  are  excluded. 

In  August  1984,  the  voters  approved  a  one-tenth  of  1  percent  sales  tax  for 
soil  and  water  conservation  and  state  parks.  Article  IV,  Section  47(c), 
Missouri  Constitution,  states  that  the  additional  revenue  provided  by  the  tax 
shall  not  be  part  of  TSR.  Since  the  voters  approved  the  sales  tax,  the  sales 
tax  and  any  interest  earned  on  the  investment  of  the  balance  in  these  funds 
are  excluded. 


M.  Redeposit  of  Investment 
Principal 

N.   Outlawed  Checks 


The  redeposit  of  investment  principal  is  excluded. 


Outlawed  checks,  which  are  state  checks  that  were  not  cashed  by  the  payee 
within  the  time  allowed,  are  redeposited  in  the  state  treasury  and  are 
excluded. 


O.   Redeposit  of  Loan  Principal    Redeposits  of  loan  principal  are  excluded. 
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P.    Bingo  The  August  1992  amendment  to  Article  III,  Section  39(d),  Missouri 

Constitution,  related  to  gaming  activities  also  applies  to  bingo  games,  in  that 
all  state  revenues  derived  from  the  conduct  of  gaming  activities  shall  be 
appropriated  beginning  July  1,  1993,  solely  for  public  education  and  shall 
not  be  included  in  TSR.  Section  313.007,  RSMo,  requires  the  bingo  tax  to 
be  deposited  in  the  Bingo  Proceeds  for  Education  Fund.  The  bingo  tax, 
certain  fees,  and  the  interest  earned  on  the  investment  of  the  fund  are 
excluded  from  TSR. 

Q.   Riverboat  Gambling  In  August  1992,  the  voters  approved  an  amendment  to  Article  III,  Section 

39(d),  Missouri  Constitution.  This  constitutional  amendment  requires  that 
all  state  gaming  revenues  must  be  appropriated  for  public  education  and 
excludes  these  revenues  from  TSR. 

In  1993,  the  Missouri  General  Assembly  enacted  Senate  Bills  10  and  11. 
This  comprehensive  gaming  legislation  established  riverboat  gaming  in  the 
state.  This  law  repealed  House  Bill  149  related  to  riverboat  gaming  which 
had  been  enacted  by  voters  as  Proposition  A  in  November  1992. 

Under  Senate  Bills  10  and  11,  the  legislature  imposed  a  20  percent  tax  on 
adjusted  gross  receipts  from  gambling  games.  In  November  2008,  the  voters 
approved  increasing  the  tax  to  21  percent.  The  state  treats  90  percent  of  this 
revenue  as  state  gaming  revenues  under  Article  III,  Section  39(d),  Missouri 
Constitution,  and  earmarks  the  revenues  to  the  Gaming  Proceeds  for 
Education  Fund.  The  remaining  10  percent  of  this  revenue  is  allocated  to  the 
home  dock  city  or  county.  Under  Article  III,  Section  39(d),  Missouri 
Constitution,  the  90  percent  portion  of  the  adjusted  gross  receipts  tax  is 
exempted  from  TSR.  The  remaining  10  percent  portion  of  the  adjusted  gross 
receipts  tax  is  also  excluded  from  TSR  because  these  funds  are  distributed 
by  the  Department  of  Revenue  without  deposit  in  the  state  treasury  and 
without  appropriation. 

Under  Senate  Bills  10  and  11,  the  legislature  also  established  a  Gaming 
Commission  Fund  in  the  state  treasury  and  authorized  gaming  commission 
license  fees,  penalties,  administrative  fees,  reimbursements,  and  admission 
fees  to  be  deposited  in  this  fund  and  expended  pursuant  to  state 
appropriation  for  various  purposes. 

On  November  24,  1998,  the  Missouri  Court  of  Appeals,  Western  District 
entered  its  final  decision  in  Kelly  v.  Hanson,  et.  al.,  984  S.W.  2d  540  (Mo. 
1998).  The  Missouri  Court  of  Appeals,  Western  District  ruled  that  revenue 
from  the  one  dollar  portion  of  the  state  imposed  two  dollar  admission  fee 
payable  to  the  state  is  not  included  in  TSR,  while  the  revenue  from  the 
payments  to  the  state  to  recoup  public  safety  and  regulatory  enforcement 
costs  is  included  in  TSR.  The  remaining  one  dollar  portion  of  the  two  dollar 
admission  fee  is  also  excluded  from  TSR  because  these  funds  are  distributed 
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by  the  Department  of  Revenue  without  deposit  in  the  state  treasury  and 
without  appropriation. 


R.   Redeposit  of  State  Funds 


S.    Loan  Proceeds 


Conservation  Sales  and  Use 
Tax/Interest 


The  redeposit  of  state  funds  for  which  a  state  expenditure  was  originally 
incurred,  such  as  from  closing  a  petty  cash  fund  and  returning  the  funds  to 
the  state  treasury,  is  excluded. 

The  state  receives  loans  or  advancements  from  the  federal  government,  local 
governments,  or  private  sources,  to  finance  the  acceleration  of  state  projects. 
Since  the  loans  must  be  repaid  in  the  future,  they  are  excluded. 

Pursuant  to  the  Supreme  Court  decision  in  Conservation  Federation  of 
Missouri,  et.  al.,  v.  Richard  Hanson,  et.  al.,  994  S.W.  2d  27  (Mo.  Banc. 
1999),  the  revenue  derived  from  the  one-eighth  of  one  percent  conservation 
sales  tax,  and  any  interest  earned  on  the  investment  of  these  funds,  are 
excluded. 


U.   State  Employee  Expense 
Reimbursement 


The  state  receives  reimbursement  from  private  individuals,  firms, 
partnerships,  corporations,  etc.,  for  state  employee  expenses  incurred  in 
providing  testimony  in  a  court  of  law,  for  which  the  employee  has  already 
been  reimbursed  by  a  state  expense  account.  These  reimbursements  are 
excluded. 


V.   Recovery  Costs 


W.  Cost  Reimbursements 


Monies  received  from  others  for  costs  incurred  by  the  state  or  to  be  incurred 
by  the  state  are  excluded.  Also,  see  item  W.  below. 

Monies  received  from  other  governments  for  reimbursements  of  costs 
incurred  by  the  state  are  excluded. 


X.   Canceled  Checks 


Regarding  items  V.  and  W.,  the  state  has  excluded  from  TSR  receipts  for 
cost  reimbursements  since  fiscal  year  1982  and  receipts  for  recovery  costs 
since  fiscal  year  1988.  Although  the  constitution  does  not  specifically 
mention  cost  reimbursements  and  recovery  costs  and  they  have  not  been  the 
subject  of  a  court  decision,  we  have  agreed  with  such  exclusions  because 
from  an  accounting  standpoint,  they  would  not  be  considered  revenue. 

Receipts  derived  from  the  redeposit  of  state  checks  that  have  been  canceled 
are  excluded. 


Y.    Local  Match 


Local  governments  provided  funds  to  the  state  to  use  as  a  local  match  to 
qualify  for  federal  or  state  funding.  Since  these  local  match  funds  are  not 
state  funds,  they  are  excluded. 


Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  The  proceeds  from  some  sales  of  surplus  property  are  initially  deposited  into 
Sales  the  Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  Sales  Fund  then  disbursed  from  this  fund 

to  the  state  fund  that  owned  the  property.  To  avoid  counting  the  same 
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receipts  in  TSR  twice,  the  state  excludes  amounts  disbursed  from  the 
Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  Sales  Fund  to  other  state  funds. 

AA.     WIC  Rebates  The  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (DHSS)  issues  food 

instruments  for  the  Special  Supplemental  Nutrition  Program  for  Women, 
Infants,  and  Children  (WIC)  to  program  participants  who  use  them  to  obtain 
formula  at  participating  grocery  stores  and  pharmacies.  The  participating 
grocery  stores  and  pharmacies  then  redeem  the  food  instruments.  The  food 
instruments  are  processed  through  the  Federal  Reserve  System  and  the  WIC 
program  is  charged  for  the  food  instruments  presented.  The  DHSS  records 
the  redeemed  food  instruments  and  sends  a  monthly  invoice  to  the 
contracted  infant  formula  manufacturer  who  then  rebates  a  portion  of  the 
sales  proceeds  to  the  state. 

BB.  Amendment  3  Revenue  In  November  2004,  the  voters  approved  an  amendment  to  Article  IV, 
Derived  From  Highway  Sections  29  and  30(a)  through  30(c)  and  added  Section  30(d),  Missouri 
Users  Constitution,  effective  July  1,  2005. 

Section  30(a)  provides  for  the  apportionment  and  distribution  of  net 
proceeds  of  motor  fuel  tax.  This  section  further  provides  that,  "...  The  net 
proceeds  of  fuel  taxes  apportioned,  distributed  and  deposited  under  this 
section  to  the  state  road  fund,  counties,  cities,  towns  and  villages  shall  not 
be  included  within  the  definition  of  "total  state  revenues".  .  .  ." 

Section  30(b)  provides  for  the  use  and  distribution  of  revenue  derived  from 
highway  users  as  an  incident  to  their  use  or  right  to  use  the  highways  of  the 
state  (including  all  state  license  fees  and  taxes  on  motor  vehicles,  trailers 
and  motor  vehicle  fuels  and  excepting  sales  tax  on  motor  vehicles  and 
trailers  which  are  not  distributed  to  the  state  road  fund).  This  section  further 
provides  that,  "...  The  moneys  apportioned  or  distributed  under  this  section 
to  the  state  road  fund,  the  state  transportation  fund,  the  state  road  bond  fund, 
counties,  cities,  towns  or  villages  shall  not  be  included  within  the  definition 
of  "total  state  revenues".  ..." 

As  a  result,  motor  vehicle  sales  tax  and  special  fuel  non-gas  tax,  and  fees 
from  motor  vehicle  licenses  or  permits,  interstate  transportation  licenses  or 
permits,  driver's  licenses  or  permits,  overdimension/overweight  permits, 
other  licenses  and  permits,  and  non-motor  fuel  decals  credited  to  the  State 
Road  Fund,  State  Road  Bond  Fund,  and/or  State  Transportation  Fund  are 
excluded  from  TSR. 

The  increase  in  interstate  transportation  license  or  permits  for  certain  motor 
vehicles  excluded  under  this  section  were  previously  excluded  and,  as  a 
result,  have  no  impact  on  TSR.  (See  item  G.  above.) 

Sections  29,  30(c),  and  30(d)  have  no  apparent  Hancock  implications. 
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Other  Exclusions  and 
Limits 

Cash  Management  Improvement 
Act 


Agency  Remitted  Sales  Tax 


Abandoned  Funds  Claim 
Payments 


Expenditure  Refunds 


Tobacco  Master  Settlement 
Agreement  Proceeds 


Other  exclusions  and  limits  have  been  considered  to  arrive  at  TSR,  as 
follows: 

The  state  has  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  federal  government  which 
governs  the  timing  of  when  the  state  can  obtain  federal  grant  monies.  If  the 
state  holds  federal  funds  longer  than  needed,  the  state  has  to  reimburse  the 
federal  government  for  interest  earnings.  Since  the  interest  was  earned  on 
federal  funds  and  has  to  be  returned  to  the  federal  government,  it  is 
excluded  from  TSR. 

Some  state  agencies  sell  goods  or  services  to  the  public  and  collect  sales  tax. 
To  avoid  counting  the  same  receipts  in  TSR  twice,  the  sales  tax  remitted  by 
state  agencies  to  the  Department  of  Revenue  is  excluded  from  TSR. 

Under  Section  447.543,  RSMo,  the  state  receives  abandoned  funds  from 
various  sources  (banks,  businesses,  insurance  companies,  etc.).  These  funds 
are  placed  in  the  state  Abandoned  Fund  Account.  The  rightful  owner  may 
receive  these  funds  if  properly  claimed.  The  state  includes  the  receipts  in 
TSR.  Starting  in  fiscal  year  1998,  the  state  excludes  from  TSR  amounts  paid 
to  the  rightful  owner. 

According  to  Article  X,  Section  17(1),  Missouri  Constitution,  total  state 
revenue  shall  exclude  the  amount  of  any  credits  based  on  actual  tax 
liabilities.  Refunds  disbursed  due  to  the  excess  collection  by  the  state  of 
liabilities  owed  the  state,  largely  tax  refunds,  as  identified  by  certain 
expenditure  object  codes  are  excluded.  The  method  used  to  determine 
expenditure  refunds  is  not  specified  in  the  amendment.  Although  the  OA-BP 
initially  used  the  appropriation  basis  to  determine  expenditures  refunds, 
during  fiscal  year  1984,  the  OA-BP  changed  to  the  cash  basis.  The  SAO  had 
consistently  used  the  appropriation  basis  to  measure  refunds.  As  a  result,  a 
difference  existed.  However,  in  its  decision  of  lanuary  27,  1998,  the 
Supreme  Court  indicated  that  a  cash  basis  of  accounting  should  be  used  to 
determine  compliance  with  the  Hancock  Amendment.  As  a  result,  the  SAO 
changed  its  calculation  of  expenditure  refunds  to  the  cash  basis. 

The  OA-BP  has  excluded  $135,246,224  received  from  tobacco  companies 
during  fiscal  year  2012.  The  Master  Settlement  Agreement  was  entered  into 
effective  November  23,  1998,  between  the  major  cigarette  manufacturers 
and  the  states'  Attorney  Generals.  Missouri  received  its  first  payments  under 
the  settlement  agreement  during  fiscal  year  2001  and  future  payments  from 
tobacco  companies  extend  in  perpetuity.  The  payment  received  in  2001 
included  amounts  under  the  settlement  agreement  for  1998,  2000,  and  2001. 
The  settlement  agreement  did  not  require  a  payment  for  1999.  Payments  for 
fiscal  years  2001  through  2011  were  as  follows: 
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Fiscal  Year  Amount 


100  1 

C  0^2A 

1 11  £,1Q  SzL^ 

2003 

166,895,179 

2004 

142,829,966 

2005 

144,964,644 

2006 

133,078,222 

2007 

139,292,616 

2008 

153,277,453 

2009 

168,066,958 

2010 

140,318,927 

2011 

132,631,552 

The  amounts  received  were  coded  in  the  state's  accounting  system  to 
revenue  source  code  1806  -  recovery  costs,  which  is  excluded  from  TSR. 
Recovery  costs  are  defined  under  revenue  source  code  1806  as,  "all  money 
recovered  from  others  for  costs  incurred  by  the  state  or  to  be  incurred  by 
the  state. "  The  OA-BP  believes  these  receipts  should  be  excluded  from  TSR 
because  the  amounts  represent  a  recovery  of  health  care  costs  previously 
incurred  or  to  be  incurred  by  the  state  attributable  to  smoking. 

Public  information  was  not  readily  available  to  determine  if  the  amounts 
recovered  from  the  tobacco  companies  under  the  master  settlement 
agreement  were  more  or  less  than  the  health  care  costs  incurred.  For  our 
fiscal  year  2001  report,  we  reviewed  three  extensive  research  projects 
conducted  by  experts.  We  limited  our  analysis  to  Medicaid  costs  incurred  in 
fiscal  years  1998  through  2001.  We  did  not  consider  Medicaid  costs  from 
past  years  prior  to  1998.  In  addition,  we  did  not  consider  other  costs 
incurred  by  the  state,  such  as  employee  health  care  costs  attributable  to 
smoking.  These  three  research  projects  showed  that  Medicaid  costs 
attributable  to  smoking  were  higher  than  the  amount  the  state  received  from 
the  tobacco  companies  under  the  settlement  agreement.  As  a  result,  in  our 
2001  report  we  concluded  it  was  proper  for  the  OA-BP  to  exclude  the 
amounts  received  from  the  tobacco  companies  as  a  recovery  cost. 

A  study,  "Tobacco  Damages  to  the  State  of  Missouri"  by  Glenn  W. 
Harrison,  was  commissioned  by  the  Missouri  Attorney  General's  Office  for 
use  in  a  lawsuit  against  tobacco  companies  filed  May  12,  1997.  This  lawsuit 
was  dropped  because  Missouri  joined  a  consortium  of  states  in  December 
1998,  in  the  Master  Settlement  Agreement  with  the  tobacco  companies.  As  a 
result,  the  Harrison  study  was  not  fully  completed.  However,  the  draft  report 
provided  an  estimate  of  Medicaid  costs  attributable  to  smoking  for  1970 
through  2007  and  an  estimate  of  state  employee  health  care  costs 
attributable  to  smoking  for  1970  through  1997.  This  study  estimates  that 
state  costs  attributable  to  smoking  were  higher  than  the  amount  the  state 
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received.  OA  officials  could  not  locate  any  current  studies  but  believe 
continued  exclusion  is  reasonable. 


Federal  Reimbursement  The   Federal   Reimbursement   Allowance   and   the   Nursing  Facility 

Allowance  and  Nursing  Facility  Reimbursement  Allowance  tax  imposed  by  the  state  to  pay  the  state's  share 
Reimbursement  Allowance  of  the  costs  of  the  Medicaid  program  when  collected  by  an  offset  against 

Medicaid  claims,  is  not  directly  deposited  in  the  state  treasury.  As  a  result, 

this  revenue  is  not  included  in  TSR. 


Local  use  tax  The  local  use  tax  imposed  by  the  state  under  Section  144.748,  RSMo,  until 

repealed  on  May  21,  1996,  and  distributed  to  local  governments  is  not 
deposited  in  the  state  treasury  and  is  not  appropriated.  As  a  result,  this 
revenue  is  not  included  in  TSR. 


On  November  4,  1980,  the  voters  of  Missouri  passed  Constitutional 
Amendment  No.  5  which  added  Article  X,  Sections  16  through  24  to  the 
Constitution  of  Missouri.  The  amendment,  commonly  referred  to  as  the 
Hancock  Amendment,  requires  that  no  greater  portion  of  Missourians' 
personal  income  (MPI)  be  used  in  any  future  year  to  fund  state  government 
than  was  the  case  in  fiscal  year  1981,  except  as  authorized  by  a  vote  of  the 
people. 

Exhibit  A  presents  a  summary  of  the  calculations  of  limited  total  state 
revenue  (TSR)  for  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  2011,  2010,  2009,  and 
2008.  The  results  of  our  review  determined  that  for  the  year  ended  June  30, 
2012,  TSR  was  approximately  $3.9  billion  under  the  refund  threshold.  As  a 
result,  no  refund  is  due  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

Article  X,  Section  18(e),  Missouri  Constitution,  imposes  an  additional 
revenue  limit,  which  states  the  general  assembly  shall  not  increase  taxes  or 
fees  in  any  fiscal  year  without  voter  approval  that  in  total  produce  new 
annual  revenues  greater  than  $50  million  adjusted  annually  by  the 
percentage  change  in  the  personal  income  of  Missouri  for  the  second 
previous  year,  or  1  percent  of  total  state  revenues  for  the  second  fiscal  year 
prior  to  the  general  assembly's  action,  whichever  is  less.  For  fiscal  year 
2012,  the  OA-BP  calculated  these  limits  at  $103.2  million  for  the  Missouri 
Personal  Income  amount  and  $80.2  million  for  the  1  percent  of  total  state 
revenues  amount. 


Compliance 


For  fiscal  year  2012,  the  OA-BP  has  determined  that  as  a  result  of 
legislative  actions  net  taxes  and  fees  decreased  by  a  total  of  $1.3  million.  As 
a  result,  it  appears  the  state  complied  with  Article  X,  Section  18(e). 
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Section  16.  Taxes  and  state  spending  to  be  limited-state  to  support 
certain  local  activities-emergency  spending  and  bond  payments  to  be 
authorized.  Property  taxes  and  other  local  taxes  and  state  taxation  and 
spending  may  not  be  increased  above  the  limitations  specified  herein 
without  direct  voter  approval  as  provided  by  this  constitution.  The  state  is 
prohibited  from  requiring  any  new  or  expanded  activities  by  counties  and 
other  political  subdivisions  without  full  state  financing,  or  from  shifting  the 
tax  burden  to  counties  and  other  political  subdivisions.  A  provision  for 
emergency  conditions  is  established  and  the  repayment  of  voter  approved 
bonded  indebtedness  is  guaranteed.  Implementation  of  this  section  is 
specified  in  sections  17  through  24,  inclusive  of  this  article. 

Section  17.  Definitions.  As  used  in  sections  16  through  24  of  Article  X: 

(1)  "Total  state  revenues"  includes  all  general  and  special  revenues, 
license  and  fees,  excluding  federal  funds,  as  defined  in  the  budget  message 
of  the  governor  for  fiscal  year  1980-1981.  Total  state  revenues  shall  exclude 
the  amount  of  any  credits  based  on  actual  tax  liabilities  or  the  imputed  tax 
components  of  rental  payments,  but  shall  include  the  amount  of  any  credits 
not  related  to  actual  tax  liabilities. 

(2)  "Personal  income  of  Missouri"  is  the  total  income  received  by 
persons  in  Missouri  from  all  sources,  as  defined  and  officially  reported  by 
the  United  States  Department  of  Commerce  or  its  successor  agency. 

(3)  "General  price  level"  means  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for  All  Urban 
Consumers  for  the  United  States,  or  its  successor  publications,  as  defined 
and  officially  reported  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor,  or  its 
successor  agency. 

Section  18.  Limitation  on  taxes  which  may  be  imposed  by  general 
assembly-exclusions-refund  of  excess  revenue-adjustments 
authorized. 

(a).  There  is  hereby  established  a  limit  on  the  total  amount  of  taxes  which 
may  be  imposed  by  the  general  assembly  in  any  fiscal  year  on  the  taxpayers 
of  this  state.  Effective  with  fiscal  year  1981-1982,  and  for  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter,  the  general  assembly  shall  not  impose  taxes  of  any  kind  which, 
together  with  all  other  revenues  of  the  state,  federal  funds  excluded,  exceed 
the  revenue  limit  established  in  this  section.  The  revenue  limit  shall  be 
calculated  for  each  fiscal  year  and  shall  be  equal  to  the  product  of  the  ratio 
of  total  state  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1980-1981  divided  by  the  personal 
income  of  Missouri  in  calendar  year  1979  multiplied  by  the  personal  income 
of  Missouri  in  either  the  calendar  year  prior  to  the  calendar  year  in  which 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  calculation  is  being  made,  or 
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the  average  of  personal  income  of  Missouri  in  the  previous  three  calendar 
years,  whichever  is  greater. 

(b)  .  For  any  fiscal  year  in  the  event  that  total  state  revenues  exceed  the 
revenue  limit  established  in  this  section  by  one  percent  or  more,  the  excess 
revenues  shall  be  refunded  pro  rata  based  on  the  liability  reported  on  the 
Missouri  state  income  tax  (or  its  successor  tax  or  taxes)  annual  returns  filed 
following  the  close  of  such  fiscal  year.  If  the  excess  is  less  than  one  percent, 
this  excess  shall  be  transferred  to  the  general  revenue  fund. 

(c)  .  The  revenue  limitation  established  in  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  taxes 
imposed  for  the  payment  of  principal  and  interest  on  bonds,  approved  by  the 
voters  and  authorized  under  the  provisions  of  this  constitution. 

(d)  .  If  responsibility  for  funding  a  program  or  programs  is  transferred  from 
one  level  of  government  to  another,  as  a  consequence  of  constitutional 
amendment,  the  state  revenue  and  spending  limits  may  be  adjusted  to 
accommodate  such  change,  provided  that  the  total  revenue  authorized  for 
collection  by  both  state  and  local  governments  does  not  exceed  that  amount 
which  would  have  been  authorized  without  such  change. 

(e)  .  Voter  approval  required  for  taxes  or  fees,  when,  exceptions- 
compliance  procedure. 

1.  In  addition  to  the  revenue  limit  imposed  by  section  18  of  this  article, 
the  general  assembly  in  any  fiscal  year  shall  not  increase  taxes  or  fees 
without  voter  approval  that  in  total  produce  new  annual  revenues  greater 
than  either  fifty  million  dollars  adjusted  annually  by  the  percentage  change 
in  the  personal  income  of  Missouri  for  the  second  previous  fiscal  year,  or 
one  percent  of  total  state  revenues  for  the  second  fiscal  year  prior  to  the 
general  assembly's  action,  whichever  is  less.  In  the  event  that  an  individual 
or  series  of  tax  or  fee  increases  exceed  the  ceiling  established  in  this 
subsection,  the  taxes  or  fees  shall  be  submitted  by  the  general  assembly  to  a 
public  vote  starting  with  the  largest  increase  in  the  given  year,  and  including 
all  increases  in  descending  order,  until  the  aggregate  of  the  remaining 
increases  and  decreases  is  less  than  the  ceiling  provided  in  this  subsection. 

2.  The  term  "new  annual  revenues"  means  the  net  increase  in  annual 
revenues  produced  by  the  total  of  all  tax  or  fee  increases  enacted  by  the 
general  assembly  in  a  fiscal  year,  less  applicable  refunds  and  less  all 
contemporaneously  occurring  tax  or  fee  reductions  in  that  same  fiscal  year, 
and  shall  not  include  interest  earnings  on  the  proceeds  of  the  tax  or  fee 
increase.  For  purposes  of  this  calculation,  "enacted  by  the  general  assembly" 
shall  include  any  and  all  bills  that  are  truly  agreed  to  and  finally  passed 
within  that  fiscal  year,  except  bills  vetoed  by  the  governor  and  not 
overridden  by  the  general  assembly.  Each  individual  tax  or  fee  increase 
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shall  be  measured  by  the  estimated  new  annual  revenues  collected  during 
the  first  fiscal  year  that  it  is  fully  effective.  The  term  "increase  taxes  or  fees" 
means  any  law  or  laws  passed  by  the  general  assembly  after  May  2,  1996, 
that  increase  the  rate  of  an  existing  tax  or  fee,  impose  a  new  tax  or  fee,  or 
broaden  the  scope  of  a  tax  or  fee  to  include  additional  class  of  property, 
activity,  or  income,  but  shall  not  include  the  extension  of  an  existing  tax  or 
fee  which  was  set  to  expire. 

3.  In  the  event  of  an  emergency,  the  general  assembly  may  increase 
taxes,  licenses  or  fees  for  one  year  beyond  the  limit  in  this  subsection  under 
the  same  procedure  specified  in  section  19  of  this  article. 

4.  Compliance  with  the  limit  in  this  section  shall  be  measured  by 
calculating  the  aggregate  actual  new  annual  revenues  produced  in  the  first 
fiscal  year  that  each  individual  tax  or  fee  change  is  fully  effective. 

5.  Any  taxpayer  or  statewide  elected  official  may  bring  an  action  under 
the  provisions  of  section  23  of  this  article  to  enforce  compliance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section.  The  Missouri  supreme  court  shall  have  original 
jurisdiction  to  hear  any  challenge  brought  by  any  statewide  elected  official 
to  enforce  this  section.  In  such  enforcement  actions,  the  court  shall 
invalidate  the  taxes  and  fees  which  should  have  received  a  public  vote  as 
defined  in  subsection  1  of  this  section.  The  court  shall  order  remedies  of  the 
amount  of  revenue  collected  in  excess  of  the  limit  in  this  subsection  as  the 
court  finds  appropriate  in  order  to  allow  such  excess  amounts  to  be  refunded 
or  to  reduce  taxes  and/or  fees  in  the  future  to  offset  the  excess  monies 
collected. 

Section  19.  Limits  may  be  exceeded,  when,  how.  The  revenue  limit  of 
section  18  of  this  article  may  be  exceeded  only  if  all  of  the  following 
conditions  are  met:  (1)  The  governor  requests  the  general  assembly  to 
declare  an  emergency;  (2)  the  request  is  specific  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
emergency,  the  dollar  amount  of  the  emergency,  and  the  method  by  which 
the  emergency  will  be  funded;  and  (3)  the  general  assembly  thereafter 
declares  an  emergency  in  accordance  with  the  specifics  of  the  governor's 
request  by  a  majority  vote  for  fiscal  year  1981-1982,  thereafter  a  two-thirds 
vote  of  the  members  elected  to  and  serving  in  each  house.  The  emergency 
must  be  declared  in  accordance  with  this  section  prior  to  incurring  any  of 
the  expenses  which  constitute  the  emergency  request.  The  revenue  limit 
may  be  exceeded  only  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  emergency  is 
declared.  In  no  event  shall  any  part  of  the  amount  representing  a  refund 
under  section  18  of  this  article  be  the  subject  of  an  emergency  request. 

Section  20.  Limitation  on  state  expenses.  No  expenses  of  state 
government  shall  be  incurred  in  any  fiscal  year  which  exceed  the  sum  of  the 
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revenue  limit  established  in  sections  18  and  19  of  this  article  plus  federal 
funds  and  any  surplus  from  a  previous  fiscal  year. 

Section  21.  State  support  to  local  governments  not  to  be  reduced, 
additional  activities  and  services  not  to  be  imposed  without  full  state 
funding.  The  state  is  hereby  prohibited  from  reducing  the  state  financed 
proportion  of  the  costs  of  any  existing  activity  or  service  required  of 
counties  and  other  political  subdivisions.  A  new  activity  or  service  or  an 
increase  in  the  level  of  any  activity  or  service  beyond  that  required  by 
existing  law  shall  not  be  required  by  the  general  assembly  or  any  state 
agency  of  counties  or  other  political  subdivision,  unless  a  state  appropriation 
is  made  and  disbursed  to  pay  the  county  or  other  political  subdivision  for 
any  increased  costs. 

Section  22.  Political  subdivisions  to  receive  voter  approval  for  increases 
in  taxes  and  fees-rollbacks  may  be  required-limitation  not  applicable 
to  taxes  for  bonds. 

(a)  .  Counties  and  other  political  subdivisions  are  hereby  prohibited  from 
levying  any  tax,  license  or  fees,  not  authorized  by  law,  charter  or  self- 
enforcing  provisions  of  the  constitution  when  this  section  is  adopted  or  from 
increasing  the  current  levy  of  an  existing  tax,  license  or  fees,  above  that 
current  levy  authorized  by  law  or  charter  when  this  section  is  adopted 
without  the  approval  of  the  required  majority  of  the  qualified  voters  of  that 
county  or  other  political  subdivision  voting  thereon.  If  the  definition  of  the 
base  of  an  existing  tax,  license  or  fees,  is  broadened,  the  maximum 
authorized  current  levy  of  taxation  on  the  new  base  in  each  county  or  other 
political  subdivision  shall  be  reduced  to  yield  the  same  estimated  gross 
revenue  as  on  the  prior  base.  If  the  assessed  valuation  of  property  as  finally 
equalized,  excluding  the  value  of  new  construction  and  improvements, 
increases  by  a  larger  percentage  than  the  increase  in  the  general  price  level 
from  the  previous  year,  the  maximum  authorized  current  levy  applied 
thereto  in  each  county  or  other  political  subdivision  shall  be  reduced  to  yield 
the  same  gross  revenue  from  existing  property,  adjusted  for  changes  in  the 
general  price  level,  as  could  have  been  collected  at  the  existing  authorized 
levy  on  the  prior  assessed  value. 

(b)  .  The  limitations  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  taxes  imposed  for  the 
payment  of  principal  and  interest  on  bonds  or  other  evidence  of 
indebtedness  or  for  the  payment  of  assessments  on  contract  obligations  in 
anticipation  of  which  bonds  are  issued  which  were  authorized  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  this  section. 


Section  23.  Taxpayers  may  bring  actions  for  interpretations  of 
limitations.  Notwithstanding  other  provisions  of  this  constitution  or  other 
law,  any  taxpayer  of  the  state,  county  or  other  political  subdivision  shall 
have  standing  to  bring  suit  in  a  circuit  court  of  proper  venue  and 
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additionally,  when  the  state  is  involved,  in  the  Missouri  supreme  court,  to 
enforce  the  provisions  of  sections  16  through  22,  inclusive,  of  this  article 
and,  if  the  suit  is  sustained,  shall  receive  from  the  applicable  unit  of 
government  his  costs,  including  reasonable  attorneys'  fees  incurred  in 
maintaining  such  suit. 

Section  24.  Voter  approval  requirements  not  exclusive- -self- 
enforceability. 

(a).  The  provisions  for  voter  approval  contained  in  sections  16  through  23, 
inclusive,  of  this  article  do  not  abrogate  and  are  in  addition  to  other 
provisions  of  the  constitution  requiring  voter  approval  to  incur  bonded 
indebtedness  and  to  authorize  certain  taxes. 


(b).  The  provisions  contained  in  sections  16  through  23,  inclusive,  of  this 
article  are  self-enforcing;  provided,  however,  that  the  general  assembly  may 
enact  laws  implementing  such  provisions  which  are  not  inconsistent  with 
the  purposes  of  said  sections. 


*  The  1996  amendment  added  Section  18(e). 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Office  of  Attorney  General,  Missouri  Office  of 
Prosecution  Services 


The  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  (MOPS)  needs  to  improve 
controls  and  procedures  over  receipts.  The  MOPS  does  not  restrictively 
endorse  checks  immediately  upon  receipt  and  does  not  document  the  date  of 
receipt.  The  MOPS  does  not  deposit  registration  fees  until  they  total 
approximately  $1,000,  which  may  be  up  to  three  weeks. 

Salary  Increases  The  MOPS  gave  pay  raises  to  staff  employees  that  were  not  provided  to 

other  state  employees.  In  addition  to  the  2  percent  cost  of  living  adjustment 
increase  that  was  provided  to  state  employees  paid  less  than  $70,000  per 
year,  MOPS  employees  also  received  raises  in  January  2011  and  January 
2013.  These  raises  represented  an  annual  increase  in  staff  salaries  that 
totaled  $22,897.  In  addition  to  the  staff  raises,  the  Executive  Director  also 
received  salary  increases  of  $11,455  and  $7,500  in  November  2012  and 
January  2011,  respectively.  State  law  grants  the  Prosecutors  Coordinators 
Training  Council  the  authority  to  establish  employee  compensation,  but, 
given  the  recent  state  budget  constraints  and  that  other  state  employees  have 
generally  not  received  such  pay  increases,  the  Council  and  MOPS  should 
reevaluate  the  reasonableness  and  necessity  of  these  increases. 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


American  Recovery  and  The  Office  of  Attorney  General,  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services 

Reinvestment  Act  ^  not  receive  anY  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited  time  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Prosecutors  Coordinators  Training  Council 
and 

Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services 
and 

Honorable  Chris  Koster,  Attorney  General 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Office  of  Attorney  General,  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution 
Services,  as  provided  by  Section  56.765,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily 
limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  201 1.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  office's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  office's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  office,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  analysis  of  comparative  data  obtained  from  external  and  internal  sources;  and  testing 
selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and 
violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk 
assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  office's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  office. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  a  deficiency  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant  noncompliance 
with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Office  of 
Attorney  General,  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Toni  M.  Crabtree,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Matthew  Schulenberg,  CFE 

Audit  Staff:  Nicholas  Schafer 


Naomi  Nganga 
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Office  of  Attorney  General 

Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


1.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


The  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  (MOPS)  needs  to  improve 
controls  and  procedures  over  receipts. 

During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  MOPS  collected  approximately 
$86,000  in  registration  fees  related  to  various  training  conferences  and 
approximately  $1.1  million  remitted  by  Missouri  counties  and  the  City  of  St. 
Louis  for  the  Missouri  Prosecuting  Attorneys  and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund. 


The  MOPS  does  not  restrictively  endorse  checks  immediately  upon  receipt. 
Checks  are  not  restrictively  endorsed  until  the  bank  deposit  is  prepared.  In 
addition,  the  MOPS  does  not  document  the  date  of  receipt.  Typically,  only 
the  check  number,  payee,  and  amount  is  recorded.  Also,  receipts  are  not 
always  deposited  timely.  According  to  MOPS  personnel,  registration  fees 
are  held  until  they  total  approximately  $1,000,  and  may  be  held  up  to  3 
weeks  before  deposit. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


To  safeguard  against  possible  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal 
controls  should  provide  reasonable  assurances  that  all  receipts  are  handled 
and  accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded. 

The  MOPS  require  checks  be  restrictively  endorsed  upon  receipt,  the  date  of 
receipt  be  recorded,  and  all  monies  received  be  deposited  in  a  timely 
manner. 

The  MOPS  whole-heartedly  agrees  with  this  recommendation.  This 
recommendation  was  implemented  the  same  day  it  was  suggested  by  the 
field  auditor  during  the  audit  process. 


2.  Salary  Increases 


The  MOPS  provided  pay  raises  to  employees  that  were  not  provided  to 
other  state  employees. 


In  addition  to  a  2  percent  cost  of  living  adjustment  in  July  2012  (an  increase 
that  was  provided  to  state  employees  paid  less  than  $70,000  per  year) 
MOPS  staff  received  raises  in  January  2011  and  January  2013.  These  raises 
represented  an  annual  increase  in  staff  salaries  that  totaled  $22,897.  In 
addition  to  the  staff  raises,  the  Executive  Director  also  received  salary 
increases  of  $11,455  and  $7,500,  in  November  2012  and  January  2011, 
respectively.  These  raises  represented  approximately  a  10  percent  increase 
to  employees. 

According  to  a  member  of  the  Prosecutors  Coordinators  Training  Council, 
which  oversees  the  MOPS,  these  salary  increases  were  based  on  merit, 
annual  appraisals,  job  performance,  and  a  desire  to  bring  the  salary  of 
MOPS  employees  to  a  level  equal  to  other  state  employees  in  a  similar 
position. 
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Office  of  Attorney  General 

Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


Although  Section  56.760,  RSMo,  grants  the  Prosecutors  Coordinators 
Training  Council  the  authority  to  establish  employee  compensation,  given 
the  recent  state  budget  constraints  and  that  other  state  employees  have 
generally  not  received  such  pay  increases,  the  Council  and  MOPS  should  re- 
evaluate the  reasonableness  and  necessity  for  these  salary  increases. 

Recommendation  The  MOPS,  in  conjunction  with  the  Prosecutors  Coordinators  Training 

Council,  discontinue  providing  pay  increases  over  and  above  those  provided 
to  other  state  employees  in  the  future. 

Auditee's  Response  As  this  finding  correctly  acknowledges,  Section  56.760,  RSMo,  gives 

exclusive  authority  to  the  Prosecutors  Coordinators  Training  Council  to  fix 
the  salary  of  the  Executive  Director  and  exclusive  authority  to  the  Executive 
Director  to  fix  the  salary  of  the  staff  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Council.  Accordingly,  the  Prosecutors  Coordinators  Training  Council  and 
the  MOPS  Executive  Director  established  employee  compensation  within 
the  parameters  set  by  Section  56.760,  RSMo.  Furthermore,  pursuant  to 
Section  56.650,  RSMo,  the  MOPS  is  an  autonomous  entity  which  is  not 
subject  to  the  state  employee  Merit  System  or  Uniform  Classification  and 
Pay  System.  Rather  the  MOPS  is  funded  primarily  by  sources  other  than 
General  Revenue,  and  the  merit-based  compensation  increases  examined  in 
this  finding  were  expended  from  non-General  Revenue  funds  within  the 
appropriation  authority  set  by  the  General  Assembly.  The  Prosecutors 
Coordinators  Training  Council  and  the  MOPS  Executive  Director  fixed 
employee  compensation  by:  (1)  considering  salaries  of  similarly  situated 
staff  in  other  state  agencies  and  county  prosecuting  attorneys'  offices;  (2) 
reflecting  additional  duties  or  responsibilities  assumed  by  staff;  and  (3) 
considering  employee  merit  based  on  annual  performance  evaluations. 
Nevertheless,  the  Prosecutors  Coordinators  Training  Council  will  review 
this  finding  and  take  appropriate  action  as  necessary. 
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Office  of  Attorney  General 

Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  (MOPS)  was  established 
pursuant  to  Section  56.750,  RSMo,  "...  as  an  autonomous  entity  in  the 
Missouri  attorney  general's  office. "  The  primary  purpose  of  this  office  is  to 
assist  the  prosecuting  attorneys  throughout  the  state  through  training  and 
other  means  in  their  efforts  against  criminal  activity. 


The  MOPS  collects  monies  from  Missouri  counties  and  the  city  of  St.  Louis 
for  the  Missouri  Prosecuting  Attorneys  and  Circuit  Attorneys'  Retirement 
Fund.  These  monies  are  deposited  in  a  bank  account  managed  and 
administered  by  the  retirement  fund's  Board  of  Trustees.  During  the  2  years 
ended  June  30,  2012,  the  MOPS  collected  and  deposited  approximately  $1.1 
million  for  the  retirement  fund. 


Certain  oversight  responsibilities  for  the  office  are  given  to  the  Prosecutors 
Coordinators  Training  Council.  The  council  is  composed  of  the  president, 
vice  president,  secretary,  treasurer  and  immediate  past  president  of  the 
Missouri  Prosecuting  Attorneys  Association  and  the  Attorney  General  or  his 
designee.  The  terms  of  the  members  of  the  council  are  concurrent  with  their 
terms  as  officers  of  the  Missouri  Prosecuting  Attorneys  Association.  As  of 
June  30,  2012,  the  council  members  were: 


Bob  McCulloch,  President 

Eric  Zahnd,  President-elect 

Terry  Schwartze,  Secretary 

Brian  Keedy,  Treasurer 

Dean  Dankelson,  Immediate  Past  President 

Page  Bellamy,  Attorney  General  Designee 


Jason  Lamb  has  served  as  the  MOPS'  Executive  Director  since  July  2009. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


As  of  June  30,  2012,  the  MOPS  employed  seven  full-time  employees  and 
one  part-time  employee. 

The  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  did  not  receive  any  federal 
stimulus  monies  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 
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Appendix  A-l 


Office  of  Attorney  General 

Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Missouri 


Missouri 

Office  of 

Office  of 

Prosecution 

Prosecution 

Services 

Total 

Federal  and 

Services 

Revolving 

(Memorandum 

Other  Fund 

V_-/  L 1  1 1    i  U11U 

Fund 

Fund 

Only) 

RECEIPTS 

C^onrt  fees 

o 

486  738 

o 

486  738 

Registration  fees 

o 

o 

38,484 

38,484 

347  878 

48  476 

403  007 

111  LCI  CM 

1  Qf\f> 

1  ,7UU 

1  Q(\f> 

1,7UU 

Rphatps 

o 

536 

o 

536 

Total  receipts 

347,878 

537,716 

45,137 

930,731 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personal  service 

99,670 

195,997 

0 

295,667 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

38,813 

79,317 

0 

118,130 

Expense  and  equipment 

176,320 

213,970 

35,721 

426,011 

Cost  allocation  plan 

0 

8,127 

275 

8,402 

Leasing  operations 

0 

32,622 

0 

32,622 

Miscellaneous 

0 

4,196 

0 

4,196 

Total  disbursements 

314,803 

534,229 

35,996 

885,028 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

33,075 

3,487 

9,141 

45,703 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  201 1 

3,193 

322,986 

46,430 

372,609 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  2012 

$ 

36,268 

326,473 

55,571 

418,312 
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Appendix  A-2 


Office  of  Attorney  General 

Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


Missouri 


Missouri 

Office  of 

Office  of 

Prospciition 

Prospcntion 

Services 

Total 

Federal  and 

Services 

Revolving 

(Memorandum 

Other  Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Onlv) 

RECEIPTS 

C^onrt  fees 

o 

516,128 

o 

516,128 

Registration  fees 

o 

o 

47,370 

47,370 

Federal  receints 

334,796 

o 

225 

335  021 

111  LCI  CM 

Vf 

.£,u  /  v 

Vf 

.£,u  /  v 

Rphatps 

o 

415 

o 

415 

Miscellaneous 

0 

141 

0 

141 

Total  receipts 

334,796 

519,354 

47,595 

901,745 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personal  service 

116,406 

168,830 

0 

285,236 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

50,981 

72,509 

0 

123,490 

Expense  and  equipment 

191,366 

272,024 

35,466 

498,856 

Cost  allocation  plan 

0 

12,585 

966 

13,551 

Leasing  operations 

0 

32,481 

0 

32,481 

Total  disbursements 

358,753 

558,429 

36,432 

953,614 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(23,957) 

(39,075) 

11,163 

(51,869) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  2010 

27,150 

362,061 

35,267 

424,478 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  2011 

$ 

3,193 

322,986 

46,430 

372,609 

Appendix  B 


Office  of  Attorney  General 

Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services 

Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


OA1  0 

zUlz 

OA1  1 

zUl  1 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

U  M  U  O  AT    I ")  l_"  \  /  U  N 1 1  1 1_"  U I  T  M  ]  ~"\ 

OJilN  JiK AL  Kil  V  JUN  U  rL  r  U  JN  D 

Personal  Service 

*t                         "70  AO/1 

"70  AO  A 

A 

u 

"70  AO  A 

~J1  AO  A 

/z,yo4 

A 

u 

Expense  and  Equipment 

OA  qi/: 

o  1  AGO 

J,OZ  / 

OA  QliT 

j4,y  to 

zy,i  jo 

J,  /  /o 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

1  A"7  AAA 

1  A-i  mi 

J,OZ/ 

1  A"7  AAA 

iu/,yuu 

1  AO  1 

lUz,lzz 

C  "7"70 
D,  /  /O 

L'L'nL'n  at   a  xi i a  htucd  f t T\rn 
rc.DnKA.L,  AINU  UlrLbK  rUIND 

Personal  Service 

1  OO  AAA 

AA  £TA 

yy,6/u 

OO  QQA 

1  AAA 

ioz,UUU 

1  1  A  /I  A£ 

65,jy4 

Expense  and  Equipment 

ooj,jzo 

1  /OpzU 

"7AO  AAA 

/uy,uu6 

QQC  oof- 

1Q1 

zr AO  AAA 

oyj,y6u 

Xnfal  Federal  and  Ofrier  Fund 

1  067  326 

275,990 

791,336 

I  067  326 

307,772 

759,554 

MISSOURI  OFFICE  OF  PROSECUTION  SERVICES 

FUND 

Personal  Service 

310,175 

195,997 

114,178 

310,175 

168,830 

141,345 

Expense  and  Equipment 

1,713,795 

213,970 

1,499,825 

1,713,795 

272,024 

1,441,771 

Total  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  Fund 

2,023,970 

409,967 

1,614,003 

2,023,970 

440,854 

1,583,116 

MISSOURI  OFFICE  OF  PROSECUTION  SERVICES 

REVOLVING  FUND 

Expense  and  Equipment 

150,000 

35,721 

114,279 

150,000 

35,466 

114,534 

Total  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services 

Revolving  Fund 

150,000 

35,721 

114,279 

150,000 

35,466 

114,534 

Total  All  Funds 

S  3,349,196 

825,751 

2,523,445 

3,349,196 

886,214 

2,462,982 
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Appendix  C 


Office  of  Attorney  General 

Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Service 

Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 

Year  Ended  June  30 


2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

Salaries  and  wages 

$ 

368,651 

358,220 

333,049 

343,269 

380,958 

Travel,  in-state 

61,649 

66,665 

61,184 

69,049 

74,453 

Travel,  out-of-state 

14,955 

23,951 

17,001 

15,748 

20,352 

Supplies 

13,425 

10,037 

11,972 

11,516 

37,385 

Professional  development 

5,836 

5,337 

4,256 

4,665 

6,114 

Communication  service  and  supplies 

9,516 

8,621 

9,869 

9,203 

7,474 

Services: 

Professional 

300,818 

356,585 

387,244 

691,311 

386,120 

Maintenance  and  repair 

10,310 

10,596 

14,477 

13,873 

14,941 

Equipment: 

Computer 

545 

4,591 

3,284 

0 

6,035 

Office 

1,457 

739 

0 

120 

1,647 

Other 

0 

579 

0 

0 

447 

Building  lease  payments 

7,368 

3,868 

16,181 

30,332 

7,754 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

1,691 

4,462 

3,848 

9,083 

7,882 

Agency  provided  food 

27,421 

29,267 

25,883 

59,199 

69,732 

Rebillable  expenses 

0 

0 

590 

0 

0 

Registration  fee  refunds 

0 

0 

0 

0 

65 

Program  distributions 

2,109 

2,696 

6,380 

6,147 

3,455 

Total  Expenditures 

$ 

825,751 

886,214 

895,218 

1,263,515 

1,024,814 
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Office  of  Attorney  General 

Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services 

Statement  of  Changes  in  General  Capital  Assets 


Furniture 

 All  Funds   and  Equipment 

Balance  July  1, 2010  $  60,518 
Additions  1,405 
Dispositions   (6,176) 

Balance  June  30,  201 1  55,747 
Additions  0 
Dispositions   (23,218) 

Balance  June  30, 2012  $  32,529 


Balance 

 Fund  of  Acquisition   June  30,  2012 

Federal  and  Other  Fund  $  12,532 

Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution 
Services  Fund  19,997 
Total  All  Funds  $  32,529 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Pike  County 


June  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Pike  County 


Sales  Tax  Rollback  Property  tax  reductions  were  not  sufficient  to  offset  50  percent  of  sales  tax 

monies,  and  property  tax  reduction  amounts  were  not  accurately  calculated. 
Section  67.505,  RSMo,  requires  the  county  to  reduce  property  taxes  for  a 
percentage  of  sales  taxes  collected.  At  December  31,  2012,  the  insufficient 
reduction  totaled  approximately  $77,900.  Additional  or  increased  property 
tax  levy  rollbacks  will  be  required  in  future  years  to  offset  this  liability. 

Property  Tax  System  Controls  As  noted  in  our  prior  report,  the  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  an  account 
and  Procedures  book  with  the  County  Collector,  as  required  by  state  law.  Therefore,  the 

County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  do  not  have  information  readily 
available  and  do  not  adequately  review  the  annual  settlements,  and  errors 
and  irregularities  could  go  undetected. 

Procedures  have  not  been  developed  to  identify  capital  asset  purchases  and 
dispositions  throughout  the  year,  and  physical  inventories  were  not 
performed  in  2012.  The  county  maintains  logs  of  fuel  dispensed  from  bulk 
fuel  tanks,  but  these  logs  are  not  used  to  reconcile  to  fuel  purchased  and  are 
not  reviewed  by  a  supervisor  for  reasonableness.  Two  road  and  bridge 
supervisors  are  allowed  to  use  county  vehicles  to  commute  to  and  from 
home  daily  but  do  not  complete  vehicle  logs  and  the  personal  commuting 
use  is  not  reported  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  as  required. 

The  county  does  not  compensate  law  enforcement  personnel  in  accordance 
with  county  policy.  The  county's  policy  provides  that  law  enforcement 
personnel  accrue  compensatory  leave  at  time  and  a  half  for  any  time  worked 
over  171  hours  during  a  28  consecutive  day  period,  but  the  county  provided 
compensatory  leave  at  time  and  a  half  to  law  enforcement  personnel  who 
worked  more  than  80  hours  in  a  two  week  period  and  gave  an  hour  of 
compensatory  leave  for  each  hour  worked  in  excess  of  scheduled  hours.  The 
County  Clerk's  office  does  not  adequately  review  timesheets  and  vacation 
and  sick  leave  records,  so  some  errors  were  not  detected. 

Public  Administrator  Annual  settlements  are  not  filed  in  a  timely  manner  as  required  by  state  law. 

The  Public  Administrator  has  not  filed  an  annual  settlement  for  two  cases 
since  2008  and  has  not  filed  a  settlement  for  another  case  since  2009.  One 
settlement  prepared  for  the  period  December  2009  through  January  2013 
had  not  been  finalized  and  filed  with  the  court  as  of  April  2013,  because 
discrepancies  were  identified.  The  settlement  did  not  include  two 
disbursements  totaling  $16,410  and  did  not  reflect  some  income  earned.  The 
Public  Administrator  has  not  filed  a  final  settlement  for  one  2008  case  for  a 
deceased  ward.  The  estate's  assets  have  not  been  distributed  to  the  ward's 
heirs,  and  the  estate  continues  to  accrue  storage  costs  for  the  estate's 
property. 


Capital  Assets  and  Vehicles 


Payroll 


Sheriff  Receipt  slips  are  not  issued  for  some  monies  received,  which  increases  the 

risk  of  loss  or  misuse.  The  Sheriff  does  not  turn  over  profits  from 
commissary  sales  to  the  county  treasury,  as  required  by  state  law,  and  uses 
these  monies  to  purchase  items  for  the  prisoners  and  the  Sheriffs 
department.  As  noted  in  our  prior  report,  procedures  are  not  in  place  to 
ensure  month-end  liabilities  are  reconciled  to  the  inmate  bank  balance,  and 
the  reconciliation  done  at  our  request  revealed  an  unidentified  difference  of 
$335. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  does  not  adequately  monitor  court  ordered 
restitution  due  from  defendants.  The  restitution  clerk  periodically  reviews 
the  files,  but  a  complete  list  of  accounts  receivable  is  not  maintained. 
Uncollectable  accounts  are  adjusted  to  zero  with  a  write-off,  but  adjustments 
are  not  formally  approved  by  a  person  independent  of  the  transaction 
postings  and  supporting  documentation  is  not  always  maintained. 

Sunshine  Law  The  county  has  not  adopted  a  policy  regarding  public  access  to  county 

records,  as  required  by  Section  610.023,  RSMo. 

Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


Prosecuting  Attorney 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


American  Recovery  and  Pike  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited 

Reinvestment  Act  time  Period- 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Pike  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Pike  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  has  been  engaged  to  audit 
the  financial  statements  of  Pike  County  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 


2 


For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Pike  County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Randall  Gordon,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CGAP 

Jeannette  Eaves,  CPA 

Nathaniel  Fast,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CFE 

Morgan  Alexander 

Rachelle  Thompson 
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Pike  County 

Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


1  T«sy  Property  tax  reductions  were  not  sufficient  to  offset  50  percent  of  sales  tax 

1.    »aieS  lax  monies  received  by  approximately  $77,900  at  December  31,  2012,  and 

Rollback  property  tax  reduction  amounts  were  not  accurately  calculated.  During 

2012,  a  rollback  calculation  was  not  performed  by  the  county.  Additional  or 
increased  property  tax  levy  rollbacks  will  be  required  in  future  years  to 
offset  this  liability.  The  county  has  not  adopted  adequate  procedures  to 
monitor  or  assess  the  results  of  the  actual  tax  rollbacks,  and  has  not 
adequately  considered  the  excess  tax  collections  from  prior  years  when 
computing  the  current  year's  rollback.  The  following  table  presents  the 
cumulative  liability  resulting  from  the  insufficient  sales  tax  reductions. 


Year  Ended  December  31, 


Required  property  tax  revenue  reduction 
Actual  property  tax  revenue  reduction 
Amount  not  sufficiently  reduced 
Prior  years  undercover)  reduction 
Total  insufficient  property  tax  revenue  reduction 


2012 

2011 

2010 

376,468 
342,887 

366,122 
329,253 

344,609 
336,723 

33,581 

36,869 

7,886 

44,316 

7,447 

(439) 

77,897 

44,316 

7,447 

Section  67.505,  RSMo,  requires  the  county  to  reduce  property  taxes  for  a 
percentage  of  sales  taxes  collected.  Pike  County  voters  enacted  a  one -half 
cent  sales  tax  with  a  provision  to  reduce  property  taxes  by  50  percent  of 
sales  taxes  collected.  The  county  is  required  to  estimate  the  annual  property 
tax  levy  to  meet  a  50  percent  reduction  requirement  and  in  the  following 
year  calculate  any  excess  property  taxes  collected  based  upon  actual  sales 
tax  collection.  The  county  is  required  to  certify  to  the  State  Auditor's  office 
the  annual  property  tax  levy  including  the  amount  the  levy  is  required  to  be 
reduced  for  sales  tax  collections. 

Recommendation  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  adequately  reduce  property  tax 

levies  for  50  percent  of  sales  tax  revenue,  and  develop  a  plan  to  correct  for 
the  accumulation  of  prior  years'  insufficient  property  tax  levy  reductions. 


Audi  tee's  Response  ^he  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

We  will  look  into  this  and  develop  a  plan  to  implement  this 
recommendation. 
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2.  Property  Tax 
System  Controls 
and  Procedures 


As  noted  in  our  prior  report,  the  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  an  account 
book  with  the  County  Collector.  The  County  Collector's  office  processed 
property  taxes  totaling  approximately  $15.6  million  for  the  year  ended 
February  28,2013. 

While  the  former  County  Clerk  maintained  files  of  tax  charges,  additions 
and  abatements,  and  the  County  Collector's  monthly  settlements,  the  County 
Clerk  did  not  use  this  information  to  create  an  account  book  or  other  record 
summarizing  property  tax  transactions  and  changes.  Therefore,  the  County 
Clerk  and  County  Commission  do  not  have  information  readily  available, 
and  do  not  adequately  review  the  annual  settlements  prepared  by  the  County 
Collector.  As  a  result,  errors  and  irregularities  could  go  undetected. 


Section  51.150.1(2),  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  accounts 
with  all  persons  chargeable  with  monies  payable  into  the  county  treasury. 
An  account  book  or  other  records  which  summarize  all  taxes  charged  to  the 
County  Collector,  monthly  collections,  delinquent  credits,  additions  and 
abatements,  and  protested  amounts  should  be  maintained  by  the  County 
Clerk.  Such  records  would  help  the  County  Clerk  ensure  taxes  charged  and 
credited  to  the  County  Collector  each  year  are  accounted  for  properly  and 
could  also  be  used  by  the  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  to  verify 
the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements. 

RcCOmmCndcltion  ^ne  County  Clerk  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book  with  the 

County  Collector.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  and  the  County 
Clerk  should  use  the  account  book  to  review  the  accuracy  and  completeness 
of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements. 


Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^e  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

The  County  Clerk  has  developed  a  spreadsheet  to  reconcile  with  the  County 
Collector  to  keep  a  closer  eye  on  these  issues. 


3d~i  «x  i  a  x  j  Capital  asset  and  vehicle  records  are  in  need  of  improvement. 
.  Capital  Assets  and 

Vehicles 


3.1  Capital  assets  Procedures  have  not  been  developed  to  identify  capital  asset  purchases  and 

dispositions  throughout  the  year.  For  example,  two  road  graders  purchased 
in  June  2012,  costing  approximately  $488,000,  had  not  been  added  to  the 
capital  asset  listing  as  of  December  31,  2012.  In  addition,  records  lack  some 
necessary  information  such  as  disposition  information.  Also,  physical 
inventories  of  county  property  were  not  performed  during  2012.  Although 
county  personnel  indicated  the  County  Clerk  generally  requests  each  office 
submit  an  inventory  list  annually,  the  County  Clerk's  office  did  not  request 
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Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


an  inventory  listing  for  2012.  As  a  result,  the  county  is  unable  to  ensure 
county-owned  property  is  accounted  for  properly. 

Adequate  capital  asset  records  and  procedures  are  necessary  to  ensure 
effective  internal  controls,  meet  statutory  requirements,  and  provide  a  basis 
for  determining  proper  insurance  coverage.  Procedures  to  track  capital  asset 
purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year  and  compare  to  physical 
inventory  results  would  enhance  the  county's  ability  to  account  for  capital 
assets  and  potentially  identify  unrecorded  additions  and  dispositions, 
identify  obsolete  assets,  and  deter  and  detect  theft  of  assets.  Section  49.093, 
RSMo,  provides  that  the  officer  or  their  designee  of  each  county  department 
is  responsible  for  performing  annual  inspections  and  inventories  of  county 
property  used  by  their  department  and  for  submitting  an  inventory  report  to 
the  County  Clerk. 

3.2  Vehicles  and  fuel  use         Effective  monitoring  procedures  have  not  been  established  for  vehicle  and 

equipment  fuel  use  in  the  road  and  bridge  department.  The  road  and  bridge 
department  spent  approximately  $209,000  for  fuel  during  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  for  the  45  road  and  bridge  vehicles  and  equipment 
items. 

Logs  of  fuel  dispensed  from  bulk  fuel  tanks  are  maintained  for  each  road 
and  bridge  vehicle;  however,  these  logs  are  not  used  to  reconcile  to  fuel 
purchased,  and  these  reports  are  not  reviewed  by  the  road  and  bridge 
supervisor  for  reasonableness. 

Procedures  for  maintaining  and  reviewing  fuel  usage  logs  and  reconciling 
the  information  to  fuel  purchased  and  related  records  are  necessary  to  ensure 
vehicles  and  equipment  are  properly  utilized,  prevent  paying  vendors  for 
improper  amounts,  and  decrease  the  risk  of  theft  or  misuse  of  fuel  occurring 
without  detection.  Logs  should  provide  sufficient  details  to  enable  the 
county  to  effectively  monitor  vehicle  and  equipment  fuel  costs. 

3.3  Commuting  mileage  The  personal  commuting  use  of  county  vehicles  by  some  county  employees 

is  not  reported  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS).  Two  road  and  bridge 
supervisors  are  allowed  to  use  county  vehicles  to  commute  to  and  from 
home  daily,  and  do  not  complete  vehicle  logs.  Without  complete  vehicle 
logs,  the  county  cannot  distinguish  between  official  and  personal  use,  and 
therefore,  is  unable  to  properly  report  personal  use. 

The  IRS  regulations  indicate  personal  and  commuting  mileage  are 
reportable  fringe  benefits  and  require  the  full  value  of  the  provided  vehicle 
to  be  reported  if  the  employer  does  not  require  the  submission  of  detailed 
logs  that  document  business  and  personal  use.  Because  procedures  have  not 
been  established  to  ensure  IRS  regulations  are  followed,  the  county  may  be 
subject  to  penalties  and/or  fines  for  failure  to  report  all  taxable  benefits. 
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Similar  conditions  Similar  conditions  to  sections  3.1  and  3.2  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 

previously  reported  report. 

RcCOmmCndcttiOilS  ^ne  County  Commission  and  the  County  Clerk: 

3.1  Work  with  other  county  officials  to  ensure  complete  and  accurate 
inventory  records  are  maintained  and  annual  physical  inventories 
are  conducted,  and  implement  procedures  for  tracking  capital  asset 
purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year. 


3.2  Establish  procedures  to  maintain  adequate  records  to  effectively 
monitor  vehicle,  equipment,  and  fuel  use.  In  addition,  bulk  fuel 
inventory  records  should  be  maintained,  fuel  use  should  be 
reconciled  to  fuel  purchases,  and  any  significant  discrepancies 
should  be  investigated. 

3.3  Comply  with  IRS  regulations  for  reporting  fringe  benefits  related  to 
commuting  miles  and  require  mileage  logs  which  distinguish 
between  business  and  commuting  use. 


Auditee's  Response 


The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following 
responses: 

3.1        This  will  be  implemented. 


4.  Payroll 


4. 1  Law  enforcement  policy 


3.2  We  will  ask  the  road  and  bridge  secretary  to  reconcile  the  bulk  fuel 
logs  to  the  invoices  and  report  to  the  road  and  bridge  supervisor, 
and  the  supervisor  will  report  to  the  County  Commission. 

3.3  We  will  require  logs  for  these  vehicles  which  include  the  detail  of 
the  miles  driven.  The  County  Clerk  has  contacted  the  IRS  to  discuss 
these  requirements  and  will  comply  with  IRS  regulations. 

The  county  does  not  compensate  law  enforcement  personnel  in  accordance 
with  county  policy,  and  reviews  of  timesheets  and  leave  balances  are  not 
adequate. 

The  county  does  not  compensate  law  enforcement  personnel  in  accordance 
with  county  policy.  The  county's  current  personnel  policy  provides  for  law 
enforcement  personnel  to  accrue  compensatory  leave  at  time  and  a  half  for 
any  time  worked  over  171  hours  during  a  28  consecutive  day  period; 
however,  the  county  provided  compensatory  time  at  time  and  a  half  to  law 
enforcement  personnel,  who  worked  more  than  80  hours  in  a  2  week  period. 
In  addition,  Sheriff  employees  who  work  more  than  the  hours  they  are 
scheduled  to  work  each  day  receive  an  hour  of  compensatory  time  for  each 
additional  hour  worked.  While  the  County  Commission  indicated  this 
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change  in  procedure  was  approved,  the  county's  written  policy  was  not 
updated. 

To  ensure  employees  are  treated  equitably  and  are  properly  compensated, 
strict  compliance  with  personnel  policies  is  necessary,  and  the  personnel 
policy  should  be  updated  to  reflect  any  changes  in  the  accrual  of 
compensatory  time. 

4.2  Payroll  Oversight  An  adequate  review  of  timesheets  and  vacation  and  sick  leave  records  was 

not  performed  by  the  County  Clerk's  office.  A  review  of  payroll  records  for 
August  through  November  2012  identified  the  following  errors. 

•  A  road  and  bridge  department  employee  recorded  8  hours  of  vacation 
leave  on  his  time  sheet  that  was  not  recorded  in  the  county's  payroll 
system,  and  therefore  his  vacation  leave  balance  was  not  reduced  for  the 
leave  taken. 


•  A  Sheriffs  department  employee  recorded  88  hours  on  his  timesheet  for 
a  2  week  work  period.  This  employee  worked  64  hours,  recorded  24 
hours  as  holiday  and  sick  leave,  and  was  granted  12  hours  of 
compensatory  time.  Because  the  employee  actually  worked  less  than  80 
hours  in  the  two  week  period,  he  was  not  eligible  to  receive  time  and 
one  half  and  should  have  received  straight  time,  or  8  hours,  under  the 
county's  normal  procedures. 

Without  an  adequate  review  process,  the  county  cannot  ensure  payroll  and 
leave  records  are  in  agreement,  leave  and  compensatory  time  are  properly 
computed,  the  county  personnel  policies  manual  is  complied  with,  and 
errors  are  detected  and  corrected  timely. 

RcCOmmCndcltiOilS  ^       ^ne  County  Commission  should  ensure  compliance  with  county 

personnel  policies  and  revise  the  county  personnel  policy  to  reflect 
changes  in  the  accrual  of  compensatory  time. 

4.2       The  County  Clerk  adequately  review  timesheets  and  update  payroll 
and  leave  records  accordingly. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following 

responses: 

4.1       We  plan  to  look  at  the  county  policy  book  and  update  it. 


4.2        We  will  try  harder. 
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5.  Public 

Administrator 


Annual  and  final  settlements  are  not  always  filed  timely.  In  addition, 
adequate  documentation  is  not  always  maintained  to  support  disbursements. 


5.1  Annual  Settlements  Annual  settlements  are  not  filed  in  a  timely  manner.  Our  review  identified 

two  cases  for  which  annual  settlements  had  not  been  filed  since  2008,  and 
another  case  for  which  a  settlement  had  not  been  filed  since  2009.  In 
addition,  annual  settlements  for  three  other  cases  were  last  filed  in  2011. 
The  total  combined  assets  for  these  wards  were  approximately  $198,000. 
The  Probate  Clerk  notifies  the  Public  Administrator  of  approaching 
settlement  due  dates  by  sending  the  Public  Administrator  a  notice  40  days 
prior  to  the  due  date.  The  Probate  Clerk  also  sends  a  past  due  notice  after  an 
annual  settlement  is  a  month  past  due.  Despite  these  procedures,  some 
settlements  have  not  been  filed  for  several  years. 

We  reviewed  the  case  file  for  the  ward  whose  last  settlement  was  filed  in 
2009.  The  court  did  not  approve  the  2009  annual  settlement,  because  the 
Public  Administrator  did  not  submit  a  statement  from  the  investment 
company  to  verify  the  ending  balance  of  the  investment.  In  addition,  a 
settlement  was  prepared  covering  the  period  from  December  2009  through 
January  2013,  but  as  of  April  2013,  this  settlement  had  not  been  finalized 
and  submitted  to  the  court,  because  discrepancies  were  identified.  Our 
review  of  this  settlement  and  information  obtained  from  the  investment 
company  indicated  that  two  disbursements  totaling  $16,410  were  not 
included  on  the  settlement.  In  addition,  the  settlement  did  not  reflect  income 
earned  on  the  investment  during  the  period  from  December  2009  through 
December  2011. 


Sections  473.540  and  475.270,  RSMo,  require  the  Public  Administrator  to 
file  an  annual  settlement  with  the  court  for  each  ward  or  estate.  Timely 
settlements  are  necessary  for  the  court  to  properly  oversee  the 
administration  of  cases  and  reduce  the  possibility  that  errors  or  misuse  of 
funds  will  go  undetected. 

5.2  Case  Disposition  The  Public  Administrator  was  assigned  a  case  for  a  deceased  ward  during 

2008.  As  of  March  2013,  the  Public  Administrator  had  not  filed  a  final 
settlement  for  this  case.  In  addition,  assets,  including  a  home,  corporation 
stocks,  personal  property,  and  a  bank  account  had  not  been  distributed  to  the 
ward's  heirs.  The  Public  Administrator  could  not  explain  why  a  final 
settlement  had  not  been  filed  and  the  court  had  not  been  petitioned  to 
distribute  the  ward's  assets. 


Although  a  final  settlement  has  not  been  filed,  the  Public  Administrator 
filed  a  settlement  for  this  case  for  the  period  of  February  2010  to  March 
2012.  The  2-year  settlement  included  only  three  disbursements,  one  for 
probate  costs  and  two  for  storage  fees.  The  Public  Administrator  paid 
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$2,100  to  a  storage  company  to  store  a  motorcycle  and  other  personal 
property  for  this  ward  for  a  42  month  period  through  October  31,  2011. 
Additional  storage  costs  of  $50  monthly  are  still  being  accrued,  because  the 
property  continues  to  be  stored.  The  Public  Administrator  did  not  retain  a 
rental  agreement  or  invoices  to  support  these  disbursements. 

The  Associate  Circuit  Court,  Probate  Division  reviews  and  approves  annual 
settlements  filed  by  the  Public  Administrator;  however,  the  court's  review 
did  not  detect  the  lack  of  supporting  documentation.  Failure  to  adequately 
review  settlements  increases  the  risk  that  errors  or  misuse  of  funds  could  go 
undetected. 


To  reduce  unnecessary  disbursements  and  the  risk  of  loss  of  assets  and 
destruction  of  property,  the  Public  Administrator  should  ensure  final 
settlements  are  filed  in  a  timely  manner  and  assets  are  distributed  to  heirs 
promptly.  In  addition,  documentation  should  be  submitted  to  the  court  for 
review  and  retained  by  the  Public  Administrator  to  support  all 
disbursements  made. 


Recommendations  The  Public  Administrator: 

5.1  Ensure  annual  settlements  and  related  statements  are  filed  timely. 

5.2  File  a  final  settlement  for  this  ward  and  petition  the  court  for  an 
order  of  distribution.  In  addition,  the  Public  Administrator  should 
ensure  invoices  are  retained  to  support  all  disbursements  made. 
Further,  the  Associate  Circuit  Court,  Probate  Division  should  ensure 
supporting  documentation  is  submitted  with  annual  settlements  filed 
with  the  court. 


Audi  tee' S  Response  ^he  Public  Administrator  provided  the  following  responses: 

5.1  I  have  submitted  the  documentation  to  my  attorney's  office  and  will 
check  on  the  status  of  these  settlements.  I  will  talk  to  the  Judge 
about  the  possibility  of  preparing  some  of  the  simpler  settlements 
myself. 


5.2  I  have  asked  my  attorney  to  file  a  final  settlement  for  this  ward  and 
I  do  not  know  the  reason  for  the  delay.  I  will  obtain  the  receipts 
from  the  storage  company  and  will  obtain  another  copy  of  the  rental 
agreement. 
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The  Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Probate  Division,  provided  the  following 
written  response: 

5.2  It  is  my  policy  to  require  supporting  vouchers  for  all  disbursements 
in  question  or  over  seventy-five  dollars  but  evidently  these 
particular  vouchers  were  not  submitted  and/or  were  not  available. 
However,  the  court  was  aware  from  a  previous  settlement  that  there 
were  items  in  storage,  the  cancelled  checks  clearly  substantiated 
proper  payment,  and  there  was  no  indication  that  such  payments 
were  inappropriate. 


Procedures  for  issuing  receipt  slips  need  improvement.  In  addition,  controls 
and  procedures  over  the  commissary  and  inmate  accounts  are  in  need  of 
improvement. 

Receipt  slips  are  not  issued  for  some  monies  received.  Our  review  of  monies 
receipted  and  deposited  into  the  inmate  account  during  the  period  from 
November  3  through  November  16,  2012,  identified  14  transactions  totaling 
$647,  which  were  deposited  in  the  inmate  account,  but  were  not  recorded  on 
receipt  slips.  In  addition,  our  review  of  monies  deposited  into  the  general 
account  during  December  2012  identified  $20  which  was  deposited  on 
December  28,  2012,  but  was  not  recorded  on  a  receipt  slip. 

Failure  to  record  all  monies  received  increases  the  risk  that  loss  or  misuse  of 
monies  received  and  errors  will  go  undetected. 

The  Sheriff  maintains  profits  from  commissary  sales  outside  the  county 
treasury  and  uses  these  monies  to  purchase  items  for  the  benefit  of  prisoners 
and  the  Sheriff's  department.  During  2012,  purchases  totaling  $11,421  were 
made  and  included  a  dryer,  inmate  clothing  and  supplies,  and  janitor 
supplies.  While  not  unreasonable  or  improper,  these  purchases  were  not 
approved  by  the  County  Commission  and  were  not  handled  through  the 
normal  county  procurement  and  budget  process.  As  of  December  31,  2012, 
there  was  approximately  $6,700  in  the  commissary  account  which  should  be 
distributed  to  the  county  treasury. 

There  is  no  statutory  authority  allowing  the  Sheriff  to  hold  county  monies 
outside  the  county  treasury.  Section  50.370,  RSMo,  requires  every  county 
official  who  receives  any  fees  or  other  remuneration  for  official  services  to 
pay  such  monies  to  the  County  Treasurer.  In  addition,  Attorney  General's 
Opinion  No.  45,  1992  to  Henderson,  states  sheriffs  are  not  authorized  to 
maintain  a  bank  account  for  law  enforcement  purposes  separate  from  the 
county  treasury. 

6.3  Inmate  bank  account  As  noted  in  our  prior  report,  procedures  are  not  in  place  to  properly  identify 

month-end  liabilities  and  compare  these  liabilities  to  the  reconciled  bank 


6.  Sheriff 

6.1  Receipting 


6.2  Commissary  profits 
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account  balance.  While  the  Sheriff  stated  this  was  being  performed, 
documentation  was  not  retained. 


At  our  request,  the  Sheriffs  department  printed  a  listing  of  inmate  account 
balances,  which  totaled  $1,607,  at  January  31,  2013.  The  reconciled  balance 
totaled  $1,942.  This  comparison  resulted  in  an  unidentified  difference  of 
$335  in  the  account.  During  2012,  the  Sheriffs  office  deposited  inmate 
monies  totaling  approximately  $66,000  to  the  inmate  account. 

Monthly  lists  of  liabilities  should  be  prepared  and  reconciled  to  cash 
balances  to  ensure  records  are  in  balance,  errors  are  detected  and  corrected 
on  a  timely  basis,  and  sufficient  cash  is  available  for  the  payment  of  all 
liabilities. 


Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 

Recommendations 


Similar  conditions  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 


The  Sheriff: 


6. 1       Issue  receipt  slips  for  all  monies  received. 


6.2  Disburse  commissary  profits  to  the  County  Treasurer  monthly. 

6.3  Prepare  a  monthly  list  of  liabilities  for  the  inmate  account  and 
compare  to  the  reconciled  bank  balance.  Any  differences  should  be 
investigated  and  resolved. 


Auditee'S  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

6.1  The  period  reviewed  Is  not  typical  of  day  to  day  operations.  A  new 
clerk  started  during  the  period  of  November  3  through  November 
16,  2012.  Since  the  first  of  the  year,  all  monies  have  been  receipted 
and  accounted  for  properly. 


6.2       Profits  over  and  above  a  set  operating  amount  will  be  placed  Into 
the  Inmate  Security  Fund,  which  Is  held  by  the  County  Treasurer. 


7.  Prosecuting 
Attorney 


6.3  The  Inmate  accounting  system  Is  reconciled  with  a  manual  ledger  of 
receipts,  disbursements,  and  ending  balances  each  week.  In 
addition,  this  ledger  Is  reconciled  to  MICROSOFT  MONEY  weekly 
and  the  bank  statement  monthly. 

Procedures  related  to  monitoring  court  ordered  restitution  due  from 
defendants  and  writing  off  accounts  receivables  need  improvement.  The 
Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  collected  approximately  $63,000  in  bad 
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checks  and  related  fees  and  $45,000  in  restitution  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012. 

7. 1  Accounts  receivable  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  does  not  adequately  monitor  court  ordered 

restitution  due  from  defendants.  The  restitution  clerk  goes  through  the  case 
files  periodically  to  determine  if  restitution  payments  are  being  received  as 
ordered  by  the  court.  The  restitution  clerk  also  receives  reports  from 
probation  officers  and  phone  calls  from  victims,  which  identify  whether  or 
not  an  offender  is  making  payments.  However,  a  complete  accounts 
receivable  list  is  not  maintained.  Our  review  identified  three  cases  where 
defendants  were  on  unsupervised  probation  and  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's 
office  failed  to  file  motions  to  keep  these  defendants  on  probation.  As  a 
result,  $775  owed  by  these  three  defendants  became  uncollectable  and  was 
written  off  in  January  2013. 

Proper  monitoring  of  accounts  receivable  is  necessary  to  provide 
information  to  the  Judge  and  improve  accountability. 

Write-offs  of  receivables  are  not  formally  approved  by  a  person  independent 
of  the  postings  of  such  transactions  to  ensure  they  are  legitimate,  and 
adequate  documentation  is  not  always  maintained  to  support  the  reasons  for 
the  write-offs. 

Write-offs  are  adjustments  to  reduce  account  balances  to  $0  to  remove 
uncollectible  accounts  from  the  system  for  various  reasons,  such  as  inability 
to  locate  individuals  and  lack  of  sufficient  information  to  pursue  the  case. 
Currently,  two  clerks  in  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  can  make 
adjustments  without  an  independent  documented  approval.  The  Prosecuting 
Attorney  does  not  review  a  list  of  write-offs.  From  December  26,  2012,  to 
February  11,  2013,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  recorded  $5,976  as 
adjustments  while  only  collecting  $13,091. 

Proper  authorization  of  write-offs  and  adequate  documentation  which  fully 
explains  the  reason  for  the  adjustments  to  accounts  receivable  balances  are 
necessary  to  ensure  only  the  proper  accounts  and  amounts  are  adjusted  and 
to  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds  going  undetected. 

Recommendations  The  Prosecuting  Attorney: 

7.1  Better  monitor  unpaid  restitution  and  take  steps  to  maximize 
collections. 

7.2  Ensure  adequate  documentation  is  maintained  to  support  all  write- 
offs and  an  independent  review  and  approval  of  all  write-offs  is 
performed  and  documented. 


7.2  Write-off  procedures 
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Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  Prosecuting  Attorney  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

7.1  Due  to  budget  restraints,  my  office  has  only  three  clerical  staff.  The 
individual  that  handles  probation  and  monitors  restitution,  is  also 
responsible  for  handling  child  support.  Each  of  these  should 
probably  be  fulltime  positions.  However,  because  resources  have 
dwindled  over  the  years,  we  are  unable  to  fund  two  fulltime 
positions.  Therefore,  the  staff  does  the  best  they  can  with  the  time 
allotted. 

That  being  said,  we  will  make  a  point  to  review  all  restitution 
accounts  on  at  least  a  quarterly  basis.  This  should  prevent  people 
from  being  discharged  from  probation  with  unpaid  restitution, 
assuming  that  probation  and  parole  notifies  us  of  when  they  are  to 
be  discharged  from  probation.  Under  the  new  rules  for  probation 
and  parole,  a  person  on  probation  earns  compliance  credit  for 
every  month  they  are  on  probation.  Therefore,  a  five  year  probation 
now  could  be  2  and  a  half  years.  Since  there  is  no  longer  a  set  time 
for  probation  to  expire,  it  is  more  difficult  to  collect  restitution  in  a 
timely  fashion.  Also,  probation  and  parole  does  not  consider  failing 
to  pay  restitution  as  a  basis  for  not  discharging  them  from 
probation.  In  other  words,  if  someone  has  not  paid  their  restitution, 
probation  and  parole  still  allows  them  to  earn  compliance  credits 
and  can  discharge  them  early.  Again,  we  will  attempt  to  monitor 
this  at  least  once  a  quarter. 

7.2  In  the  future,  write-offs  or  adjustments  will  be  approved  by  myself 
as  the  Prosecuting  Attorney. 


The  county  has  not  adopted  a  policy  regarding  public  access  to  county 
records,  as  required  by  the  Sunshine  Law.  A  formal  policy  regarding  access 
to  county  records  would  establish  guidelines  for  the  county  to  make  the 
records  available  to  the  public.  This  policy  should  establish  a  contact 
person,  an  address  to  mail  requests  for  access  to  records,  and  a  fee  schedule 
for  document  retrieval  and  research.  Section  610.023,  RSMo,  lists 
requirements  of  making  county  records  available  to  the  public  and  Section 
610.026,  RSMo,  establishes  the  fees  for  copying  public  records. 

The  County  Commission  establish  written  policies  and  procedures  regarding 
public  access  to  county  records. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 

We  will  try  to  implement  a  policy  regarding  public  access  to  county  records. 


8.  Sunshine  Law 

Recommendation 
Auditee's  Response 
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Pike  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat  is 
Bowling  Green. 

Pike  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  75  full-time  employees  and  23  part-time  employees  on 
December  31,  2012. 


In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder 


2013 


2012 


Financing 
Arrangement 


Dan  Miller,  Presiding  Commissioner 

Curt  Mitchell,  Associate  Commissioner 

Roy  W.  Sisson,  Jr.,  Associate  Commissioner 

Sherry  McCarty,  Recorder  of  Deeds 

Bob  Kirkpatrick,  County  Clerk 

Melissa  Kempke,  County  Clerk 

Mark  Fisher,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

Stephen  Korte,  Sheriff 

Patti  Crane,  County  Treasurer 

Jim  Turner,  County  Coroner 

Nina  K.  Long,  Public  Administrator 

Marty  J.  Morrison,  County  Collector, 

year  ended  February  28, 
Donna  Prior,  County  Assessor  , 

year  ended  August  3 1 , 

Marty  Wasson,  County  Surveyor  (1)  


44,680 


32,490 
30,480 
30,480 
44,616 
41,184 
3,114 
113,112 
48,080 
44,616 
16,466 
44,616 


44,256 


(1)     Compensation  on  a  fee  basis. 

In  August  2012,  the  20-year  lease-purchase  agreement  with  U.S.  Bank,  N.A. 
to  pay  for  a  capital  improvement  project  for  the  county  hospital  was 
refinanced.  The  terms  of  the  agreement  are  for  the  county  to  lease  the  real 
estate  to  U.S.  Bank,  N.A.  which  will  provide  the  funds  to  pay  the  cost  of  the 
project  and  then  lease  the  building  back  to  the  county  with  lease  payments 
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equal  to  the  amount  due  to  retire  the  indebtedness.  The  lease  is  scheduled  to 
be  paid  off  in  the  year  2021.  The  remaining  principal  and  interest  due  on  the 
lease  at  December  31,  2012,  was  $3,355,000  and  $497,371,  respectively. 
The  lease  will  be  paid  with  proceeds  from  the  one-half  cent  Hospital  Capital 
Improvement  sales  tax  which  took  effect  on  April  1,  2002. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


Pike  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Missouri  State  Highway 
Patrol 


Airplane  Purchase  The  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  (MSHP)  did  not  perform  a  formal 

written  analysis  to  justify  the  need  to  purchase  an  additional  airplane,  or  to 
purchase  a  new  airplane  instead  of  a  much  less  expensive  used  airplane. 
Although  the  State  of  Missouri  already  operated  23  aircraft,  including  5 
passenger  airplanes  used  primarily  for  employee  transportation,  the  MSHP 
spent  $5.6  million  to  purchase  a  new  passenger  airplane  on  December  17, 
2012.  Conducting  a  cost/benefit  analysis  before  purchasing  new  or  used 
airplanes  would  help  the  MSHP  ensure  the  cost  effectiveness  of  future 
purchases. 

According  to  our  analysis  of  2012  flight  data,  before  the  purchase  of  this 
new  airplane,  a  state-owned  passenger  airplane  was  always  available  for 
use.  For  the  passenger  fleet  as  a  whole,  there  were  113  days  on  which  none 
of  the  five  airplanes  flew,  and  no  days  where  all  five  airplanes  flew.  Of  the 
pressurized  airplanes,  there  were  only  58  days  on  which  both  of  the  State's 
two  pressurized  airplanes  flew,  and  159  days  on  which  neither  pressurized 
airplane  flew.  An  analysis  of  demand,  usage,  and  fleet  availability  prior  to 
making  significant  purchasing  decisions  would  help  demonstrate  the  need 
for  any  future  additions  to  the  State  airplane  fleet.  In  addition,  although  not 
required  by  law,  the  MSHP  should  consider  informing  the  legislature  of  its 
intent  to  make  significant  purchases  by  including  them  as  decision  items  in 
its  budget. 


Revenue  Collection  The  MSHP  did  not  always  segregate  duties  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible 

Procedures  an(^  ^  not  a^ways  perform  timely  independent  supervisory  reviews  of 

monthly  revenue  reconciliations.  An  employee  in  the  Water  Patrol  Division 
deposited  certain  fees  and  receipts  into  the  wrong  funds. 


School  Bus  Inspection  The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  investigated  an  August  2010 

Program  collision  involving  two  school  buses  and  identified  driver  distraction, 

inattention,  and  following  too  closely  as  the  probable  causes  of  the  accident, 
but  it  also  cited  inadequate  state  school  bus  inspection  regulations  and 
procedures  as  a  safety  issue.  The  MSHP  does  not  have  procedures  to 
periodically  observe  school  bus  inspections  performed  by  the  MSHP  and 
state  inspection  stations.  The  MSHP  does  not  use  the  results  of  spot 
inspections  to  identify  state  inspection  stations  that  may  be  performing 
inadequate  school  bus  inspections.  For  school  year  2011-2012,  over  25 
percent  of  buses  inspected  during  spot  inspections  failed,  with  nearly  5 
percent  having  significant  defects.  The  rate  of  defective  and  out  of  service 
buses  found  during  spot  inspections  is  higher  than  found  at  annual 
inspections  conducted  by  the  MSHP  and  may  indicate  school  districts 
and/or  school  bus  contractors  are  lax  in  maintaining  school  buses. 


Inspections  of  Motor  Vehicle 
Inspection  Stations 


Capital  Assets 


Seized  Property 


The  Motor  Vehicle  Inspection  Division  has  not  conducted  inspections  of 
licensed  inspection  stations  within  its  policy  timeframes  and  has  not 
conducted  an  analysis  to  determine  if  those  timeframes  should  be  modified. 
Our  review  of  station  inspections  for  25  stations  noted  19  (76%)  had 
average  inspection  intervals  that  exceeded  the  6  week  requirement. 

The  MSHP  did  not  perform  an  annual  physical  inventory  of  capital  assets  at 
three  troops,  and  the  physical  inventories  it  did  conduct  at  other  locations 
were  not  complete.  Approximately  13,800  items  worth  $96.3  million  were 
not  physically  inventoried.  The  MSHP  has  not  documented  that  its  current 
vehicle  replacement  policy  yields  the  lowest  total  cost  of  vehicle  operation 
and  ownership  consistent  with  maximum  safety. 

MSHP  troops  do  not  always  remit  seized  cash  to  the  Budget  and 
Procurement  Division  (BPD)  in  a  timely  manner.  In  November  2011,  one 
troop  conducted  an  inventory  of  the  property  room  and  found  $117,000  the 
troop  had  been  holding  on  cases  with  seizure  dates  as  old  as  February  2000. 
The  BPD  has  not  has  not  attempted  to  determine  the  status  of  court  actions 
on  old  cases  or  seek  court  orders  for  disposition  of  the  monies.  As  of  May 
31,  2012,  the  Criminal  Forfeiture  account  contained  $958,000  related  to  522 
cases  with  seizure  dates  more  than  5  years  old.  The  BPD  has  not  reconciled 
the  Criminal  Forfeiture  account  balance  to  the  liabilities  list,  and  the 
liabilities  list  exceeded  the  account  balance  by  $5,756. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


During  the  audited  period,  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  received: 

A  $5,316,981  award  under  the  Rural  Crimes  program,  of  which  $4,117,070 
was  spent  to  help  prevent  and  combat  crime;  a  $48,019  award  under  the 
Cybercrimes  program,  $46,763  of  which  was  expended  to  combat  internet 
crime;  a  $2,297,862  award  under  the  Justice  Assistance  Grant,  of  which 
$2,287,608  was  expended  for  one  helicopter  and  training;  a  $56,246  award 
under  the  Justice  Assistance  Grant,  of  which  $53,299  was  expended  for 
equipment  for  analysis  of  computers  and  cellular  telephones;  and  a 
$1,230,672  award  from  budget  stabilization  funds,  of  which  $1,215,293  was 
appended  for  crime  lab  supplies  and  equipment  and  enforcement  activities. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Jerry  Lee,  Director 
Department  of  Public  Safety 
and 

Colonel  Ronald  K.  Replogle,  Superintendent 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol,  in 
fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  2011,  and  2010.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were 
to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  Highway  Patrol's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and 
financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  Highway  Patrol's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  highway  patrol;  and  testing  selected 
transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in 
operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their 
design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  Highway  Patrol's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  Highway  Patrol. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  noncompliance  with  legal  provisions, 
and  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The  accompanying  Management 
Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  Missouri 
State  Highway  Patrol. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:        John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Dennis  Lockwood,  CPA 

Robert  Showers,  CPA,  CGAP 
In-Charge  Auditor:       John  Lieser,  CPA 
Audit  Staff:  Patrick  M.  Pullins,  M.Acct.,  CISA 


Terese  Summers,  MSAS,  CPA 
James  M.  Applegate,  MBA 
Kimberly  Shepard 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 
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Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 
1.  Airplane  Purchase 


The  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  (MSHP)  did  not  perform  a  formal 
written  analysis  to  justify  the  need  to  purchase  an  additional  airplane,  or  to 
purchase  a  new  airplane  instead  of  a  much  less  expensive  used  airplane.  Our 
analysis  of  flight  usage  data  indicates  existing  state  airplanes  were 
underutilized  prior  to  the  purchase  of  the  additional  new  airplane.  Further, 
while  the  purchase  of  the  new  airplane  appears  to  fall  within  the  legal 
authority  of  the  MSHP,  and  the  use  of  a  sole  source  purchasing  process 
appears  appropriate,  the  MSHP  could  have  been  more  transparent  regarding 
its  intent  to  purchase  an  additional  airplane. 


On  December  17,  2012,  the  MSHP  utilized  a  sole  source  procurement 
process,  as  authorized  by  Section  34.044,  RSMo,  to  purchase  a  new 
pressurized  airplane  for  approximately  $5.6  million.  Documentation  from 
the  MSHP  to  justify  the  purchase  indicates  the  use  of  this  particular  model 
of  airplane  is  beneficial  to  the  state  because  it  is  similar  to  the  other 
airplanes  in  the  fleet,  allowing  for  efficiencies  in  training,  maintenance, 
operations,  and  overall  safety.  The  MSHP  also  provided  documentation 
establishing  that  only  one  vendor  existed  to  provide  the  new  model  of 
airplane,  and  the  airplane  was  being  offered  at  a  discount  for  a  limited  time. 

The  use  of  state  aircraft  for  the  transportation  of  state  employees  from  other 
agencies,  including  the  Office  of  the  Governor,  is  typically  coordinated  by 
the  MSHP.  In  2006  the  MSHP  and  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA) 
signed  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  transferring  the  aircraft  and 
operations  of  the  OA  -  Flight  Operations  Division  to  the  MSHP.  The 
purpose  of  the  agreement  was  to  centralize  flight  operations,  equipment,  and 
staff.  Since  the  MSHP  maintains  flight  operations  for  law-enforcement 
purposes  thereby  employing  flight  personnel,  it  appears  reasonable  for  the 
MSHP  to  be  the  flight  service  provider  for  other  agencies,  even  though  this 
responsibility  is  not  strictly  within  their  statutory  duties.  The  MSHP  bills 
user  agencies  for  flight  services. 

According  to  Federal  Aviation  Administration  records,  prior  to  the 
December  2012  purchase  of  the  new  airplane,  the  State  of  Missouri  operated 
23  aircraft1.  Our  review  focused  on  the  five  aircraft  considered  to  be 
passenger  airplanes  used  primarily  for  employee  transportation.  The  MSHP 
directly  controls  two  of  these  passenger  airplanes.  We  did  not  attempt  to 
evaluate  the  necessity  or  appropriateness  of  flights  taken  in  this  audit.  As 
shown  in  Table  1.1,  three  of  these  are  unpressurized  single  engine  airplanes, 
while  the  remaining  two  are  pressurized  twin  engine  airplanes.  Cabin 


In  addition  to  the  five  passenger  airplanes,  other  state  aircraft  include  two  hot-air  balloons 
used  by  the  Missouri  State  Lottery,  and  eight  helicopters  and  eight  smaller  airplanes 
primarily  used  by  the  MSHP  for  law-enforcement  purposes.  National  Guard  aircraft  are  not 
included  in  this  total. 
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pressurization  allows  airplanes  to  fly  at  higher  altitudes.  Flying  at  higher 
altitudes  results  in  less  drag  on  the  airplane  and  allows  for  higher  speeds. 


Table  1.1:  State  Passenger  Airplanes 


Tail  Number 

Model 

Owner 

Year 

Passengers 

Pressurized 

Engines 

N2MP 

King  Air  C90 

MSHP 

1999 

6 

Yes 

2 

N128VT 

King  Air  B200 

Conservation/MoDOT 1 

1992 

7 

Yes 

2 

N92MP 

Cessna  Centurion 

MSHP 

1981 

3 

No 

1 

N402MC 

Cessna  Utiliner 

Conservation 

1985 

7 

No 

1 

N84MC 

Cessna  Centurion 

Conservation 

1986 

5 

No 

1 

Source:  SAO  analysis  of  Federal  Aviation  Administration  records 

1  This  airplane  is  jointly  owned  by  the  Missouri  Departments  of  Transportation  (MoDOT)  and  Conservation.  The  Department  of 


Conservation  performs  administrative  functions  (scheduling,  billing,  etc.)  related  to  the  airplane. 

1 . 1  Airplane  fleet  usage  MSHP  officials  did  not  prepare  a  formal  analysis  to  determine  the  necessity 

of  an  additional  new  airplane  for  the  state's  fleet.  MSHP  officials  stated  an 
additional  airplane  was  necessary  due  to  frequent  use  of  the  existing 
airplane  by  elected  officials.  Based  on  flight  records,  the  majority  of  the 
flights  logged  on  the  MSHP  airplane  were  for  the  Governor,  with  the 
majority  of  the  rest  of  the  flights  being  for  MSHP  purposes.  Based  on 
discussions  with  MSHP  officials,  the  Governor's  usage  is  given  priority  over 
any  MSHP  flight  needs  if  a  conflict  arises.  However,  the  MSHP  did  not 
track  instances  of  when  a  flight  was  requested  but  an  airplane  was  not 
available.  In  the  event  of  a  conflict,  MSHP  officials  stated  they  do  not 
utilize  the  Conservation/MoDOT  plane. 

State  airplane  flight  usage  records  for  the  state's  five  passenger  airplanes 
indicate  these  airplanes  were  underutilized  even  before  the  purchase  of  an 
additional  airplane.  According  to  our  analysis  of  flight  data,  there  were  only 
58  days  during  2012  in  which  both  of  the  State's  pressurized  passenger 
airplanes  flew  on  the  same  day,  and  159  days  in  which  neither  pressurized 
airplane  flew.  On  average  the  three  non-pressurized  airplanes  flew  less  than 
the  pressurized  airplanes.  For  the  passenger  fleet  as  a  whole,  there  were  113 
days  in  which  none  of  the  five  airplanes  flew,  and  no  days  where  all  five 
airplanes  flew.  Table  1.2  shows  the  usage  of  each  passenger  airplane  in  the 
State's  fleet  for  calendar  year  2012. 


5 


Department  of  Public  Safety 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Table  1.2:  Calendar  Year  2012  Airplane  Utilization 


N2MP2  N128VT 

N92MP 

N402MC 

N84MC2 

Non- 

Non- 

Non- 

Pressurized 

Pressurized 

Pressurized 

Pressurized 

Pressurized 

Total 

Conservation 

0 

52 

0 

109 

55 

216 

Governor 

100 

6 

0 

0 

0 

106 

Highway  Patrol 

49 

0 

9 

0 

0 

58 

Transportation 

11 

50 

0 

15 

0 

76 

Other1 

3 

3 

0 

1 

0 

7 

Total  flights 

163 

111 

9 

125 

55 

4633 

Source:  SAO  analysis  of  agency  flight  logs  and  manifests 

1  Includes  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the  University  of  Missouri,  and  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

2  N2MP  unavailable  for  22  days  and  N84MC  unavailable  for  143  days  during  2012  due  to  maintenance  and  repair. 

3  There  were  23  instances  where  one  of  the  above  airplanes  flew  more  than  once  in  a  day,  with  the  majority  of  these  flights  being  on  the 
non-pressurized  Conservation  airplanes. 


According  to  MSHP  officials,  factors  such  as  warranties  and  inspection 
costs  of  buying  a  used  plane  were  considered  when  making  the  decision  to 
buy  a  new  plane;  however,  a  formal  cost/benefit  analysis  justifying  the  need 
for  the  purchase  of  a  new  airplane  instead  of  a  used  one  was  not  prepared. 
Our  audit  noted  there  is  an  active  market  for  used  airplanes,  including  many 
similar  to  the  one  purchased  by  the  MSHP.  The  purchase  of  a  used  airplane 
could  have  significantly  reduced  the  MSHP's  costs.  For  example,  we  noted 
several  used  King  Air  B200  models  that  were  less  than  10  years  old 
currently  publicly  advertised,  including  a  2003  model  with  an  asking  price 
of  at  least  $3.3  million  less  than  the  price  of  the  new  airplane. 

An  analysis  of  demand,  usage,  and  fleet  availability  prior  to  making 
significant  purchasing  decisions  would  help  the  MSHP  to  demonstrate  the 
need  for  any  additions  to  the  State  airplane  fleet.  In  addition,  cost/benefit 
analyses  of  purchasing  new  or  used  airplanes  would  help  the  MSHP  ensure 
the  cost  effectiveness  of  future  purchases. 

1.2  Appropriation  authority     While  the  purchase  of  the  airplane  appears  to  fall  within  the  legal  authority 

of  the  MSHP,  and  although  not  required,  the  MSHP  did  not  inform  the 
legislature  of  its  intent  to  purchase  a  new  airplane  during  the  2013  budget 
process.  The  appropriation  bill  authorizing  the  transaction  allows  the 
purchase  of  vehicles  and  aircraft  for  the  MSHP  and  Gaming  Commission. 

To  promote  transparency  related  to  the  budgeting  and  expenditure  of  public 
funds,  the  MSHP  should  consider  informing  the  legislature  of  its  intent  to 
make  significant  purchases  by  including  the  anticipated  purchases  as 
decision  items  in  its  budget. 
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Recommendations 


The  MSHP: 


1.1  Conduct  a  formal  written  analysis  of  airplane  fleet  needs  and  usage 
before  any  future  airplane  purchases  are  made  and  conduct  a 
cost/benefit  analysis  of  purchasing  new  or  used  airplanes. 

1.2  Consider  including  significant  anticipated  purchases  as  budget 
decision  items  in  the  future. 


before  purchasing  the  2012  King  Air  250  for  the  reduced  price  of 
$5.59  million.  While  the  Patrol  did  not  track  instances  of  when  a 
flight  was  requested  and  an  airplane  was  not  available,  the  Patrol 
is  aware  through  the  course  of  doing  business  that  it  receives  many 
requests  from  multiple  agencies  to  conduct  flights  for  state  business 
on  the  same  day  and  has  to  deny  those  requests  due  to 
unavailability  of  an  airplane.  The  Patrol  also  studied  the  feasibility 
of  purchasing  a  new  airplane  versus  a  used  one.  The  report 
mentions  that  auditors  noted  a  used  airplane  with  a  lower  asking 
price  than  the  price  of  the  airplane  purchased  by  the  Patrol,  but  it  is 
important  to  realize  that  purchasing  a  used  airplane  is  much 
different  than  purchasing,  for  instance,  a  used  car.  Multiple  factors 
were  taken  into  consideration,  including  airplane-specific  training 
for  pilots  and  mechanics  that  is  included  in  the  cost  of  this  airplane, 
the  elaborate  and  costly  inspection  process  involved  with 
purchasing  a  used  airplane,  and  ongoing  training  requirements 
associated  with  purchasing  a  used  airplane  that  is  notably  different 
than  the  rest  of  the  Patrol's  fleet.  Increased  seating  capacity  valued 
at  $28,000,  and  an  extensive  warranty,  were  also  included  in  the 
purchase  price  of  this  airplane.  After  careful  consideration  of  all 
aspects,  and  evaluating  the  costs  and  benefits  involved  with  each, 
the  Patrol  concluded  that  the  purchase  of  this  airplane  would 
provide  the  best  investment.  This  airplane  is  expected  to  serve 
Missouri  for  the  next  20+  years. 

1.2  The  Patrol  strives  to  be  transparent  with  the  state  legislature  and 
will  continue  to  do  so.  As  stated  in  the  audit  report,  purchase  of  the 
airplane  was  within  the  legal  authority  of  the  Patrol,  and  the 
purchasing  process  it  followed  was  appropriate. 

The  Department  of  Conservation  provided  the  following  comments: 

The  Missouri  Department  of  Conservation  (Department)  appreciates  the 
opportunity  to  review  the  reference  made  to  the  Department  in  the 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  (MSHP)  audit  finding  regarding  aircraft. 
The  Department  questions  the  relevance  of  including  its  flight 
information  in   the  MSHP's  audit  report.    The  Department's  flight 


Auditee's  Response 


l.i 


The  Patrol  did  conduct  a  thorough  analysis  of  needs  and  usage 
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operations  are  separate  and  independent  from  the  MSHP.  While  the 
MSHP  would  be  allowed  to  use  the  Department's  aircraft  when  it  is  not 
otherwise  in  use  on  Department  business,  MSHP  rarely  makes  such  a 
request,  which  further  makes  any  reference  to  Department  aircraft 
irrelevant.  Consequently,  the  Department  respectfully  requests  that  its 
information  be  removed  from  the  comparison. 


The  Department  is  concerned  about  the  statement  in  Section  1.1  that  all 
of  the  state  planes  in  the  comparison  are  "underutilized. "  It  is  unclear 
by  what  standard  usage  is  being  measured  to  reach  this  conclusion. 
Speaking  only  for  the  Department,  the  Department's  planes  are  utilized 
as  needed  and  provide  an  important  and  necessary  service  in  the 
fulfillment  of  the  Department's  agency  mission.  An  annual  evaluation 
of  usage  and  associated  costs  is  made  to  insure  that  the  costs  do  not 
exceed  the  benefits  received.  Additionally,  Department  aircraft  are  utilized 
to  accomplish  many  resource  efforts  beyond  transportation,  which 
include  fire  protection  patrols,  resource  law  enforcement  patrols, 
resource  management  activities,  transporting  wildlife,  photography,  and 
other  resource  oriented  activities. 


Auditor  Comment 


The  Public  has  a  right  to  expect  government  officials  to  be  able  to  support 
decisions  related  to  multi-million  dollar  purchases.  In  this  case,  the 
documentation  available  falls  well  short  of  any  acceptable  standard. 


The  Department  of  Conservation's  request  to  remove  comments  related  to 
the  Conservation/MoDOT  airplane  is  inappropriate.  The  finding  illustrates 
opportunities  for  multiple  state  departments  to  work  together  to  achieve 
greater  efficiencies  and  cost  savings. 


-p  p   ||  The  MSHP  did  not  always  segregate  duties  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible, 

A*.   XVCVclluc   _  Lilcl^llUll  ensure  timely  and  adequate  supervisory  reviews,  and  properly  instruct 


Procedures 


employees  processing  revenues. 


MSHP  divisions  receive,  deposit,  and  record  various  revenues,  including 
fees  related  to  motor  vehicle  and  vehicle  emission  inspections,  criminal 
history  background  checks,  and  boater  education  programs.  Collections 
during  state  fiscal  year  2012  from  these  sources  totaled  about  $16.6  million. 

2. 1  Internal  controls  The  MSHP  did  not  segregate  the  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  and 

reconciling  revenues  and  related  accounts  receivable  for  motor  vehicle  and 
vehicle  emission  inspections,  criminal  history  background  checks,  and 
boater  education  programs  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible.  In  addition,  the 
MSHP  did  not  perform  independent  supervisory  reviews  of  the  monthly 
reconciliations  in  a  timely  manner.  At  the  time  of  our  review,  the  MSHP  had 
not  completed  a  supervisory  review  for  the  most  recent  9  months. 
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To  safeguard  against  possible  loss  or  misuse  of  funds,  the  MSHP  should 
segregate  the  duties  of  receiving,  depositing,  and  recording  receipts  as  well 
as  maintaining  accounts  receivable  records.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties 
cannot  be  achieved,  at  a  minimum  there  should  be  a  timely  supervisory 
review  of  reconciliations  between  accounting  records,  deposits,  and  permits, 
licenses,  and  certificates  issued.  Additionally,  MSHP  General  Order  17-02- 
1315  requires,  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  segregation  of  the  duties  of 
receiving  and  processing  revenue.  The  order  also  requires  independent, 
supervisory  reviews  and  quarterly  reconciliations  of  the  accounts. 

A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report2. 

2.2  Boater  education  fees         An  employee  in  the  Water  Patrol  Division  deposited  boater  education  fees 

and  other  fees  and  receipts  totaling  about  $206,000  into  the  wrong  funds. 
The  employee  who  assumed  responsibility  for  recording  these  receipts  in 
January  2011  was  not  aware  the  boater  education  fees  were  to  be  deposited 
into  the  General  Revenue  Fund  (GRF)  as  required  by  Section  306.127, 
RSMo.  Consequently,  the  employee  deposited  all  boater  education  fees 
totaling  $184,762  received  from  January  2011  through  mid-June  2012  into 
the  State  Water  Patrol  Fund  rather  than  the  GRF.  Additionally,  supervisory 
reviews  of  the  receipts  ledgers  and  revenue  documents,  which  were 
instituted  in  April  2012,  did  not  detect  the  errors.  After  we  inquired  about 
the  issue,  MSHP  Budget  and  Procurement  Division  (BPD)  staff  investigated 
the  matter  and  determined  the  boater  education  fees  and  an  additional 
$20,967  in  other  fees  and  receipts  had  been  incorrectly  deposited  to  the 
State  Water  Patrol  Fund.  The  BPD  notified  the  supervisor  to  begin 
depositing  the  fees  to  the  GRF  and  directed  the  Office  of  Administration  to 
make  correcting  transfers  of  $193,483  to  the  GRF  and  $12,246  into  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety  Fund  on  June  18,  2012.  Employees  should  be 
properly  instructed  in  their  duties  and  adequate  supervisory  reviews  of 
revenue  ledgers  and  documents  should  be  performed  to  ensure  revenues  are 
deposited  into  the  appropriate  fund. 

Recommendations         The  mshp: 

2.1  Segregate  the  duties  of  receiving,  depositing,  and  recording 
revenues  and  maintaining  accounts  receivable  records.  At  a 
minimum,  there  should  be  a  timely  and  documented  supervisory 
review  of  reconciliations  of  licenses,  permits,  and  certificates 
issued,  and  deposits,  revenues,  and  accounts  receivable. 


Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol,  issued  February  2005,  report  No.  2005-05 
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2.2  Ensure  employees  are  properly  instructed  in  their  revenue 
processing  duties  and  adequate  supervisory  reviews  of  revenue 
ledgers  and  documents  are  performed. 

Auditee's  Response  2.1       The  Patrol  does  segregate  the  duties  of  receiving,  depositing,  and 

recording  revenues,  and  maintains  accounts  receivable  records,  to 
the  maximum  extent  feasible.  The  Patrol  also  conducts  timely  and 
documented  supervisory  reviews  of  reconciliations,  to  help  ensure 
that  the  segregation  of  duties  is  adequate.  The  auditors  did  identify 
three  isolated  occurrences  that  were  not  indicative  of  the  Patrol's 
revenue  collection  process  overall,  and  all  three  situations  were 
immediately  rectified.  There  was  also  an  instance  after  the  merger 
of  the  Water  Patrol  with  the  Highway  Patrol  in  which  one  employee 
had  assumed  new  duties,  and  initially  was  inadvertently  depositing 
some  of  that  division's  receipts  into  the  wrong  fund;  all  funds  were 
accounted  for,  and  the  Patrol  immediately  worked  with  the  Office  of 
Administration  to  move  the  money  to  the  correct  funds. 


3.  School  Bus 
Inspection 
Program 


Background 


2.2  The  Patrol  does  and  will  continue  to  ensure  that  employees  are 
instructed  in  their  revenue  processing  duties  and  that  adequate 
supervisory  reviews  are  performed. 

The  MSHP  does  not  have  procedures  to  periodically  observe  school  bus 
inspections  and  does  not  analyze  the  results  of  spot  inspections  to  ensure 
inspections  are  properly  performed.  An  investigation  performed  by  the 
National  Transportation  Safety  Board  (NTSB)  concluded  safety  inspections 
of  two  school  buses  involved  in  an  August  2010  accident  were  inadequate 
and  made  recommendations  to  improve  the  state  school  bus  inspection 
program. 

The  MSHP  is  required  by  Section  307.375.2,  RSMo,  to  conduct  an 
inspection  after  February  first  of  each  school  year  of  all  vehicles  required  to 
be  marked  as  school  buses  under  Section  304.050,  RSMo.  This  inspection 
shall  be  conducted  by  the  MSHP  in  cooperation  with  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  (DESE).  The  MSHP  works  with 
school  districts  and  school  bus  contractors  to  schedule  the  annual 
inspections.  The  MSHP  also  conducts  spot  inspections  of  school  buses  as 
authorized  under  Section  307.375.4,  RSMo.  The  MSHP  indicated  its  goal  is 
to  perform  spot  inspections  on  10  percent  of  school  buses  within  each  troop 
area  with  an  emphasis  on  school  districts  with  a  history  of  poor 
performance,  and  to  conduct  spot  inspections  at  each  school  district  at  least 
once  every  3  years.  MSHP  policy  indicates  spot  inspections  are  to  be 
conducted  between  the  beginning  of  the  school  year  and  November  15.  The 
school  district  is  provided  minimal  notice  of  the  spot  inspections. 

In  addition  to  the  MSHP  inspections,  all  school  buses  must  pass  an 
inspection  conducted  by  a  licensed  state  inspection  station  within  60  days 
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prior  to  the  start  of  the  school  year.  The  MSHP  licenses  state  inspection 
stations  and  the  individual  inspectors.  Individual  inspectors  must  have  a 
minimum  of  1  year  practical  experience  as  an  automotive  mechanic,  or  have 
completed  a  vocational  education  program  in  automotive  mechanics.  In 
addition,  inspector/mechanics  must  pass  a  written  and  a  practical  test  to 
demonstrate  knowledge  of  inspection  regulations  and  procedures. 
According  to  MSHP  personnel,  most  school  districts  and  school  bus 
operators  are  licensed  to  inspect  their  own  buses.  School  bus  inspection 
procedures  require  visual  and  mechanical  inspection  of  all  bus  components 
related  to  safe  operation  and  passenger  safety  including  brakes,  suspension, 
tires,  steering  components,  fuel  systems,  exhaust  systems,  glazing,  lighting, 
seating,  mirrors,  stop  signs,  and  crossing  arms. 


Inspections 


Our  review  of  annual  school  bus  inspection  reports  determined  the  MSHP 
conducted  the  annual  school  bus  inspections  required  by  state  law.  During 
school  year  2011-2012,  the  MSHP  inspected  11,934  buses,  found  1,396 
(11.7  percent)  buses  had  defects,  and  required  239  (2  percent)  buses  to  be 
taken  out  of  service  until  the  defects  were  corrected.  The  MSHP  also 
conducted  1,315  spot  bus  inspections  during  school  year  2011-2012.  The 
MSHP  identified  defects  on  336  (  25.5  percent)  of  these  buses  with  the 
defects  being  serious  enough  to  take  61  (4.6  percent)  buses  out  of  service 
until  the  defects  were  corrected. 


According  to  the  2010  Missouri  Traffic  Safety  Compendium  published  by 
the  MSHP,  there  were  972  accidents  involving  school  buses  in  that  year  of 
which  only  7  (0.7  percent)  listed  a  school  bus  defect  as  a  contributing  factor 
in  the  accident. 


NTSB  accident 
investigation 


3.1  NTSB  findings 


The  NTSB  investigated  an  August  2010  collision  involving  four  vehicles 
including  two  school  buses  and  subsequently  issued  a  report3  on  its  findings. 
The  report  identified  the  probable  causes  of  the  accident  to  be  driver 
distraction,  inattention,  and  following  too  closely.  The  report  also  noted  that 
the  lack  of  forward  warning  systems  on  the  two  school  buses  contributed  to 
the  severity  of  the  accident.  The  NTSB  report  made  recommendations  to 
numerous  state  and  federal  government  entities.  The  report  cited  inadequate 
state  school  bus  inspection  regulations  and  procedures  as  one  of  several 
safety  issues  identified  in  the  investigation  and  made  recommendations 
regarding  Missouri's  school  bus  inspection  program. 

The  MSHP  does  not  have  procedures  to  periodically  observe  school  bus 
inspections  performed  by  both  the  MSHP  and  state  inspection  stations.  The 
NTSB  report  concluded  safety  inspections  conducted  in  March  2010  by  the 


3 

National  Transportation  Safety  Board.  201 1.  Multivehicle  Collision,  Interstate  44 
Eastbound,  Gray  Summit,  Missouri,  August  5,  2010.  Highway  Accident  Report  NTSB/HAR- 
1 1/03.  Washington,  DC.  See  http://www.ntsb.gov/doclib/reports/201 1/HAR1 103.pdf 
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MSHP  and  July  2010  by  a  state  inspection  station  of  the  two  school  buses 
involved  in  the  August  5,  2010,  accident  were  inadequate.  The  NTSB  made 
the  following  recommendations  related  to  school  bus  inspections  (1)  modify 
the  Missouri  Motor  Vehicle  Inspection  Regulations  so  that  all  inspection 
areas  and  procedures  that  apply  to  school  buses  are  contained  within  the 
"School  Bus  Inspection"  section,  (2)  modify  school  bus  inspection 
procedures  so  that  all  brake  defects  specified  in  the  Missouri  Motor  Vehicle 
Inspection  Regulations  can  be  identified  during  biannual  inspections,  and 
(3)  review  the  vehicle  inspection  program  to  ensure  inspections  conform  to 
requirements  contained  in  the  state's  motor  vehicle  inspection  regulations. 
The  MSHP  developed  a  new  school  bus  inspection  regulations  manual  in 
response  to  the  NTSB  recommendations.  The  MSHP  also  proposed  several 
changes  to  the  school  bus  inspection  regulations. 

The  NTSB  concluded  the  mechanical  condition  of  the  buses  involved  in  the 
accident  was  not  a  factor  in  the  accident.  However,  the  report  noted  that 
although  a  privately  owned  state  inspection  station  inspected  the  two  buses 
10  days  prior  to  the  accident  and  the  MSHP  inspected  the  buses  133  days 
before,  neither  inspection  noted  defects  on  either  of  the  school  buses.  The 
NTSB  identified  defects  in  both  buses  that,  in  its  opinion,  existed  at  the  time 
of  the  private  inspection  and  likely  existed  at  the  time  of  the  MSHP 
inspection  in  March  2010.  Immediately  following  the  accident,  the  school 
bus  contractor  dispatched  another  school  bus  to  provide  transport  for 
students  involved  in  the  accident.  That  bus  experienced  brake  failure  due  to 
a  leaking  brake  line  on  a  hospital  parking  lot  and  struck  three  cars  and  a 
nearby  garage. 

The  March  2010  MSHP  inspections  of  23  buses  used  to  transport  students 
of  the  school  resulted  in  22  buses  being  approved  with  no  defects  and  1  bus 
taken  out  of  service  until  a  defect  was  corrected.  Subsequent  to  the  accident 
on  August  11,  2010,  the  MSHP  performed  inspections  of  the  20  remaining 
school  buses.  The  MSHP  identified  eight  buses  with  defects  with  five  of  the 
buses  taken  out  of  service  until  the  defects  were  corrected. 


We  noted  that  one  bus  taken  out  of  service  as  a  result  of  the  August 
inspection  had  only  been  driven  three  miles  since  the  March  inspection. 
This  bus  had  been  approved  with  no  defects  during  the  March  2010 
inspection.  The  average  mileage  driven  between  March  and  August 
inspections  for  the  other  seven  buses  with  defects  was  2,570  miles.  As  a 
result,  it  is  likely  that  at  least  some  of  the  buses  had  defects  that  were  not 
identified  during  the  March  2010  inspection.  In  addition,  the  July  2010  state 
inspection  station  inspections  reports  identified  no  defects  in  the  three  buses 
involved  in  accidents  on  August  5,  2010,  or  the  five  buses  taken  out  of 
service  by  the  MSHP  during  the  August  2010  inspections.  The  MSHP 
suspended  the  inspection  permits  of  the  state  inspection  station  and  the 
inspector  who  performed  the  July  2010  inspections  on  the  school  district's 
buses.  It  appears  the  MSHP  has  taken  corrective  action  and  implemented 
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NTSB  recommendations.  However,  the  MSHP  should  consider  establishing 
procedures  to  periodically  observe  school  bus  inspections  performed  by 
both  the  MSHP  and  state  inspection  stations  to  ensure  inspections  are 
properly  performed  in  accordance  with  state  regulations. 

3.2  School  bus  inspection        The  MSHP  does  not  use  the  results  of  spot  inspections  to  identify  state 
results  inspection  stations  that  may  not  be  effectively  identifying  defective  school 

buses.  MSHP  annual  school  bus  inspections  results  for  school  year  2011- 
2012  determined  nearly  12  percent  of  buses  failed  to  meet  school  bus  safety 
requirements  with  2  percent  having  significant  defects  requiring  the  buses  to 
be  placed  out  of  service  until  repairs  could  be  made.  Spot  inspections 
determined  more  deficiencies.  For  school  year  2011-2012,  over  25  percent 
of  buses  inspected  during  spot  inspections  failed  to  meet  bus  safety 
requirements,  with  nearly  5  percent  having  significant  defects  requiring  the 
buses  to  be  placed  out  of  service  until  repairs  could  be  made.  The  MSHP 
conducted  annual  inspections  between  mid-February  and  mid- April  2012, 
and  conducted  spot  inspections  between  the  start  of  the  school  year  and 
mid-November. 


The  comparatively  high  rate  of  defective  and  out  of  service  buses  found 
during  spot  inspections  may  indicate  that  school  districts  and/or  school  bus 
contractors  are  lax  in  maintaining  school  buses  in  accordance  with  school 
bus  safety  regulations.  The  results  of  the  spot  inspections,  which  are 
performed  during  the  early  part  of  the  school  year,  may  also  indicate  the 
required  annual  pre-school  year  bus  inspections  performed  by  state 
inspection  stations  may  not  be  effectively  identifying  defective  school 
buses.  The  MSHP  should  use  spot  inspections  results  to  identify  state 
inspection  stations  that  may  be  performing  inadequate  school  bus 
inspections  and  require  those  inspectors  to  attend  training  on  proper  school 
bus  inspection  procedures. 

Recommendations         The  mshp: 


3.1  Establish  and  periodically  perform  oversight  procedures  to  ensure 
school  bus  inspections  are  performed  in  accordance  with  state 
regulations. 

3.2  Analyze  spot  inspection  results  to  identify  state  inspection  stations 
that  may  not  be  performing  adequate  school  bus  inspections  and 
require  those  inspectors  attend  training  on  proper  school  bus 
inspection  procedures. 

Auditee's  Response  3.1       The  Patrol's  Motor  Vehicle  Inspection  Division  has  developed  a 

plan  to  establish  an  endorsement  program  for  inspector  mechanics 
enrolled  in  the  motor  vehicle  safety  inspection  program.  Individuals 
pursuing  a  school  bus  inspection  endorsement  on  their  inspector 
mechanic  license  will  be  required  to  complete  additional  training 
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Recommendation 


and  pass  written  and  practical  tests  specific  to  the  inspection  of 
school    buses   prior    to    obtaining    a    school    bus  inspection 


scnooi  uuses  prior  to  obtaining  a  school 
endorsement  on  their  inspector  mechanic  license. 


4.  Inspections  of 
Motor  Vehicle 
Inspection  Stations 


3.2  As  a  result  of  discussions  with  the  National  Transportation  Safety 
Board,  in  2011  the  Patrol  began  designing  and  implementing 
significant  enhancements  to  the  school  bus  spot  check  inspection 
process.  During  spot  check  inspections,  the  Patrol  will  continue  to 
identify  specific  buses  with  deficiencies.  Pertinent  information  will 
be  compiled  on  each  bus  and  the  original  inspection  station  that 
inspected  the  bus.  Patrol  field  personnel  will  conduct  follow-up 
reviews  with  stations,  school  districts,  and  private  bus  companies  to 
ensure  that  inspector  mechanics  are  properly  trained  and 
inspections  are  properly  conducted. 

The  Motor  Vehicle  Inspection  Division  (MVI)  has  not  conducted 
inspections  of  licensed  inspection  stations  within  the  timeframes  required  by 
its  policy,  and  has  not  conducted  an  analysis  to  determine  if  those 
timeframes  should  be  modified.  The  MVI  licenses  about  4,500  stations  to 
conduct  motor  vehicle  safety  inspections.  As  required  by  Section  307.360.4, 
RSMo,  MVI  inspectors  conduct  inspections  of  licensed  stations  during 
which  the  inspectors  review  the  station  facilities,  equipment,  and  records  for 
compliance  with  MVI  regulations.  Those  inspections  also  include  reviewing 
compliance  with  regulations  by  the  station  inspector/mechanics  who 
perform  the  motor  vehicle  inspections.  The  MVI  employs  about  62 
inspectors  and  the  inspectors  have  additional  work  requirements  including 
school  bus  inspections,  salvage  title  examinations,  and  salvage  yard 
inspections.  MSHP  Special  Order  23  requires  the  station  inspections  be 
conducted  at  least  once  every  6  weeks  for  each  station. 

Our  review  of  inspections  for  25  stations  noted  19  stations  had  average 
inspection  intervals  that  exceeded  the  6  week  requirement  by  intervals 
ranging  from  1  day  to  84  days.  An  MVI  official  indicated  insufficient 
staffing  and  other  work  obligations  prevent  inspections  from  being 
conducted  within  policy  timeframes.  The  MSHP  performed  about  26,600 
station  inspections  during  calendar  year  2011  and  issued  233  station 
warnings,  suspensions,  and  revocations.  More  than  99  percent  of  station 
inspections  found  the  station  to  be  in  compliance  with  MVI  regulations. 

To  ensure  personnel  and  other  resources  are  used  in  the  most  effective  and 
efficient  manner,  the  MSHP  should  conduct  an  analysis  to  determine  if  the 
policy  requiring  MVI  station  inspection  intervals  should  be  modified. 

The  MSHP  conduct  a  formal  analysis  to  determine  the  most  effective  and 
efficient  use  of  MVI  resources  and  ensure  those  resources  are  allocated  in 
the  most  efficient  manner. 


14 


Department  of  Public  Safety 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 
Management  Advisory  Report  - 


State  Auditor's  Findings 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Patrol  has  conducted  an  analysis  of  Motor  Vehicle  Inspection  Division 
resources.  The  Patrol  agrees  that  its  own  internal  policies  concerning 
performance  audits  were  too  restrictive  during  peak  periods.  The  Patrol 
modified  its  internal  policy  concerning  performance  audits. 


5.  Capital  Assets 


The  MSHP  did  not  perform  a  complete  annual  physical  inventory  of  its 
capital  assets  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012.  In  addition,  the 
MSHP  has  not  maintained  documentation  to  support  its  vehicle  replacement 
policy. 


The  MSHP  capital  assets  records  list  about  18,900  items  with  acquisition 
costs  totaling  about  $118.3  million  including  about  1,680  vehicles  with 
acquisition  costs  totaling  about  $39.8  million. 

5.1  Physical  Inventories  The  MSHP  did  not  perform  an  annual  physical  inventory  of  capital  assets 

located  at  three  troop  headquaters  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 
In  addition,  MSHP  records  indicate  that  physical  inventories  conducted  at 
the  other  six  troops  did  not  include  some  capital  assets  located  at  those 
troops  including  computer  equipment,  communications  equipment,  and 
vehicles.  According  to  the  April  2012  capital  asset  inventory,  about  13,800 
items  costing  over  $96.3  million  were  either  not  included  in  the  physical 
inventories  that  were  conducted  or  were  at  locations  where  no  physical 
inventory  occurred.  The  assets  not  inventoried  represented  82  percent  of  the 
cost  and  73  percent  of  the  number  of  items  on  the  April  2012  listing.  Budget 
and  Procurement  Division  officials  indicated  that  computer  and 
communications  equipment  and  vehicles  located  at  the  troops  generally  are 
excluded  from  physical  inventories  because  those  items  are  tracked  by  other 
divisions.  Also,  many  of  those  items  are  assigned  to  members  or  uniformed 
civilians  and  subject  to  annual  line  inspections  by  the  supervisor  for  proper 
maintenance  and  appearance.  However,  those  line  inspections  do  not 
include  a  comparison  to  the  capital  asset  records. 

MSHP  General  Order  17-05-1258  requires  the  Budget  and  Procurement 
Division  to  conduct  annual  inventories  of  all  capital  assets.  An  MSHP 
official  indicated  annual  physical  inventories  have  not  been  performed  for 
some  locations  due  to  other  work  priorities. 

The  MSHP  does  not  have  documentation  to  support  its  vehicle  replacement 
policy.  The  Motor  Equipment  Division  (MED)  monitors  road  patrol  vehicle 
mileage  and  schedules  vehicle  retirements  to  occur  at  about  55,000  miles. 
According  to  MED  personnel,  patrol  vehicles  are  retired  at  55,000  miles  to 
coincide  with  maximum  resale  value  and  to  provide  the  officers  with 
physically  sound  vehicles  for  maximum  safety.  However,  the  MSHP  has  not 
documented  the  current  vehicle  replacement  policy  yields  the  lowest  total 
cost  of  vehicle  operation  and  ownership  consistent  with  maximum  safety. 


5.2  Vehicle  Replacement 
Policy 


15 


Department  of  Public  Safety 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


To  ensure  financial  and  safety  benefits  are  maximized,  the  MED  should 
periodically  analyze  costs  and  benefits  associated  with  the  current  vehicle 
replacement  policy  and  maintain  documentation  to  support  any  such 
analyses. 


A  similar  condition  was  also  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 


Recommendations         The  MSHP: 

5.1       Ensure  annual  physical  inventories  of  capital  assets  are  performed. 


5.2  Periodically  analyze  costs  and  benefits  associated  with  the  current 
vehicle  replacement  policy  and  retain  documentation  to  support 
conclusions  reached. 

Auditee's  Response  5.1       The  Patrol  does  perform  annual  physical  inventories  of  capital 

assets.  However,  there  were  two  years  in  which  three  troops' 
inventories  were  not  completed.  Upon  identification  of  the 
oversight,  inventories  of  the  affected  troops  were  initiated 
immediately  and  were  completed  by  November  2012.  Patrol  staff 
properly  accounted  for  all  capital  assets.  The  Patrol  has  adjusted 
its  inventory  schedule  to  ensure  that  an  annual  inventory  is 
performed  for  each  troop,  and  is  cross-checking  capital  asset 
records  during  existing  inventory  processes. 


5.2  The  Patrol  has  surveyed  other  states  in  the  past  concerning  their 
vehicle  sales,  and  determined  that  the  return  on  original  investment 
(ROT)  of  those  states  ranged  from  14%  (on  cars  that  were  sold  at 
100,000  miles  or  more)  to  25%  (on  cars  that  were  sold  at  75,000 
miles).  At  the  time  of  that  study,  the  Patrol's  ROI  was  60%  to  70% 
for  cars  with  50,000  miles  (the  Patrol  has  since  increased  its  trade 
mileage  to  55,000).  In  that  same  study,  a  few  Patrol  vehicles  with 
cosmetic  hail  damage  that  had  subsequently  been  reassigned  to 
civilians  and  driven  into  the  120,000  to  130,000  mile  range 
indicated  an  ROI  in  the  9%  to  16%  range.  Although  these  cars  did 
have  some  hail  damage,  this  provides  at  least  some  insight  into  the 
much  lower  resale  values  of  patrol  vehicles  when  driven  to  higher 
mileages.  Current  ROI  for  most  Patrol  vehicles  remains  in  the  60% 
to  70%  range. 

The  Patrol  will  monitor  its  sales  results  and  operational  costs, 
analyze  costs  and  benefits  associated  with  its  current  policy,  and 
retain  documentation  to  support  all  conclusions  reached. 


MSHP  troops  have  not  always  remitted  cash  seized  during  the  performance 
of  enforcement  duties  to  the  Budget  and  Procurement  Division  (BPD)  in  a 


6.  Seized  Property 

timely  manner.  In  addition,  the  BPD  does  not  monitor  seizure  notifications, 
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does  not  contact  courts  and  prosecutors  to  dispose  of  monies  held  on  old 
seizure  cases,  and  does  not  reconcile  the  Criminal  Forfeiture  account 
balance  to  the  listing  of  the  amounts  held  on  each  case. 

During  performance  of  enforcement  duties,  MSHP  officers  sometimes  seize 
cash  as  evidence.  Monies  seized  may  be  subject  to  state  forfeiture 
proceedings.  When  monies  are  seized,  the  seizure  is  documented  in 
investigation  and  property  reports  and  the  seized  monies  are  remitted  to  the 
evidence  custodian  for  safekeeping.  The  officers  are  required  to  notify  the 
BPD  of  the  seizure  date,  amount  seized,  and  the  case  incident  number.  If 
monies  are  subject  to  state  forfeiture,  the  officer  is  to  initiate  forfeiture 
paperwork  which  is  forwarded  to  the  appropriate  prosecutor  for  further 
processing.  When  forfeiture  proceedings  have  been  commenced,  the 
evidence  custodian  removes  the  monies  from  evidence  storage,  and 
forwards  the  monies  to  a  supervising  officer  who  obtains  a  cashier's  check 
and  remits  it  along  with  a  copy  of  the  forfeiture  paperwork  to  the  BPD.  The 
BPD  maintains  these  monies  in  the  Criminal  Forfeiture  bank  account  until 
further  instructions  are  received  from  the  court  regarding  distribution  of  the 
seized  monies. 


6. 1  Untimely  turnovers  MSHP  troops  do  not  always  remit  cash  seizures  to  the  BPD  in  a  timely 

manner,  and  the  BPD  does  not  monitor  seizures  made  by  the  troops.  In 
November  2011,  one  troop  remitted  to  the  BPD  cash  totaling  about 
$117,000  the  troop  had  been  holding  on  cases  with  seizure  dates  as  old  as 
February  2000.  The  funds  were  discovered  during  an  inventory  of  the 
troop's  property  room  following  the  retirement  of  the  previous  property 
room  officer.  This  remittance  comprised  about  one-sixth  of  the  total 
remittances  in  state  fiscal  year  2012  through  May  2012  (about  $691,000). 
MSHP  General  Order  84-04-1236  requires  members  seizing  cash  for 
forfeiture  to  notify  the  BPD  of  the  seizure  within  a  reasonable  time.  BPD 
staff  do  not  monitor  the  notifications  from  the  troops  and  BPD  staff  were 
unaware  the  troop  had  been  holding  seized  cash  on  old  cases. 

To  ensure  that  all  monies  subject  to  state  forfeiture  are  timely  remitted  to  the 
BPD,  the  BPD  should  track  notifications  regarding  seized  property. 

6.2  Old  Cases  The  BPD  has  not  contacted  courts  and  prosecutors  regarding  disposing 

monies  held  on  old  seizure  cases.  As  of  May  31,  2012,  the  Criminal 
Forfeiture  account  contained  about  $958,000  related  to  522  cases  with 
seizure  dates  more  than  5  years  old.  The  BPD  indicated  the  monies  cannot 
be  disbursed  without  an  order  from  the  applicable  state  or  federal  court; 
however,  the  BPD  has  not  attempted  to  determine  the  status  of  court  actions 
on  old  cases  or  seek  court  orders  for  disposition  of  the  monies.  Under 
MSHP  General  Order  84-04-1236,  the  commander  of  the  officer  making  the 
seizure  is  responsible  for  tracking  and  monitoring  the  progress  of  state 
forfeiture  proceeding  initiated  by  members  assigned  to  their  component. 
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6.3  Reconciliations  The  BPD  has  not  reconciled  the  Criminal  Forfeiture  account  balance  to  the 

liabilities  listing  of  amounts  held  on  each  case.  As  of  May  2012,  the 
liabilities  listing  totaled  $1,699,984  and  exceeded  the  account  balance  and 
undistributed  interest  by  $5,756.  Periodic  reconciliation  of  the  liabilities  list 
and  account  balance  is  an  essential  tool  in  ensuring  that  records  are  in 
balance,  sufficient  assets  exist  to  cover  the  liabilities,  and  all  monies  can  be 
identified. 


A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

Recommendations         The  bpd: 


6.1  Monitor  notifications  from  the  troops  of  cash  seizures  and  ensure 
troops  make  timely  turnovers. 

6.2  Determine  the  status  of  and  seek  court  orders  for  the  disposition  of 
seized  monies  held  on  old  cases. 


6.3  Reconcile  the  account  balance  to  the  listing  of  balances  held  on 
cases  and  investigate  any  differences. 

Auditee's  Response  6.1       The  Patrol's  Budget  and  Procurement  Division  is  responsible  as  a 

holding  facility  for  seized  cash,  and  troops  are  responsible  for 
obtaining  case  dispositions  during  their  evidence  reviews.  Cash  is 
released  only  in  compliance  with  legal  directives.  The  Patrol  now 
has  an  electronic  notification  process  that  was  not  in  place  at  the 
time  many  of  these  older  cases  originated. 

6.2  The  Patrol  holds  a  large  amount  of  seized  cash  and  is  continually 
working  with  courts  to  resolve  cases.  While  the  Patrol  does  close 
numerous  cases  each  year,  some  cases  remain  open  and  unresolved 
year  after  year.  Cash  is  released  only  in  compliance  with  legal 
directives.  The  Patrol  is  committed  to  working  with  courts  and 
prosecuting  attorneys  to  resolve  cases. 

6.3  The  Patrol  reconciles  this  account  on  a  monthly  basis,  and  has 
monitored  the  steadily  improving  differences.  Based  on  verbal 
guidance  from  the  last  audit,  the  Patrol  has  reduced  the  difference 
to  $1,381  by  applying  interest  credits  from  several  federal  cases  in 
which  interest  was  retained  in  the  account  due  to  court  orders. 
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The  General  Assembly  created  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  (MSHP) 
with  the  approval  of  the  Governor  on  April  24,  1931.  The  MSHP  operated 
as  an  independent  agency  under  the  control  of  the  executive  branch  until  the 
Omnibus  State  Reorganization  Act  of  1974  made  it  a  division  of  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety  (DPS).  The  MSHP  carries  out  its  primary 
purpose  of  enforcing  traffic  laws  and  promoting  safety  on  the  highways,  and 
works  closely  with  other  law  enforcement  agencies  in  crime  control 
activities.  The  MSHP  has  received  additional  responsibilities  since  its 
inception,  including  administration  of  driver's  license  tests,  motor  vehicle 
inspection,  weight  enforcement,  and  river  boat  gambling  enforcement. 
Effective  January  1,  2011,  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  Missouri  State 
Water  Patrol  were  transferred  to  the  MSHP. 


Colonel  James  F.  Keathley  served  as  Superintendent  from  September  1, 
2006,  through  February  28,  2010.  On  March  1,  2010,  Colonel  Ronald  K. 
Replogle  was  named  Superintendent  and  currently  holds  that  position.  On 
June  30,  2012,  the  Highway  Patrol  employed  2,510  employees.  The 
distribution  of  these  employees  is  shown  in  the  following  table: 


Position 

Number  of  Employees 

Highway  patrol  officers  (non-gaming) 

1,097 

Gaming  officers 

115 

Communications  operators 

171 

Driver  examiners 

223 

Motor  vehicle  inspectors 

61 

Commercial  vehicle  officers 

125 

Laboratory  criminalists 

101 

Computer  information  technologists 

72 

Other  professional,  clerical,  and  other 

394 

Temporary 

151 

Total 

2,510 

American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


During  the  3  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  MSHP  was  awarded 
$5,316,981  and  expended  $4,117,070  of  American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  (ARRA)  monies  under  the  Rural  Crimes  program  to  help 
prevent  and  combat  crime,  especially  drug-related  crime,  in  rural  areas. 

During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  MSHP  was  awarded  $48,019  and 
expended  $46,763  of  ARRA  monies  under  the  Cybercrimes  program  to 
combat  internet  crime.  Also,  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the 
MSHP  was  awarded  $2,297,862  and  expended  $2,287,608  of  ARRA  monies 
under  the  Justice  Assistance  Grant  program  for  one  helicopter  and  training. 

During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2011,  the  MSHP  was  awarded  $56,246 
and  expended  $53,299  of  ARRA  monies  under  the  Justice  Assistance  Grant 
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program  for  equipment  for  analysis  of  computers  and  cellular  telephones 
used  in  crimes. 


During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2010,  the  MSHP  was  awarded  $1,230,672 
and  expended  $1,215,293  of  ARRA  monies  from  budget  stabilization  funds 
for  crime  lab  supplies  and  equipment  and  enforcement  activities. 

A  summary  of  the  MSHP  financial  activity  is  presented  in  the  following 
appendixes. 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 

Highway  Patrol     Highway  Patrol  Total 


Federal  Drug 

Highway  Patrol 

Missouri  State 

Criminal  Record 

Highway  Patrol 

Motor  Vehicle 

Traffic  Records 

DNA  Profiling 

Highway  Patrol 

Criminal  Justice 

(Memorandum 

Seizure  Fund 

Inspections  Fund 

Water  Patrol  Fund 

System  Fund 

Academy  Fund 

Revolving  Fund 

Fund 

Analysis  Fund 

Expense  Fund 

Network  Fund 

Only) 

RECEIPTS 

Forfeitures 

$ 

1,788,559 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,788,559 

Motor  vehicle  inspection  sticker  fees 

0 

1,255,486 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,255,486 

Criminal  record  check  fees 

0 

0 

0 

10,645,004 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,645,004 

Training  and  facility  usage  fees 

0 

0 

0 

0 

434,073 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

434,073 

Cafeteria  sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,883 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,883 

Vehicle  sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,293,700 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,293,700 

Vehicle  usage  reimbursements 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

143,004 

0 

0 

0 

0 

143,004 

Flight  operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

244,256 

0 

0 

0 

0 

244,256 

Network  cost  reimbursements 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,955,939 

1,955,939 

Other  reimbursement 

958 

0 

0 

0 

0 

245,586 

0 

0 

0 

0 

246,544 

Boater  education  fees 

0 

0 

135,740 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

135,740 

Motorboat  registration  fees 

0 

0 

2,593,768 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,593,768 

Court  fees 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,265,898 

0 

0 

1,265,898 

Fees  for  copying  records 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

122,596 

0 

0 

0 

122,596 

Interest 

19,516 

0 

11,847 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,363 

Other 

177,683 

0 

0 

1,220 

2,900 

56,947 

2,903 

0 

0 

0 

241,653 

Total  Receipts 

1,986,716 

1,255,486 

2,741,355 

10,646.224 

462,856 

5,983,493 

125,499 

1,265,898 

0 

1,955,939 

26,423,466 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  and  wages 

0 

0 

1,248,733 

3,621,739 

24,715 

0 

62,433 

53,012 

0 

0 

5,010,632 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

0 

0 

1,136,900 

2,536,460 

20,360 

0 

37,389 

36,099 

0 

0 

3,767,208 

Travel,  in-state 

19,774 

0 

2,300 

3,038 

891 

20,095 

194 

0 

0 

0 

46,292 

Travel,  out-of-state 

11,784 

0 

0 

470 

336 

2,025 

948 

0 

0 

0 

15,563 

Fuel  and  utilities 

12,520 

0 

0 

599 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,119 

Supplies 

277,386 

0 

140,130 

82,466 

229,060 

141,088 

45,705 

134,064 

0 

0 

1,049,899 

Professional  development 

30,911 

0 

0 

1,326 

51,760 

0 

460 

0 

0 

0 

84,457 

Communication  services  and  supplies 

32,454 

0 

0 

24,115 

2,109 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,650,421 

1,709,099 

Professional  services 

49,410 

57,188 

35 

2,360,829 

30,115 

450 

7,004 

8,275 

0 

0 

2,513,306 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial  services 

4,826 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,826 

Maintenance  and  repair  services 

278,808 

0 

3,200 

717,988 

4,321 

2,684 

8,002 

6,806 

0 

2,028 

1,023,837 

Computer  equipment 

25,059 

0 

0 

512,263 

1,010 

0 

4,000 

94,218 

0 

355,560 

992,110 

Motorized  equipment 

354,687 

0 

160,763 

0 

0 

5,849,802 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,365,252 

Office  equipment 

6,521 

0 

0 

20,831 

9,919 

1,337 

787 

0 

0 

0 

39,395 

Other  equipment 

238,497 

0 

180,140 

133 

6,072 

54,973 

2,215 

0 

0 

14,672 

496,702 

Property  and  improvements 

0 

0 

0 

420 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

420 

Building  lease  payments 

68,622 

0 

4,086 

1,889 

28,611 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

103,208 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

0 

0 

0 

0 

340 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

340 

Miscellaneous  expense 

191,550 

0 

87,396 

154,933 

4,472 

2,305 

2,887 

1,959 

0 

0 

445,502 

Refunds 

0 

0 

15 

9 

4,560 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,584 

Total  Disbursements 

1,602,809 

57,188 

2,963,698 

10,039,508 

418,651 

6,074,759 

172,024 

334,433 

0 

2,022,681 

23,685,751 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

383,907 

1,198,298 

(222,343) 

606,716 

44,205 

(91,266) 

(46,525) 

931,465 

0 

(66,742) 

2,737,715 

TRANSFERS 

Transfers  from: 

Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  Sales  Fund 

11,840 

0 

0 

327 

1,318 

64,672 

0 

0 

0 

38,769 

116,926 

Transfers  to: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

General  Revenue  Fund 

0 

(32,102) 

(24,877) 

(121,174) 

(5,895) 

(49,264) 

(2,152) 

(3,271) 

(549) 

(19,874) 

(259,158) 

State  Road  Fund 

0 

(2,447,536) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(2,447,536) 

Total  Transfers 

11,840 

(2,479,638) 

(24,877) 

(120,847) 

(4,577) 

15,408 

(2,152) 

(3,271) 

(549) 

18,895 

(2,589,768) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

AND  TRANSFERS 

395,747 

(1,281,340) 

(247,220) 

485,869 

39,628 

(75,858) 

(48,677) 

928,194 

(549) 

(47,847) 

147,947 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  2011 

2,881,311 

1,132,255 

137,624 

11,185,897 

424,820 

20,971 

580,492 

21,810,269 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  2012 

S 

3,277,058 

1,380,195 

2,535,505 

1,618,124 

177,252 

11,110,039 

376,143 

949,165 

2,090 

532,645 

21,958,216 

Appendix  A-2 


Department  of  Public  Safety 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  201 1 


Federal  Drug       Highway  Patrol 
Seizure  Fund      Inspections  Fund 

Missouri  State 
Water  Patrol  Fund 

* 

Criminal  Record 
System  Fund 

Highway  Patrol 
Academy  Fund 

Highway  Patrol 
Motor  Vehicle 
Revolving  Fund 

Highway  Patrol 
Traffic  Records 
Fund 

DNA  Profiling 
Analysis  Fund 

Highway  Patrol 
Expense  Fund 

Criminal  Justice 
Network  Fund 

Total 
(Memorandum 
Only) 

RECEIPTS 

Forfeitures 

$ 

594,651 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

594,651 

Motor  vehicle  inspection  sticker  fees 

0 

1,239,290 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,239,290 

Criminal  record  check  fees 

0 

0 

0 

9,905,792 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,905,792 

Training  and  facility  usage  fees 

0 

0 

0 

0 

317,302 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

317,302 

Cafeteria  sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,947 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,947 

Vehicle  sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,123,190 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,123,190 

Vehicle  usage  reimbursements 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

121,204 

0 

0 

0 

0 

121,204 

Flight  operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

287,833 

0 

0 

0 

0 

287,833 

Network  cost  reimbursements 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,980,579 

1,980,579 

Other  reimbursement 

0 

0 

20,847 

0 

0 

592,969 

0 

0 

0 

0 

613,816 

Boater  education  fees 

0 

0 

49,022 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49,022 

Motorboat  registration  tecs 

0 

0 

2,917,524 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,917,524 

Fees  for  copying  records 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

126,397 

0 

0 

0 

126,397 

Interest 

25,673 

0 

9,747 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,420 

Other 

114,016 

0 

0 

80 

3,644 

4,698 

1,439 

0 

0 

0 

123,877 

Total  Receipts 

734,340 

1,239,290 

2,997,140 

9,905,872 

344,893 

6,129,894 

127,836 

0 

0 

1,980,579 

23,459,844 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  and  wages 

0 

0 

806,582 

3,723,334 

36,738 

0 

69,486 

0 

0 

0 

4,636,140 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

0 

0 

322,773 

2,446,060 

23,427 

0 

42,700 

0 

0 

0 

2,834,960 

Travel,  in-state 

5,302 

0 

0 

23,439 

7,683 

6,181 

79 

0 

0 

0 

42,684 

Travel,  out-of-state 

12,164 

0 

0 

1,447 

310 

3,442 

888 

0 

0 

0 

18,251 

Fuel  and  utilities 

12,763 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,763 

Supplies 

337,459 

0 

10,335 

78,410 

272,187 

21,340 

33,311 

8,333 

0 

0 

761,375 

Professional  development 

40,154 

0 

0 

9,786 

5,765 

0 

0 

330 

0 

0 

56,035 

Communication  services  and  supplies 

0 

0 

0 

22,211 

862 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,919,491 

1,942,564 

Professional  services 

44,355 

59,404 

0 

2,109,065 

3,166 

0 

7,007 

8,170 

0 

0 

2,231,167 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial  services 

4,675 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,675 

Maintenance  and  repair  services 

44,801 

0 

0 

683,151 

3,296 

0 

6,584 

953 

0 

0 

738,785 

Computer  equipment 

0 

0 

235,779 

788,047 

0 

0 

4,000 

745 

0 

0 

1,028,571 

Motorized  equipment 

209,951 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,906,700 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,116,651 

Office  equipment 

3,000 

0 

0 

23,743 

717 

0 

13,539 

43,451 

0 

0 

84,450 

Other  equipment 

264,078 

0 

34,033 

7,366 

300 

34,189 

90,728 

0 

0 

45,529 

476,223 

Property  and  improvements 

13,059 

0 

15,227 

0 

0 

0 

0 

229,417 

0 

0 

257,703 

Building  lease  payments 

71,161 

0 

0 

2,536 

28,611 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

102,308 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

19 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19 

Miscellaneous  expense 

202,525 

0 

0 

158,989 

5,053 

2,214 

2,577 

0 

0 

0 

371,358 

Refunds 

0 

0 

0 

10 

1,050 

0 

14 

0 

0 

0 

1,074 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
TRANSFERS 
Transfers  from: 

Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  Sales  Fund 
Transfers  to: 

General  Revenue  Fund 
Total  Transfers 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
AND  TRANSFERS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  2010 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  201 1 

1,265,466 

59,404 

1,424,729 

10,077,594 

389,165 

5,974,066 

270,913 

291,399 

0 

1,965,020 

21,717,756 

(531,126) 

1,179,886 

1,572,411 

(171,722) 

(44,272) 

155,828 

(143,077) 

(291,399) 

0 

15,559 

1,742,088 

6,040 
0 
0 

0 
0 

(5,964) 

0 
0 

(14,516) 

890 
0 

(129,683) 

289 
0 

(4,391) 

36,193 
0 

(42,358) 

0 
0 

(2,661) 

0 
0 

(15,559) 

0 
0 

(544) 

0 
0 

(19,089) 

43,412 
0 

(234,765) 

6,040 

(5,964) 

(14,516) 

(128,793) 

(4,102) 

(6,165) 

(2,661) 

(15,559) 

(544) 

(19,089) 

(191,353) 

(525,086) 
3,406,397 

1,173,922 
1,487,613 

1,557,895 
1,224,830 

(300,515) 
1,432,770 

(48,374) 
185,998 

149,663 
11,036,234 

(145,738) 
570,558 

(306,958) 
327,929 

(544) 
3,183 

(3,530) 
584,022 

1,550,735 
20,259,534 

S 

2.881,311 

2,661,535 

2,782,725 

1,132,255 

137,624 

11,185,897 

424,820 

20,971 

2,639 

580,492 

21,810,269 

The  State  Water  1'atrol  was  Merged  with  the  MSHI1  effeciive  January  1,  201 1.  Recepts  and  disbursements  for  die  6  months  ended  December  31,  2010  were  administered  by  the  Water  Patrol. 


Appendix  A-3 


Department  of  Public  Safety 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 

Highway  Patrol     Highway  Patrol  Total 


Federal  Drug 

Highway  Patrol 

Criminal  Record 

Highway  Patrol 

Motor  Vehicle 

Traffic  Records 

DNA  Profiling 

Highway  Patrol 

Criminal  Justice 

(Memorandum 

Seizure  Fund 

Inspections  Fund 

System  Fund 

Academy  Fund 

Revolving  Fund 

Fund 

Analysis  Fund 

Expense  Fund 

Network  Fund 

Only) 

RECEIPTS 

Forfeitures 

$ 

1,928,785 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,928,785 

Motor  vehicle  inspection  sticker  fees 

0 

1,371,584 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,371,584 

Criminal  record  check  fees 

0 

0 

9,605,120 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,605,120 

Training  and  facility  usage  fees 

0 

0 

0 

440,403 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

440,403 

Cafeteria  sales 

0 

0 

0 

23,927 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23,927 

Vehicle  sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,785,142 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,785,142 

Vehicle  usage  reimbursements 

0 

0 

0 

0 

161,615 

0 

0 

0 

0 

161,615 

Flight  operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

296,830 

0 

0 

0 

0 

296,830 

Network  cost  reimbursements 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,813,029 

1,813,029 

Other  reimbursement 

821 

0 

0 

0 

18,766 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,587 

Fees  for  copying  records 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

139,917 

0 

0 

0 

139,917 

Interest 

44,377 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

44,377 

Other 

87,690 

0 

7,700 

3,300 

220 

1,764 

5,098 

3,183 

0 

108,955 

Total  Receipts 

2,061,673 

1,371,584 

9,612,820 

467,630 

6,262,573 

141,681 

5,098 

3,183 

1,813,029 

21,739.271 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  and  wages 

0 

0 

3,726,284 

86,377 

0 

69,487 

0 

0 

0 

3,882,148 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

0 

0 

2,158,562 

55,236 

0 

38,481 

0 

69 

0 

2,252,348 

Travel,  in-state 

7,751 

0 

67,938 

15,119 

72 

0 

186 

0 

0 

91,066 

Travel,  out-of-state 

8,078 

0 

17,738 

3,184 

3,224 

291 

0 

0 

0 

32,515 

Fuel  and  utilities 

10,663 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,663 

Supplies 

159,518 

0 

88,248 

232,523 

1,830 

23,844 

231,062 

911 

0 

737,936 

Professional  development 

39,466 

0 

13,452 

1,950 

0 

400 

0 

0 

0 

55,268 

Communication  services  and  supplies 

0 

0 

20,626 

1,988 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,418,623 

1,441,237 

Professional  services 

40,185 

76,237 

2,105,576 

3,145 

1,600 

7,115 

11,737 

0 

0 

2,245,595 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial  services 

4,752 

0 

0 

108 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,860 

Maintenance  and  repair  services 

210,404 

0 

619,573 

5,842 

0 

7,305 

36,865 

0 

0 

879,989 

Computer  equipment 

32,822 

0 

267,432 

487 

0 

687 

132 

0 

0 

301,560 

Motorized  equipment 

523,298 

0 

349 

0 

2,889,057 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,412,704 

Office  equipment 

16,628 

0 

12,456 

10 

14,846 

496 

0 

0 

0 

44,436 

Other  equipment 

106,653 

0 

41,706 

3,763 

0 

22,718 

0 

5,000 

0 

179,840 

Property  and  improvements 

4,716 

0 

3,101 

0 

0 

0 

52,204 

0 

0 

60,021 

Building  lease  payments 

71,050 

0 

2,519 

28,611 

0 

0 

75 

0 

0 

102,255 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,805 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,805 

Miscellaneous  expense 

216,409 

0 

139,879 

6,555 

2,501 

1,173 

746 

0 

0 

367,263 

Refunds 

0 

0 

79 

1,752 

0 

13 

0 

0 

0 

1,844 

Total  Disbursements 

1,452,393 

76,237 

9,285,518 

446,650 

2,916,935 

172,010 

333,007 

5,980 

1,418,623 

16,107,353 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

609,280 

1,295,347 

327,302 

20,980 

3,345,638 

(30,329) 

(327,909) 

(2,797) 

394,406 

5,631,918 

TRANSFERS 

Transfers  from: 

Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  Sales  Fund 

384 

0 

0 

0 

18,928 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,312 

Transfers  to: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

General  Revenue  Fund 

0 

(26,939) 

(103,091) 

(3,883) 

(58,222) 

(1,741) 

(16,538) 

(49,177) 

(13,845) 

(273,436) 

State  Road  Fund 

0 

(2,742,009) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(2,742,009) 

Total  Transfers 

384 

(2,768,948) 

(103,091) 

(3,883) 

(39,294) 

(1,741) 

(16,538) 

(49,177) 

(13,845) 

(2,996,133) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

AND  TRANSFERS 

609,664 

(1,473,601) 

224,211 

17,097 

3,306,344 

(32,070) 

(344,447) 

(51,974) 

380,561 

2,635,785 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  2009 

2,796,733 

2,961,214 

1,208,559 

168,901 

7,729,890 

602,628 

672,376 

55,157 

203,461 

16,398,919 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  2010 

S 

3,406,397 

1,487,613 

1,432,770 

185,998 

11,036.234 

570,558 

327,929 

3,183 

584,022 

19,034.704 

Appendix  B 


Department  of  Public  Safety 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts: 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


901  9 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  SAFETY  FUND 

Federal  grants 

1,206,584 

4,212,524 

4,677,872 

Other  receipts 

10,981 

7,743 

36,610 

Total  Department  of  Public  Safety  Fund 

1,217,565 

4,220,267 

4,714,482 

MISSOURI  AIR  EMISSION  REDUCTION  FUND 

Emission  fees  and  authorities 

1,925,755 

843,299 

1,089,773 

Total  Missouri  Air  Emission  Reduction  Fund 

1,925,755 

843,299 

1,089,773 

STATE  HIGHWAYS  AND  TRANSPORTATION  DEPARTMENT  FUND 

Motor  vehicle  inspection  sticker  fees 

2,517,883 

2,462,085 

2,793,435 

Enforcement  activity  recoupments 

1,258,823 

1,210,677 

554,459 

Vehicle  inspection  station  license  fees 

42,880 

42,900 

43,093 

Other  receipts 

76,780 

80,810 

230,887 

Total  State  Highways  and  Transportation  Department  Fund 

$  3,896,366 

3,796,472 

3,621,874 

*This  schedule  excludes  funds  presented  in  Appendix  A 
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Department  of  Publie  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 

Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Gasoline  purchase 
Vehicle  replacement 
Non-highway  duties  -  Personal  Service 
Non-highway  duties  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 
Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Administration  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Administration  -  Personal  Service 
For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 
Water  Patrol  Division  -  Personal  Service 
Water  Patrol  Division  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 
FACILITIES  MAINTENANCE  RESERVE  FUND 
Maintenance,  repairs,  replacements,  unprogrammed 

requirements,  emergency  requirements, 

operational  maintenance  and  repair,  and 

improvements  at  facilities  statewide 

Total  Facilities  Maintenance  Reserve  Fund 
DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  SAFETY  FUND 
High-Intensity  Drug  Trafficking  Program 
Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 
Academy  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Vehicle  and  driver  safety  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 
Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Grants  to  St.  Louis  crime  labs 
Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 
Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Water  Patrol  Division  -  Personal  Service 
Water  Patrol  Division  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  Department  of  Public  Safety  Fund 
FEDERAL  DRUG  SEIZURE  FUND 

Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Vehicle  replacement 
Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 
Water  Patrol  Division  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  Federal  Drug  Seizure  Fund 
MISSOURI  CRIME  PREVENTION  INFORMATION 

AND  PROGRAMMING  FUND 
Department  of  Public  Safety  Director's  Office  - 

Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  Missouri  Crime  Prevention  Information 
and  Programming  Fund 


Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

354,426 

290,695 

63,731 

6,919,839 

6,913,291 

6,548 

632,065 

579,819 

52,246 

263,069 

229,260 

HO  AA 

33,809 

38,194 

34,087 

4,107 

338,678 

338,678 

" 

24,664 

23,904 

760 

991,653 

951,751 

39,902 

78,525 

76,599 

1,926 

1,963,610 

1,878,900 

84,710 

415,022 

402,571 

12,451 

8,765,524 

8,753,495 

12,029 

798,841 

692,141 

106,700 

3,395 

750 

2,645 

15,237 

15,237 

288,336 

279,686 

8,650 

4,332,700 

3,935,1 10 

397,590 

252,598 

249,814 

2,784 

26,476,376 

25,630,551 

845,825 

88,833 

88,007 

826 

88,833 

88,007 

826 

1  ">  AA  AAA 

2,200,000 

2,128,824 

71,176 

206,227 

1 A  ^  A  O 

30,298 

1  *7  C  A^  A 

175,929 

59,655 

25,983 

33,672 

£AA  AAA 

600,000 

554,941 

45,059 

3,017,571 

2,109,392 

908,179 

8,007,677 

2,729,705 

5,277,972 

4,044,469 

1,332,511 

2,711,958 

2,082,898 

1,509,519 

573,379 

115,037 

54,228 

60,809 

100,000 

100,000 

8,110 

8,083 

27 

222,260 

88,833 

133,427 

886,223 

O  1  A  HO 

819,133 

67,090 

555,725 

328,373 

227,352 

2,296,825 

1,554,409 

742,416 

24,402,677 

13,274,232 

11,128,445 

77,778 

76,234 

1,544 

11 C  AAA 

3  /5,000 

nc  AAA 

3  /5,000 

1,200,373 

1,099,592 

100,781 

9,092 

9,092 

20,000 

120 

19,880 

1,682,243 

1,560,038 

122,205 

50,000 

50,000 

50,000 

50,000 
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Department  of  Publie  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

GAMING  COMMISSION  FUND 

Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 

3>  20,502 

20,502 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

296,740 

264,563 

32,177 

Gasoline  purchase 

518,166 

518,166 

Administration  -  Personal  Service 

32,703 

31,716 

987 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

157,981 

Iflfl  AH 

122,932 

35,049 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

14,028 

4,518 

9,510 

Administration  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

4,865 

1,001 

3,864 

Vehicle  replacement 

5 14,541 

rn  a  AAA 

504,900 

9,641 

Academy  -  Personal  Service 

163,329 

163,058 

271 

Academy  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

82,298 

72,749 

9,549 

For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

50,281 

50,281 

Total  Gaming  Commission  Fund 

1,855,434 

1,733,884 

121,550 

HIGHWAY  PA1ROL  INSPECllON  FUND 

Vehicle  and  driver  safety  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

90,000 

57,188 

32,812 

Total  Highway  Patrol  Inspection  Fund 

90,000 

57,188 

32,812 

MISSOURI  STATE  WATER  PATROL  FUND 

Water  Patrol  Division  -  Personal  Service 

1,665,244 

1,247,732 

417,512 

Water  Patrol  Division  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

600,000 

49 1 ,67 1 

108,329 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

950,001 

798,962 

151,039 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

1 10,001 

87,396 

22,605 

Total  Missouri  State  Water  Patrol  Fund 

3,325,246 

2,625,761 

/"AA  (OC 

699,485 

STATE  PARKS  EARNINGS  FUND 

Planning,  design  and  construction  of  a  new  marine 

maintenance  facility 

1  AC  A  AAA 

1 ,050,000 

1  AC  A  AAA 
1,050,000 

Total  State  Parks  Earnings  Fund 

1    AC  A  AAA 

1 ,050,000 

1    AC  A  AAA 

1,050,000 

S1A1E  FORENSIC  LABORAIORY  FUND 

Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

257,261 

256,477 

784 

Total  State  Forensic  Laboratory  Fund 

257,261 

256,477 

784 

S1A1E  HIGHWAYS  AND  1RANSPOR1A1ION 

DEPARTMENT  FUND 

Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 

12,837,706 

1 1,486,316 

1,351,390 

Administration  -  Personal  Service 

5,621,583 

5,403,032 

218,551 

Administration  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

A  OA  till 

430,812 

378,122 

52,690 

Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 

1    A/I  1  /II 

61,041,631 

58,683,762 

1  O  C-7  O  £TA 

2,357,869 

Academy  -  Personal  Service 

1,231,932 

1,1 16,807 

1 15,125 

Academy  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

76,872 

69,03 1 

7,841 

Vehicle  and  driver  safety  -  Personal  Service 

1  A  AHC 

10,475,977 

9,861,769 

6 1 4,208 

Vehicle  and  driver  safety  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

978,482 

883,349 

95,133 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

1  Q1  "7C  1 

For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

1  T7c  i  "7A 

l,  /zl,yz4 

53,255 

Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

i-i  ice  01^ 

1 19,376 

For  operation  of  state-owned  facilities,  utilities, 

systems  furniture,  and  structural  modifications 

Expense  and  Equipment 

157,553 

1  CI  AAO 

152,998 

4,555 

Statewide  interoperable  communication  system 

"1  C  £.f\  1  AC1 

25,601,052 

25,416,240 

184,812 

Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

889,304 

825,488 

63,816 

Refunds  of  unused  motor  vehicle  inspection  stickers 

4 1 ,000 

40,799 

201 

Maintenance,  repairs,  replacements,  unprogrammed 

requirements,  emergency  requirements, 

operational  maintenance  and  repair,  and 

improvements  at  facilities  statewide 

CAA  AAA 

500,000 

127,750 

O  T1  1CA 

372,250 

Repairs,  replacements,  and  improvements  at 

Highway  Patrol  facilities 

2,568,893 

88,276 

2,480,617 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

D/,30/,1  /4 

ol,iyo,oJ5 

/  nA  (id 

o,i  /o,jjy 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

6,288,232 

5,756,921 

531,311 

Vehicle  replacement 

6,209,793 

5,604,487 

605,306 

Gasoline  purchase 

3,440,815 

3,439,005 

1,810 

Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 

3,616,622 

3,313,309 

303,313 

Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

895,386 

868,524 

26,862 

Planning,  designing,  and  constructing  an  addition  to 

the  existing  Troop  D  in  Springfield  for  evidence 

storage  and  office  space 

675,600 

46,845 

628,755 

Planning,  design,  and  construction  of  a  commercial 

drivers  license  site  in  Hannibal 

1,400,000 

61,900 

1,338,100 

Total  State  Highways  and  Transportation 

Department  Fund 

$  232,829,771 

214,938,335 

17,891,436 
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Department  of  Publie  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


CRIMINAL  RECORD  SYSTEM  FUND 
Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 
Administration  -  Personal  Service 
Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
For  National  Criminal  Record  Reviews 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 
Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 

Total  Criminal  Record  System  Fund 
HIGHWAY  PATROL  ACADEMY  FUND 
Academy  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Academy  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

Total  Highway  Patrol  Academy  Fund 
HIGHWAY  PATROLS  MOTOR  VEHICLE  AND 

AIRCRAFT  REVOLVING  FUND 
Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 
Vehicle  replacement 

Total  Highway  Patrol's  Motor  Vehicle  and 
Aircraft  Revolving  Fund 
HIGHWAY  PATROL  TRAFFIC  RECORDS  FUND 
Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 
Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  Highway  Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund 
DNA  PROFILING  ANALYSIS  FUND 
Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 
Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  DNA  Profiling  Analysis  Fund 
HIGHWAY  PATROL  EXPENSE  FUND 

Recoupment,  receipt,  and  disbursement  of  funds  for 

equipment  replacement,  and  expenses  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

Total  Highway  Patrol  Expense  Fund 
CRIMINAL  JUSTICE  NETWORK  AND  TECHNOLOGY 

REVOLVING  FUND 
Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  Criminal  Justice  Network  and  Technology 
Revolving  Fund 
FEDERAL  STIMULUS  -  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC 

SAFETY  FUND 
For  receiving  and  expending  grants  from  the 

American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  for 

the  Rural  Law  Enforcement  Competitive  Grant 

and  the  Byrne  Memorial  Competitive  Grant  - 

Personal  Service 
For  receiving  and  expending  grants  from  the 

American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  for 

the  Rural  Law  Enforcement  Competitive  Grant 

and  the  Byrne  Memorial  Competitive  Grant  - 

Expense  and  Equipment 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  Federal  Stimulus  -  Department  of  Public 
Safety  Fund 


Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

3,714,225 

3,485,919 

228,306 

40,1 10 

37,296 

2,814 

4,072,575 

1,377,126 

2,695,449 

3,218 

2,488 

730 

2,425,000 

2,343,362 

81,638 

2,802,607 

2,267,359 

535,248 

257,285 

154,733 

102,552 

101,055 

98,524 

2,531 

3,600 

3,600 

100,455 

100,455 

1  O   C  ^1  f\  1  OA 

13,520,130 

9,770,407 

3,749,723 

624,914 

340,561 

284,353 

96,055 

24,715 

7 1 ,340 

69,187 

18,577 

50,610 

6,427 

4.402 

2,025 

28,611 

28,611 

■ 

825,194 

416,866 

408,328 

170,000 

169,590 

410 

3,749 

3,749 

617 

394 

223 

7,657 

7,657 

6,267,240 

5,904,775 

362,465 

£   A  ACi  **l£.r> 

6,449,263 

6,074,759 

374,504 

74,555 

62,433 

12,122 

264,000 

69,315 

194,685 

46,661 

32,750 

13,91 1 

4,993 

2,887 

2,106 

390,209 

167,385 

222,824 

60,544 

53,012 

7,532 

1    AnO  OAC 

1,478,305 

243,363 

1       O  A  A  A  ^ 

1,234,942 

44,535 

32,531 

12,004 

6,026 

1,959 

4,067 

1,589,410 

330,865 

1,258,545 

65,000 

65,000 

65,000 

65,000 

2,200,000 

2,022,681 

177,319 

2,200,000 

2,022,681 

177,319 

437,500  397,830  39,670 


1,302,499  1,229,330  73,169 

500,000  276,849  223,151 

50,000  10,174  39,826 


$   2,289,999  1,914,183  375,816 
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Department  of  Publie  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


FEDERAL  STIMULUS  -  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC 

SAFETY  JUSTICE  ASSISTANCE  GRANT  FUND 

For  receiving  and  expending  grants  for  the  Byrne/ 
Justice  Assistance  Grants  Program,  including 
$700,000  for  a  pseudoephedrine  tracking  system 
administered  in  conjunction  with  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Senior  Services  and  administrative 
costs  to  the  extent  the  state  receives  a  federal 
grant  for  such  purposes  -  Personal  Service 

For  receiving  and  expending  grants  for  the  Byrne/ 
Justice  Assistance  Grants  Program,  including 
$700,000  for  a  pseudoephedrine  tracking  system 
administered  in  conjunction  with  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Senior  Services  and  administrative 
costs  to  the  extent  the  state  receives  a  federal 
grant  for  such  purposes  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  Federal  Stimulus  -  Department  of  Public 

Safety  Justice  Assistance  Grant  Fund 
Total  All  Funds 


Appropriation 
Authority 


Expenditures 


Lapsed 
Balances 


951,140 

349,976 

601,164  * 

110,292 

23,551 

86,741  * 

745,210 

241,130 

504,080 

39,220 

9,787 

29,433 

1,845,862 

624,444 

1,221,418 

321,282,908 

281,486,063 

39,796,845 

Biennial  appropriations  set  up  in  the  current  fiscal  year  are  re-appropriations  to  the  next  fiscal  year. 
After  the  fiscal  year-end  processing  has  been  completed,  the  unexpended  appropriation 
balance  for  a  biennial  appropriation  is  established  in  the  new  fiscal  year.  Therefore,  there 
is  no  lapsed  balance  for  a  biennial  appropriation  at  the  end  of  the  first  year. 


The  lapsed  balances  include  the  following  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request: 

Year  Ended  June  30, 


General  Revenue  Fund 
Personal  Service 
Expense  and  Equipment 
Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture, 

and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 
Vehicle  replacement 

For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities, 

systems  furniture  and  structural  modifications  - 

Expense  and  Equipment 
Total  General  Revenue  Fund 
State  Parks  Earnings  Fund 

Planning,  design  and  construction  of  a  new 

marine  maintenance  facility 
Total  State  Parks  Earnings  Fund 
State  Highways  and  Transportation  Department  Fund 
Personal  Service 
Expense  and  Equipment 
Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture, 

and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 
Vehicle  replacement 

For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities, 
systems  furniture  and  structural  modifications  - 
Expense  and  Equipment 
For  operation  of  state-owned  facilities,  utilities, 
systems  furniture,  and  structural  modifications 
Expense  and  Equipment 
Statewide  interoperable  communication  system 
Total  State  Highways  and  Transportation 

Department  Fund 
Total  All  Funds 


2012 


597,971 
107,249 


7,892 
740 


i,650 


722,502 


300.000 


300,000 


3,624,149 
108,118 


27,729 
186,294 


53,255 


4,555 
70,500 


4,074,600 


5,097,102 


28 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

Technical  Service  -Personal  Service 

$  354,426 

318,994 

35,432 

Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 

6,979,431 

6,970,736 

8,695 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

632,793 

628,173 

4,620 

Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

439,791 

333,643 

106,148 

Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

38,246 

37,072 

1,174 

Gasoline  purchase 

338,678 

338,678 

0 

Vehicle  replacement 

24,664 

23,394 

1,270 

Non-highway  duties  -  Personal  Service 

1,020,562 

938,429 

82,133 

Non-highway  duties  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

50,000 

43,974 

6,026 

Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 

1,963,610 

1,551,256 

412,354 

Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

1,702,682 

427,952 

1,274,730 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

6,412,924 

5,904,344 

508,580 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

798,841 

688,387 

110,454 

Administration  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

3,847 

600 

3,247 

Administration  -  Personal  Service 

15,237 

0 

15,237 

For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

288,336 

279,151 

9,185 

For  appraisals  and  surveys  of  state  facilities 

5,746 

5,746 

0 

For  planning,  design,  renovation,  and  construction, 

and/or  purchase  of  a  new  crime  lab  in  Jasper 

County 

170,362 

167,048 

3,314 

For  planning,  design,  and  construction,  and/or  lease- 

purchase  of  a  new  crime  lab  in  Springfield 

997,363 

997,363 

0 

Maintenance,  repairs,  replacements,  unprogrammed 

requirements,  emergency  requirements, 

and  improvements  at  facilities  statewide 

10,331 

10,330 

1 

Water  Patrol  Division  -  Personal  Service 

5,435,620 

4,863,376 

572,244 

Water  Patrol  Division  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

257,081 

242,039 

15,042 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

27,940,571 

24,770,685 

3,169,886 

FACILITIES  MAINTENANCE  RESERVE  FUND 

For  operational  maintenance  and  repair 

111,246 

4,219 

107,027 

Maintenance,  repairs,  replacements,  unprogrammed 

requirements,  emergency  requirements, 

and  improvements  at  facilities  statewide 

19,843 

19,842 

1 

Total  Facilities  Maintenance  Reserve  Fund 

131,089 

24,061 

107,028 

DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  SAFETY  FUND 

High-Intensity  Drug  Trafficking  Program 

2,500,000 

2,359,044 

140,956 

Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 

206,227 

29,000 

177,227 

Academy  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

59,655 

27,401 

32,254 

Vehicle  and  driver  safety  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

600,000 

136,980 

463,020 

Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 

3,017,571 

1,952,622 

1,064,949 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

8,207,677 

1,892,716 

6,314,961 

Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

3,897,969 

2,077,250 

1,820,719 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

1,787,188 

1,060,990 

726,198 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

115,037 

43,057 

71,980 

Grants  to  St.  Louis  crime  labs 

100,000 

0 

100,000 

Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

348 

348 

0 

Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 

222,260 

58,076 

164,184 

Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

V4o,ZZJ 

azft,  /Uj 

1 17,5 18 

Water  Patrol  Division  -  Personal  Service 

555  725 

417  657 

1  Jo,UOo 

^Vater  Patrol  Division  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

2,304,504 

2  158  005 

146  499 

Total  Department  of  Public  Safety  Fund 

24,520,384 

13,041,851 

11,478,533 

FEDERAL  DRUG  SEIZURE  FUND 

Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

79,702 

78,781 

921 

Vehicle  replacement 

262,800 

262,800 

0 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

917,503 

897,203 

20,300 

For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

9,092 

9,092 

0 

Water  Patrol  Division  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

20,000 

11,989 

8,011 

Total  Federal  Drug  Seizure  Fund 

1,289,097 

1,259,865 

29,232 

MISSOURI  CRIME  PREVENTION  INFORMATION 

AND  PROGRAMMING  FUND 

Department  of  Public  Safety  Director's  Office  - 

Expense  and  Equipment 

50,000 

961 

49,039 

Total  Missouri  Crime  Prevention  Information 

and  Programming  Fund 

$  50,000 

961 

49,039 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 

GAMING  COMMISSION  FUND 

Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 
Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Gasoline  purchase 
Administration  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Administration  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Vehicle  replacement 
Academy  -  Personal  Service 
Academy  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 
furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 
and  Equipment 

Total  Gaming  Commission  Fund 
HIGHWAY  PATROL  INSPECTION  FUND 

Vehicle  and  driver  safety  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Total  Highway  Patrol  Inspection  Fund 
MISSOURI  STATE  WATER  PATROL  FUND 
Water  Patrol  Division  -  Personal  Service 
Water  Patrol  Division  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Planning,  design  and  construction  of  a  Water  Patrol 
marine  shop 

Total  Missouri  State  Water  Patrol  Fund 
STATE  FORENSIC  LABORATORY  FUND 
Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  State  Forensic  Laboratory  Fund 
STATE  HIGHWAYS  AND  TRANSPORTATION 

DEPARTMENT  FUND 
Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 
Administration  -  Personal  Service 
Administration  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 
Academy  -  Personal  Service 
Academy  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Vehicle  and  driver  safety  -  Personal  Service 
Vehicle  and  driver  safety  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 
Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
For  operation  of  state-owned  facilities,  utilities, 

systems  furniture,  and  structural  modifications 

Expense  and  Equipment 
Statewide  interoperable  communication  system 
Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Refunds  of  unused  motor  vehicle  inspection  stickers 
Maintenance,  repairs,  replacements,  unprogrammed 

requirements,  emergency  requirements, 

operational  maintenance  and  repair,  and 

improvements  at  facilities  statewide 
Repairs,  replacements,  and  improvements  at 

Highway  Patrol  facilities 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Vehicle  replacement 
Gasoline  purchase 
Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 
Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Planning,  design,  and  construction  of  commercial 

drivers  license  sites  in  Rolla,  Carthage,  and 

Kirkwood 

Total  State  Highways  and  Transportation 
Department  Fund 


Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

20,502 

0 

20,502 

296,740 

254,115 

42,625 

449,923 

449,923 

0 

32,703 

31,716 

987 

143,423 

109,412 

34,011 

14,028 

5,379 

8,649 

4,865 

0 

4,865 

514,541 

0 

514,541 

163,329 

153,537 

9,792 

82,298 

79,528 

2,770 

50,281 

50,281 

0 

1,772,633 

1,133,891 

638,742 

90,000 

59,404 

30,596 

90,000 

59,404 

30,596 

1,665,244 

806,582 

858,662 

600,000 

280,147 

319,853 

735,756 

15,227 

720,529 

3,001,000 

1,101,956 

1,899,044 

251,782 

251,782 

0 

251,782 

251,782 

0 

12,330,406 

11,516,764 

813,642 

5,331,590 

5,073,083 

258,507 

430,812 

410,004 

20,808 

62,205,583 

57,877,756 

4,327,827 

1,390,443 

1,232,672 

157,771 

76,872 

65,293 

11,579 

10,175,307 

9,851,963 

323,344 

910,032 

844,039 

65,993 

6,238,855 

5,732,841 

506,014 

1,754,179 

1,701,554 

52,625 

11,691,486 

11,340,642 

350,844 

142,291 

138,504 

3,787 

25,601,052 

18,672,777 

6,928,275 

965,183 

827,700 

137,483 

40,000 

32,544 

7,456 

500,000 

151,082 

348,918 

1,855,251 

1,810,245 

45,006 

59,411,104 

53,994,818 

5,416,286 

6,288,232 

5,746,398 

541,834 

6,222,293 

5,989,144 

233,149 

3,448,218 

3,344,771 

103,447 

3,616,622 

3,474,407 

142,215 

895,386 

868,524 

26,862 

10,212 

180 

10,032 

221,531,409 

200,697,705 

20,833,704 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


CRIMINAL  RECORD  SYSTEM  FUND 
Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 
Administration  -  Personal  Service 
Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
For  National  Criminal  Record  Reviews 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 
Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

Total  Criminal  Record  System  Fund 
HIGHWAY  PATROL  ACADEMY  FUND 
Academy  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Academy  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

Total  Highway  Patrol  Academy  Fund 
HIGHWAY  PATROLS  MOTOR  VEHICLE  AND 

AIRCRAFT  REVOLVING  FUND 
Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 
Vehicle  replacement 

Total  Highway  Patrol's  Motor  Vehicle  and 
Aircraft  Revolving  Fund 
HIGHWAY  PATROL  TRAFFIC  RECORDS  FUND 
Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 
Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  Highway  Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund 
DNA  PROFILING  ANALYSIS  FUND 
Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 
Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 
Planning,  design,  and  construction  of  an  addition  to 

the  existing  crime  lab  in  Jefferson  City  for 

storage  of  DNA  samples 

Total  DNA  Profiling  Analysis  Fund 
HIGHWAY  PATROL  EXPENSE  FUND 

Recoupment,  receipt,  and  disbursement  of  funds  for 

equipment  replacement,  and  expenses  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

Total  Highway  Patrol  Expense  Fund 
CRIMINAL  JUSTICE  NETWORK  AND  TECHNOLOGY 
REVOLVING  FUND 
Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  Criminal  Justice  Network  and  Technology 
Revolving  Fund 
FEDERAL  STIMULUS  -  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC 
SAFETY  FUND 
For  receiving  and  expending  grants  from  the 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  for 
the  Rural  Law  Enforcement  Competitive  Grant 
and  the  Byrne  Memorial  Competitive  Grant  - 
Personal  Service 
For  receiving  and  expending  grants  from  the 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  for 
the  Rural  Law  Enforcement  Competitive  Grant 
and  the  Byrne  Memorial  Competitive  Grant  - 
Expense  and  Equipment 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 
Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  Federal  Stimulus  -  Department  of  Public 

Safety  Fund 
Total  All  Funds 


Appropriation  Lapsed 
Authority  Expenditures  Balances 


$           3,814,680  3,591,874  222,806 

40,110  30,832  9,278 

4,462,477  1,674,925  2,787,552 

2,477  2,477  0 

2,100,000  2,074,478  25,522 

2,533,501  2,173,802  359,699 

257,285  152,661  104,624 

101,055  100,628  427 

3,600  3,600  0 

 59  59  0 

13,315,244  9,805,336  3,509,908 


624,914  295,338  329,576 

96,055  36,738  59,317 

62,753  20,713  42,040 

6,427  5,051  1,376 

28,611  28,611  0 

818,760  386,451  432,309 


184,100  32,796  151,304 

3,749  0  3,749 

617  381  236 

7,657  0  7,657 

6,267,240  5,940,889  326,351 


6,463,363  5,974,066  489,297 


74,555  69,486  5,069 

304,000  156,149  147,851 

41,857  37,712  4,145 

4,993  2,577  2,416 

425,405  265,924  159,481 


60,544  0  60,544 

1,478,305  61,982  1,416,323 

40,456  0  40,456 

6,026  0  6,026 

251,876  229,417  22,459 

1,837,207  291,399  1,545,808 


65,000  0  65,000 

65,000  0  65,000 


2,000,000  1,965,020  34,980 


2,000,000  1,965,020  34,980 


1,903,181  755,886  1,147,295 


341,084  322,318  18,766 

450,000  446,632  3,368 

100,000  23,755  76,245 


2,794,265  1,548,591  1,245,674 

$        308,297,209        262,578,948  45,718,261 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


The  lapsed  balances  include  the  following  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request: 

Year  Ended  June  30, 
2011 


General  Revenue  Fund 

Personal  Service  $  263,684 

Expense  and  Equipment  250,348 
Vehicle  replacement  740 
For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 
furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment   9,185 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund   523,957 

State  Highways  and  Transportation  Department  Fund 

Personal  Service  2,899,063 
Expense  and  Equipment  559,739 
For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 
furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment  52,625 
For  operation  of  state-owned  facilities,  utilities, 
systems  furniture,  and  structural  modifications 

Expense  and  Equipment  3,787 
Statewide  interoperable  communication  system  768,032 
Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture, 

and  structural  modifications  -  Expense  and 

Equipment  28,956 
Vehicle  replacement  186,669 
Gasoline  purchase  103,447 

Total  State  Highways  and  Transportation   

Department  Fund  4,602,318 
Total  All  Funds  $  5,126,275 


Appendix  C-3 


Department  of  Public  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

Technical  Service  -Personal  Service 

$  409,740 

298,995 

110,745 

Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 

7,519,851 

7,015,175 

504,676 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

738,548 

599,351 

139,197 

Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

537,632 

446,614 

91,018 

Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

89,856 

72,329 

17,527 

Gasoline  purchase 

221,634 

192,247 

29,387 

Vehicle  replacement 

28,350 

24,664 

3,686 

Non-highway  duties  -  Personal  Service 

1,896,126 

1,253,444 

642,682 

Non-highway  duties  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

100,000 

76,401 

23,599 

Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 

1,984,612 

1,546,143 

438,469 

Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

573,758 

557,084 

16,674 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

6,412,924 

5,051,855 

1,361,069 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

798,841 

572,578 

226,263 

Administration  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

5,279 

4,303 

976 

Administration  -  Personal  Service 

24,853 

24,853 

For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

287,878 

282,295 

5,583 

For  appraisals  and  surveys  of  state  facilities 

14,430 

8,096 

6,334 

For  planning,  design,  renovation,  and  construction, 

and/or  purchase  of  a  new  crime  lab  in  Jasper 

County 

617  535 

447,173 

170,362 

For  planning,  design,  and  construction,  and/or  lease- 

purchase  of  a  new  crime  lab  in  Springfield 

999,000 

1,637 

997,363 

Maintenance,  repairs,  replacements,  unprogrammed 

requirements,  emergency  requirements, 

and  improvements  at  facilities  statewide 

117,378 

30,683 

86,695 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

23,378,225 

18,481,067 

4,897,158 

FACILITIES  MAINTENANCE  RESERVE  FUND 

For  operational  maintenance  and  repair 

113,051 

1,805 

111,246 

Maintenance,  repairs,  replacements,  unprogrammed 

requirements,  emergency  requirements, 

and  improvements  at  facilities  statewide 

107,582 

82,326 

25,256 

Total  Facilities  Maintenance  Reserve  Fund 

220,633 

84,131 

136,502 

DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  SAFETY  FUND 

High-Intensity  Drug  Trafficking  Program 

2,625,000 

2,621,141 

3,859 

Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 

41,720 

34,645 

7,075 

Academy  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

59,655 

23,353 

36,302 

Vehicle  and  driver  safety  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

600,000 

209,252 

390,748 

Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 

3,144,738 

2,394,714 

750,024 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

8,207,677 

2,064,032 

6,143,645 

Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

3,897,969 

3,036,843 

861,126 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

1,403,345 

1,152,282 

251,063 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

108,825 

72,999 

35,826 

Grants  to  St.  Louis  crime  labs 

100,000 

100,000 

Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

348 

348 

0 

Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 

222,260 

91,242 

131,018 

Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

636,223 

597,333 

38,890 

Total  Department  of  Public  Safety  Fund 

21,047,760 

12,298,184 

8,749,576 

FEDERAL  DRUG  SEIZURE  FUND 

Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

oo,iy  i 

77  111 

lU,olo 

Vehicle  replacement 

525,000 

523,298 

1,702 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

862,067 

793,190 

68,877 

For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

9,092 

9,092 

0 

Total  Federal  Drug  Seizure  Fund 

1,484,350 

1,402,953 

81,397 

MISSOURI  CRIME  PREVENTION  INFORMATION 

AND  PROGRAMMING  FUND 

Department  of  Public  Safety  Director's  Office  - 

Expense  and  Equipment 

50,000 

2,975 

47,025 

Total  Missouri  Crime  Prevention  Information 

and  Programming  Fund 

$  50,000 

2,975 

47,025 

33 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

GAMING  COMMISSION  FUND 

Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 

$  20,502 

20,502 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

232,798 

216,735 

16,063 

Gasoline  purchase 

246,329 

246,329 

0 

Administration  -  Personal  Service 

32,703 

31,716 

987 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

123,916 

96,369 

27,547 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

12,693 

567 

12,126 

Administration  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

4,865 

4,865 

Vehicle  replacement 

474,571 

459,575 

14,996 

Academy  -  Personal  Service 

163,329 

156,830 

6,499 

Academy  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

82,298 

80,294 

2,004 

For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

50,281 

50,281 

0 

Total  Gaming  Commission  Fund 

1,444,285 

1,338,696 

105,589 

HIGHWAY  PATROL  INSPECTION  FUND 

Vehicle  and  driver  safety 

90,000 

76,237 

13,763 

Total  Highway  Patrol  Inspection  Fund 

90,000 

76,237 

13,763 

STATE  FORENSIC  LABORATORY  FUND 

Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

275,130 

275,119 

11 

Total  State  Forensic  Laboratory  Fund 

275,130 

275,119 

11 

STATE  HIGHWAYS  AND  TRANSPORTATION 

DEPARTMENT  FUND 

Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 

12,504,707 

11,115,606 

1,389,101 

Administration  -  Personal  Service 

5,252,337 

5,094,500 

157,837 

Administration  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

430,812 

386,429 

44,383 

Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 

62,154,695 

56,655,302 

5,499,393 

Academy  -  Personal  Service 

1,390,443 

1,247,359 

143,084 

Academy  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

76,872 

67,122 

9,750 

Vehicle  and  driver  safety  -  Personal  Service 

10,240,307 

9,861,883 

378,424 

Vehicle  and  driver  safety  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

861,112 

803,131 

57,981 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

6,042,306 

5,800,826 

241,480 

For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

1,699,546 

1,699,546 

0 

Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

10,754,056 

10,058,490 

695,566 

For  operation  of  state -owned  facilities,  utilities, 

systems  furniture,  and  structural  modifications 

Expense  and  Equipment 

121,438 

121,438 

0 

Statewide  interoperable  communication  system 

6,557,940 

1,617,836 

4,940,104 

Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

983,252 

767,757 

215,495 

Refunds  of  unused  motor  vehicle  inspection  stickers 

40,000 

33,625 

6,375 

Maintenance,  repairs,  replacements,  unprogrammed 

requirements,  emergency  requirements, 

operational  maintenance  and  repair,  and 

improvements  at  facilities  statewide 

508,715 

17,215 

491,500  ; 

Repairs,  replacements,  and  improvements  at 

Highway  Patrol  facilities 

3,318,098 

1,567,241 

1,750,857 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

50,004,700 

45,141,093 

4,863,607 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

5,807,981 

5,743,309 

64,672 

Vehicle  replacement 

6,222,293 

6,023,474 

198,819 

Gasoline  purchase 

2,455,272 

2,380,756 

74,516 

Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 

3,585,620 

3,319,177 

266,443 

Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

895,386 

864,020 

31,366 

Planning,  design,  and  construction  of  commercial 

drivers  license  sites  in  Rolla,  Carthage,  and 

Kirkwood 

10,212 

10,212  : 

Planning,  design,  renovation,  and  construction, 

and/or  purchase  of  a  new  crime  lab  in  Jasper 

County 

339,174 

337,147 

2,027  ' 

Total  State  Highways  and  Transportation 

Department  Fund 

$  192,257,274 

170,724,282 

21,532,992 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

CRIMINAL  RECORD  SYSTEM  FUND 

Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 

$  595,996 

528,785 

67,211 

Administration  -  Personal  Service 

40,110 

37,296 

2,814 

Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

1,498,216 

226,474 

1,271,742 

Real  property  leases,  utilities,  systems  furniture,  and 

structural  modifications  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

2,460 

2,460 

0 

For  National  Criminal  Record  Reviews 

2,000,000 

1,980,665 

19,335 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

2,177,975 

1,867,564 

310,411 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

233,586 

138,734 

94,852 

Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 

101,055 

98,352 

2,703 

Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

3,600 

3,600 

0 

For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

59 

59 

0 

Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 

3,218,684 

3,061,851 

156,833 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

2,654,109 

1,048,683 

1,605,426 

Total  Criminal  Record  System  Fund 

12,525,850 

8,994,523 

3,531,327 

HIGHWAY  PATROL  ACADEMY  FUND 

Academy  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

624,914 

269,871 

355,043 

Academy  -  Personal  Service 

96,055 

86,377 

9,678 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

59,160 

48,561 

10,599 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

7,045 

6,555 

490 

For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 

furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

28,611 

28,611 

0 

Total  Highway  Patrol  Academy  Fund 

815,785 

439,975 

375,810 

HIGHWAY  PATROLS  MOTOR  VEHICLE  AND 

AIRCRAFT  REVOLVING  FUND 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

110,000 

12,664 

97,336 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

3,749 

3,749 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

510 

367 

143 

Enforcement  -  Personal  Service 

7,657 

7,657 

Vehicle  replacement 

6,267,240 

2,903,904 

3,363,336 

Total  Highway  Patrol's  Motor  Vehicle  and 

Aircraft  Revolving  Fund 

6,389,156 

2,916,935 

3,472,221 

HIGHWAY  PATROL  TRAFFIC  RECORDS  FUND 

Technical  Service  -  Personal  Service 

74,555 

69,486 

5,069 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

224,250 

62,869 

161,381 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

35,414 

33,292 

2,122 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

4,299 

1,173 

3,126 

Total  Highway  Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund 

338,518 

166,820 

171,698 

DNA  PROFILING  ANALYSIS  FUND 

Crime  Labs  -  Personal  Service 

60,544 

_ 

60,544 

Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

1,478,305 

276,577 

1,201,728 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

39,644 

39,644 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

6,026 

746 

5,280 

Planning,  design,  and  construction  of  an  addition  to 

the  existing  crime  lab  in  Jefferson  City  for 

storage  of  DNA  samples 

307,560 

55,684 

251,876 

Total  DNA  Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

1,892,079 

333,007 

1,559,072 

HIGHWAY  PATROL  EXPENSE  FUND 

Recoupment,  receipt,  and  disbursement  of  funds  for 

equipment  replacement,  and  expenses  -  Expense 

and  Equipment 

65,000 

5,911 

59,089 

Total  Highway  Patrol  Expense  Fund 

65,000 

5,911 

59,089 

CRIMINAL  JUSTICE  NETWORK  AND  TECHNOLOGY 

REVOLVING  FUND 

Technical  Service  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

1,500,000 

1,418,623 

81,377 

Total  Criminal  Justice  Network  and  Technology 

Revolving  Fund 

1,500,000 

1,418,623 

81,377 

FEDERAL  BUDGET  STABILIZATION  -  MEDICAID 

REIMBURSEMENT  FUND 

Enforcement  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

130,725 

118,575 

12,150 

Crime  Labs  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

1,099,947 

1,096,718 

3,229 

Total  Federal  Budget  Stabilization  -  Medicaid 

Reimbursement  Fund 

$  1,230,672 

1,215,293 

15,379 

35 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2010 


FEDERAL  STIMULUS  -  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC 
SAFETY  FUND 

For  receiving  and  expending  grants  from  the 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  for 
the  Rural  Law  Enforcement  Competitive  Grant 
and  the  Byrne  Memorial  Competitive  Grant  - 
Personal  Service 

For  receiving  and  expending  grants  from  the 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  for 
the  Rural  Law  Enforcement  Competitive  Grant 
and  the  Byrne  Memorial  Competitive  Grant  - 
Expense  and  Equipment 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Personal  Service 

Fringe  Benefits  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  Federal  Stimulus  -  Department  of  Public 

Safety  Fund 
Total  All  Funds 


Appropriation  Lapsed 
Authority  Expenditures  Balances 


$  377,114  377,113  1 


279,453  279,453  0 

250,025  184,953  65,072 

100,025  8,690  91,335 


1,006,617  850,209  156,408 

$         266,011,334  221,024,940  44,986,394 


*    Biennial  appropriations  set  up  in  the  current  fiscal  year  are  re-appropriations  to  the  next  fiscal  year. 
After  the  fiscal  year-end  processing  has  been  completed,  the  unexpended  appropriation 
balance  for  a  biennial  appropriation  is  established  in  the  new  fiscal  year.  Therefore,  there 
is  no  lapsed  balance  for  a  biennial  appropriation  at  the  end  of  the  first  year. 

The  lapsed  balances  include  the  following  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request: 

Year  Ended  June  30, 
2010 


General  Revenue  Fund 

Personal  Service                                                          $  1,442,794 

Expense  and  Equipment  169,103 

Gasoline  purchase  29,387 

Vehicle  replacement  3,686 
For  the  operation  of  institutional  facilities,  systems 
furniture  and  structural  modifications  -  Expense 

and  Equipment  5,583 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund  1,650,553 
State  Highways  and  Transportation  Department  Fund 

Personal  Service  2,897,013 

Expense  and  Equipment  528,646 

Statewide  interoperable  communication  system  70,500 

Vehicle  replacement  186,669 

Gasoline  purchase  73,658 
Total  State  Highways  and  Transportation 

Department  Fund  3,756,486 
Federal  Budget  Stabilization  Fund 

Expense  and  Equipment  6,536 

Total  Federal  Budget  Stabilization  Fund   6,536 

Total  All  Funds                                                        $  5,413,575 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (from  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

Salaries  and  wages  $ 

112,343,853 

111,704,069 

104,375,995 

105,053,136 

103,470,933 

Benefits 

75,250,740 

63,748,553 

53,575,711 

52,874,933 

52,834,657 

Travel,  in-state 

625,982 

670,603 

762,463 

686,760 

568,420 

Travel,  out-of-state 

277,477 

194,207 

295,396 

411,055 

365,079 

Fuel  and  utilities 

172,189 

158,181 

138,645 

201,374 

109,239 

Supplies 

13,819,768 

12,190,272 

10,715,494 

10,848,436 

11,186,446 

Professional  development 

415,684 

364,740 

261,506 

357,619 

467,560 

Communication  services  and  supplies 

4,870,844 

4,687,523 

3,662,024 

3,648,079 

3,052,623 

Professional  services 

7,006,374 

4,714,800 

5,228,437 

5,869,936 

5,728,724 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial  services 

119,035 

146,090 

154,500 

155,198 

159,371 

Maintenance  and  repair  services 

4,257,752 

3,888,817 

3,770,129 

2,960,909 

2,013,158 

Computer  equipment 

6,116,868 

6,967,624 

6,574,039 

5,147,363 

5,042,949 

Motorized  equipment 

13,621,464 

13,072,438 

10,016,905 

7,684,424 

10,381,464 

Office  equipment 

427,340 

423,110 

439,521 

397,381 

334,319 

Other  equipment 

4,849,263 

3,866,612 

3,146,847 

8,247,579 

6,470,677 

Property  and  improvements 

23,693,728 

22,203,569 

4,371,901 

2,735,695 

6,826,337 

Debt  service 

51,576 

12,600 

50,339 

106,309 

33,777 

Building  lease  payments 

3,795,775 

3,579,043 

3,426,173 

3,088,262 

1,336,289 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

57,154 

94,499 

133,610 

158,619 

277,811 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

7,116,841 

7,049,829 

6,968,445 

6,765,973 

6,494,811 

Rebillable  expenses 

16,984 

43,813 

100 

100 

1,974 

Refunds 

95,646 

34,236 

35,854 

43,418 

33,396 

Program  distributions 

2,483,726 

2,763,720 

2,920,906 

2,526,900 

2,346,198 

Total  Expenditures  $ 

281,486,063 

262,578,948 

221,024,940 

219,969,458 

219,536,212 

Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Daviess  County 


June  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Daviess  County 


Policies  and  Procedures  Accounting  controls  and  procedures  need  improvement.  The  County  Clerk 

made  an  error  in  calculating  the  railroad  and  utility  tax  distribution  for  fiscal 
year  2012,  so  taxes  were  distributed  incorrectly  for  four  school  districts. 
After  we  informed  the  County  Clerk,  the  Clerk  notified  the  school  districts 
and  put  plans  in  place  to  correct  the  error.  Prior  to  February  2013,  the 
County  Collector-Treasurer  had  administrative  access  rights  in  the  property 
tax  system  which  gave  her  unlimited  access  to  all  information  in  the  system 
and  allowed  her  to  potentially  make  changes  to  individual  tax  records. 
Because  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  is  responsible  for  collecting  tax 
monies,  good  internal  controls  require  that  she  not  have  the  ability  to  alter  or 
delete  tax  rates,  assessed  values,  and  property  tax  billings.  The  county  pays 
invoices  for  fuel  purchases  without  comparing  the  invoices  to  individual 
fuel  tickets  obtained  at  the  time  of  purchase,  which  increases  the  risk  of 
theft  or  misuse  going  undetected. 

Daviess-DeKalb  Regional  Jail     One  clerk  is  responsible  for  receiving,  recording,  depositing,  disbursing,  and 

reconciling  monies  for  the  inmate  account  with  no  supervisory  review. 
Monthly  lists  of  liabilities  are  not  prepared  for  the  inmate  account,  and 
liabilities  are  not  reconciled  with  cash  balances.  The  Jail  Commission  does 
not  review  budget-to-actual  reports  to  adequately  monitor  the  status  of  the 
jail  budget,  and  in  2012  actual  disbursements  exceeded  budgeted 
disbursements  by  $290,703.  Open  meeting  minutes  do  not  cite  the  specific 
statute  and  subsection  allowing  the  closure  of  the  meeting,  and  on  some 
occasions  issues  were  discussed  in  closed  meetings  that  are  not  allowable 
under  the  Sunshine  Law.  The  Jail  Commission  did  not  publish  its  financial 
statements  or  provide  financial  information  to  the  counties  for  inclusion  in 
the  counties'  published  statements  for  2012,  as  required  by  state  law. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  does  not  properly  perform  or  document  monthly 
bank  reconciliations,  and  auditors  identified  several  errors  when  they 
reviewed  the  bank  statements  and  computer  system  records.  In  addition,  a 
liabilities  list  is  not  prepared  and  reconciled  to  the  available  cash  balance. 

Senate  Bill  40  Board  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  budget  documents  do  not  reasonably  reflect  the 

anticipated  disbursements  and  the  ending  cash  balance.  For  2012, 
disbursements  were  overestimated  by  $240,921,  and  the  Senate  Bill  40 
Board  Treasurer  said  the  Board  directed  her  to  include  all  available  funds  as 
budgeted  disbursements  to  avoid  having  to  amend  the  budget.  The  Board 
Treasurer  performs  a  yearly  reconciliation  but  does  not  perform  monthly 
bank  reconciliations,  which  impairs  the  Board's  ability  to  detect  and  correct 
errors.  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  did  not  publish  its  financial  statements  for 
2012,  as  required  by  state  law. 


Prosecuting  Attorney 


Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 


American  Recovery  and  Daviess  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the 

Reinvestment  Act  audited  time  Period- 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Daviess  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Daviess  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Daniel  Jones  &  Associates,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  has  been  engaged  to  audit 
the  financial  statements  of  Daviess  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our 
audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of 
our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Daviess 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Lori  Melton,  M.Acct.,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Richard  Stuck 
Audit  Staff:  Richard  Mosha,  MBA 

Joshua  Shope,  M.Acct. 
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Daviess  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


j     Polici6S  Blld  Accounting  controls  and  procedures  in  various  county  offices  need 

*  improvement. 

Procedures 

1 . 1  Railroad  and  Utility  taxes  The  County  Clerk  made  an  error  in  calculating  the  railroad  and  utility  tax 

distribution  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  Taxes  were  distributed 
incorrectly  for  four  school  districts  based  on  an  incorrect  formula  related  to 
the  debt  service  levy  in  the  calculations.  As  a  result,  one  school  district  was 
underpaid  $9,992,  while  the  remaining  three  school  districts  were  overpaid. 
After  we  informed  the  County  Clerk  of  the  error,  the  County  Clerk  notified 
the  school  districts  and  plans  to  correct  the  error  were  put  into  place. 


To  ensure  all  future  apportionment  calculations  are  correct  and  proper 
payments  are  made,  the  County  Clerk  should  implement  procedures  to 
review  all  calculations  for  accuracy. 

1.2  Computer  access  Access  to  the  property  tax  system  was  not  adequately  restricted  prior  to 

February  2013.  The  County  Collector-Treasurer  had  administrative  access 
rights  in  the  property  tax  system,  which  provided  her  with  unlimited  access 
to  all  information  in  the  system  and  allowed  her  to  potentially  make  changes 
to  individual  tax  records.  Because  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  is 
responsible  for  collecting  tax  monies,  good  internal  controls  require  she  not 
have  administrative  access  rights  to  be  able  to  alter  or  delete  tax  rates, 
assessed  values,  and  property  tax  billings.  The  County  Collector-Treasurer 
indicated  she  thought  she  could  only  make  address  changes  and  was 
unaware  she  had  additional  access.  When  this  access  issue  was  discussed 
with  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  in  February  2013,  she  had  the  software 
programmer  change  the  access  rights  so  she  does  not  have  the  ability  to 
change  property  tax  records. 

To  prevent  unauthorized  changes  to  the  property  tax  records,  access  should 
be  limited  based  on  user  needs.  Unrestricted  access  can  result  in  the  deletion 
or  alteration  of  data  files  and  programs. 

A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

1.3  Fuel  purchases  Invoices  for  fuel  purchases  are  paid  without  comparing  the  invoices  to 

individual  fuel  tickets  obtained  at  the  time  of  the  purchase.  According  to 
accounting  records,  the  county  purchased  fuel  costing  $58,044  during  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2012.  Fuel  is  purchased  on  charge  accounts  and 
with  credit  cards,  but  the  individual  fuel  tickets,  signed  by  employees 
making  the  purchases,  are  not  submitted  to  the  County  Clerk's  office  and 
reviewed  for  reasonableness  prior  to  payment. 

Requiring  individual  fuel  tickets  be  submitted  and  compared  to  items 
charged  on  the  monthly  vendor  billing  will  help  provide  assurance  that  all 
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fuel  billed  was  actually  charged  and  used  by  county  employees.  To  decrease 
the  risk  of  theft  or  misuse  of  fuel  occurring  without  detection  and  the 
possibility  of  paying  incorrect  fuel  billings,  the  county  should  establish 
procedures  for  fuel  reconciliations  and  investigate  any  discrepancies. 

Recommendations  1 . 1       The  County  Clerk  work  with  the  school  districts  to  correct  errors  in 

the  railroad  and  utility  tax  distribution.  Also,  the  County  Clerk 
should  ensure  future  apportionments  are  computed  properly  and 
accurately. 


1.2  The  County  Commission  ensure  property  tax  system  access  rights 
are  limited  to  only  what  is  needed  for  the  users  to  perform  their  job 
duties  and  responsibilities. 

1.3  The  County  Commission  require  individual  fuel  tickets  be 
submitted  to  the  County  Clerk  and  reconciled  with  fuel  billings  and 
investigate  any  discrepancies. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

1.1  Errors  in  the  railroad  and  utility  tax  distribution  have  been 
corrected  with  money  repaid  by  the  school  districts  and  the  proper 
distribution  completed.  In  addition,  the  formula  error  has  been 
corrected. 


The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  responses: 


2.  Daviess-DeKalb 
Regional  Jail 


1.2  Property  tax  system  access  rights  have  been  corrected  to  limit  to 
only  what  is  needed  for  the  users  as  of  February  2013. 

1.3  Gallons  of  fuel  purchased,  as  documented  on  fuel  tickets  and/or 
vehicle  logs,  will  be  verified  with  invoices  in  the  future. 

Controls  at  the  Daviess-DeKalb  Regional  Jail  are  in  need  of  improvement. 
Similar  conditions  to  sections  2.1  and  2.3  were  included  in  the  most  recent 
DeKalb  County  report. 1 

The  citizens  of  Daviess  and  DeKalb  Counties  approved  a  half-cent  sales  tax 
in  November  2005,  to  provide  regional  jail  services  and  court  facilities  and 
equipment  for  the  two  counties.  Sales  tax  receipts  were  $907,230  in  2012.  A 
four  member  commission  consisting  of  the  Presiding  Commissioner  and  the 
Sheriff  from  both  counties  oversees  jail  operations.  If  the  jail  is  unable  to 


1  SAO  Audit  Report  2012-17,  DeKalb  County,  issued  in  March  2012. 
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meet  financial  obligations,  Daviess  and  DeKalb  Counties  become  equally 
liable  for  all  debts  pertaining  to  the  jail. 

2. 1  Segregation  of  duties         Duties  involving  the  inmate  account,  which  consists  of  commissary 

activities  and  bonds,  are  not  adequately  segregated  nor  are  there  supervisory 
reviews  of  these  records.  The  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  depositing, 
disbursing,  and  reconciling  monies  for  the  inmate  account  are  the 
responsibility  of  one  clerk. 

Internal  controls  would  be  improved  by  segregating  the  duties  of  receiving, 
depositing,  and  disbursing  monies  from  recording  and  reconciling  receipts. 
If  proper  segregation  of  duties  cannot  be  achieved,  at  a  minimum,  periodic 
supervisory  reviews  of  the  records  should  be  performed  and  documented  by 
the  Jail  Administrator  and  Jail  Commission. 

2.2  Liabilities  Monthly  lists  of  liabilities  are  not  prepared  for  the  inmate  account,  and 

consequently,  liabilities  are  not  reconciled  with  cash  balances.  The 
December  31,  2012,  bank  balance  was  $15,473.  Upon  our  request,  the  jail 
clerk  identified  the  liabilities  in  the  account.  The  clerk  was  able  to  reconcile 
the  liabilities,  including  inmate  balances,  outstanding  checks,  and 
commissary  profits,  to  the  bank  balance. 

Monthly  lists  of  liabilities  should  be  prepared  and  reconciled  to  cash 
balances  to  ensure  records  are  in  balance,  errors  are  detected  and  corrected 
on  a  timely  basis,  and  sufficient  cash  is  available  for  the  payment  of  all 
liabilities.  Discrepancies  should  be  promptly  investigated. 

The  Jail  Commission  does  not  review  budget-to-actual  reports  to  adequately 
monitor  the  status  of  the  jail  budget,  and  as  a  result,  during  2012  amounts 
budgeted  for  disbursements  were  overspent  by  $290,703.  Budgeted 
disbursements  for  2012  totaled  $2,536,106  while  actual  disbursements 
totaled  $2,826,809.  Without  reviewing  budget-to-actual  information,  the  Jail 
Commission  cannot  effectively  monitor  the  financial  operations  of  the  jail. 

Budget  documents  are  an  essential  tool  for  the  efficient  management  of  jail 
finances.  Actively  utilizing  budget-to-actual  status  reports  when  making 
spending  decisions  is  necessary  to  improve  the  effectiveness  of  the  budgets 
as  a  planning  tool  and  ensure  compliance  with  state  law.  In  addition, 
monitoring  the  budget  and  financial  operations  of  the  jail  is  essential  to  the 
county  since  the  county  will  be  liable  for  debts  the  jail  cannot  cover. 

2.4  Sunshine  law  Open  meeting  minutes  did  not  cite  the  specific  statute  and  subsection 

allowing  for  the  Jail  Commission  to  go  into  closed  session.  Further, 
instances  were  identified  where  the  closed  meeting  minutes  disclosed  issues 
discussed  that  are  not  allowable  under  the  Sunshine  Law.  For  example, 
topics  improperly  discussed  related  to  distribution  of  cash  from  vending 


2.3  Budget  oversight 
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machine  profits  awarded  to  employees  at  Christmas,  and  the  number  of 
hours  retired  employees  could  work  before  affecting  retirement  status. 

The  Sunshine  Law,  Chapter  610,  RSMo,  requires  the  reason  for  the  closed 
meeting  to  be  cited  in  the  open  meeting.  Additionally,  the  Sunshine  Law 
limits  discussion  topics  and  actions  in  closed  meetings  to  only  those 
specifically  allowed  by  state  law. 

The  Jail  Commission  did  not  publish  its  financial  statements  or  provide 
financial  information  to  the  counties  for  inclusion  in  the  counties'  published 
statements  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  Section  50.800,  RSMo, 
provides  details  regarding  the  various  information  required  to  be  provided  in 
county  annual  published  financial  statements  and  requires  that  receipts, 
disbursements,  and  beginning  and  ending  balance  information  be  presented 
for  all  county  funds.  Complete  published  financial  statements  are  needed  to 
adequately  inform  the  citizens  of  county  financial  activities  and  show 
compliance  with  statutory  requirements. 

Recommendations  We  recommend  the  County  Commission  work  with  the  Daviess-DeKalb 

Regional  Jail  Commission  to  ensure: 

2.1  Accounting  duties  are  segregated  to  the  extent  possible  or 
documented  supervisory  or  independent  reviews  of  the  accounting 
records  are  performed. 

2.2  Monthly  lists  of  liabilities  are  prepared  and  compared  to  the 
reconciled  bank  balance,  and  any  differences  are  promptly 
investigated  and  resolved. 

2.3  The  budget  is  monitored  adequately. 

2.4  Open  meeting  minutes  cite  the  specific  statute  and  subsection  used 
for  entering  closed  session  and  items  discussed  in  closed  meetings 
comply  with  the  Sunshine  Law. 

2.5  Financial  statements  are  published  annually. 


2.5  Published  financial 
statements 
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Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  County  Commission,  Daviess-DeKalb  Regional  Jail  Commission,  and 

Jail  Administrator  provided  the  following  responses: 

2.1  Duties  involving  the  inmate  account  will  be  reviewed  and 
supervised  by  the  Jail  Administrator  or  the  assistant  administrator, 
including  depositing  and  reconciling  monies  for  the  inmate  account, 
at  least  once  a  month. 

2.2  We  will  request  from  our  commissary  program  developer  a  report 
that  can  be  generated  in  the  computer  to  list  all  liabilities,  including 
inmate  balances,  outstanding  checks  and  commissary  profits  that 
can  be  reconciled  to  the  bank  balance. 

2.3  The  budget  will  be  monitored  by  the  Jail  Commission.  An 
accounting  firm  has  been  contracted  to  review  the  books  and  budget 
at  the  end  of  every  quarter  and  report  to  the  Jail  Commission. 

2.4  According  to  the  Sunshine  Law,  the  agenda  and  minutes  will 
include  specific  statutes  and  subsections  as  to  why  the  Board  needs 
to  have  a  closed  session.  Also,  only  those  topics  will  be  discussed  in 
that  closed  session. 

2.5  The  financial  statements  will  be  available  to  each  county  and  will 
be  published  annually. 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney  does  not  properly  perform  or  document  monthly 
bank  reconciliations.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  bank 
reconciliations  were  performed,  but  documentation  of  the  reconciliations 
was  not  generated  from  the  computer  system  and  retained.  In  addition,  our 
review  of  bank  statements  and  computer  system  records  identified  issues 
which  should  have  been  identified  during  a  proper  bank  reconciliation. 
There  were  multiple  checks  entered  incorrectly  in  the  computer  system.  One 
deposit  that  cleared  the  bank  was  not  included  on  the  records  in  the 
computer  system.  In  addition,  a  liabilities  list  is  not  prepared  and  reconciled 
to  the  available  cash  balance  in  the  checking  account.  The  most  recent 
liabilities  list  available  was  prepared  for  February  2012.  The  bank  balance 
in  the  checking  account  at  December  31,  2012,  was  $19,892  while  the  book 
balance  was  $3,727.  Given  the  discrepancies  noted  in  our  review  of  bank 
statements  and  records,  it  is  unlikely  all  transactions  were  properly 
identified  and  handled. 

Without  generating  and  retaining  a  printed  copy  of  the  monthly 
reconciliation,  a  current  outstanding  check  list,  and  a  liabilities  list,  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney  does  not  have  documentation  to  support  that  the 
accounting  records  are  in  balance  and  sufficient  cash  is  available  to  pay  all 
liabilities. 


3.  Prosecuting 
Attorney 
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A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

Recommendation  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  perform  and  document  a  proper  reconciliation 

between  the  bank  balance  and  accounting  records  monthly.  In  addition, 
month-end  liabilities  should  be  identified  and  compared  to  the  cash  balance, 
and  any  discrepancies  should  be  promptly  investigated  and  resolved. 

Audi tee'S  Response  Prosecut^n8  Attorney  provided  the  following  written  response: 

Based  on  the  last  audit,  I  purchased  software  to  handle  the  accounting 
needs  of  this  office.  All  deposits  and  checks  were  logged  into  the  software. 
Each  month,  cashed  checks  were  marked  on  the  program  as  well,  and 
reconciliation  was  completed.  Unbeknownst  to  me,  the  particular  software 
purchased  has  issues  with  reconciliations,  and  a  glitch  in  recordings.  This 
was  not  discovered  until  I  attempted  to  retrieve  reconciliations  for  the 
auditors.  As  the  Auditor's  office  witnessed,  attempts  to  retrieve  information 
resulted  in  the  balance  in  the  computer  balance  sheet  being  greatly  different 
than  the  bank  balance.  After  several  hours  of  work,  and  consultation  with 
tech  support,  I  was  unable  to  retrieve  the  previous  balance  and 
reconciliation  information. 


Fortunately,  this  office  maintains  very  accurate  records  of  every  payment 
received,  and  the  corresponding  payment  for  restitution,  as  well  as 
documentation  of  uncashed  checks,  overpayments,  and  restitution  held  in 
the  account.  Because  we  have  several  cases  in  which  one  or  more  defendant 
is  paying  a  large  amount  of  money  to  more  than  one  victim,  the  balance  in 
the  restitution  account  often  varies  greatly.  Each  deposit  made  is  logged,  as 
is  the  corresponding  payment  to  the  victim  or  other  entity.  Monthly,  a  report 
is  prepared  regarding  the  above  and  filed  with  the  Treasurer. 

Within  the  next  few  months,  I  will  take  the  records  in  my  office,  including 
the  monthly  reports,  bank  statements,  records  of  payments,  and  restitution 
balances,  and  reaccount  for  the  balance  information  that  the  software  did 
not  maintain.  As  with  the  previous  audit,  I  cannot  account  for  the 
substantial  account  balance  prior  to  me  taking  office,  as  they  cannot  be 
identified  due  to  a  lack  of  records  prior  to  2007. 
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4.  Senate  Bill  40 
Board 

4.1  Budget 


Accounting  controls  and  reporting  compliance  are  in  need  of  improvement. 


Budget  documents  do  not  reasonably  reflect  the  anticipated  disbursements 
and  the  ending  cash  balance.  Budgeted  disbursements  are  significantly 
overestimated,  and  as  a  result,  the  actual  ending  cash  balances  were  much 
higher  than  the  projected  ending  balances  reflected  on  the  budget 
documents. 


The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  Treasurer  indicated  she  was  directed  by  the  Board 
to  include  all  available  funds  as  budgeted  disbursements  to  avoid  having  to 
amend  the  budget.  Budgeted  disbursements  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  totaled  $338,836  while  actual  disbursements  totaled 
$97,915,  for  an  overestimation  of  $240,921.  Over43udgeting  disbursements 
results  in  an  inaccurate  estimation  of  the  Board's  financial  position. 

For  budgets  to  be  of  maximum  assistance  to  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  and  to 
adequately  inform  county  residents  of  the  Board's  operation  and  anticipated 
financial  condition,  budgets  should  reflect  reasonable  estimates  of  receipts 
and  disbursements  and  the  anticipated  ending  cash  balance. 


4.2  Bank  reconciliations  Bank  reconciliations  are  not  performed  in  a  timely  manner.  The  Board 

Treasurer  performs  a  yearly  reconciliation  but  does  not  perform  monthly 
reconciliations  throughout  the  year. 


Timely  preparation  of  monthly  bank  reconciliations  is  necessary  to  ensure 
bank  accounts  are  in  agreement  with  the  accounting  records  and  to  detect 
and  correct  errors. 


A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

4.3  Financial  Statements  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  did  not  publish  its  financial  statement  for  the  year 

ended  December  31,  2012.  Section  50.800,  RSMo,  provides  details 
regarding  the  various  information  required  to  be  provided  in  the  county's 
annual  published  financial  statements  and  requires  that  receipts, 
disbursements,  and  beginning  and  ending  balance  information  be  presented 
for  all  county  funds.  Complete  published  financial  statements  are  needed  to 
adequately  inform  the  citizens  of  the  Board's  financial  activities  and  show 
compliance  with  statutory  requirements. 
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Auditee's  Response 
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We  recommend  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board: 

4.1  Ensure  reasonable  estimates  are  used  for  disbursements  when 
preparing  the  budget. 

4.2  Ensure  bank  reconciliations  are  performed  monthly. 

4.3  Publish  financial  statements  annually  as  required  by  state  law. 
The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  provided  the  following  responses: 

4.1  Future  budgets  will  include  more  reasonably  budgeted 
expenditures. 

4.2  Bank  reconciliations  will  be  kept  on  a  monthly  basis  in  the  future. 

4.3  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  will  provide  financial  statements  to  the 
Daviess  County  Clerk  for  publication  without  reference  to  specific 
applicants,  per  Health  Insurance  Portability  and  Accountability  Act 
(HIPAA)  regulations. 


Daviess  County 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Daviess  County  is  a  township-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat 
is  Gallatin. 

Daviess  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  bridges,  and  performing  miscellaneous 
duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal  functions  of  these 
other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property  assessment,  property  tax 
collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance  of  financial  and  other 
records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county  employed  18  full-time 
employees  and  8  part-time  employees  on  December  31,  2012.  The 
townships  maintain  county  roads. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Daviess-DeKalb  Regional  Jail 
District  Commission,  Senate  Bill  40  Board,  and  Senior  Citizens'  Services 
Board.  The  Jail  Commission  includes  the  Presiding  County  Commissioners 
of  Daviess  and  DeKalb  Counties  as  well  as  the  Sheriff  of  each  county. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder 

2013 

2012 

Randy  Sims,  Presiding  Commissioner 

$ 

30,349 

David  Cox,  Associate  Commissioner 

27,593 

Carl  Carder,  Associate  Commissioner 

27,593 

Georgia  Maxwell,  Recorder  of  Deeds 

39,768 

Linda  Steward,  County  Clerk 

42,544 

Andrea  Gibson,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

50,590 

Ben  Becerra,  Sheriff 

46,438 

David  W.  McWilliams,  County  Coroner 

12,073 

Linda  S.  Houghton,  Public  Administrator 

21,707 

Reta  J.  Rains,  County  Collector-Treasurer, 

year  ended  March  31, 

41,298 

Betty  Harmison,  County  Assessor, 

year  ended  August  31, 

43,058 

Financing  In  December  2011,  the  Daviess-DeKalb  Regional  Jail  District  Commission 

Arrangements  refinanced  the  loan  for  the  jail  facility,  for  $1,860,000  of  Missouri  Lease 

Refunding  Certificates  of  Participation,  Series  201 1,  to  pay  for  jail  services, 
court  services,  and  equipment  for  the  region.  At  December  31,  2012,  the 
Daviess-DeKalb  Regional  Jail  District  Commission  owed  $1,435,000  in 
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principal  and  $61,357  in  interest  on  these  certificates.  The  certificates  are  to 
be  paid  in  full  in  2016. 

American  Recovery  and  Daviess  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  year 

Reinvestment  Act  2009         ended  December  3 1  > 2012- 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


13 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Twelfth  Judicial  Circuit 


City  of  Warrenton 
Municipal  Division 


June  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Twelfth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Warrenton  Municipal 
Division 


Municipal  Procedures  A  total  of  $1,977  in  court  receipts  were  not  accounted  for  accurately  or 

properly  distributed.  Prior  to  October  2012,  when  audit  staff  brought  it  to 
the  city's  attention,  the  municipal  division  accounting  program  allowed 
clerks  to  post  corrections  of  prior  period  transactions  in  the  prior  period 
accounting  records,  and,  as  a  result,  any  transactions  corrected  were  not 
reflected  in  the  current  period  records  and  were  not  distributed.  In  addition, 
instead  of  increasing  the  court  costs  assessed  to  include  the  $2  domestic 
violence  fee,  the  Court  Clerk  distributed  $2  of  the  fine  amount  collected  to 
the  local  domestic  violence  shelter,  so  between  July  2011  and  September 
2012,  fines  paid  to  the  city  were  reduced  by  $6,426. 

Tickets  The  Court  Clerk  has  the  ability  to  amend  tickets  without  evidence  of 

approval  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney,  which  is  a  significant  control 
weakness  and  increases  the  likelihood  of  tickets  being  handled  improperly 
and  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  monies  going  undetected. 
Additionally,  the  Police  Department  and  the  municipal  division  do  not  work 
together  to  ensure  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  all 
tickets  issued  are  accounted  for  properly,  making  it  difficult  to  ensure  all 
tickets  are  accounted  for  properly. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


American  Recovery  and  The  Twelfth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Warrenton  Municipal  Division  did  not 

Reinvestment  Act  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited  time  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge 
Twelfth  Judicial  Circuit 
and 

Municipal  Judge 

City  of  Warrenton,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  City  of  Warrenton  Municipal  Division  of  the  Twelfth  Judicial 
Circuit  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  municipal  division,  as  well  as  certain  external 
parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence 
regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal 
provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that 
illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk 
assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  municipal  division's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  division. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit 
of  the  City  of  Warrenton  Municipal  Division  of  the  Twelfth  Judicial  Circuit. 
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A  petition  audit  of  the  City  of  Warrenton,  fulfilling  our  obligations  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  is  still 
in  process,  and  any  additional  findings  and  recommendations  will  be  included  in  the  subsequent  report. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Robert  Showers,  CPA,  CGAP 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Heather  R  Stiles,  MBA,  CPA 

Audit  Staff:  Terese  Summers,  MSAS,  CPA 
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1.  Municipal 
Procedures 


1.1  Distributions 


Procedures  related  to  distributing  court  costs  and  preparing  reports  are  in 
need  of  improvement.  According  to  municipal  division  records, 
approximately  $650,700  in  fines,  court  costs,  and  bonds  forfeited  were 
collected  by  the  municipal  division  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 
Monies  collected  on  behalf  of  the  municipal  division  are  deposited  into  the 
city's  general  account. 

A  significant  weakness  existed  in  the  municipal  division  accounting 
program  which  resulted  in  court  receipts  of  $1,977  not  accounted  for 
accurately  or  properly  distributed. 

Prior  to  October  2012,  the  municipal  division  accounting  program  allowed 
clerks  to  post  corrections  of  prior  period  transactions  in  the  prior  period 
accounting  records  rather  than  requiring  the  correction  be  posted  in  the 
current  period.  As  a  result,  any  transactions  corrected  were  not  reflected  in 
the  current  period  records  and  were  not  distributed.  Any  undistributed 
amounts  remained  in  the  city's  bank  account. 

When  we  brought  this  prior  period  correction  issue  to  the  city's  attention  in 
October  2012,  revised  monthly  Municipal  Division  Summary  Reporting 
forms  for  November  2010  through  September  2012  were  generated  and 
compared  to  original  reports  submitted  to  the  Office  of  State  Courts 
Administrator  (OSCA)  for  this  timeframe.  Based  on  this  analysis,  a  total  of 
$2,954  received  had  not  been  accounted  for  accurately  or  properly 
distributed.  The  city  subsequently  performed  a  detailed  review  of  the 
improperly  recorded  transactions  and  determined  the  actual  amount  of  the 
discrepancy  to  be  $1,977.  In  addition,  the  untimely  posting  of  these 
transactions  to  the  accounting  system  resulted  in  inaccurate  monthly  reports 
to  the  OSCA  of  amounts  distributed  to  state  and  city  funds. 

The  city  has  taken  action  to  ensure  any  future  adjustments  to  prior  period 
items  are  made  and  distributed  in  the  current  period  and  have  appropriately 
accounted  for  and  distributed  the  $1,977  to  the  appropriate  entities,  the 
majority  of  which  went  to  city  funds.  Reconciling  the  amounts  received  and 
deposited  to  the  activity  posted  to  the  accounting  system  would  help  ensure 
all  monies  collected  are  distributed  and  reported  appropriately  and  all 
reports  accurately  reflect  the  activity  of  the  court. 


1.2  Domestic  violence  fee       A  domestic  violence  fee  was  not  collected  in  accordance  with  state  law  or 

municipal  code.  In  June  2011,  the  municipal  code  was  amended  to  increase 
court  costs  by  adding  a  $2  domestic  violence  fee  to  all  court  cases,  except 
for  cases  dismissed.  However,  the  Court  Clerk  did  not  increase  the  court 
costs  assessed  to  include  this  fee.  Instead,  in  cases  where  a  fine  was  ordered, 
$2  of  the  fine  amount  collected  was  distributed  to  the  local  domestic 
violence  shelter  to  satisfy  the  domestic  violence  fee  requirement.  Between 
July  2011  and  September  2012,  $6,426  was  distributed  to  the  domestic 
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violence  shelter  from  city  fine  collections.  As  a  result,  fines  paid  to  the  city 
were  reduced  by  $6,426. 

Section  488.607,  RSMo,  and  Section  135.220(8)  of  Warrenton  Municipal 
Code,  authorizes  this  $2  surcharge  be  collected  on  all  court  cases  for 
violations  of  municipal  ordinances,  except  for  cases  dismissed  by  the  court. 

Recommendations  The  City  of  Warrenton  Municipal  Division: 

1.1  Discontinue  making  adjustments  to  prior  periods  and  reconcile 
amounts  received  to  amounts  posted  to  the  computer  system  and 
distributed. 

1.2  Increase  court  costs  for  the  $2  domestic  violence  fee  and  distribute 
court  costs  and  fees  in  accordance  with  state  law  and  municipal 
code. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Municipal  Judge  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1.1  As  the  Auditor  points  out,  upon  the  discovery  that  the  court's 
software  was  defective  in  posting  of  prior  payment  corrections,  a 
procedure  was  immediately  initiated  by  the  city  requiring  prior 
written  approval  by  the  city's  Finance  Manager  for  any  and  all 
payment  corrections.  Under  the  court's  new  policy,  posting  journals 
are  approved  by  the  city's  Finance  Manager  after  the  corrections 
have  been  made  in  order  to  verify  that  the  transactions  are  properly 
recorded  and  the  payment  distribution  report  generated  from  the 
court  software  is  reconciled  to  the  payment  report  generated  by  the 
cashier.  The  court's  new  policy  assures  that  any  discrepancies  are 
identified  prior  to  submitting  the  OSCA  report  to  ensure  that  it  is 
accurate. 

In  January  2013,  distributions  totaling  $154  were  made  to  the 
appropriate  entities  and  the  remainder  of  $1,823,  representing  the 
city  portion  of  the  $1,977,  discrepancy  was  redistributed  to  the 
correct  general  ledger  revenue  accounts. 

1.2  When  the  $2.00  surcharge  for  domestic  violence  shelters  was  added 
to  the  court  costs  by  ordinance,  the  fine  violation  bureau  schedule 
was  not  correctly  posted  to  reflect  the  additional  costs.  During  this 
time  period  the  local  domestic  violence  shelter  was  still  paid  $2.00 
on  every  case  disposition  pursuant  to  the  city's  ordinance,  however 
those  monies  were  paid  from  city  funds  and  not  collected  from 
defendants  as  additional  court  costs  as  nominally  authorized  by  the 
ordinance.  The  fine  violation  bureau  schedule  has  been  updated 
and  posted  and  will  be  reviewed  quarterly  by  the  Municipal  Judge 
and  the  city's  Finance  Manager. 


5 


Twelfth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Warrenton  Municipal  Division 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Procedures  over  ticket  disposition  and  ticket  accountability  need 
improvement. 

2. 1  Ticket  disposition  Evidence  does  not  always  exist  to  document  the  City  Prosecuting  Attorney's 

approval  of  amended  or  dismissed  traffic  tickets. 

The  Court  Clerk  is  allowed  to  amend  simple  speeding  violations  to  non- 
moving  violations  and  to  nolle  pros  (dismiss)  traffic  violations  issued  for  no 
proof  of  insurance  if  the  defendant  provides  proof  of  insurance.  While 
municipal  division  procedures  indicate  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  is  to  initial 
the  case  jacket  indicating  his  approval,  no  approval  was  documented  for 
eight  of  ten  amended  tickets  reviewed.  In  addition,  according  to  Police 
Department  records,  three  tickets  were  dismissed  by  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney  prior  to  submission  to  the  municipal  division  and  do  not  include 
documentation  of  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  approval  to  dismiss. 

The  ability  of  the  Court  Clerk  to  amend  tickets  without  approval  of  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney  is  a  significant  control  weakness,  and  increases  the 
likelihood  of  tickets  being  handled  improperly  and  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or 
misuse  going  undetected.  Missouri  Supreme  Court  Rule  37.35  states 
citations  shall  be  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  prosecutor  and  filed  with  the 
municipal  division.  To  ensure  the  proper  disposition  of  all  cases  has  been 
entered  in  the  municipal  division  records,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  should 
sign  or  initial  all  amended  or  nolle  pros  tickets  indicating  approval. 

2.2  Ticket  accountability         The  Police  Department  and  the  municipal  division  do  not  work  together  to 

ensure  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  all  tickets  issued 
are  accounted  for  properly.  The  Police  Department  maintains  a  record  of 
ticket  books  assigned  to  each  officer  and  tickets  issued  or  voided  are  posted 
to  a  computerized  records  management  system;  however,  our  audit 
determined  the  Police  Department  ticket  log  is  incomplete.  Our  review  of 
tickets  issued  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  identified  13  tickets  that  had 
been  forwarded  to  the  municipal  division  for  prosecution  but  had  not  been 
entered  in  the  Police  Department  computerized  records. 

The  municipal  division  also  maintains  computerized  records  of  tickets 
issued  and  submitted  by  the  Police  Department  for  prosecution;  however, 
the  municipal  division  does  not  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  all 
tickets  issued  or  ensure  all  tickets  are  accounted  for  properly.  A  comparison 
of  the  municipal  division  and  Police  Department  records  for  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012,  identified  40  tickets  documented  in  the  Police  Department 
system,  but  not  included  in  the  municipal  division  system.  Upon 
investigation,  the  Police  Department  determined  25  of  these  tickets  had  been 
submitted  to  the  county  Prosecuting  Attorney,  12  of  the  tickets  had  been 
voided,  but  had  not  been  documented  as  voided  in  police  system,  and  3  of 
the  tickets  had  been  dismissed  by  the  city  Prosecuting  Attorney  prior  to 
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being  submitted  to  the  municipal  division.  Had  these  dispositions  been 
entered  in  the  Police  Department's  ticket  log,  the  difference  between  the 
court  and  Police  Department  records  would  have  been  explained  with  no 
additional  follow  up  needed. 

Without  a  proper  accounting  of  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate 
disposition  of  tickets  issued,  the  municipal  division  and  the  Police 
Department  cannot  be  assured  all  tickets  are  properly  submitted  for 
processing.  A  record  should  be  maintained  to  account  for  the  ultimate 
disposition  of  each  ticket  issued  to  decrease  the  risk  of  loss,  misuse,  or  theft 
of  funds. 

Recommendations  The  City  of  Warrenton  Municipal  Division: 

2.1  Ensure  the  city  Prosecuting  Attorney  signs  all  amended  and  nolle 
pros  tickets. 

2.2  Work  with  the  Police  Department  to  ensure  the  numerical  sequence 
and  ultimate  disposition  of  all  tickets  issued  are  accounted  for 
properly. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Municipal  Judge  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2.1  Although  no  citations  reviewed  by  the  auditor  were  discovered  to 
have  received  an  improper  disposition,  the  city  agrees  that  the 
disposition  documentation  of  the  eight  cases  mentioned  in  the  audit 
lacked  clarity.  The  court  has  implemented  an  administrative  order 
dated  May  31,  2013  which  mandates  that  no  municipal  court  cases 
which  are  (a)  disposed  of  by  way  of  plea  to  an  amended  charge 
(i.e.,  one  other  than  the  original  charge  reflected  on  the  charging 
document)  or  (b)  in  which  a  nolle  prosequi  has  been  entered  are  to 
be  deemed  closed  without  proper  written  documentation  from  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney.  Furthermore,  effective  October,  2012,  the 
Finance  Manager  randomly  audits,  on  a  monthly  basis,  court  files 
prior  to  approving  the  Office  of  the  State  Court  Administrator's 
report  as  an  additional  control  measure  to  ensure  proper 
documentation  of  such  dispositions. 

Pursuant  to  the  court's  administrative  order  dated  May  31,  2013: 
all  tickets  are  required  to  be  processed  by  the  Court  Clerk's  office. 
Tickets  that  are  voided,  dismissed,  or  transferred  to  another  agency 
are  still  processed  and  recorded  by  the  court. 

2.2  Upon  the  discovery  of  the  discrepancy  in  ticket  records  in  October 
2012,  a  procedure  was  immediately  implemented  requiring  the 
Court  Clerk  to  send  an  approved  monthly  citation  listing  to  the 
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Police  Department  so  that  a  comparison  is  completed  ensuring  all 
that  citations  are  correctly  entered  in  both  the  police  department's 
records  and  the  court's  record.  Furthermore,  in  January  2013  the 
police  department  implemented  an  internal  review  of  the  monthly 
final  disposition  docket  so  that  final  dispositions  can  be  added  to 
police  records. 

The  current  fiscal  year  budget  includes  the  cost  for  integration  of 
the  police  records  software  and  the  court  records  software.  This 
process  requires  specific  software  programming  to  be  written  by  the 
respective  software  companies  and  is  in  process  at  this  time.  This 
software  programming  will  export  the  defendant's  name,  the  police 
officer's  name,  the  vehicle  identification,  and  other  citation  data 
from  the  police  software  to  the  court  software  which  will  ensure  that 
all  citations  are  included  in  both  programs.  An  audit  process  and 
review  of  this  new  software  programming  is  included  in  the  planned 
implementation  of  this  software. 
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Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  City  of  Warrenton  Municipal  Division  is  in  the  Twelfth  Judicial  Circuit, 
which  consists  of  Audrain,  Montgomery,  and  Warren  Counties.  The 
Honorable  Wesley  C.  Dalton  serves  as  Presiding  Judge.  The  City  of 
Warrenton  Municipal  Division  was  established  in  October  2009. 

The  municipal  division  is  governed  by  Chapter  479,  RSMo,  and  by  Supreme 
Court  Rule  No.  37.  Supreme  Court  Rule  No.  37.49  provides  that  each 
municipal  division  may  establish  a  violation  bureau  in  which  fines  and  costs 
are  collected  at  times  other  than  during  court  and  transmitted  to  the  city 
treasury. 

Personnel  At  June  30,  2012,  the  municipal  division  employees  were  as  follows: 


Title  Name 
Municipal  Judge                     W.  Christopher  McDonough 
Court  Administrator                Jeri  Halsey-W alters 
Court  Records  Clerk  Cheryl  Fortenberry  


Financial  and  Caseload 
Information 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


Year  Ended 
June  30,  2012 


Receipts 

Number  of  cases  filed 


$650,683 
4,945 


The  City  of  Warrenton  Municipal  Division  did  not  receive  any  federal 
stimulus  monies  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Moniteau  County 


Financial  Condition 


Property  Tax  System  Controls 
and  Procedures 


County  Collector's  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Capital  Assets  and  Vehicles 


Computer  Controls 


As  noted  in  prior  audits,  the  General  Revenue  Fund  and  the  Special  Road 
and  Bridge  Fund  remain  in  poor  financial  condition.  In  addition,  the  Capital 
Improvement  Fund  cash  balance  has  declined  significantly  in  recent  years. 
Each  year  the  county  transfers  funds  from  the  Capital  Improvement  Fund  to 
subsidize  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 

The  property  tax  system  controls  and  procedures  are  in  need  of 
improvement.  Audit  staff  identified  numerous  errors  in  the  annual 
settlements,  and  the  County  Collector  lacked  an  adequate  understanding  of 
the  annual  settlement  report  requirements.  Collections  and  distributions  did 
not  balance;  and  some  distributions,  tax  book  charges,  collections,  and 
refunds  were  understated.  Neither  the  County  Commission  nor  the  County 
Clerk  adequately  reviews  the  activities  of  the  County  Collector,  and  as  a 
result,  the  County  Commission  approved  annual  settlements  containing 
error  messages  and  significant  errors.  The  County  Collector  and  her  staff  do 
not  record  receipts  in  the  property  tax  system  immediately  upon  receipt, 
increasing  the  risk  that  theft,  loss,  or  misuse  of  monies  will  go  undetected. 

The  County  Collector  does  not  perform  monthly  bank  reconciliations 
properly  and  does  not  adequately  investigate  differences.  The  County 
Collector  periodically  makes  unsupported  adjustments  to  the  accounting 
records  to  reconcile  to  the  bank  balance. 

Most  officials  have  not  conducted  required  annual  inventories,  and  the 
County  Clerk  has  not  requested  the  inventory  reports.  As  a  result,  the 
county's  capital  asset  records  are  not  complete  and  up  to  date.  The  county 
does  not  effectively  monitor  vehicle  and  fuel  use,  making  it  difficult  to 
ensure  county  vehicles  and  fuel  are  used  only  for  benefit  of  the  county.  The 
Sheriff  and  Assessor  lack  sufficient  fuel  and  mileage  records,  and  a 
complete  inventory  of  the  bulk  fuel  tank  is  not  maintained.  Similar  findings 
were  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

Neither  the  Sheriffs  office  nor  the  Public  Administrator's  office  keeps 
passwords  confidential,  and  passwords  are  not  required  to  be  changed 
periodically  in  the  offices  of  the  Ex  Officio  Recorder  of  Deeds  and  Sheriff. 
There  is  no  security  control  in  place  to  detect  or  prevent  incorrect  log-on 
attempts  in  the  offices  of  the  County  Clerk,  County  Collector,  Ex  Officio 
Recorder  of  Deeds,  Sheriff  and  County  Treasurer.  Backups  are  performed 
regularly  and  stored  off-site,  but  only  the  offices  of  the  Sheriff,  County 
Collector  and  Assessor  periodically  test  the  backup  data. 


The  Sheriffs  office  lacks  adequate  procedures  to  track,  follow  up,  and 
ensure  timely  collection  of  amounts  owed  for  civil  paper  service  fees.  At  the 
request  of  audit  staff,  Sheriffs  office  personnel  compared  amounts  due  and 
received  and  identified  $3,100  in  unpaid  fees  for  services  provided  in  2012, 
as  of  April  2013. 

Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


Sheriffs  Civil  Paper  Service 
Fees 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.*  However,  the 
audit  revealed  serious  shortcomings  with  the  County  Collector's  office  and 
Property  Tax  System  Controls  and  Procedures. 


American  Recovery  and  Moniteau  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the 

Reinvestment  Act  audited  time  Period- 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Moniteau  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Moniteau  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  has  been  engaged  to  audit 
the  financial  statements  of  Moniteau  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our 
audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of 
our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Moniteau 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Randall  Gordon,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CGAP 

Kim  Spraggs,  CPA 

Denise  Huddleston,  MBA 

Erica  Schroer 

Andrew  Ferguson,  M.Acct. 
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Moniteau  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


1     Finiinriiil  f^rmrlitirm  ^s  note(*  ^n  P"01"  audits,  the  financial  condition  of  the  General  Revenue 

i.  r  manual  ^onaiuon  (GR)  Fund  and  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  (SRB)  Fund  remains  poor  ^ 

addition,  the  Capital  Improvement  (CI)  Fund  cash  balance  has  significantly 
declined  in  recent  years.  The  following  table  reflects  ending  cash  balances 
of  these  funds  for  the  last  4  years  and  anticipated  amounts  for  2013, 
according  to  the  approved  county  budgets. 


Cash  Balance,  December  31 

2013 
Budgeted 

2012 
Actual 

2011 
Actual 

2010 
Actual 

2009 
Actual 

General  Revenue  Fund 
Capital  Improvement  Fund 
Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 

$  (3,780) 
262,664 
85,511 

24,525 
625,164 
182,511 

9,519 
2,474,730 
137,033 

34,841 
2,237,956 
127,560 

2,538 
1,845,185 
226,181 

The  county  transfers  monies  from  the  CI  Fund  to  the  GR  Fund  each  year  to 
cover  county  operating  expenses.  Moniteau  County  voters  authorized  a  1/2 
cent  general  sales  tax  levy  in  2002  for  maintaining  and  improving  county 
roads  and  bridges,  the  courthouse,  and  the  county  jail;  bridge  replacements; 
and  maintaining  law  enforcement  and  other  essential  services  of  county 
government.  These  sales  tax  receipts,  which  totaled  over  $500,000  annually, 
are  deposited  in  the  CI  Fund.  Because  significant  transfers  and 
disbursements  were  made  from  the  CI  Fund  for  county  operations  and  other 
purposes,  construction  of  the  new  county  jail  was  delayed  until  sufficient 
funds  had  accumulated  in  the  CI  Fund.  The  new  jail,  which  cost 
approximately  $3.1  million,  was  completed  in  March  2013. 

To  increase  the  CI  Fund  cash  balance  to  pay  for  the  new  jail,  the  county 
stopped  paying  some  Road  and  Bridge  department  expenses  from  the  CI 
Fund  in  2009.  Since  then,  the  Road  and  Bridge  department  disbursements 
have  been  paid  solely  from  the  SRB  Fund,  and  the  financial  condition  of  the 
SRB  cash  balance  has  declined.  In  addition,  a  deficit  GR  Fund  cash  balance 
was  budgeted  at  December  31,  2013. 

The  County  Commission  indicated  it  is  aware  of  the  financial  condition 
concern  and  is  continually  trying  to  reduce  disbursements  and  maximize 
revenues.  As  of  April  2013,  county  officials  indicated  they  do  not  expect  a 
deficit  GR  Fund  cash  balance  at  December  31,  2013,  because  they  plan  to 
spend  less  than  the  amounts  budgeted.  They  also  indicated  since  all  jail 
construction  costs  have  been  paid,  all  future  CI  Fund  receipts  will  be 
available  for  county  operations,  including  operating  the  new  jail  and/or 
capital  improvement  and  road  and  bridge  projects. 

It  is  essential  the  County  Commission  address  the  county's  financial 
condition  both  in  the  immediate  and  long-term  future.  Reducing  spending 
where  possible,  evaluating  controls  and  management  practices  to  ensure 
efficient  use  of  county  resources,  and  maximizing  all  sources  of  revenue  are 
necessary  to  improve  the  county's  financial  condition.  In  addition,  Section 
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50.610,  RSMo,  and  Article  VI,  Section  26(a),  Missouri  Constitution, 
prohibit  deficit  budgeting. 

Recommendation  The  County  Commission  closely  monitor  the  county's  financial  condition 

and  take  the  necessary  steps  to  improve  the  financial  condition  of  the 
General  Revenue  Fund,  the  Capital  Improvement  Fund,  and  the  Special 
Road  and  Bridge  Fund.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  should  refrain 
from  budgeting  deficit  balances. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  County  Commission  will  closely  monitor  the  financial  condition  of  the 
county.  The  County  Commission  closely  monitors  the  budget  on  a  monthly 
basis  and  will  ensure  the  efficient  use  of  county  resources. 


The  county  jail  is  now  completed  and  funds  coming  into  the  county  will  be 
able  to  be  used  for  other  needed  areas  and  purposes  allowing  for  some 
relief  to  the  General  Revenue,  Capital  Improvement,  and  Special  Road  and 
Bridge  Funds. 


The  County  Commission  was  successful  in  passing  a  county  local  use  tax  in 
April  that  will  be  effective  July  2013,  thus  increasing  some  revenue  to  the 
General  Revenue  Fund.  The  County  Commission  will  reduce  spending 
wherever  possible  and  will  work  to  improve  the  financial  condition  of  the 
county.  With  the  completion  of  the  jail,  the  local  use  tax  passage,  and 
continuing  monitoring  and  reducing  expenditures  where  possible  the 
County  Commission  hopes  to  see  improvement  in  the  county's  financial 
condition.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  will  refrain  from  budgeting 
deficit  balances. 

2.  Property  Tax 
System  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Controls  and  procedures  over  the  property  tax  system  are  in  need  of 
improvement.  For  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013,  property  taxes  charged 
to  the  County  Collector  totaled  approximately  $11  million. 


2.1  Annual  Settlements  0m"  review  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements  for  the  2  years 

ended  February  28,  2013,  identified  numerous  errors.  These  were  the  first 
annual  settlements  prepared  by  the  County  Collector,  and  she  lacked  an 
adequate  understanding  of  the  annual  settlement  report  requirements  and  did 
not  properly  compile  information  from  various  supporting  records. 

The  following  errors  were  identified  on  the  County  Collector's  annual 
settlement  for  the  year  ended  February  29,  2012: 

•    Collections  and  distributions  reported  on  the  annual  settlement  did  not 
balance  (collections  exceeded  distributions  by  $112,042).  After  the 


Moniteau  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


errors  noted  below  were  considered,  collections  exceeded  distributions 
by  $155,675.  The  County  Collector  was  not  able  to  identify  the 
difference. 

•  Utility  and  prior  year  protested  taxes  were  not  accurately  reported  on 
the  annual  settlement  causing  understatements  of  tax  book  charges  by 
$115,214,  collections  by  $104,569,  and  refunds  by  $10,645. 

•  Distributions  reported  on  the  annual  settlement  were  understated  by 
$60,936  due  to  failure  to  include  $62,949  in  railroad  and  utility  taxes 
distributed  to  schools,  double  counting  commission  fees,  and  a  data 
entry  error  in  the  County  Collector's  spreadsheets  used  to  prepare  the 
annual  settlement. 

Distributions  exceeded  collections  by  $1.7  million  on  the  annual  settlement 
for  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013.  Due  to  this  significant  difference  and 
the  problems  identified  on  the  annual  settlement  for  the  year  ended 
February  29,  2012,  we  returned  the  annual  settlement  to  the  County 
Collector  and  asked  her  to  investigate  and  resolve  the  difference.  The 
County  Collector  identified  numerous  errors  on  the  annual  settlement  and 
supporting  spreadsheets.  These  errors  included  calculation  errors,  data  entry 
errors,  and  failure  to  report  or  double  counting  of  certain  distributions.  The 
County  Collector  corrected  these  errors  and  filed  an  amended  annual 
settlement  in  April  2013.  Collections  exceed  distributions  by  $530  on  the 
amended  annual  settlement  for  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013. 

By  not  accurately  reporting  all  activity  on  the  annual  settlement,  there  is  less 
assurance  collections  have  been  handled  and  accounted  for  properly. 
Section  139.450,  RSMo,  states  the  County  Collector  shall  include  in  the 
annual  settlement  the  whole  amount  of  taxes  collected. 

2.2  Review  of  property 
taxes 


Neither  the  County  Commission  nor  the  County  Clerk  adequately  reviews 
the  activities  of  the  County  Collector.  The  County  Clerk  maintains  an 
account  book  summarizing  property  tax  transactions  each  month;  however, 
the  account  book  does  not  include  protested  taxes.  While  the  account  book 
accurately  recorded  utility  taxes,  the  County  Clerk  failed  to  identify  the 
difference  between  the  account  book  and  the  annual  settlement  for  these 
taxes.  In  addition,  no  evidence  was  provided  to  indicate  procedures  are 
performed  by  the  County  Commission  to  verify  the  County  Collector's 
annual  settlements.  Due  to  this  lack  of  oversight,  the  County  Commission 
approved  annual  settlements  containing  error  messages  and  significant 
errors,  including  the  $1.7  million  overstatement  of  distributions  (15  percent 
of  charges  totaling  $11  million)  on  the  annual  settlement  for  the  year  ended 
February  28,  2013  (see  section  2.1).  Without  adequate  review  procedures, 
there  is  an  increased  risk  of  loss,  theft,  and  misuse  of  property  tax  monies 
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going  undetected,  and  less  assurance  the  annual  settlements  are  complete 
and  accurate. 


Section  51.150.1(2),  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  accounts 
with  all  persons  chargeable  with  monies  payable  into  the  county  treasury. 
An  account  book  or  other  record  which  summarizes  all  taxes  charged  to  the 
County  Collector,  monthly  collections,  delinquent  credits,  additions  and 
abatements,  and  protested  amounts  should  be  maintained  by  the  County 
Clerk.  Such  record  should  be  used  by  the  County  Clerk  and  County 
Commission  to  verify  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements.  These 
procedures  are  intended  to  establish  checks  and  balances  related  to  the 
collection  of  property  taxes. 

2.3  Receipts  Receipts  are  not  recorded  in  the  property  tax  system  immediately  upon 

receipt.  When  monies  are  collected,  the  property  tax  statement  is  stamped 
paid.  At  the  end  of  the  day,  the  paid  property  tax  statements  are  used  to 
enter  the  receipts  into  the  property  tax  system.  Instances  were  noted  where 
refunds  were  issued  by  the  County  Collector  because  the  taxes  had  already 
been  paid.  If  payments  were  recorded  immediately  upon  receipt,  taxes 
already  paid  would  be  identified  on  a  timely  basis,  duplicate  payments 
would  not  be  collected,  and  refunds  would  not  be  necessary.  The  County 
Collector  indicated  her  staff  are  too  busy  to  record  receipts  in  the  property 
tax  system  when  received. 


Failure  to  record  receipts  in  the  property  tax  system  immediately  upon 
receipt  increases  the  risk  that  theft,  loss,  or  misuse  of  monies  received  will 
go  undetected. 

RcCOmmCndcltionS  2.1       The  County  Collector  file  complete  and  accurate  annual  settlements. 

The  County  Collector  should  continue  to  investigate  the  differences 
reported  on  the  annual  settlements. 


2.2  The  County  Clerk  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book 
with  the  County  Collector.  In  addition,  the  County  Clerk  and  the 
County  Commission  should  use  the  account  book  to  review  the 
accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual 
settlements. 


2.3       The  County  Collector  record  receipts  in  the  property  tax  system 
immediately  upon  receipt. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Collector  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2.1       I  (Collector)  and  the  County  Clerk  are  working  on  a  way  to  get  a 
more  accurate   and  completeness  on  the   annual  settlements. 
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Working  on  February  29,  2012  annual  settlement  to  get  it  balanced. 
Hoping  to  get  this  taken  care  of  by  August  2013. 

2.3  I  would  have  to  hire  another  person  and  buy  more  computers  for 
the  counters.  I  don't  have  the  budget  nor  do  I  have  the  space. 

The  County  Commission  and  the  County  Clerk  provided  the  following 
written  response: 

2.2  County  Clerk  will  continue  to  work  with  the  County  Collector  on 
controls  and  procedures  over  the  property  tax  system.  Additional 
steps  have  already  been  taken  to  correct  errors  in  the  previous 
annual  reports,  and  new  programs  detailing  the  monthly  book  totals 
in  the  tax  system  are  now  being  received  by  both  the  County 
Collector  and  County  Clerk  for  review  and  accuracy.  The  County 
Clerk  will  request  a  list  of  all  protested  tax  amounts  in  January  of 
each  year  and  the  County  Commission  will  also  review  reports  filed 
by  the  County  Collector. 


Auditor's  Comment 


3.  County  Collector's 
Controls  and 


Procedures 


2.3  Entering  receipts  in  the  property  tax  system  at  the  end  of  day,  rather 
than  immediately  upon  receipt,  and  later  issuing  refunds  for  those 
receipts  which  had  already  been  paid,  is  not  an  efficient  use  of 
county  resources.  In  addition,  this  practice  increases  the  risk  that 
theft,  loss,  or  misuse  of  monies  will  go  undetected. 

Monthly  bank  reconciliations  are  not  properly  performed  and  differences  are 
not  always  adequately  investigated.  In  addition,  a  monthly  listing  of 
liabilities  is  not  prepared  and  reconciled  to  the  cash  balance. 

Our  review  of  the  October  2012  bank  reconciliation  and  check  register 
noted  a  $2,259  adjustment  was  made  to  the  accounting  records  to  increase 
the  book  balance  in  order  to  reconcile  to  the  bank  balance.  Our  review  of  the 
November  2012  bank  reconciliation  noted  a  $600  deposit  correction 
(decrease)  identified  by  the  bank  was  recorded  as  an  adjustment  on  the  bank 
reconciliation,  instead  of  properly  correcting  the  accounting  records.  The 
County  Collector  stated  she  occasionally  makes  balance  adjustments  to  the 
accounting  records  to  reconcile  the  book  balance  to  the  bank  balance. 
Additional  errors  and  differences  were  noted  on  subsequent  bank 
reconciliations  reviewed.  Furthermore,  the  County  Collector  failed  to  follow 
up  on  the  $600  deposit  correction;  and  as  a  result,  a  $600  underpayment  was 
not  identified.  After  we  brought  the  underpayment  to  the  County  Collector's 
attention,  she  contacted  the  taxpayer  and  collected  the  $600  remaining 
amount  due  in  April  2013. 


Adequate  and  accurate  bank  reconciliations  are  necessary  to  ensure  all 
receipts  and  disbursements  are  accounted  for  properly.  Without  a  regular 
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Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


comparison  of  liabilities  to  the  reconciled  cash  balance,  there  is  less 
likelihood  errors  will  be  identified  and  the  ability  to  resolve  errors  is 
diminished.  Differences  must  be  adequately  investigated  and  explained  and 
the  practice  of  making  unsupported  adjustments  to  the  cash  balance  should 
be  discontinued  to  provide  assurance  that  bank  and  book  amounts  have  been 
properly  reconciled,  and  that  book  balances  are  accurately  stated. 

The  County  Collector  ensure  bank  reconciliations  are  properly  performed 
and  monthly  lists  of  liabilities  are  prepared  and  reconciled  to  the  cash 
balances.  Any  discrepancies  between  the  accounting  records  and 
reconciliations  should  be  investigated  and  resolved.  In  addition,  the  County 
Collector  should  discontinue  the  practice  of  making  unsupported 
adjustments  to  the  cash  balance. 

The  County  Collector  provided  the  following  written  response: 

Will  check  to  ensure  bank  reconciliations  are  properly  performed  and 
monthly  lists  of  liabilities  are  prepared  and  reconciled  to  the  cash  balances. 
I  will  investigate  and  resolve  any  discrepancies  noted  in  the  reconciliation 
process.  In  addition,  I  will  discontinue  making  unsupported  adjustments  to 
the  cash  balance. 


4.  Capital  Assets  and 
Vehicles 

4.1  Capital  assets 


Procedures  related  to  capital  assets  and  vehicle  and  fuel  use  need 
improvement. 


Procedures  and  records  to  account  for  county  property  are  not  adequate.  In 
addition,  the  county  does  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to  identify 
capital  asset  purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year.  As  a  result,  the 
county's  capital  asset  records  are  not  complete  and  up  to  date.  In  2009, 
based  on  prior  audit  recommendations,  the  County  Commission  sent  a 
reminder  to  all  county  officials  that  inventories  should  be  conducted 
annually  and  submitted  to  the  County  Clerk's  office  by  October  10th  in 
accordance  with  state  law.  However,  most  officials  have  not  conducted  the 
required  annual  inventories  and  the  County  Clerk  has  not  requested  the 
inventory  reports  from  the  officials.  In  2012,  the  County  Clerk  only  received 
an  inventory  report  from  Road  and  Bridge  District  No.  2. 

Adequate  capital  asset  records  and  procedures  are  necessary  to  ensure 
effective  internal  controls,  meet  statutory  requirements,  and  provide  a  basis 
for  determining  proper  insurance  coverage.  Procedures  to  track  capital  asset 
purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year  and  compare  to  physical 
inventory  results  would  enhance  the  county's  ability  to  account  for  capital 
assets  and  potentially  identify  unrecorded  additions  and  dispositions, 
identify  obsolete  assets,  and  deter  and  detect  theft  of  assets.  Section  49.093, 
RSMo,  provides  that  the  officer  or  their  designee  of  each  county  department 
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is  responsible  for  performing  annual  inspections  and  inventories  of  county 
property  used  by  their  department  and  for  submitting  an  inventory  report  to 
the  County  Clerk. 

4.2  Vehicle  and  fuel  use  The  county  has  not  established  effective  monitoring  procedures  for  vehicle 

and  fuel  use.  Fuel  is  purchased  for  vehicles  with  fuel  cards  from  a  local 
vendor.  In  addition,  Road  and  Bridge  department  employees  dispense  diesel 
fuel  into  equipment  from  a  bulk  fuel  tank  maintained  at  the  Road  and  Bridge 
department  shed.  The  Road  and  Bridge  department,  Sheriffs  office,  and 
Assessor's  office  spent  approximately  $198,500  on  fuel  during  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012,  for  43  Road  and  Bridge  vehicles  and  equipment, 
9  patrol  cars,  and  the  Assessor's  office  car. 

The  Sheriff  and  Assessor  lack  sufficient  fuel  and  mileage  records.  Sheriffs 
office  employees  are  required  to  document  mileage  on  daily  reports  and 
attach  fuel  receipts  to  the  reports;  however,  these  reports  are  often  not 
completed  and/or  fuel  receipts  are  not  attached.  The  Assessor  does  not 
maintain  mileage  or  fuel  logs  for  the  county  vehicle  used  by  his  office. 
While  the  Road  and  Bridge  department  maintains  a  log  of  bulk  fuel 
purchases  and  individual  logs  indicating  fuel  dispensed  from  the  tank  for 
each  equipment  item,  a  complete  inventory  of  the  bulk  fuel  tank  is  not 
maintained.  Although  monthly  fuel  statements  are  reviewed  by  the  County 
Commission,  Sheriff,  Assessor,  and  County  Clerk;  without  adequate  fuel 
records,  a  reconciliation  of  the  statements  to  records  of  fuel  used  and  fuel 
inventory  cannot  be  performed. 

Maintenance  and  review  of  vehicle  and  equipment  mileage/use  logs  and 
bulk  fuel  inventory  records,  and  comparison  of  log  information  and 
inventory  records  to  fuel  purchases  and  fuel  tank  meter  readings  are 
necessary  to  ensure  vehicles  and  equipment  are  properly  utilized,  prevent 
paying  vendors  for  improper  billing  amounts,  and  decrease  the  risk  of  theft 
or  misuse  of  fuel  occurring  without  detection.  Sufficiently  detailed  logs 
should  be  maintained  for  all  trips  so  the  county  can  effectively  monitor 
vehicle  and  equipment  use  and  fuel  costs. 

Similar  conditions  Similar  conditions  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

previously  reported 


Recommendations  4.1      The  County  Commission  and  the  County  Clerk  work  with  other 

county  officials  to  ensure  complete  and  accurate  inventory  records 
are  maintained  and  annual  physical  inventories  are  conducted,  and 
implement  procedures  for  tracking  capital  asset  purchases  and 
dispositions  throughout  the  year. 
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4.2  The  County  Commission,  Sheriff,  and  Assessor  ensure  complete 
mileage  and  fuel  logs  are  maintained  for  all  vehicles  and  equipment 
and  inventory  records  are  maintained  for  bulk  fuel  tanks.  These  logs 
and  inventory  records  should  be  reviewed  for  accuracy  and 
reconciled  to  fuel  purchases  and  fuel  tank  meter  readings  and  any 
significant  discrepancies  should  be  investigated. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  and  the  County  Clerk  provided  the  following 

written  responses: 

4.1  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  will  work  with  each 
elected  official  to  try  and  persuade  them  to  complete  their 
inventories  as  part  of  their  official  duties  as  stated  in  Missouri 
Statutes.  If  county  officials  complete  inventory  and  provide  to  the 
County  Commission  their  annual  inventory,  the  official's  inventory 
report  shall  include  purchase  and  disposition  of  assets. 

4.2  The  County  Commission  will  continue  to  monitor  Road  and  Bridge 
fuel  usage  logs  for  accuracy  and  will  begin  reconciling  these  logs 
and  the  Sheriff  and  Assessor's  new  logs  to  the  fuel  purchased  as 
reported  on  vendors'  statements. 

The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written  response: 

4.2  We  have  switched  to  a  fleet  line  fuel  card  which  tracks  fuel  usage  by 
requiring  odometer  readings  each  fill  up.  It  is  broken  down  by 
vehicle  or  deputy  on  the  report.  Monthly  statements  are  reviewed  by 
the  Sheriff  and  then  sent  to  the  courthouse  for  payment. 

The  Assessor  provided  the  following  response: 

4.2        We  have  implemented  a  mileage  log  starting  June  1,  2013. 


Controls  over  county  computer  systems  are  not  sufficient  to  prevent 
unauthorized  access,  or  to  restore  key  systems  in  the  event  of  a  disaster  or 
system  failure.  As  a  result,  county  records  are  unprotected  and  susceptible  to 
damage  or  theft. 

5.1  User  passwords  Passwords  are  not  kept  confidential  in  the  offices  of  the  Sheriff  and  Public 

Administrator.  In  addition,  passwords  are  not  required  to  be  periodically 
changed  in  the  offices  of  the  Ex  Officio  Recorder  of  Deeds  and  Sheriff. 

Passwords  should  be  kept  confidential  and  periodically  changed  to  provide 
more  assurance  that  passwords  will  effectively  limit  access  to  data  files  and 
programs  to  only  those  individuals  who  need  access  for  completion  of  job 
responsibilities,  and  to  reduce  the  possibility  of  unauthorized  users. 


5.  Computer  Controls 
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5.2  Log-Oil  attempts  Offices  of  the  County  Clerk,  County  Collector,  Ex  Officio  Recorder  of 

Deeds,  Sheriff,  and  County  Treasurer  do  not  have  security  controls  in  place 
to  detect  or  prevent  incorrect  log-on  attempts.  An  unauthorized  individual 
could  try  an  infinite  number  of  times  to  log  on  to  the  system  and,  if 
successful,  have  unrestricted  access  to  programs  and  data  files.  In  addition, 
the  computers  are  not  locked  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity. 

To  help  protect  computer  files,  security  controls  should  be  implemented  to 
detect  incorrect  log-on  attempts  after  a  certain  number  of  tries  and  lock 
computers  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity.  Such  controls  should  produce 
a  log  of  the  incorrect  attempts  which  should  be  reviewed  periodically  by  an 
authorized  official. 


5.3  Backup  data 


Recommendations 


Auditee's  Response 


While  backups  are  performed  regularly  and  stored  at  off-site  locations,  the 
backup  data  is  not  tested  periodically  in  any  offices  except  the  offices  of  the 
Sheriff,  County  Collector,  and  Assessor. 

To  help  prevent  loss  of  information  and  ensure  all  essential  county 
information  and  computer  systems  can  be  recovered  following  a  disaster  or 
computer  failure,  backups  should  be  tested  on  a  periodic  basis. 

The  County  Commission  work  with  county  officials  to: 

5.1  Require  passwords  which  are  kept  confidential  and  periodically 
changed. 

5.2  Establish  security  controls  to  detect  and  report  incorrect  log-on 
attempts  after  a  certain  number  of  tries  and  which  lock  computers 
after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity. 

5.3  Ensure  backup  data  is  tested  on  a  regular,  predefined  basis. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  County  Commission  will  visit  with  all  offices  concerning  their  computer 
systems,  password  changes,  and  attempted  log  on  security  measures. 


6.  Sheriff  s  Civil 


Procedures  to  track,  follow  up,  and  ensure  timely  collection  of  amounts 
billed  for  civil  paper  service  fees  are  not  sufficient.  During  the  year  ended 
Paper  Service  FeeS    December  31,  2012,  the  Sheriffs  office  transmitted  approximately  $31,500 

in  civil  paper  service  fees  to  the  County  Treasurer. 

The  Sheriffs  office  typically  collects  a  fee  prior  to  performing  the  civil 
paper  service,  and  sends  a  bill  for  mileage  and  any  remaining  fees  once  the 
papers  have  been  served.  Records  of  civil  papers  served  and  fees  assessed 
are  maintained  in  fee  books;  and  beginning  in  August  2012,  Sheriffs  office 
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personnel  began  writing  "paid"  next  to  those  amounts  paid  in  the  fee  books. 
However,  the  Sheriffs  office  does  not  identify  and  follow  up  on  unpaid 
amounts. 

In  addition,  because  the  Sheriffs  office  did  not  document  payments  received 
in  the  fee  books  prior  to  August  2012,  they  lacked  a  record  of  unpaid 
amounts  prior  to  that  date.  Upon  our  inquiries  regarding  the  potential  unpaid 
amounts  due,  Sheriffs  office  personnel  compared  amounts  due  and 
payments  received  for  services  provided  in  2012,  and  identified  unpaid  fees 
totaling  approximately  $3,100,  as  of  April  2013. 

To  ensure  amounts  owed  are  collected  on  a  timely  basis,  the  Sheriff  should 
maintain  accurate  and  complete  records  of  civil  paper  service  fees  and 
properly  follow  up  on  all  unpaid  amounts. 

Recommendation  The  Sheriff  develop  procedures  to  track,  monitor,  and  pursue  collection  of 

civil  paper  service  fees. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  response: 

We  have  implemented  a  spreadsheet  to  track  civil  paper  service  fees  due. 
Collection  letters  are  sent  out  once  or  twice  a  month. 
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Moniteau  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat 
is  California. 

Moniteau  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  30  full-time  employees  and  23  part-time  employees  on 
December  31,  2012. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder  2013  2012 


Kenneth  Kunze,  Presiding  Commissioner 

$  29,699 

Kim  F.  Roll,  Associate  Commissioner 

27,608 

Tony  Barry,  Associate  Commissioner 

27,608 

Michelle  A.  Higgins,  Circuit  Clerk  and 

Ex  Officio  Recorder  of  Deeds  (1) 

Anita  Groepper,  County  Clerk  (2) 

49,267 

Shayne  W.  Healea,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

113,112 

Jay  Gump,  Sheriff 

46,013 

Sarah  B.  Jones,  County  Treasurer 

41,416 

Loyd  Fulks,  County  Coroner 

12,549 

Cher  King  Caudel,  Public  Administrator 

26,144 

Cheryl  K.  Duvall,  County  Collector  (3), 

year  ended  February  28, 

49,267 

Darrel  L.  King,  County  Assessor, 

year  ended  August  3 1 , 

41,830 

(1)     Compensation  is  paid  by  the  state. 

(2)     Includes  $7,437  of  commissions  earned  for  preparing 

city  property  tax  books. 

(3)     Includes  $7,437  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting 

;  city  property  taxes. 

American  Recovery  and  Moniteau  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the 

Reinvestment  Act  2009         ^w  ended  December  31. 2012. 
(Federal  Stimulus) 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Aldermen 
Clarksdale,  Missouri 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2012-80, 
City  of  Clarksdale,  issued  in  August  2012,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect 
Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  city  about  the  follow-up  review 
on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  city,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  written  statuses  of  the  selected  findings  and  recommendations, 
reviewed  supporting  documentation  submitted  by  city  officials,  and  held  discussions  with  city  officials. 
This  report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially  completed  during 
May  and  June  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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1 . 1   Water  and  Sewer  - 
Segregation  of  Duties 


Recommendation 


Status 


No  segregation  of  water  and  sewer  system  duties  existed.  The  Water 
Commissioner  was  responsible  for  all  aspects  of  the  water  and  sewer  billing 
system,  including  reading  meters,  entering  meter  readings  into  the  computer 
software  system,  determining  who  received  bills,  making  account 
adjustments,  mailing  bills,  receipting  all  water  and  sewer  payments,  and 
depositing  payments  in  the  bank.  There  was  no  oversight  of  the  duties 
performed  by  the  Water  Commissioner. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  segregate  the  Water  Commissioner's  duties  to  the 
extent  possible.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties  cannot  be  achieved,  an 
independent  review  of  the  work  performed  is  necessary. 

Implemented 

At  the  issuance  of  our  audit  report  the  city  had  implemented  new  procedures 
to  segregate  the  water/sewer  duties.  The  Water  Commissioner  continues  to 
read  meters  and  handle  all  duties  related  to  water  operations,  however,  the 
City  Clerk  is  now  responsible  for  entering  meter  readings  into  the  billing 
system  and  preparing  all  bills,  while  the  Treasurer  is  now  responsible  for 
collecting  and  depositing  all  paid  water  bills.  In  addition,  city  officials 
indicated  an  ordinance  establishing  policy  for  water/sewer  operations  has 
recently  been  passed  by  the  Board,  and  will  be  placed  in  the  city  code  book 
shortly.  The  ordinance  includes  billing  procedures,  insufficient  check 
policy,  discontinuance  and  reconnection  of  services,  new  service  and  meter 
deposits,  water/sewer  rates,  method  of  inquiry,  service  and  complaint 
procedures,  water  meter  and  service  line  leaks,  termination  of  service, 
maintenance,  damage  to  city  water  property,  and  primacy  fees. 


1.2  Water  and  Sewer  - 
System  Adjustments 

Recommendation 


Status 


Controls  over  adjustments  to  the  water  and  sewer  system  were  not  adequate. 
Adjustments  were  not  approved  by  the  Board  or  Mayor,  and  adjustments 
posted  to  the  system  lacked  supporting  documentation. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  all  system  adjustments  are  approved  by  the 
Board  and  the  ability  to  post  such  transactions  to  the  system  is  segregated 
from  other  collection  and  billing  activities.  In  addition,  the  Board  should 
require  adequate  supporting  documentation  before  the  adjustment  is  applied. 

Implemented 

All  potential  adjustments  are  requested  in  the  monthly  water  report, 
approved  by  the  Board,  and  documented  in  the  minutes.  The  City  Clerk 
indicated  a  notation  is  placed  in  the  billing  system  at  the  time  any  change  is 
made.  Water/sewer  rates  of  all  customers  have  been  reviewed  and  the 
correct  rates  have  been  established  for  each.  All  occupied  residences  are 
receiving  bills  except  for  the  city  hall  and  community  center.  The  utility 


3 


City  of  Clarksdale 

Follow-up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 
Status  of  Findings 


billing  system  upgrade  has  been  installed,  and  the  City  Clerk  has  been 
trained  in  this  system. 

1.3    Water  and  Sewer  -Water  The  costs  of  providing  water  service  had  not  been  adequately  tracked,  and 


Costs 


Recommendation 


Status 


1 .4  Water  and  Sewer 

Utility  Rates 
Recommendation 


Status 


water  collections  had  been  used  to  subsidize  the  General  Fund.  In  fiscal  year 
2011,  water  and  sewer  collections  of  $42,073  were  deposited  in  the  General 
Fund,  while  water  purchases  of  $31,296  and  the  Water  Commissioner's 
salary  and  expenses  of  $4,012  were  also  paid  from  the  General  Fund. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  all  receipts  and  disbursements  for  water  and 
sewer  are  tracked  separately. 

Implemented 

The  monthly  Treasurer's  report  as  submitted  to  the  Board  has  been 
reworked,  and  currently  clearly  tracks  all  deposits  and  disbursements  of  the 
appropriate  funds  in  the  approved  columns.  Water  and  sewer  funds  are 
clearly  indicated.  The  Treasurer's  report  is  reviewed  monthly,  approved  by 
the  Board,  and  signed  off  on  by  the  Mayor  at  the  time  of  the  Board  meeting. 

The  city  had  not  performed  a  review  of  water  and  sewer  costs  to  support  the 
rates  charged  for  those  services. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  review  utility  rates  periodically  to  ensure  receipts 
are  sufficient  to  cover  all  costs  of  providing  these  services  and  maintain 
reserves  adequate  to  sustain  the  system. 

Implemented 

According  to  city  officials,  a  draft  water  rate  study  has  been  completed  and 
a  statement  of  costs  is  being  prepared. 


1.5  Water  and  Sewer  - 
Delinquent  Accounts 

Recommendation 
Status 


Delinquent  accounts  were  not  administered  in  accordance  with  city  policy 
and  ordinances.  As  a  result,  the  total  delinquent  account  balance  had 
increased  rapidly. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  delinquent  accounts  are  handled  in 
accordance  with  city  policy  and  ordinances. 

Implemented 

City  officials  stated  city  policy  has  been  established  concerning  late  fees, 
shut-off  notifications,  and  fees  for  restoration  of  services.  Letters  have  been 
sent  to  landlords  whose  renters  have  left  without  paying  delinquent  bills, 
which  notify  the  landlords  of  their  responsibility  for  payments  of  the  last  3 
months.  City  officials  indicated  the  city  is  currently  utilizing  a  collection 
agency  to  follow  up  with  17  previous  customers  and  landlords  who  have 
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delinquent  accounts  and  have  not  responded  to  city  letters.  In  addition,  late 
fees  are  now  determined  monthly,  and  late  fees  totaling  $1,627  have  been 
collected  in  the  last  1 1  months. 

1.6    Water  and  Sewer  -Water  The  Board  had  taken  little  action  to  address  significant  water  losses,  and  no 
Lq§§  longer  received  water  reconciliations  from  the  current  Water  Commissioner. 

Reconciliations  were  prepared  by  the  former  Water  Commissioner 
comparing  the  total  gallons  of  water  billed  to  customers  to  the  total  gallons 
of  water  purchased  from  the  water  district;  however,  there  was  no  evidence 
the  Board  took  any  action  to  resolve  significant  differences  calculated  in 
these  comparisons. 


Recommendation 


Status 


The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  water  purchased  is  reconciled  to  water  billed 
monthly.  The  reconciliation  should  be  reviewed  monthly  and  significant 
differences  should  be  documented,  investigated,  and  resolved. 

Implemented 

Water  reconciliations  are  now  prepared  monthly  and  submitted  to  the  Board 
in  a  joint  report  by  the  City  Clerk  and  the  Water  Commissioner.  According 
to  city  officials,  the  water  loss  rate  is  evaluated  closely.  The  City  received 
reimbursement  for  one  water  loss  instance  mentioned  in  the  audit  report  and 
is  in  the  process  of  obtaining  a  reimbursement  for  the  other  instance. 


2.     Accounting  Controls 
and  Procedures 

2.1   Segregation  of  duties 


Recommendation 


Status 


2.2  Bank  reconciliations 


Accounting  controls  and  procedures  were  in  need  of  improvement. 


Accounting  duties  were  not  adequately  segregated,  and  the  Board  did  not 
adequately  review  the  work  performed  by  the  City  Treasurer.  No 
independent  review  of  the  duties  performed  by  the  Treasurer  was 
performed. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  adequately  segregate  the  duties  of  receiving, 
recording,  depositing,  and  disbursing  monies.  At  a  minimum,  the  Board 
should  perform  a  documented  review  of  these  functions  on  a  periodic  basis. 

Implemented 

The  Treasurer  continues  to  receive,  record,  deposit,  and  disburse  monies. 
However,  additional  oversight  is  now  provided  by  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
by  requiring  copies  of  a  more  detailed  Treasurer's  report  and  an 
accompanying  bank  reconciliation. 

Monthly  bank  reconciliations  were  not  performed.  Outstanding  checks  and 
deposits  in  transit  were  listed  on  the  back  of  the  bank  statement;  however, 
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an  adjusted  bank  balance  was  not  calculated  and  a  comparison  to  the  book 
balance  was  not  documented. 


Recommendation 
Status 


2.3  Restricted  funds 


Recommendation 


Status 


3.     Audits,  Budgets,  and 
Financial  Reporting 

3.1  Audits 
Recommendation 

Status 


The  Board  of  Aldermen  reconcile  bank  records  to  city  accounting  records 
on  a  monthly  basis. 

Implemented 

The  Treasurer's  report  provided  to  the  Board  includes  the  bank  statements 
of  all  accounts,  and  the  accounting  system  reconciliation  report. 

The  city  had  not  established  procedures  to  ensure  receipts  and 
disbursements  were  properly  allocated  to  the  appropriate  city  funds.  It  was 
also  unclear  if  monies  in  some  city  accounts  were  used  appropriately.  In 
addition  to  water  and  sewer  monies  being  comingled  with  the  General  Fund, 
property  taxes  received  by  the  city  were  not  consistently  deposited  into  the 
correct  funds,  state  motor  vehicle-related  receipts  were  deposited  to  the 
General  Fund,  and  interest  earned  on  the  city's  main  bank  account  was 
placed  in  the  General  Fund. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  restricted  receipts  such  as  property  taxes, 
interest,  and  motor  vehicle -related  taxes  are  credited  to  the  proper  city  fund, 
and  used  only  for  allowable  purposes. 

Implemented 

Restricted  receipts  including  property  taxes,  interest,  and  motor  vehicle- 
related  taxes  are  credited  to  the  proper  fund  and  are  clearly  indicated  on  the 
Treasurer's  report  to  the  Board  of  Aldermen.  The  disbursement  of  these 
funds  are  also  clearly  indicated  along  with  all  fund  balances. 

The  city  did  not  obtain  required  annual  audits,  properly  prepare  budgets,  or 
prepare  required  financial  reports. 

The  city  did  not  obtain  annual  audits  of  its  water  and  sewer  systems. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  obtain  annual  audits  of  the  combined  water  and 
sewer  system  as  required  by  state  law  and  loan  agreements. 

In  Progress 

The  City  is  in  the  process  of  obtaining  audit  services.  According  to  City 
officials,  the  improvements  to  the  accounting  system  and  ability  to  provide 
requested  financial  data  should  allow  these  services  to  be  obtained  in  the 
next  fiscal  year. 
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Annual  budgets  were  not  prepared  as  required  by  state  law. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  annual  budgets  are  prepared  and  contain  all 
information  required  by  state  law. 

Status  Implemented 

The  annual  budget  for  fiscal  year  2013  has  been  completed,  along  with  the 
budget  letter  and  the  budget  summary. 

3.3    Financial  Statements        The  city  had  not  published  semiannual  financial  statements  as  required  by 

state  law. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  semiannual  financial  statements  are 
published  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

Implemented 

A  semiannual  financial  statement  was  prepared  for  the  6  months  ended  June 
2012,  and  December  2012  and  made  available  to  the  public.  Both  financial 
statements  were  provided  to  the  State  Auditor's  Office. 

The  city  did  not  submit  annual  financial  reports  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 
The  most  recent  report  filed  was  for  the  city's  2005  fiscal  year. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  submit  annual  financial  reports  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office  as  required  by  state  law. 

Implemented 

An  annual  financial  statement  was  prepared  for  calendar  year  2012.  This 
statement  was  made  available  to  the  public  and  was  sent  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


4.      Street  work  The  city  did  not  have  a  formal  bidding  policy  and  did  not  bid  for  street 

repair  services.  The  city  paid  several  local  individuals  a  total  of  $18,000  in 
fiscal  year  2011  to  perform  street  repair  services.  In  addition,  the  city  did 
not  enter  into  contracts  with  these  individuals. 

Recommendation  The  Board  of  Aldermen  establish  formal  bidding  policies  and  procedures, 

including  documentation  requirements  regarding  the  bids  or  quotes  received 
and  justification  for  the  bid  selected.  Written  contracts  should  be  entered 
into  when  appropriate. 


3.2  Budgets 
Recommendation 


Recommendation 
Status 

3.4  Financial  reporting 
Recommendation 

Status 
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Status  Implemented 

According  to  city  officials,  an  ordinance  concerning  purchasing  and  bidding 
policies  and  procedures  has  recently  been  approved  by  the  Board.  City 
officials  also  stated  bids  have  been  advertised  and  selected  for  the  purposes 
of  street  repair,  grass  mowing  at  the  city  park  and  lagoon,  roof  repair  at  city 
hall,  and  city  street  snow  removal  during  the  past  year.  Justification  for  the 
selections  were  noted  in  Board  minutes,  and  written  contracts  have  been 
signed  and  filed  for  each. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
And 

Officeholders  of  Barton  County 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2013-13, 
Barton  County,  issued  in  January  2013,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow -Up  Team  to  Effect 
Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  county  about  the  follow-up 
review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  county,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  the  written  status  of  selected  findings  and  recommendations, 
reviewed  supporting  documentation  submitted  by  county  officials,  and  held  meetings  with  county 
officials.  Documentation  provided  by  the  county  included  the  2013  budget,  bank  statements,  and  various 
other  financial  records.  This  report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was 
substantially  completed  during  May  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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1 .      Drug  Buy  Monies  The  Sheriff  could  not  account  for  $945  of  drug  buy  monies.  The  Sheriff 

maintained  exclusive  control  of  the  drug  buy  monies,  and  records 
maintained  to  account  for  these  monies  were  inadequate  and  incomplete.  As 
a  result  of  these  numerous  control  weaknesses,  there  was  no  assurance  all 
drug  buy  monies  were  handled  and  accounted  for  properly. 

1.1    Unaccounted  for  funds     Checks  totaling  $5,500  were  issued  to  the  Sheriff  from  January  1,  2010, 

through  June  16,  2012,  and  were  cashed  and  used  for  drug  buys.  The  Sheriff 
did  not  maintain  a  ledger  to  account  for  the  receipt,  disbursement,  and 
balance  of  drug  buy  monies,  but  did  maintain  some  "receipt  for  confidential 
funds"  forms  issued  to  informants  for  drug  buys  and  incident  reports. 
Receipt  forms  and  incident  reports  could  not  be  provided  for  drug  buy 
monies  of  $945.  These  unaccounted  for  funds  went  undetected  due  to 
numerous  control  weaknesses  including  inadequate  segregation  of  duties. 

Recommendation  The  County  Commission  request  the  Sheriff  to  perform  additional  follow  up 

related  to  unaccounted  for  monies  and  consider  working  with  law 
enforcement  officials  regarding  possible  investigation  and  repayment  if 
appropriate. 

Status  Implemented 


The  Sheriff  paid  $945  back  to  the  county  on  February  6,  2013.  The  County 
Commission  indicated  it  considered  further  investigation,  but  has  no  plans 
to  pursue  the  matter  at  this  time. 


1.2  Segregation  of  duties 


Recommendation 


Duties  were  not  adequately  segregated.  The  Sheriff  maintained  exclusive 
control  of  drug  buy  monies  obtained  from  the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund.  He 
cashed  all  drug  buy  checks  received;  issued  receipt  forms  to  informants  for 
drug  buys;  received  recovered  drug  buy  monies  during  investigations  and 
arrests;  and  maintained  incident  reports,  evidence  records,  evidence 
obtained  from  the  drug  buys,  and  lab  reports  of  drugs  purchased. 

The  Sheriff  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible,  or  ensure  an 
adequate  independent  or  supervisory  review  of  accounting  records  is 
performed  and  documented. 


Status 


In  Progress 


As  of  the  date  of  our  follow  up  meeting,  the  Sheriff  had  not  segregated 
accounting  duties  and  continued  to  maintain  exclusive  control  of  drug  buy 
monies.  However,  the  Sheriff  indicated  he  plans  to  have  his  bookkeeper  sign 
off  on  drug  buy  receipts  as  drug  buys  occur  and  will  require  the  bookkeeper 
to  count  drug  buy  monies  every  2  months  and  reconcile  monies  counted  to 
the  drug  buy  ledger  in  the  future. 
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1.3    Drug  buy  records  Records  maintained  by  the  Sheriff  for  drug  buys  were  inadequate  and 

incomplete.  The  Sheriff  did  not  maintain  a  ledger  to  account  for  the  receipt, 
disbursement,  and  balance  of  drug  buy  monies.  Receipt  for  confidential 
fund  forms  issued  were  not  prenumbered  and  were  not  located  for  four  drug 
buys  totaling  $460.  In  addition,  drug  buy  monies  recovered  during  arrests 
and  investigations  totaling  $691  were  not  adequately  documented  as  a 
receipt  back  into  drug  buy  monies  on  hand  or  into  evidence.  Receipt  for 
confidential  funds  forms  were  not  always  signed  by  the  informant  receiving 
the  drug  buy  monies,  the  Sheriff  failed  to  record  the  informant's  number  or 
name  on  four  of  these  receipt  forms,  and  39  of  40  (98  percent)  receipt  forms 
reviewed  did  not  include  a  witness  signature.  Incident  reports  were  not 
located  for  12  of  40  (30  percent)  drug  buy  receipt  forms  reviewed,  a  drug 
buy  incident  report  indicated  the  Sheriff  borrowed  $40  from  bond  monies 
collected  by  his  office  in  2012  for  a  drug  buy,  and  lab  reports  on  drugs 
purchased  were  not  located  for  32  of  40  (80  percent)  drug  buy  receipt  forms 
reviewed.  Further,  inconsistencies  in  information  contained  on  drug  buy 
receipt  forms,  incident  reports,  and  lab  reports  were  identified. 

Recommendation  The  Sheriff  maintain  a  ledger  to  record  receipts  and  disbursements  of  drug 

buy  monies,  and  reconcile  the  ledger  monthly  to  the  balance  of  drug  buy 
monies  on  hand.  The  Sheriff  should  also  issue  prenumbered  receipt  forms 
for  all  drug  buy  monies  disbursed,  adequately  document  the  amount  and 
disposition  of  drug  buy  monies  recovered,  ensure  the  informant  and  a 
witness  to  the  distribution  of  drug  buy  monies  sign  the  drug  buy  receipt 
forms,  and  discontinue  using  bond  monies  for  drug  buys.  In  addition,  the 
Sheriff  should  ensure  adequate  supporting  documentation  including  incident 
reports,  evidence  records,  and  lab  reports  are  retained  for  all  drug  buys. 

Status  jn  Progress 

The  Sheriff  indicated  he  plans  to  start  maintaining  a  ledger  to  account  for 
the  receipt,  disbursement,  and  balance  of  drug  buy  monies  in  June  2013.  In 
addition  to  the  receipt  for  confidential  funds  form,  the  Sheriff  has  purchased 
a  generic  prenumbered  receipt  book  which  will  be  used  to  account  for  all 
drug  buy  monies  disbursed.  The  Sheriff  indicated  in  the  future  when  drug 
buy  monies  are  recovered  or  returned  they  will  be  re -receipted  and  re- 
entered into  the  drug  buy  ledger.  While  the  drug  buy  receipt  for  confidential 
funds  forms  issued  in  February  2013  did  not  contain  a  signature  of  the 
informant  or  a  witness,  the  Sheriff  indicated  he  plans  to  require  these 
signatures  in  the  future.  The  Sheriff  indicated  in  the  future  bond  monies  will 
not  be  used  for  drug  buys,  he  plans  to  take  more  time  to  properly  account 
for  drug  buy  monies,  and  he  will  ensure  all  related  records  are  accurate  and 
complete. 
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2.     Sheriff  Controls  and 
Procedures 

2. 1   Segregation  of  duties 


Recommendation 


Status 


2.2  Inmate  bank  accounts 
and  records 


Recommendation 


Status 


Weaknesses  existed  in  accounting  controls  and  procedures  in  the  Sheriffs 
office. 

The  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  depositing,  and  disbursing  monies  and 
reconciling  the  Sheriffs  bank  accounts  were  not  adequately  segregated.  A 
bookkeeper  performed  all  of  these  duties.  While  the  Sheriff  initialed 
monthly  reports,  he  indicated  he  did  not  reconcile  receipt  slips  to  deposits. 

The  Sheriff  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or  ensure 
adequate  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  performed  and 
documented. 

In  Progress 

As  of  the  date  of  our  follow  up  meeting,  the  Sheriff  had  not  segregated 
accounting  duties  or  reconciled  receipt  slips  issued  to  deposits;  however,  he 
indicated  in  the  future  he  will  have  a  secretary,  independent  of  the 
bookkeeping  duties,  reconcile  receipt  slips  issued  to  deposits  and  review  the 
accounting  records  prepared  by  the  bookkeeper.  The  Sheriff  indicated  in  the 
future  he  will  also  review  these  same  records  monthly. 

Procedures  were  not  in  place  to  properly  identify  month-end  liabilities  and 
compare  these  liabilities  to  the  reconciled  bank  account  balance.  In  addition, 
while  the  Sheriffs  office  utilized  a  computerized  software  system  to  track 
inmate  balances,  it  was  not  accurate.  Manual  one-write  receipt  slips  issued 
for  inmate  monies  received  from  October  11,  2010,  through  November  14, 
2010,  could  not  be  located.  Inmate  jail  records  did  not  always  include  the 
inmate's  cash  on  hand  at  the  time  of  arrest  and  were  not  always  signed  by 
the  inmate  at  the  time  of  arrest  and  release. 

The  Sheriff  investigate  and  resolve  any  inaccuracies  in  the  computerized 
inmate  records  and  perform  monthly  reconciliations  between  the 
computerized  list  of  liabilities  and  the  bank  balance.  The  Sheriff  should 
retain  financial  records  in  a  secure  location,  and  ensure  the  collection  and 
return  of  funds  to  the  inmates  are  recorded  on  the  inmate's  jail  record. 

In  Progress 

The  Sheriff  provided  a  manual  list  of  liabilities  and  a  bank  reconciliation  for 
the  inmate  bank  account  for  the  month  ended  March  31,  2013;  however, 
differences  existed  between  the  records,  with  liabilities  totaling  $85  and  the 
reconciled  bank  balance  totaling  $100.  There  was  no  documentation  to 
indicate  these  records  and  reconciliations  were  prepared  in  the  interim 
between  audit  completion  and  the  follow  up  meeting.  In  addition,  the 
computerized  list  of  inmate  balances  provided  by  the  Sheriffs  office  is  still 
inaccurate  and  totaled  to  $14,677  as  of  May  16,  2013.  The  Sheriff  indicated 
it  would  take  a  considerable  amount  of  time,  but  he  would  try  and  work  with 
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the  programmer  to  correct  this  record.  All  manual  one-write  receipt  slips 
issued  for  inmate  monies  in  March  2013  were  located.  Inmate  jail  records 
reviewed  for  March  2013  were  signed  by  the  inmate  at  the  time  of  arrest  and 
release. 

2.3  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund  The  Sheriff  did  not  prepare  a  budget  for  the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund. 

Disbursements  of  this  fund  were  not  made  through  the  County 
Commission's  normal  disbursement  process  and  were  only  authorized  by  the 
Sheriff.  Supporting  documentation  was  not  retained  for  three  checks  issued 
from  the  fee  account  totaling  $1,113.  In  addition,  the  payee  was  left  blank 
on  one  of  these  checks  issued  for  $592.  Also,  the  Sheriff  indicated  he 
prepared  the  invoice  and  signed  the  vendor's  name  for  the  purchase  of  a 
drug  dog  for  $400.  Invoices  related  to  some  fee  account  disbursements  were 
not  paid  in  a  timely  manner.  The  Sheriff  did  not  include  equipment 
purchased  with  forfeiture  monies  on  the  general  capital  asset  listing 
submitted  to  the  county  and  only  listed  the  value  of  a  vehicle  purchased  for 
$11,495  as  $2,800  on  the  listing. 

Recommendation  The  Sheriff  work  with  the  County  Commission  to  adopt  a  budget  for  the 

Federal  Forfeiture  Fund,  make  all  purchases  through  the  county  expenditure 
process,  require  adequate  supporting  documentation  be  maintained,  ensure 
invoices  are  paid  in  a  timely  manner,  and  maintain  accurate  capital  asset 
records. 

Status  Partially  Implemented 

The  Sheriff  prepared  a  budget  for  the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund  for  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2013.  The  County  Commission  indicated 
disbursements  of  this  fund  are  still  not  made  through  the  county's  normal 
disbursement  process  because  they  believe  the  Sheriff  is  responsible  for 
these  disbursements.  However,  the  County  Commission  is  monitoring  this 
fund  by  obtaining  documentation  for  all  disbursements.  Invoices  were  on 
file  with  the  County  Clerk  for  all  disbursements  made  from  August  to 
December  31,  2012.  No  disbursements  had  been  made  from  this  fund  from 
January  1  to  April  30,  2013.  The  Sheriff  indicated  all  invoices  would  be 
paid  timely  in  the  future.  Equipment  purchased  from  August  to  December 
31,  2012,  was  listed  accurately  on  the  county's  capital  asset  listing. 

2.4  DARE  bank  account        The  Sheriff  maintained  a  Drug  Abuse  Resistance  Education  (DARE)  bank 

account  for  donations  outside  the  county  treasury.  Receipt  slips  or  other 
records  of  donations  received  were  not  maintained.  The  only  records  of 
monies  received  were  deposit  slips.  Also,  monthly  bank  reconciliations  were 
not  performed,  and  the  three  authorized  check  signors  on  the  account  were 
no  longer  employed  by  the  county. 
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Recommendation 


Status 


2.5  Reporting 


Recommendation 
Status 


2.6  Seized  property  and 
evidence 


Recommendation 


The  Sheriff  turn  all  DARE  monies  over  to  the  County  Treasurer,  and  ensure 
receipt  slips  or  other  records  of  donations  received  are  maintained. 

Implemented 

On  November  16,  2012,  the  Sheriff  closed  the  DARE  bank  account. 
Additional  DARE  monies  collected  subsequent  to  that  date  totaling  $155 
were  receipted  on  the  civil  account  manual  one -write  receipt  book.  The 
bank  account  balance  and  $155  were  turned  over  to  the  County  Treasurer  on 
January  2,  2013,  for  deposit  into  the  DARE  Fund.  The  Sheriff  indicated  all 
future  DARE  collections  will  be  properly  receipted  and  turned  over  to  the 
County  Treasurer  for  deposit  into  the  DARE  Fund. 

The  Sheriffs  office  had  not  submitted  Uniform  Crime  Reports  (UCR)  to  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety  (DPS)  since  December  2010,  and  did  not 
submit  an  equitable  sharing  agreement  and  certification  detailing  the 
equitable  sharing  (federal  forfeiture)  funds  spent  each  year  as  required  by 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice,  Asset  Forfeiture  and  Money  Laundering 
Section. 

The  Sheriff  ensure  UCR  and  equitable  sharing  agreements  are  prepared  and 
submitted  as  required. 

In  Progress 

The  Sheriff  provided  documentation  that  UCR  reports  were  submitted  and 
approved  by  the  DPS  from  January  2012  to  April  2013.  While  the  Sheriff 
prepared  an  Equitable  Sharing  Proceeds  from  Federal  Forfeitures  report  and 
filed  it  with  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  on  January  24,  2013,  reporting 
2012  activity,  an  equitable  sharing  agreement  and  certification  for  2012  as 
required  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice,  was  not  provided  at  our  follow 
up  meeting. 

The  Sheriff  maintained  a  computerized  seized  property  and  evidence  log, 
but  failed  to  periodically  back-up  information  maintained  on  the  system,  and 
all  information  maintained  on  the  system  was  lost  when  the  computer 
system  failed  in  November  2011.  In  addition,  manual  case  files 
documenting  seized  property  and  evidence  were  not  accurate  or  complete. 
The  Sheriffs  office  had  not  conducted  a  physical  inventory  of  all  seized 
property  and  evidence  and  had  not  implemented  procedures  to  periodically 
review  cases  and  dispose  of  related  seized  property  items  which  dated  back 
to  the  1980s. 

The  Sheriff  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  seized  property  and  evidence 
inventory  control  log,  periodically  prepare  backup  records  and  store  them  at 
an  off-site  location,  and  perform  periodic  physical  inventories.  In  addition, 
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the  Sheriff  should  develop  procedures  to  periodically  review  cases  and 
dispose  of  related  seized  property. 


Status  jn  pr0gress 


As  of  the  date  of  our  follow  up  meeting,  the  Sheriff  had  not  made  efforts  to 
implement  this  recommendation.  However,  the  Sheriff  indicated  he  plans  to 
perform  a  physical  inventory  and  record  all  seized  property  and  evidence  on 
the  computerized  seized  property  and  evidence  log  by  the  end  of  the  2013. 
The  Sheriff  indicated  he  plans  to  back-up  the  computerized  seized  property 
and  evidence  log  and  store  it  offsite  in  the  future.  The  Sheriff  indicated  he  is 
working  with  the  County  Prosecuting  Attorney  to  review  cases  periodically 
and  dispose  of  old  seized  property  items. 


3.     County  Sales  Tax 


Recommendation 


Status 


Property  tax  reductions  were  not  sufficient  to  offset  50  percent  of  sales  tax 
monies  received  by  approximately  $655,000  at  December  31,  2011,  and 
property  tax  reduction  amounts  were  not  accurately  calculated.  Property  tax 
levy  reductions  made  by  the  county  were  comprised  of  two  components  (a 
sales  tax  reduction  and  a  voluntary  reduction).  A  significant  portion  of  the 
county's  rollback  was  classified  as  a  voluntary  reduction  rather  than  as  a 
sales  tax  reduction  for  2008  through  2010;  however,  the  voluntary  portion 
of  the  reduction  in  property  taxes  collected  could  not  be  used  to  satisfy  the 
required  sales  tax  reduction.  In  addition,  the  County  Clerk  indicated  she 
placed  the  decimal  incorrectly  in  her  sales  tax  reduction  calculation  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2010,  and  2009,  and  reduced  the  general  revenue 
property  tax  levy  to  5  cents  in  each  of  these  years  through  a  combination  of 
sales  tax  and  voluntary  reductions.  Also,  due  to  Section  137.073.5(4), 
RSMo,  a  voluntary  reduction  taken  in  a  non-reassessment  year  (even  year), 
results  in  a  reduced  tax  rate  ceiling  during  the  subsequent  reassessment  year. 
The  General  Revenue  Fund  ceiling  was  significantly  lowered  for  2011, 
limiting  the  county's  ability  to  correct  for  insufficient  reductions  from  prior 
years.  After  identifying  these  errors,  the  county  passed  Resolution  No. 
2012-4  to  reinstate  the  county's  tax  rate  ceiling  for  2012. 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  adequately  reduce  property  tax 
levies  for  50  percent  of  sales  tax  revenue,  review  and  accurately  classify  the 
property  tax  levy  reductions,  and  develop  a  plan  to  correct  for  the 
accumulation  of  prior  years'  insufficient  property  tax  levy  reductions. 

In  Progress 


The  county  did  not  collect  the  $655,000  of  property  taxes  since  a  voluntary 
reduction  in  the  levy  was  taken  in  prior  years.  According  to  county  records, 
the  County  Commission  set  the  sales  tax  levy  reduction  for  2012  at  an 
amount  which  satisfied  the  required  sales  tax  reduction  for  that  year  and 
offset  approximately  $72,000  of  the  accumulation  of  prior  years'  insufficient 
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reductions.  In  addition,  the  property  tax  levy  reduction  was  correctly 
classified  on  tax  rate  reports  filed  with  the  State  Auditor's  office  for  2012. 
The  County  Commission  indicated  it  will  classify  all  levy  reductions  as  a 
sales  tax  reduction  in  future  years  until  this  amount  is  corrected. 


4.1   Law  Enforcement  Sales 
Tax  (LEST)  Fund- 
Financial  Condition 


Recommendation 


The  County  Commission  approved  an  $88,084  loan  from  the  Special  Road 
and  Bridge  Fund  to  the  LEST  Fund  in  2009,  with  plans  for  these  restricted 
funds  to  be  repaid  as  the  LEST  Fund  allowed.  However,  receipts  of  the 
LEST  Fund  declined  during  2010  and  2011,  while  spending  remained  fairly 
constant.  As  a  result,  the  County  Commission  subsidized  the  LEST  Fund 
from  the  General  Revenue  Fund  to  avoid  budget  deficit  conditions  in  the 
LEST  Fund,  and  the  loan  from  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  had  not 
been  repaid.  In  addition,  some  LEST  Fund  invoices  due  in  December  2010 
and  2009  were  not  paid  until  January  2011  and  2010,  respectively,  because 
the  LEST  Fund  did  not  have  sufficient  funds  to  pay  these  bills.  In  2012,  the 
County  Commission  established  the  Law  Enforcement  Allocation  Fund  to 
better  monitor  law  enforcement  expenditures  by  allocating  funds  from  the 
Sheriffs  Discretionary  and  LEST  Funds  to  this  fund  at  the  beginning  of  the 
budget  year  to  ensure  monies  were  reserved  and  available  to  pay  for  health 
and  property  insurance,  which  were  due  in  December  of  each  year. 

The  County  Commission  take  action  to  improve  the  financial  condition  of 
the  LEST  Fund,  develop  a  plan  to  repay  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund, 
and  ensure  invoices  are  paid  timely.  In  addition,  the  county  should  refrain 
from  interfund  borrowing  from  restricted  funds. 


Status 


In  Progress 


The  County  Commission  indicated  it  has  set  up  a  plan  for  the  LEST  Fund  to 
reimburse  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  over  a  10  year  period.  The 
County  Commission  transferred  $8,808  from  the  LEST  Fund  to  the  Special 
Road  and  Bridge  Fund  in  March  2013.  The  County  Commission  indicated 
all  invoices  due  were  paid  as  of  December  31,  2012. 


5. 1   Property  Tax  System 
Controls  and 
Procedures-Computer 
Access 

Recommendation 


Access  to  the  property  tax  system  was  not  adequately  restricted.  Employees 
of  the  County  Assessor's  office  had  access  to  make  changes  to  the  property 
tax  system  after  the  Board  of  Equalization  had  met  and  approved  the 
property  taxes  for  the  year.  The  County  Collector-Treasurer  and  her  deputy 
also  had  access  to  the  property  tax  system  to  make  changes  throughout  the 
tax  year. 

The  County  Commission  ensure  property  tax  system  access  is  limited  to 
only  what  is  needed  for  the  users  to  perform  their  job  duties  and 
responsibilities. 
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Status  In  Progress 

The  County  Commission  indicated  the  County  Assessor  and  his  employees 
no  longer  have  access  to  information  for  the  2012  and  prior  tax  years.  The 
County  Commission  indicated  it  plans  to  restrict  access  of  the  Assessor  and 
his  employees  to  information  for  the  2013  tax  year  after  the  tax  book  is 
printed  in  September  or  October  2013,  even  though  the  Board  of 
Equalization  typically  meets  in  July  of  each  year. 


The  County  Commission  indicated  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  and  her 
employees  still  have  access  to  the  property  tax  system  at  this  time,  but  are 
working  with  their  programmer  to  implement  the  recommendation.  From 
March  1,  2013,  to  present,  any  changes  to  the  property  tax  system  needed  by 
the  County  Collector-Treasurer  have  been  made  by  the  County  Clerk's 
office. 


5.2  Property  Tax  System 
Controls  and 
Procedures-Additions 
and  Abatements 


Recommendation 


A  comparison  of  the  initial  addition  and  abatement  information  prepared  by 
the  County  Assessor  and  the  actual  changes  made  in  the  property  tax  system 
by  the  County  Assessor  and  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  and  her  deputy 
was  not  performed.  Additionally,  court  orders  for  additions  and  abatements 
made  in  November  2011  through  February  2012,  were  not  reviewed  and 
approved  by  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  until  August  2012, 
and  adequate  supporting  documentation  for  some  of  these  additions  and 
abatements  was  not  retained. 

The  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  should  ensure  a  comparison 
of  approved  additions  and  abatements  to  actual  changes  made  to  the 
property  tax  system  is  performed,  review  and  approve  additions  and 
abatements  in  a  timely  manner,  and  ensure  supporting  documentation  is 
maintained  to  support  the  changes  made. 


Status 


Implemented 


The  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  performed  a  comparison  of 
approved  additions  and  abatements  to  actual  changes  made  to  the  property 
tax  system  for  April  2013,  reviewed  and  approved  additions  and  abatements 
for  April  2013  on  May  6,  2013,  and  retained  supporting  documentation  of 
the  changes  made.  The  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  indicated  this 
comparison  will  be  performed  each  month. 


8.      Prosecuting  Attorney       Duties  were  not  adequately  segregated,  and  receipting  and  depositing 

Controls  and  Procedures  Procedures  needed  improvement. 

8.1    Segregation  of  duties       The  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  depositing,  disbursing  monies,  and 

reconciling  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  bank  account  were  not  adequately 
segregated.  The  office  manager  performed  all  of  these  duties.  While  the 
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Recommendation 


Status 


8.2  Receipting  and 

depositing  procedures 

Recommendation 
Status 


Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  he  reviewed  monthly  bank  reconciliations, 
his  review  was  not  always  documented,  and  he  indicated  he  did  not 
reconcile  receipt  slips  issued  to  deposits. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the 
extent  possible  or  ensure  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are 
performed  and  documented. 

In  Progress 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  documented  his  review  of  the  March  and  April 
2013  bank  reconciliations  and  indicated  he  will  periodically  reconcile 
receipt  slips  issued  to  deposits  in  the  future. 

Receipt  slips  were  not  issued  for  some  monies  received,  and  monies 
received  were  not  always  deposited  intact  and  in  a  timely  manner.  In 
addition,  the  original  copies  of  voided  receipt  slips  were  not  always 
maintained. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  require  receipt  slips  be  issued  for  all  monies 
received,  ensure  original  copies  of  voided  receipt  slips  are  retained,  and 
deposit  all  monies  received  intact  and  in  a  timely  manner. 

In  Progress 

A  receipt  slip  was  not  issued  for  $1,806  of  $20,297  received  between 
February  25  and  April  12,  2013.  No  receipt  slips  were  voided  between 
January  1,  2013,  and  May  13,  2013.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  indicated  all 
copies  of  voided  receipt  slips  will  be  retained  in  the  future.  All  monies 
receipted  between  February  28,  2013,  and  April  12,  2013,  were  deposited 
intact  and  timely. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Wayne  County 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2013-06, 
Wayne  County,  issued  in  January  2013,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow -Up  Team  to  Effect 
Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  county  about  the  follow-up 
review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  county,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  the  supporting  documentation  submitted  by  county  officials,  and 
held  discussions  with  county  officials.  Documentation  provided  by  the  county  included  budgets,  bank 
statements,  receipt  and  deposit  records,  and  various  other  financial  records.  This  report  is  a  summary  of 
the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially  completed  during  May  and  June,  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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1.      Financial  Condition         The  county's  General  Revenue  Fund  was  in  poor  financial  condition.  The 

General  Revenue  Fund  owed  $432,896  to  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 
as  a  result  of  the  county's  sales  tax  rollback  methodology.  The  General 
Revenue  Fund  experienced  significant  cash  flow  problems,  and  as  a  result, 
the  county  had  to  borrow  monies  from  other  county  funds  and  a  local  bank 
to  pay  bills. 


The  financial  condition  of  the  General  Revenue  Fund  was  further  strained 
by  the  additional  costs  associated  with  a  new  jail  that  opened  in  June  2009. 
The  loan  resolution  security  agreement  for  the  new  jail  required  $4,399  to 
be  deposited  annually  into  a  debt  reserve  account  until  the  accumulated 
balance  is  $43,990.  The  required  deposits  had  not  been  made  for  2009, 
2010,  and  2011. 


Recommendation 


Status 


During  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2011,  the  county  transferred  a  total 
of  $19,51 1  from  the  Sheriff's  Revolving  Fund  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 
The  Sheriff  indicated  these  monies  were  transferred  to  assist  the  county  in 
paying  various  expenses  of  the  Sheriff's  office;  however,  there  was  no 
supporting  documentation  to  demonstrate  if  these  monies  were  expended  in 
accordance  with  state  law. 

The  County  Commission  perform  long-term  planning,  closely  monitor  the 
county's  financial  condition,  and  continue  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to 
improve  the  financial  condition  of  the  General  Revenue  Fund.  In  addition, 
the  County  Commission  should  establish  a  debt  reserve  account  and  repay 
the  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund  $19,511  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 
Also,  the  county  should  refrain  from  interfund  borrowing  from  restricted 
funds. 

In  Progress 

Although  the  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  have  made  efforts 
in  this  area,  the  county's  financial  condition  remains  poor.  The  county  had  to 
borrow  $255,000  from  a  bank  during  2012  to  meet  obligations.  The  County 
Clerk  indicated  the  cash  balance  at  June  30,  2013,  was  $118,803;  however, 
this  was  before  sales  tax  monies  were  transferred  out  for  courthouse 
renovations.  The  county  plans  to  replace  the  roof  on  the  courthouse  this  fall. 
In  addition,  the  General  Revenue  Fund  still  has  significant  liabilities.  The 
amount  owed  to  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  due  to  the  sales  tax 
methodology  increased  during  2012,  and  $19,511  has  not  been  repaid  to  the 
Sheriff's  Revolving  Fund. 

However,  the  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  indicated  the  bank 
loan  was  repaid  in  June  2013,  no  interfund  borrowing  has  occurred  since 
June  2012,  and  the  debt  reserve  account  has  been  established  and  annual 
deposit  requirements  are  up  to  date.  The  County  Commission  expects  the 
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new  sales  tax  passed  in  April  2012  to  provide  an  additional  $100,000  per 
year  for  the  General  Revenue  Fund  beginning  in  2013. 


2.     County  Sales  Tax 


Recommendation 


The  General  Revenue  Fund  had  not  reimbursed  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge 
Fund  for  road  and  bridge  property  tax  reductions  related  to  sales  tax 
collections  deposited  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  since  2002,  and 
$432,896  was  owed  as  of  December  31,  2011.  Additionally,  as  of 
December  31,  2011,  property  tax  levies  had  not  been  adequately  reduced  by 
$39,607. 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  adequately  reduce  property  tax 
levies  for  50  percent  of  all  General  Revenue  sales  tax  revenue  and  develop  a 
plan  to  correct  the  accumulation  of  prior  years'  excess  property  tax 
collections.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  should  transfer  $432,896 
from  the  General  Revenue  Fund  to  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund. 
Subsequent  property  tax  levy  rollbacks  should  be  made  entirely  from  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  or  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  should  be 
repaid  the  appropriate  amount  on  an  annual  basis. 


Status 


Partially  Implemented 


The  General  Revenue  property  tax  levy  was  reduced  from  .1446  in  2011  to 
.1259  in  2012.  As  of  December  31,  2012,  property  tax  levies  have  not  been 
adequately  reduced  by  $23,352  (compared  to  $39,607  at  December  31, 
2011).  The  county  indicated  the  General  Revenue  property  tax  levy  will  be 
rolled  back  to  zero  in  2013. 


However,  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  property  tax  levy  was  rolled  back 
.0310  in  2012  to  offset  the  sales  tax  liability  and  no  transfers  were  made 
from  the  General  Revenue  Fund  to  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund.  As  a 
result,  the  General  Revenue  Fund  owes  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 
$472,239  at  December  31,  2012.  The  county  has  no  definite  plans  to  repay 
the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund. 


3.      Prosecuting  Attorney       Although  some  improvements  had  been  made  to  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's 
Procedures  office  procedures,  significant  weaknesses  still  existed. 

3.1    Unallowable  Donations   The  Prosecuting  Attorney  frequently  required  defendants  to  make  donations 

ranging  from  $50  to  $1,500  to  the  county's  Special  Law  Enforcement  Fund 
as  a  condition  for  reducing  charges  filed  on  traffic  tickets.  During  the  2 
years  ended  December  31,  2011,  donations  totaling  $180,000  were 
deposited  into  this  fund.  Although  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  had  a  fee 
schedule,  the  amount  paid  to  the  Special  Law  Enforcement  Fund  to  amend 
traffic  violations  to  non-moving  violations  could  be  negotiated  with  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney. 
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Recommendation 
Status 


3.2  Segregation  of  Duties 


Recommendation 


Status 


3.3  Restitution 


Recommendation 
Status 


3.4  Bad  check  fee  and 
donation  receipts 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney  reevaluate  the  practice  of  requiring  donations  to 
the  county  as  part  of  reducing  charges  filed. 

Not  Implemented 

The  procedures  related  to  accepting  donations  have  not  changed  since  the 
audit. 

The  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  and  transmitting  monies  were  not 
adequately  segregated.  One  of  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  secretaries  was 
responsible  for  receipting,  recording,  and  transmitting  monies  received  for 
bad  checks  and  another  secretary  performed  these  same  duties  for  donations 
to  the  Special  Law  Enforcement  Fund. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the 
extent  possible  or  ensure  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are 
performed  and  documented. 

Implemented 

The  two  secretaries  involved  in  the  process  now  review  each  other's  deposits 
and  sign  the  receipt  log  to  document  the  review. 

Receipt  slips  were  not  issued  for  restitution  monies  received  and  a  detailed 
record  of  restitution  receipts  was  not  maintained.  While  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  secretary  made  a  copy  of  each  money  order  and  placed  it  in  the 
defendant's  file,  there  was  no  centralized  record  of  all  monies  collected  to 
ensure  all  monies  were  properly  recorded  and  transmitted  to  the  victims. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  issue  receipt  slips  for  all  monies  received  and 
maintain  a  centralized  record  of  restitution  receipts  and  disbursements. 

Implemented 

A  new  receipt  book  was  started  for  restitution  receipts  on  March  19,  2013. 
As  a  result,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  has  a  centralized  record  of 
restitution  receipts  that  can  be  used  to  ensure  all  monies  are  transmitted  to 
the  victims. 

Receipt  slips  were  not  issued  immediately  upon  receipt  of  monies,  checks 
and  money  orders  were  not  restrictively  endorsed  promptly,  and  monies 
were  not  transmitted  timely.  Per  office  personnel,  receipt  slips  were  usually 
issued  and  checks  and  money  orders  were  endorsed  when  receipts  were 
transmitted  to  the  County  Treasurer.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office 
transmitted  bad  check  fees  approximately  once  each  month  and  donation 
receipts  approximately  every  2  weeks. 
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Recommendation  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  issue  receipt  slips  and  restrictively  endorse  money 

orders  and  checks  immediately  upon  receipt  of  monies  and  transmit  all 
monies  intact  on  a  timely  basis. 

Status  Implemented 


The  bad  check  clerk  indicated  all  bad  check  receipts  are  entered  into  the 
computer  system  immediately  upon  receipt,  money  orders  are  restrictively 
endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt,  and  bad  check  receipts  are  transmitted 
approximately  every  2  weeks. 

The  clerk  who  processes  donations  works  on  Tuesdays  and  Thursdays.  She 
indicated  she  issues  receipt  slips  and  restrictively  endorses  checks  and 
money  orders  as  soon  as  she  receives  them.  According  to  the  clerk, 
donations  are  transmitted  to  the  County  Treasurer  when  $500  is  received 
and  this  is  usually  every  1  or  2  weeks. 


Fees  were  not  always  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer  intact  and  on  a 
timely  basis.  Disbursements  of  fees  collected  in  2011  generally  occurred 
approximately  2  to  3  months  after  collection.  In  addition,  the  Sheriff 
indicated  monies  from  the  fee  account  were  sometimes  used  to  pay  for 
employees'  personal  purchases  (guns,  bullet  proof  vests,  etc.)  and  office 
operating  costs  and  equipment  and  later  repaid  by  the  employee  and/or 
County  Treasurer. 

Recommendation  The  Sheriff  disburse  fees  to  the  County  Treasurer  monthly  in  accordance 

with  state  law  and  discontinue  the  practice  of  using  accountable  fees  for 
purchases. 

Status  Implemented 


4. 1   Sheriff  Procedures  - 
Monthly  Disbursements 


Since  the  current  Sheriff  took  office  in  January  2013,  fees  have  been 
disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer  monthly  on  a  timely  basis.  Also, 
beginning  in  2013,  all  fees  are  turned  over  to  the  county  and  the  Sheriff's 
office  does  not  make  expenditures  from  the  fee  account. 


4.3   Sheriff  Procedures 
Liabilities 


Recommendation 


A  monthly  list  of  liabilities  was  not  prepared  and  reconciled  to  the  cash 
balance  for  the  Sheriffs  fee  account,  and  the  Sheriffs  office  was  unaware  of 
discrepancies.  At  our  request,  Sheriffs  office  personnel  prepared  a  list  of 
liabilities  as  of  March  31,  2012.  The  reconciled  bank  balance  of  $13,717 
exceeded  identified  liabilities  by  $1,115.  Also,  the  seizure  account  had 
maintained  an  unidentified  balance  of  $6,646  since  August  2005. 

The  Sheriff  ensure  a  list  of  liabilities  is  prepared  monthly  and  compared  to 
the  available  cash  balance.  Differences  should  be  promptly  investigated. 
After  sufficient  efforts  are  made  to  resolve  discrepancies,  any  remaining 
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unidentified  monies,  including  the  old  seizure  account,  should  be  disposed 
of  in  accordance  with  state  law. 


Status  Implemented 

The  balance  in  the  fee  account  as  of  April  30,  2013,  was  reconciled  to 
liabilities.  Efforts  were  made  to  identify  owners  of  monies  held  in  the  old 
seizure  account,  a  court  order  was  obtained  to  close  the  account,  and  the 
balance  was  disbursed  to  the  Special  Law  Enforcement  Fund  in  May  2013. 


Property  Tax  System  Although  the  County  Clerk  initialed  each  court  order  for  additions  and 
Controls  and  Procedures  abatements  and  the  County  Clerk  and  Presiding  Commissioner  signed  the 

summary  report,  there  was  no  independent  comparison  of  the  court  orders  to 

the  actual  changes  in  the  property  tax  system. 


Recommendation 


While  the  County  Clerk  maintained  files  of  tax  charges,  additions  and 
abatements,  and  the  County  Collector's  monthly  settlements,  the  County 
Clerk  did  not  maintain  an  account  book  or  other  record  summarizing 
property  tax  transactions  and  changes.  Therefore,  the  County  Clerk  and 
County  Commission  did  not  have  information  readily  available,  and  did  not 
adequately  review  the  monthly  and  annual  settlements  prepared  by  the 
County  Collector. 

The  County  Clerk  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book  with  the 
County  Collector.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  and  the  County 
Clerk  should  monitor  property  tax  system  activities  and  perform  a  thorough 
review  of  the  County  Collector's  monthly  and  annual  settlements. 


Status 


In  Progress 


The  County  Clerk  indicated  he  signs  off  on  court  orders,  documents  a 
review  of  assessed  valuations  and  related  charges  before  the  tax  book  is 
generated,  and  is  working  to  develop  an  account  book  with  the  collector. 
Once  an  account  book  is  developed  it  will  be  used  to  assist  in  the  review  of 
collector  settlements. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  Missouri 
Technology  Corporation 

Administrative  Costs  and  Fees    The  Missouri  Technology  Corporation  (MTC)  does  not  maintain  detailed 

timesheets  or  other  documentation  to  support  its  allocation  of  administrative 
costs,  and  some  actual  allocations  were  not  consistent  with  the  established 
allocation  percentages  provided  by  MTC  officials.  As  such,  individual  funds 
may  not  be  shouldering  their  fair  share  of  administrative  costs.  In  addition, 
the  MTC  does  not  adequately  track  administrative  cost  fund  balances.  At 
our  request,  the  MTC  created  reports  to  identify  activity  and  balances  by 
fund,  and  administrative  cost  funds  for  two  programs  had  negative  balances 
as  of  June  30,  2012.  The  audit  also  noted  administrative  subsidies  provided 
by  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  (DED)  are  not  reported  in  the 
MTC  financial  information  presented  to  the  Board  and  the  public,  making  it 
difficult  for  the  MTC  Board  and  the  DED  to  effectively  monitor 
administrative  costs  and  preventing  transparency.  The  DED  provided  the 
MTC  with  a  $369,122  administrative  subsidy  for  the  3  years  ended  June  30, 
2012. 

Budget  and  financial  documents  presented  to  the  Board  do  not  contain 
sufficient  detail  to  adequately  monitor  the  various  funds  administered.  The 
Board  does  not  receive  the  revenues,  expenses  and  fund  balances  of  the 
various  individual  programs  and  administrative  funds.  Instead,  the  annual 
Operating  Plans  provided  to  the  Board  contain  aggregated  information  and 
also  lack  beginning  and  projected  ending  balances  and  prior  year  actual 
amounts.  Similarly,  quarterly  Treasury  Reports  provided  to  the  Board  lack 
information  on  individual  program  balances.  Audit  staff  discovered  the 
MTC  made  multiple  misclassification  errors  when  instructing  its  outside 
accounting  firm  regarding  revenue  and  expenditure  transactions.  The  MTC 
also  does  not  adequately  oversee  accounting  transactions  processed  by  its 
outside  accounting  firm. 

Notes  Receivable  The  MTC  does  not  maintain  prenumbered  receipt  slips  or  a  summary 

control  log  of  receipts,  making  it  difficult  to  determine  if  monies  received 
are  deposited  in  a  timely  manner.  The  MTC  does  not  adequately  monitor 
notes  receivable  to  ensure  amounts  due  are  timely  collected  and  borrowers 
are  complying  with  the  terms  of  the  promissory  notes.  At  least  13  of  71 
payments  received  between  December  31,  2009  and  June  13,  2012  were 
delinquent,  and  one  company  had  not  remitted  any  monthly  payments  on  its 
loan  for  over  a  year.  Another  company  missed  its  November  201 1  payment, 
which  was  not  made  until  July  2012  when  audit  staff  inquired  about  the 
missing  payment. 

Meeting  Minutes  Although   Board   members   appear  to   be  recusing   themselves  from 

discussions  or  votes  for  which  they  have  a  potential  conflict  of  interest, 
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meeting  minutes  rarely  disclose  the  nature  of  the  potential  conflict  of 
interest. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


During  the  audit  period,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation  was  awarded 
and  expended  $1,680,000  in  Federal  Stimulus  monies,  including  a  $180,000 
grant  through  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  as  part  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Energy's  State  Energy  Program  for  an  Algae -Based 
Renewable  Energy  Study,  and  a  $1,500,000  Federal  Budget  Stabilization- 
Medicaid  Reimbursement  Fund  grant  for  the  construction  of  the  Missouri 
Plant  Science  Center  in  Mexico,  Missouri. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Mike  Downing,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Economic  Development 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors 
and 

William  Anderson,  Acting  Executive  Director 
Missouri  Technology  Corporation 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties 
under  Chapters  29  and  348,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to, 
the  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  2011,  and  2010.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  corporation's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  corporation's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  corporation,  as  well  as 
certain  external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal 
controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls 
have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain 
evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of 
legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk 
that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions 
could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable 
assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  corporation's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures 
applied  in  our  audit  of  the  corporation. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant  noncompliance 
with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Missouri 
Technology  Corporation. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Douglas  Porting,  CPA,  CFE 
Robert  Showers,  CPA,  CGAP 
Deborah  Whitis,  MBA,  CPA,  CIA 
Colby  Dollens 
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Missouri  Technology  Corporation 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Procedures  over  administrative  costs  and  fees  could  be  improved. 
Administrative  cost  allocations  are  not  supported  by  adequate 
documentation  and  do  not  always  appear  reasonable.  In  addition, 
administrative  fund  balances  are  not  adequately  tracked  and  some 
administrative  costs  subsidized  by  the  Department  of  Economic 
Development  (DED)  are  not  reflected  in  financial  reports.  Prior  audits  have 
included  concerns  over  the  tracking  of  administrative  costs. 


1.  Administrative 
Costs  and  Fees 


1 . 1  Cost  allocations  The  Missouri  Technology  Corporation  (MTC)  does  not  maintain  detailed 

timesheets  or  other  documentation  to  support  administrative  costs  allocated 
to  the  various  programs  administered.  MTC  officials  indicated 
administrative  cost  allocations  are  based  on  an  estimation  of  efforts  spent. 
For  fiscal  year  2010,  and  a  portion  of  fiscal  year  2011,  MTC  officials 
estimated  75  percent  of  administrative  expenses  associated  with  payroll 
were  allocable  to  the  Lewis  and  Clark  Discovery  Initiative  (LCDI) 
administrative  fund  and  the  remaining  25  percent  were  allocable  to  the  Life 
Sciences  Research  Trust  (LSRT)  administrative  fund.  For  the  remainder  of 
fiscal  2011,  and  all  of  fiscal  2012,  MTC  officials  estimated  85  percent  of 
payroll  expenses  and  other  general  expenses  such  as  telecommunications 
and  accounting  services  were  allocable  to  the  State  Small  Business  Credit 
Initiative  (SSBCI)  administrative  fund  and  the  remaining  15  percent  were 
allocable  to  either  the  LCDI  or  MTC  general  administrative  funds.  MTC 
officials  provided  no  evidence  to  support  the  allocation  percentages. 
Administrative  expenses  include  salaries,  office  space,  information 
technology,  accounting  services,  and  overall  administrative  support 
provided  to  the  MTC  by  the  DED. 

In  addition,  we  noted  some  actual  administrative  cost  allocations  were 
inconsistent  with  the  established  allocation  percentages  provided  by  MTC 
officials,  with  no  basis  provided  for  the  inconsistencies,  and  not  all 
allocations  appeared  reasonable. 

•  A  $4,516  disbursement  on  March  5,  2012,  for  accounting  services 
was  allocated  as  $1,067  (23.6  percent)  to  the  SSBCI  administrative 
fund  and  $3,449  (76.4  percent)  to  the  MTC  general  administrative 
fund  instead  of  the  estimated  basis  of  85  percent  to  SSBCI  and  15 
percent  to  the  MTC  general  administrative  fund.  Other  programs 
such  as  the  LCDI,  Missouri  Technology  Investment  (MoTIF), 
Bioscience  Entrepreneurial  Training  (BET),  Research  Alliance  of 
Missouri  (RAM),  and  LSRT,  appeared  to  benefit  from  the 
accounting  services  but  were  not  included  in  the  allocation. 

•  A  $25,000  disbursement  on  May  1,  2012,  for  the  Executive 
Director's  salary  reimbursement  to  the  DED  was  allocated  as  100 
percent  to  the  MoTIF  program.  While  using  MoTIF  funds  for  this 
administrative  purpose  is  allowed  by  state  law,  it  appears  the 


4 


Missouri  Technology  Corporation 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


Executive  Director  likely  spent  time  working  on  other  programs  to 
which  some  of  the  cost  could  have  been  directly  charged. 

•  Our  scan  of  the  accounting  records  indicates  all  fiscal  year  2010 
reimbursements  to  the  DED  for  departmental  administrative  pool 
billings  were  allocated  as  100  percent  to  the  MTC  general 
administrative  fund  instead  of  the  established  basis  of  75  percent  to 
LCDI  administrative  fund  and  25  percent  to  LSRT  administrative 
fund. 

•  The  reimbursement  of  $32,066  to  the  DED  for  the  salary  of  the 
Director  of  Operations  in  fiscal  year  2011  was  allocated  as  100 
percent  to  the  LSRT  administrative  fund.  This  allocation  appears 
unreasonable  since  it  is  unlikely  the  Director  of  Operations  devoted 
100  percent  of  her  time  to  the  LSRT  program. 

General  Cost  Principles  for  State  Governments  and  Non-Profit 
Organizations  (2  CFR  Parts  225  and  230  Appendix  A)  provide  basic 
considerations  affecting  the  allowability  of  costs.  One  of  these  factors  is  that 
the  costs  must  be  adequately  documented.  In  addition,  good  management 
practices  dictate  administrative  costs  should  be  supported  by  adequate 
documentation  including  detailed  timesheets  for  employees. 

1.2  Administrative  fund  Administrative  cost  fund  balances  are  not  adequately  tracked.  At  our 

balances  request,  the  MTC  created  reports  to  separately  identify  the  administrative 

income,  expenditures,  and  ending  balances  for  all  of  the  administrative  cost 
funds.  As  shown  in  the  table  below,  administrative  cost  funds  for  two 
programs  had  negative  balances  as  of  June  30,  2012.  As  a  result,  the  MTC 
utilized  funds  restricted  for  other  purposes  to  cover  these  cash  shortages. 


Beginning 

Ending 

Balance 

Balance 

Program/Fund 

July  1,2009 

Revenues 

Expenses 

June  30,  2012 

LCDI 

$629,206 

0 

393,369 

235,837 

LSRT 

104,019 

261,221 

323,444 

41,796 

LET 

0 

35,000 

1,056 

33,944 

SSBCI 

0 

306,532 

372,543 

(66,011) 

MoTIF 

0 

99,000 

99,000 

0 

RAM 

28,064 

0 

10,940 

17,124 

MTC  General 

(38,582) 

228,166 

309,689 

(120,105) 

Total 

$722,707 

929,919 

1,510,041 

142,585 

Properly  accounting  for  administrative  costs  associated  with  each  program 
is  necessary  to  ensure  restricted  program  funds  are  used  for  intended 
purposes. 
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Administrative  subsidies  from  the  DED  to  the  MTC  are  not  captured  or 
reported  in  MTC  financial  information  presented  to  the  Board  and  the 
public.  During  the  3  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  DED  incurred  direct 
administrative  expenses  totaling  $571,807  for  salary,  benefits,  travel 
expenses,  office  space,  and  utilities  attributable  to  the  MTC,  and  was 
reimbursed  a  total  of  $202,685  by  the  MTC.  The  result  is  a  total 
administrative  subsidy  of  $369,122  over  the  3  year  period. 

While  MTC  functions  are  clearly  within  the  mission  of  the  DED,  the 
corporation  is  a  separate  legal  entity.  Not  including  significant 
administrative  expenses  on  MTC  financial  reports  misrepresents  the 
corporation's  financial  activity  and  costs  of  operation.  Ensuring  all 
administrative  costs  are  reflected  in  the  corporation's  financial  reports  would 
allow  the  MTC  Board  and  the  DED  to  more  effectively  monitor 
administrative  costs,  and  would  provide  more  transparency  in  the 
administrative  costs  of  the  corporation. 

Recommendations         The  mtc: 

1.1  Ensure  amounts  for  salary,  office  space,  and  other  administrative 
services  provided  by  the  DED  are  supported  by  adequate 
documentation,  including  employee  timesheets,  and  clearly 
specified  in  the  agreement  between  the  DED  and  the  MTC. 

1.2  Monitor  administrative  funds  balances  to  prevent  deficit  spending 
and  to  ensure  restricted  funds  are  used  for  intended  purposes. 

1.3  Ensure  all  costs  to  administer  MTC  programs  are  reflected  in 
financial  reports. 

Audi  tee's  Response  The  MTC  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  response: 

1.1  MTC  agrees  that  procedures  to  more  clearly  outline  administrative 
cost  allocations  can  always  be  considered.  However,  MTC  strongly 
disagrees  that  its  administrative  cost  allocations  have  been 
unreasonable.  MTC  strives  to  directly  allocate  administrative  costs 
to  the  programs  they  support  when  such  costs  are  clearly 
identifiable.  When  administrative  costs  support  multiple  programs, 
those  costs  are  allocated  based  on  allocation  methodologies 
approved  by  the  MTC  Board  as  a  part  of  MTC s  annual  operating 
plan.  It  is  also  important  to  note  that  MTC  has  received  irregular 
injections  of  funding  at  irregular  intervals.  This  funding  approach 
creates  challenges  with  respect  to  strategically  implementing 
programs  and  planning  for  their  ongoing  administrative  costs.  The 
MTC  Board  has  worked  diligently  to  expend  funds  conservatively 
over  time  to  ensure  that  it  can  fund  MTC's  ongoing  obligations  for 
its  programs. 


1.3  DED  administrative 
subsidies 
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MTC  also  strongly  disagrees  with  Auditor's  conclusion  that  the 
allocation  of  the  Executive  Director's  salary  in  Fiscal  Year  2012 
was  unreasonable.  Section  7.020  of  House  Bill  7,  a  copy  of  which 
has  been  provided  to  the  SAO,  appropriates  funds  to  the 
Department  of  Economic  Development  for  the  Missouri  Technology 
Corporation,  for  "administration  and  for  science  and  technology 
development"  (emphasis  added).  This  audit  finding  appears  to  be 
based  on  a  misunderstanding  by  the  SAO  regarding  MTC s  funding 
source.  Specifically,  MoTIF  is  not  a  pool  of  funds  allocated  for  a 
particular  program.  The  salary  of  the  Executive  Director  clearly  is 
an  allowable  administrative  cost  paid  from  an  appropriation  for 
administrative  costs.  In  addition  to  being  entirely  consistent  with 
the  applicable  statute,  it  is  a  budget  decision  agreed  to  by  DED 
under  its  general  agreement  with  MTC  and  approved  by  the  MTC 
Board. 

DED  employees  providing  support  to  MTC  pursuant  to  the  DED's 
written  agreements  with  MTC  record  their  time  using  the  TMS 
timekeeping  system.  DED  and  MTC  agreed  to  a  fixed-cost  contract 
for  these  services  as  the  most  efficient  method.  In  addition,  MTC 
reimburses  DED  for  indirect  costs  pursuant  to  the  cost  allocation 
plan  as  do  other  agencies  of  the  DED. 

1.2  MTC  appreciates  the  Auditor's  advice  on  improvements  for  tracking 
administrative  fund  balances.  All  administrative  costs  incurred 
were  appropriate  expenditures  that  support  the  statutory  mission  of 
the  MTC.  MTC  staff  will  continue  to  work  with  its  outside 
accounting  firm,  Williams  Keepers,  LLC,  to  identify  reporting  tools 
to  continue  improving  its  administrative  fund  account  tracking. 

1.3  MTC  appreciates  the  Auditor's  recommendation  to  ensure  that  all 
costs  to  administer  MTC  programs  are  reflected  in  its  financial 
reports.  The  MTC  Board  believes  that  its  monitoring  of 
administrative  costs  is  effective;  however,  MTC  is  committed  to 
continual  improvement.  MTC  will  work  with  DED  to  identify  ways 
to  improve  reporting  the  costs  related  to  operating  MTC  programs. 
As  noted  in  the  audit  report,  MTC  functions  are  clearly  within  the 
mission  of  DED. 

Auditor  Comment  1.1       The  audit  report  describes  several  instances  where  administrative 

costs  were  charged  to  administrative  cost  pools  or  program  funds  at 
rates  other  than  the  established  allocation  percentages,  with  no 
documentation  to  support  the  deviation.  Regarding  the  MoTIF 
administrative  funding,  the  audit  report  recognizes  that  the 
administrative  dollars  in  question  are  not  limited  to  MoTIF  activity, 
but  questions  whether  a  portion  of  the  Executive  Director's  salary 
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could  have  been  directly  charged  to  other  cost  pools.  By  electing  to 
use  general  administrative  cost  pools  for  administrative  expenses 
that  could  be  charged  directly  to  other  programs,  the  MTC  risks 
having  to  inappropriately  charge  restricted  funds  for  unrelated  costs 
if  general  administrative  funds  are  depleted  in  future  periods. 


MTC  budgets  and  financial  information  provided  to  the  Board  do  not 
contain  sufficient  detail  to  properly  monitor  program  funds.  In  addition, 
numerous  accounting  errors  were  noted  during  our  audit  of  the  MTC.  The 
MTC  received  approximately  $17.7  million  and  disbursed  approximately 
$18.6  million  during  the  3  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

2. 1  Budgets  and  monitoring     Budget  and  financial  documents  presented  to  the  Board  do  not  contain 

sufficient  detail  to  adequately  monitor  the  various  funds  administered.  As 
indicated  in  MAR  finding  number  1,  the  MTC  does  not  adequately  track 
administrative  fund  activity  and,  similarly,  does  not  adequately  track  the 
activity  of  the  various  program  funds.  As  a  result,  the  revenues,  expenses 
and  fund  balances  of  the  various  programs  and  administrative  funds  are  not 
provided  to  the  Board.  While  the  fiscal  year  2011  and  2012  Operating  Plans 
provided  to  the  Board  include  a  consolidated  program  budget  and 
consolidated  administrative  budget,  the  projected  administrative 
expenditures  encompass  all  funding  sources  and  do  not  separately  identify 
expenditures  specific  to  each  funding  source.  In  addition,  these  budgets  lack 
beginning  and  projected  ending  balances  and  prior  year  actual  amounts. 

Quarterly  Treasury  Reports  provided  to  the  Board  throughout  the  year  also 
contain  consolidated  program  information  and  do  not  contain  information 
on  individual  program  balances.  Without  detailed  budget  to  actual  reports 
by  fund,  the  Board  cannot  adequately  monitor  the  funds  administered  to 
ensure  funds  are  being  used  for  their  intended  purpose. 

A  complete  and  well  planned  budget  can  serve  as  a  useful  management  tool 
by  establishing  specific  cost  expectations  for  each  area  and  providing  a 
means  to  effectively  monitor  actual  costs. 

Procedures  are  not  adequate  to  ensure  revenues  and  expenditures  are 
properly  classified  in  the  accounting  system.  MTC  personnel  provide 
instructions  to  an  outside  accounting  firm  regarding  the  classification  of 
transactions  in  the  accounting  system.  Our  review  noted  multiple 
classification  errors.  For  example,  $1.5  million  in  ARRA  monies  for  the 
Missouri  Plant  Science  Center  (MPSC)  were  incorrectly  recorded  on  the 
Income  Statement  as  administrative  income  instead  of  program  income 
during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2011.  Because  these  monies  were 
classified  to  the  MTC  general  administrative  fund  rather  than  creating  a 
separate  fund  for  the  MPSC,  the  corresponding  disbursement  of  these 
monies  was  also  classified  as  an  administrative  expense,  resulting  in  a 


2.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Oversight 


2.2  Accounting 

misclassifications 
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significant  overstatement  of  administrative  activity.  In  addition,  our  review 
of  the  MoTIF  fund  identified  $99,000  in  administrative  income  improperly 
recorded  as  program  income  and  $99,000  of  administrative  expenses 
improperly  recorded  as  program  expenses  for  costs  associated  with  the 
Executive  Director's  salary  reimbursement  to  the  DED  during  the  2  years 
ended  June  30,  2012.  We  also  noted  $32,066  for  wage  expenses  were 
incorrectly  recorded  as  consulting  fees  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  201 1. 

Accurate  accounting  records  are  necessary  for  MTC  officials  and  the  Board 
to  monitor  the  status  of  the  programs  they  are  charged  with  implementing, 
and  are  essential  to  effectively  evaluate  program  performance. 

2.3  Accounting  Oversight         Procedures  to  oversee  accounting  transactions  processed  by  an  outside 

accounting  firm  are  not  adequate.  Our  review  of  the  check  register  identified 
16  incorrectly  recorded  checks  where  the  sequential  check  number  posted  to 
the  check  register  was  off  by  one  digit  from  the  actual  check  number.  In 
addition,  another  24  checks  were  issued  out  of  sequence  and  26  of  40 
checks  voided  during  the  audit  period  were  not  recorded.  In  addition,  none 
of  the  voided  checks  were  mutilated  and  retained. 

Adequate  oversight  includes  ensuring  the  accuracy  of  the  accounting 
records  prepared  by  the  accounting  firm.  Without  thoroughly  reviewing  the 
accounting  records,  there  is  less  assurance  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  financial  reports  are  accurately  presented. 

Recommendations         The  mtc: 

Prepare  a  detailed  budget  for  program  and  administrative  funding 
needs,  including  beginning  and  projected  ending  balances,  and 
budgeted  revenues  and  expenses  for  each  fund.  In  addition,  the 
MTC  should  implement  procedures  to  monitor  budget-to-actual 
costs  and  present  this  information  to  the  Board  throughout  the  year. 

Establish  procedures  to  monitor  the  accuracy  of  financial  records 
and  ensure  records  are  complete  and  accurate.  Procedures  should 
include  accounting  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  checks  and 
properly  defacing  and  retaining  voided  checks. 

MTC  appreciates  the  Auditor's  advice  for  improving  budgeting  and 
monitoring  procedures.  As  a  part  of  MTC's  ongoing  efforts  to 
strengthen  its  governance,  MTC  has  significantly  increased  the 
amount  of  detailed  financial  information  provided  to  the  MTC 
Board  and  instituted  a  practice  of  adopting  an  annual  operating 
plan,  which  includes  both  administrative  and  programmatic  budgets 
for  the  funding  made  available  to  MTC.  The  MTC  Board  receives  a 


2.1 


2.2& 
2.3 


Auditee's  Response  2.1 
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Treasurer's  Report  prior  to  each  regular  quarterly  Board  meeting 
that  includes  financial  statements  (balance  sheet  as  of  the  most 
recent  month-end  and  profit  and  loss  statement),  a  quarterly 
transaction  report,  an  outstanding  checks  report,  a  report  of 
administrative  expenses  comparing  actual  amounts  to  the 
corresponding  amounts  in  the  operating  budget  approved  by  the 
MTC  Board,  and  an  investment  portfolio  report.  In  addition  to  the 
quarterly  Treasurer's  Report,  the  MTC  Board  also  receives  a 
monthly  financial  report  which  includes  financial  statements 
(balance  sheet  as  of  the  most  recent  month-end  and  year-to-date 
profit  and  loss  statement),  monthly  transaction  report,  monthly 
outstanding  check  report,  a  report  of  administrative  expenses 
comparing  actual  amounts  to  the  corresponding  amounts  in  the 
operating  budget  approved  by  the  MTC  Board  and  a  monthly  loan 
exception  report.  MTC  staff  will  continue  to  seek  ways  to  improve 
the  financial  information  regularly  provided  to  the  Board  to  further 
strengthen  oversight. 


2.2& 

2.3  MTC  contracts  with  Williams  Keepers,  LLC  to  provide  financial 
accounting  and  related  services  to  MTC.  Williams  Keepers  is  a 
highly  respected  accounting  firm  in  central  Missouri  with 
substantial  experience  assisting  public  bodies.  While  Williams 
Keepers  has  advised  MTC  that  the  process  for  destroying  voided 
checks  was  entirely  appropriate,  MTC  now  requires  Williams 
Keepers  to  return  any  voided  check  to  MTC  staff  to  confirm  the 
check  has  been  properly  defaced  and  retained.  Additionally,  all 
voided  checks  are  clearly  recorded  in  the  MTC's  general  ledger. 
MTC  also  notes  that  there  have  been  no  unauthorized 
disbursements  based  on  the  previous  practice  used  for  destroying 
voided  checks.  MTC  will  continue  to  work  with  Williams  Keepers  to 
further  improve  the  way  MTC's  finances  are  classified,  recorded, 
tracked  and  presented. 

While  MTC  officials  have  improved  the  information  provided  to  the 
Board  since  the  prior  audit,  information  provided  pertaining  to 
program  and  administrative  fund  balances  remains  aggregated,  and 
would  be  more  beneficial  if  individual  program  and  administrative 
fund  balances  are  included. 


Auditor  Comment  2.1 


1    1VT  4-      B  Kl  Controls  and  procedures  over  payments  collected  on  promissory  notes 

J.   iNOteS  -KeCeiVaDie        receivable  could  be  improved.  In  addition,  the  MTC  does  not  adequately 

monitor  past  due  promissory  notes  and  does  not  assess  penalties  due  as 
required  by  promissory  notes.  Notes  receivable  on  approved  projects  of  the 
LCDI  and  SSBCI  programs  totaled  $6.7  million  as  of  June  30,  2012. 
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3.1  Receipts  and  deposits         Neither  prenumbered  receipt  slips  nor  a  summary  control  log  of  receipts  is 

maintained  to  document  the  date  of  each  payment  received.  Rather, 
payments  received  are  recorded  on  subsidiary  ledgers  maintained  for  each 
loan  and  only  the  check  date  is  recorded.  As  a  result,  it  is  difficult  to 
determine  if  receipts  are  deposited  in  a  timely  manner.  Utilizing  the 
recorded  check  date  and  allowing  2  days  for  mail  delivery,  our  review 
estimates  29  of  the  71  receipts  reviewed,  or  38  percent,  were  not  deposited 
within  5  days  of  receipt.  Under  these  assumptions,  the  time  elapsed  from 
receipt  to  deposit  on  these  29  receipts  ranged  from  6  to  34  calendar  days. 

Failure  to  implement  adequate  receipting  and  depositing  procedures 
increases  the  risk  that  loss  or  misuse  of  monies  received  will  go  undetected. 

3.2  Monitoring  MTC  procedures  are  not  sufficient  to  adequately  monitor  notes  receivable 

and  ensure  timely  collection  of  amounts  due  and  compliance  with  the  terms 
of  the  promissory  notes.  At  least  13  of  the  71  payments  received  during  the 
period  from  December  31,  2009,  to  June  13,  2012,  appear  to  have  been 
delinquent  and  at  least  12  payments  from  one  company  remained 
outstanding  as  of  October  15,  2012. 

As  noted  above,  the  MTC  does  not  record  the  date  payments  are  received. 
However,  by  utilizing  the  recorded  check  date  and  allowing  2  days  for  mail 
delivery,  we  estimated  at  least  13  of  the  71  payments  reviewed  were  greater 
than  15  days  delinquent  when  received.  Furthermore,  four  of  these 
payments  were  more  than  31  days  past  due.  If  the  actual  receipt  date  is 
closer  to  the  actual  deposit  date,  the  period  of  delinquency  is  even  longer. 

As  of  October  15,  2012,  one  company  had  not  remitted  a  payment  on  its 
loan  since  August  15,  2011,  even  though  the  original  promissory  note  was 
amended  in  April  2011  due  to  difficulties  making  the  original  loan 
payments.  In  addition,  the  August  15,  2011,  payment  received  was  for  the 
monthly  payment  due  June  30,  2011.  MTC  notified  the  company  on 
September  26,  2011,  that  interest  was  accruing  at  the  past  due  rate.  MTC 
also  required  the  company  to  provide  weekly  status  updates,  furnish 
financial  statements  for  the  quarter  ending  June  30,  2011,  and  obtain 
ownership  of  and  install  collateral  in  the  Missouri  facility.  Although  weekly 
status  updates  and  the  June  30,  2011,  unaudited  financial  statements  were 
furnished  to  the  MTC,  there  was  no  documentation  of  whether  the  collateral 
was  acquired  and  installed  in  Missouri  or  if  more  recent  financial  statements 
were  requested  by  the  MTC  or  provided  by  the  company. 

Our  review  identified  another  company  missed  its  November  201 1  payment. 
While  MTC  officials  notified  the  company  of  the  past  due  payment  in 
December  2011,  payment  was  not  made  until  July  2012  when  we  inquired 
about  the  missed  payment. 
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In  addition,  no  late  payment  penalties  were  assessed  on  past  due  payments 
of  any  projects  as  stipulated  in  the  promissory  notes.  The  promissory  notes 
indicate  if  a  borrower  fails  to  make  any  payment  within  15  days  after  the 
date  such  payment  is  due,  the  borrower  shall  pay  on  demand  to  MTC  a  late 
charge  equal  to  5  percent  of  the  amount  of  such  overdue  payment. 

Procedures  to  monitor  and  follow-up  on  past  due  promissory  notes  are 
necessary  to  ensure  payment  is  received.  Failure  to  monitor  unpaid  amounts 
may  result  in  lost  revenue  and  program  funds. 

Recommendations         The  mtc: 

3.1  Issue  prenumbered  receipt  slips  or  maintain  a  summary  log  of  all 
payments  received,  noting  the  receipt  date,  and  reconcile  with 
deposit  records  to  ensure  receipts  are  deposited  in  a  timely  manner. 

3.2  Establish  procedures  to  monitor  and  timely  follow  up  on  past  due 
payments,  including  enforcing  late  payment  fees  in  accordance  with 
promissory  notes. 

Auditee's  Response  The  MTC  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  response: 

3.1  MTC  appreciates  the  Auditor's  advice  for  improved  tracking  of  loan 
payments  and  deposits.  MTC  staff  has  taken  several  steps  to 
improve  loan  payment  tracking.  Check  dates  and  receipt  dates  for 
each  loan  payment  are  now  recorded  in  MTC's  loan  payment 
tracking  log.  MTC  has  also  made  an  electronic  payment  option 
available  to  borrowers  to  encourage  timely  payments  in  an  efficient, 
business-friendly  manner. 

3.2  MTC  agrees  in  part  and  disagrees  in  part  with  this  finding.  With 
respect  to  enforcing  late  payment  fees,  MTC  views  late  payment  fees 
as  a  last  resort  for  materially  non-compliant  companies  after  other 
efforts  have  been  exhausted.  MTC  is  a  non-profit  corporation  whose 
mission  is  to  support  early-stage  small  businesses.  Many  times  these 
companies  are  staff-constrained  and  payment  systems  are  not  fully 
developed  or  affordable.  MTC  uses  best  efforts  to  resolve  payment 
delinquencies  in  a  way  that  will  facilitate  the  company's  growth  and 
not  compromise  its  efforts  to  successfully  commercialize  its 
technologies.  A  more  aggressive  approach  to  late  payment  fees  is 
inconsistent  with  MTC's  economic  development  mission  to  assist 
small  businesses. 

MTC  agrees  that  loan  payment  tracking  and  compliance  always  can 
be  improved.  MTC  staff  is  now  preparing  a  monthly  exception 
report  that  more  quickly  identifies  late  or  missed  payments  and 
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other  outstanding  contractual  obligations  of  its  loan  portfolio. 
These  reports  are  used  to  bring  borrowers  back  into  compliance 
and  are  also  included  in  MTC's  monthly  financial  report  to  the 
Board.  Additionally,  MTC  is  implementing  a  loan  tracking  software 
solution  to  electronically  track  loan  payments  and  obligations  in  a 
more  systematic  way  that  allows  existing  staff  resources  to  be  used 
more  efficiently. 


A     A/I  A/I*      +  Open  meeting  minutes  do  not  always  disclose  the  potential  conflict  of 

§  lVllIlllt6S        interest  for  board  members  recusing  themselves  from  participating  in 
discussions  or  voting  on  decisions. 


Board  members  appear  to  be  properly  recusing  themselves  from  discussions 
or  votes  on  decisions  in  which  they  have  potential  conflicts,  as  required  by 
current  policy,  however,  meeting  minutes  rarely  disclose  the  nature  of  the 
potential  conflict  of  interest.  Our  review  of  the  MTC  Board's  fiscal  year 
2012  minutes  identified  18  recusals  by  Board  members;  however,  the  nature 
of  the  conflict  was  not  disclosed  in  the  minutes  for  any  of  these  recusals.  In 
addition,  an  instance  was  noted  in  which  one  Board  member  did  not  recuse 
himself,  but  did  disclose  a  potential  conflict  of  interest  in  the  minutes.  There 
was  no  documentation  in  the  minutes  of  any  action  taken  by  the  Board  to 
determine  if  an  actual  conflict  existed. 


As  required  by  statute,  the  MTC  Board  includes  a  significant  number  of 
individuals  with  interests  or  representation  in  the  technology  industry. 
While  such  involvement  provides  industry  insights  and  can  be  beneficial,  it 
also  results  in  the  potential  for  conflicts  of  interest.  Disclosing  the  nature  of 
any  conflicts  resulting  in  recusals  from  discussions  or  votes  would  increase 
the  transparency  of  the  Board  and  its  decisions. 

Recommendation  The  MTC  Board  should  revise  the  conflict  of  interest  policy  to  require 

disclosure  of  the  nature  of  potential  conflicts  of  interest  in  the  meeting 
minutes. 

Auditee's  Response  The  MTC  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  response: 

MTC  appreciates  the  Auditor's  advice  for  continued  improvement  of  its 
best-in-class  conflicts  of  interest  policy.  The  MTC  Board  employs  a  very 
conservative  conflicts  of  interest  policy  to  address  actual  and  even 
perceived  conflicts  of  interest  that  may  arise  in  the  course  of  executing  its 
economic  development  mission.  Auditors  identified  one  instance  where  a 
Board  member  disclosed  a  potential  conflict  of  interest  but  did  not  recuse 
from  the  discussion  and  voted  on  the  matter.  This  specific  disclosure  was 
made  out  of  an  abundance  of  conservatism  given  the  very  proactive  efforts 
the  MTC  undertakes  to  prevent  conflicts  of  interest  or  even  the  appearance 
of  a  conflict.  The  MTC  Board  determined  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
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disclosed  relationship  did  not  rise  to  the  level  which  required  a  recusal  of 
the  Board  member  pursuant  to  Article  III,  Section  2  of  MTC's  Conflicts  of 
Interest  Policy. 
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The  Missouri  Technology  Corporation  (MTC)  was  authorized  by  Section 
348.251,  RSMo,  in  1994  to  replace  the  Missouri  Business  Modernization 
and  Technology  Corporation.  The  MTC  was  organized  and  held  its  first 
board  meeting  on  November  14,  1994,  and  its  Articles  of  Incorporation 
were  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  State  on  January  10,  1995.  The  MTC  is  a 
not-for-profit  corporation. 

The  purposes  of  the  MTC  are  to  contribute  to  the  strengthening  of  the 
economy  of  the  state  through  development  of  science  and  technology,  to 
promote  the  modernization  of  Missouri  businesses  by  supporting  the 
transfer  of  science,  technology,  and  quality  improvement  methods  to  the 
workplace  and  to  enhance  the  productivity  and  modernization  of  Missouri 
businesses  by  providing  leadership  in  the  establishment  of  methods  of 
technology  application,  technology  commercialization,  and  technology 
development.  MTC  staff  include  one  full  time  Acting  Executive  Director 
paid  by  MTC  funds,  as  well  as  a  Director  of  Operations  and  a  Senior 
Associate,  who  are  full  time  Department  of  Economic  Development  (DED) 
employees  working  on  MTC  related  tasks  part  of  the  time.  The  MTC 
reimburses  the  DED  a  pro  rata  share  of  the  costs  related  to  these  two 
employees. 

In  1999,  the  Governor  and  General  Assembly  appropriated  $2  million  to  the 
MTC  for  a  state  investment  in  a  new  technology  park  located  at  Fort 
Leonard  Wood,  Missouri.  The  University  of  Missouri  matched  the  state's 
investment  with  $2  million  of  its  own  funds  and  took  on  the  role  of 
managing  partner. 

In  May  2007,  the  Lewis  and  Clark  Discovery  Initiative  (LCDI)  was  signed 
into  law  to  provide  Missouri's  colleges  and  universities  with  funding  for 
facility  and  infrastructure  improvements.  An  appropriation  of  $15  million 
was  directed  to  the  MTC  for  various  programs  designed  to  improve 
commercialization  of  Missouri  technologies.  As  of  June  30,  2012,  LCDI 
disbursements  totaled  approximately  $8.8  million,  which  included  $8 
million  for  programs  (equity  investments,  grants,  and  loans)  and  $800,000 
for  administrative  expenses. 

In  2008,  the  MTC,  at  the  request  of  the  Missouri  Life  Sciences  Research 
Board,  began  providing  administrative  services  to  that  Board.  The  MTC 
reviews  activity  and  funding  reports  of  ten  Missouri  Innovation  Centers  and 
works  with  the  University  of  Missouri  and  the  Missouri  Federal  and  State 
Technology  program. 

In  2009,  the  MTC,  through  a  DED  appropriation,  was  designated  to  receive 
$2.5  million  for  the  planning,  design,  renovation,  equipment  purchase  and 
construction  of  the  Missouri  Plant  Science  Center  in  Mexico,  Missouri.  The 
25,000  square -foot  facility  opened  its  doors  and  welcomed  its  managing 
tenant,  Soy  Labs  LLC,  in  the  spring  of  2011. 
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In  September  2010,  the  State  Small  Business  Credit  Initiative  (SSBCI)  was 
created  by  Congress  upon  passage  of  the  Small  Business  Job  Act  of  2010. 
The  SSBCI  provides  federal  funds  to  strengthen  state  programs  that  support 
lending  to  small  businesses  and  small  manufacturers.  In  2011,  the  state  of 
Missouri  was  awarded  almost  $27  million  through  this  initiative  from  the 
U.S.  Treasury  that  will  be  disbursed  over  a  7-year  period,  of  which  $16.9 
million  will  be  passed  through  the  DED  to  the  MTC  for  the  Innovation, 
Development  and  Entrepreneurial  Advancement  program.  The  MTC 
received  approximately  $11.5  million  in  SSBCI  funding  through  June  30, 
2012. 

The  MTC  Board  of  Directors  is  composed  of  15  members: 

1)  The  director  of  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  or  his 
designee; 

2)  The  president  of  the  University  of  Missouri  system  or  his  designee; 

3)  A  member  of  the  state  senate  appointed  by  the  president  pro  tem  of 
the  senate; 

4)  A  member  of  the  house  of  representatives  appointed  by  the  speaker 
of  the  house; 

5)  Eleven  members  appointed  by  the  governor,  two  of  which  shall  be 
from  the  public  sector  and  nine  from  the  private  sector  who  shall 
include,  but  shall  not  be  limited  to,  individuals  who  represent 
technology-based  businesses  and  industrial  interests.  The  governor 
shall  appoint  one  of  the  private  sector  members  as  chairman. 

The  members  of  the  MTC  Board  of  Directors  as  of  June  30,  2012  were: 


Term  Expires 


 Appointed  Board  members  October  1, 

Joseph  G.  Bannister,  Chairman  2012 
Daniel  P.  Mehan,  Vice -Chairman  2014 
Dr.  Jim  Baker,  Secretary-Treasurer  2013 
Elizabeth  Canuteson  2015 
Victoria  A.  Gonzalez  2012 
Gary  Kemp  2013 
David  Kerr  2012 
Donn  Rubin  2014 
Gregory  A.  Steinhoff  2012 
Michael  D.  Welte  2013 
Vacant  (1)  


(1)  Dr.  Anthony  Harris  resigned  on  August  24,  2011 
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Standing  Board  members 

Jason  Hall,  Delegate  for  the  Department  of  Economic  Development 
Director 

Dr.  Michael  F.  Nichols,  Delegate  for  the  President,  University  of  Missouri 

Rob  Schaaf,  State  Senate 

Thomas  Long,  House  of  Representatives 

Ex-Officio  Board  members 
Colonel  Charles  A.  Williams,  Fort  Leonard  Wood 
Raymond  Tait,  Ph.D.,  Research  Alliance  of  Missouri  Chair 
Nasser  Arshadi,  Ph.D.,  Research  Alliance  of  Missouri  Treasurer 

In  2003,  following  a  request  by  the  governor  and  under  a  contractual 
agreement  with  the  DED,  the  MTC  established  the  Research  Alliance  of 
Missouri  (RAM).  The  RAM  is  a  cooperative  effort  of  the  DED,  the  MTC 
and  many  Missouri  higher  education  institutions  with  active  research  and 
development  programs.  The  mission  of  the  RAM  is  to  improve  the  well- 
being  of  Missourians  through  increased  research  productivity  and 
technology  innovation  within  Missouri  universities;  to  promote  economic 
development  through  increased  collaborative  efforts  between  the  academic 
and  business  sectors;  and  to  provide  greater  access  of  Missouri  businesses  to 
university-derived  technologies.  The  primary  goals  of  the  RAM,  according 
to  the  strategic  plan,  are  to  increase  the  number  of  multi-university  research 
proposals  and  awards  and  to  improve  university/industry  relationships. 
Universities  in  the  state  with  at  least  $10  million  in  research  and 
development  expenditures  annually  are  eligible  for  membership.  The  RAM 
is  structured  as  a  board  with  a  senior  research  official  of  each  member 
university  serving  as  members. 

The  members  of  the  RAM  Board  of  Directors  as  of  June  30,  2012  were: 

Raymond  Tait,  Ph.D.,  Chair 

Allen  Kunkel,  Vice  Chair 

Nasser  Arshadi,  Ph.D.,  Treasurer 

Maria  DiStefano,  Ph.D. 

Rob  Duncan,  Ph.D. 

Alan  Glaros,  Ph.D. 

Karla  Rober 

Jane  C.  Johnson 

Evan  Kharasch,  M.D.,  Ph.D. 

Cindy  Kiel 

Ted  R.  Knous,  Ph.D. 

Krishna  Krishnamurthy,  Ph.D. 

Michael  F.  Nichols,  Ph.D. 

Victoria  Steel,  Ph.D. 

Vacant 
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American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


According  to  management,  the  MTC  was  awarded  the  following  American 
Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009  funding  during  the  3  years  ended 
June  30,  2012: 


A  $180,000  grant  was  provided  through  the  DED  from  the  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  (DNR)  as  part  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy's  State 
Energy  Program  for  an  Algae -Based  Renewable  Energy  Study.  During  the  2 
years  ended  June  30,  2012,  $180,000  was  received  and  expended. 

A  $1,500,000  grant  was  provided  through  the  DED  from  the  Federal  Budget 
Stabilization  -  Medicaid  Reimbursement  Fund  for  construction  of  the 
Missouri  Plant  Science  Center  located  at  Mexico,  Missouri.  During  the  3 
years  ended  June  30,  2012,  $1,500,000  was  received  and  expended. 

A  summary  of  the  MTC's  financial  activity,  as  reflected  in  the  MTCs 
compiled  financial  statements,  is  presented  in  the  following  appendixes. 
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Missouri  Technology  Corporation 
Comparative  Balance  Sheet 


June  30, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

Assets 

Current  Assets 
Cash 

Certificates  of  Deposit 

$ 

9,216,418 
1,718,379 

8,896,732 
0 

10,234,947 
0 

Total  Cash 

10,934,797 

8,896,732 

10,234,947 

Other  Current  Assets 
Notes  Receivable 

6,716,314 

1,496,037 

772,111 

Total  Other  Current  Assets 

6,716,314 

1,496,037 

772,111 

Total  Current  Assets 

17,651,111 

10,392,769 

11,007,058 

Fixed  Assets 

Office  Equipment 
Accumulated  Depreciation 

15,280 
(14,371) 

15,280 
(13,766) 

15,280 
(13,161) 

Net  Fixed  Assets 

909 

1,514 

2,119 

Other  Assets 
Investments 

6,438,002 

3,037,965 

1,914,468 

Total  Other  Assets 

6,438,002 

3,037,965 

1,914,468 

Total  Assets 

$ 

24,090,022 

13,432,248 

12,923,645 

Liabilities  and  Equity 
Current  Liabilities 

Payroll  Liabilities 
Contractual  Committed  Funds 

$ 

0 

59,648 

0 

59,648 

900 
320,957 

Total  Current  Liabilities 

59,648 

59,648 

321,857 

Equity 

Retained  Earnings 
Net  Income 

13,372,600 
10,657,774 

12,601,788 
770,812 

13,678,326 
(1,076,538) 

Total  Equity 

24,030,374 

13,372,600 

12,601,788 

Total  Liabilities  and  Equity 

$ 

24,090,022 

13,432,248 

12,923,645 

Source:  Missouri  Technology  Corporation's  compiled  financial  statements 
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Missouri  Technology  Corporation 

Comparative  Statement  of  Revenues  and  Expenses  -  Modified  Cash  Basis 


Year  Ended  June  30 


2012 


Income 

Administrative  Income 
Program  Income 
Miscellaneous  Income 

Total  Income 

Expense 


Total  Expense 

Net  Operating  Income 


306,531 
13,207,859 
106 


13,514,496 


2,970,311 


2011 


1,172,904 
2,189,000 
93 


3,361,997 


Administrative  Services 

2,340 

2,716 

Bank  Service  Charge 

36 

36 

Conference  Expense 

0 

17,757 

Depreciation 

605 

605 

Dues  and  Subscriptions 

0 

15 

Fees 

10 

0 

Insurance 

8,044 

8,806 

License  and  Permits 

0 

0 

Meetings 

835 

210 

Miscellaneous 

0 

0 

Office  Supplies 

249 

316 

Payroll  Expense 

0 

0 

Payroll  Tax 

6,502 

6,502 

Postage  and  Delivery 

1,455 

1,895 

Printing  and  Reproduction 

1,458 

3,948 

Professional  Fees 

Accounting 

21,410 

61,408 

Consulting 

0 

32,066 

Legal  Fees 

307,978 

127,547 

Program  Expense 

2,491,180 

2,332,838 

Rent 

63 

0 

Retirement  Expense 

495 

0 

Supplies 

30 

191 

Telecommunications 

3,779 

4,195 

Travel  and  Entertainment 

7,071 

7,141 

Wages 

116,771 

85,985 

2,694,177 


2010 


10,544,185 


667,820 


588,308 
0 

 54_ 

588,362 


2,064 
36 
510 
1,762 
545 
0 

9,604 
15 
901 
70 
682 
(18) 
6,502 
2,425 
1,132 

19,224 
132,750 
270,797 
1,124,794 
0 
0 
0 

7,673 
18,747 
116,237 
1,716,452 

(1,128,090) 


Other  Income 

Interest  Income  -  Administrative 

Interest  Income  -  Program 

Other  Income 

Program  Reimbursement 

Unrealized  Gain(Loss) 
Net  Income  $ 


113,462 
0 
0 
127 
0 


35,815 
19,944 
158 
0 

47,075 


10,657,774 


770,812 


51,552 
0 
0 
0 

 0_ 

(1,076,538) 


Source:  Missouri  Technology  Corporation's  compiled  financial  statements 
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Missouri  Technology  Corporation 
Notes  Receivable 


Balance  as  of 


Name  of  Recipient 

Funding  Source 

June  30,  2012 

AndroJek,  Inc. 

LCDI 

$ 

125,000 

Apse,  LLC 

SSBCI 

50,000 

CardiaLen,  Inc. 

SSBCI 

250,000 

Cars  'N  Kids,  Inc. 

LCDI 

15,000 

Cervimark,  LLC 

LCDI 

50,000 

Confluence  Life  Sciences,  Inc. 

LCDI 

75,000 

Confluence  Life  Sciences,  Inc. 

SSBCI 

250,000 

Dermelle,  LLC 

SSBCI 

100,000 

Electrochaea,  LLC 

SSBCI 

240,000 

Emerald  Automotive,  LLC 

SSBCI 

2,000,000 

Gremln,  LLC 

SSBCI 

100,000 

Innovaprep,  LLC 

LCDI 

399,664 

Katalyst  Surgical,  LLC 

LCDI 

431,214 

Kypha,  Inc. 

LCDI 

225,000 

Leinco  Technologies,  Inc. 

LCDI 

278,712 

PetScreen,  Inc. 

LCDI 

246,757 

Pulse  Therapeutics,  Inc. 

LCDI 

11,067 

Spogen  Biotech,  Inc. 

SSBCI 

90,000 

Sustainable  Community  Development,  LLC 

LCDI 

480,000 

SyMyCo,  Inc. 

LCDI 

250,000 

Traxxsson,  LLC 

LCDI 

75,000 

Vasculox,  Inc. 

LCDI 

73,900 

VirRx,  Inc. 

LCDI 

50,000 

Verto  Medical  Solutions,  LLC 

SSBCI 

750,000 

Xtend  Energy,  LLC 

SSBCI 

100,000 

$ 

6,716,314 

LCDI  -  Lewis  and  Clark  Discovery  Initiative 
SSBCI  -  State  Small  Business  Credit  Initiative 


Source:  Missouri  Technology  Corporation's  Detailed  Balance  Sheet 


Appendix  D 

Missouri  Technology  Corporation 
Equity  Investments 

Balance  as  of 


Name  of  Recipient 

Funding  Source 

June  30,  2012 

AndroJek,  Inc. 

SSBCI 

$ 

200,000 

Global  Velocity,  Inc. 

SSBCI 

749,999 

ImmunoPhotonics,  Inc. 

LCDI 

69,000 

ImmunoPhotonics,  Inc. 

SSBCI 

205,809 

Jbara  Software,  Inc. 

SSBCI 

50,000 

Kereos,  Inc. 

SSBCI 

250,000 

Kiosite,  LLC 

SSBCI 

335,000 

LockerDome,  LLC 

SSBCI 

199,997 

Media  Convergence  Group,  Inc. 

LCDI 

187,500 

Missouri  Plant  Science  Center 

ARRA 

1,500,000 

Pulse  Therapeutics,  Inc. 

LCDI 

197,075 

Pulse  Therapeutics,  Inc. 

SSBCI 

1,000,000 

UM/FLW  Technology  Park 

State  Appropriation  in  1999 

1,493,622 

$ 

6,438,002 

ARRA  -  American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act 
LCDI  -  Lewis  and  Clark  Discovery  Initiative 
SSBCI  -  State  Small  Business  Credit  Initiative 

Source:  Missouri  Technology  Corporation's  Detailed  Balance  Sheet 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge 
Fortieth  Judicial  Circuit 
and 

Municipal  Judge 
and 

Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
City  of  Pineville,  Missouri 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2013-14,  Fortieth 
Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division,  issued  in  February  2013,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's 
Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect  Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program 
are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  municipal  division  about  the 
follow-up  review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  municipal  division,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to 
develop  a  timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As 
part  of  the  AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  the  written  status  of  selected  findings  and 
recommendations  and  supporting  documentation  submitted  by  city  and  municipal  division  officials,  and 
held  meetings  with  city  and  municipal  division  officials.  Documentation  provided  by  the  municipal 
division  included  manual  receipt  slips;  bank  statements;  Justice  Information  System  (JIS),  the  Missouri 
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Courts  automated  case  management  system  reports;  case  files;  ticket  logs;  and  various  other  financial  and 
court  records.  This  report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially 
completed  during  June  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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Between  June  2010  and  May  2012  municipal  division  cash  receipts  totaling 
at  least  $19,648  were  received  but  not  deposited.  Some  essential  records 
documenting  amounts  received  and  case  and  ticket  dispositions  could  not  be 
located  by  the  municipal  division.  These  problems  with  records,  along  with 
correspondence  with  various  defendants,  indicated  additional  funds  of  at 
least  $1,648  could  have  also  been  missing.  The  former  Court  Clerk  was 
primarily  responsible  for  receipting,  recording,  and  depositing  all  monies 
received  by  the  municipal  division. 


1.     Missing  Monies 


Recommendation 


The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  work  with  law  enforcement 
officials  regarding  any  possible  criminal  prosecution  related  to  the  missing 
funds,  including  restitution.  In  addition,  an  attempt  should  be  made  to  locate 
or  recover  the  missing  court  records  and  documents  to  determine  whether 
additional  monies  are  missing. 


Status 


Implemented 


The  City  Clerk  indicated  the  Municipal  Division  is  working  closely  with  the 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  in  its  investigation  of  these  and  possibly 
additional  missing  monies  and  records.  A  Class  C  Felony  charge  for 
theft/stealing  was  filed  against  the  former  Court  Clerk  on  June  13,  2013.  A 
claim  was  filed  with  the  city's  insurance  company  related  to  the  theft,  and 
$18,251  was  received  in  June  2013  in  settlement  of  the  claim. 


2.     Accounting  Controls 
and  Procedures 

2. 1   Segregation  of  duties 


Significant  weaknesses  were  identified  with  accounting  controls  and 
procedures  of  the  municipal  division. 

The  duties  of  receiving  and  depositing  monies  were  not  adequately 
segregated  from  recording  transactions.  The  former  Court  Clerk  was 
primarily  responsible  for  all  duties  related  to  the  collection  of  monies, 
posting  fines  and  court  costs  received  into  the  Justice  Information  System 
(JIS),  and  deposit  preparation.  Neither  the  Municipal  Judge  nor  other  city 
officials  independent  of  the  cash  custody  and  record  keeping  functions 
provided  any  supervision  or  review  of  the  work  performed  by  the  former 
Court  Clerk. 


Recommendation 


The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the 
extent  possible  and  implement  appropriate  reviews  and  monitoring 
procedures. 


Status 


In  Progress 


The  current  Court  Clerk  still  receives,  records,  and  deposits  all  monies.  The 
City  Clerk  indicated  she  has  been  reconciling  the  mail  log  to  manual  receipt 
slips,  and  manual  receipt  slips  to  the  JIS,  and  the  JIS  to  deposits,  but  she  has 
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not  documented  this  reconciliation  or  review.  The  City  Clerk  indicated  she 
will  start  documenting  this  reconciliation  and  review  immediately. 


2.2  Receipting,  recording, 
and  depositing 
procedures 


Recommendation 


Status 


Receipting,  recording,  and  depositing  procedures  were  inadequate.  Manual 
receipt  slips  were  often  issued  for  monies  paid  to  the  court;  however,  no 
formal  written  policy  had  been  established  documenting  when  the  use  of 
manual  receipt  slips  was  appropriate  and  a  separate  receipt  book  was  not 
maintained  for  municipal  division  monies  received.  There  was  no 
independent  review  to  ensure  manual  receipt  slips  were  properly  recorded  in 
the  JIS  and  subsequently  deposited.  At  least  110  manual  receipt  slips 
totaling  $19,648  were  either  not  recorded  or  were  not  accurately  recorded  in 
the  JIS  and  deposited.  Manual  receipt  slips  were  not  recorded  in  the  JIS  on  a 
timely  basis  or  deposited  timely  or  intact.  Generic  rediform  manual  receipt 
slips  were  issued  for  monies  received,  manual  receipt  slips  were  not  always 
issued  in  numerical  order,  and  the  same  series  of  manual  receipt  slips  were 
used  to  receipt  both  municipal  division  and  city  monies.  The  method  of 
payment  was  not  recorded  on  some  receipt  slips,  and  the  method  of  payment 
recorded  on  some  manual  receipt  slips  did  not  agree  to  the  method  of 
payment  recorded  in  the  JIS.  Manual  receipt  slips  were  not  accounted  for 
properly.  Manual  receipt  slips  issued  prior  to  February  16,  2010,  could  not 
be  located,  and  the  numerical  sequence  of  the  JIS  receipt  slips  issued  was 
not  accounted  for  properly.  Checks  and  money  orders  on  hand  during  a  cash 
count  had  not  been  restrictively  endorsed. 

The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  establish  procedures  to  ensure  all 
manual  receipt  slips  are  subsequently  posted  to  the  JIS,  and  ensure  all 
monies  are  deposited  timely  and  intact.  The  use  of  manual  receipt  slips 
should  be  limited.  In  addition,  the  composition  of  receipt  slips  should  be 
reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits,  and  checks  and  money  orders 
should  be  restrictively  endorsed  upon  receipt. 

In  Progress 

As  noted  in  section  2. 1 ,  the  City  Clerk  indicated  she  is  reconciling  manual 
receipt  slips  to  the  JIS  and  to  deposits.  However,  during  our  review  of 
March  and  April  2013  municipal  division  records,  we  noted  a  few  instances 
where  monies  received  were  not  recorded  timely  in  the  JIS  or  deposited  in  a 
timely  manner,  and  the  method  of  payment  was  not  always  documented  on 
manual  receipt  slips  issued.  The  City  Clerk  indicated  in  the  future,  monies 
will  be  recorded  and  deposited  more  timely,  she  will  ensure  the  method  of 
payment  is  documented  on  the  manual  receipt  slips  when  reconciling  them 
to  the  JIS  and  deposit,  and  she  will  run  a  report  of  receipts  issued  from  the 
JIS  to  ensure  the  numerical  sequence  of  JIS  receipts  is  accounted  for 
properly.  Our  review  of  March  and  April  2013  records  also  showed  the 
municipal  division  is  issuing  official  prenumbered  receipt  slips  separate 
from  the  city,  accounting  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  manual  receipt  slips, 
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and  retaining  all  copies  of  voided  receipt  slips.  The  City  Clerk  indicated  she 
will  immediately  start  endorsing  checks  and  money  orders  upon  receipt. 


2.3   Unpaid  fines  and  costs 

Recommendation 
Status 


2.4  Adjustments 


Recommendation 


Status 


2.5  Report  of  cases  heard 


Recommendation 


Established  procedures  for  processing  and  collecting  monies  due  on  tickets 
were  not  followed  by  the  former  Court  Clerk.  While  a  list  of  unpaid  fines 
and  costs  was  maintained  in  the  JIS,  the  former  Court  Clerk  did  not  generate 
this  report  for  the  Municipal  Judge's  review. 

The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  develop  adequate  procedures  to 
account  for  and  follow  up  on  unpaid  fines  and  costs. 

In  Progress 

The  municipal  division  is  currently  utilizing  tax  intercept  and  debt  offset 
collection  activity  for  all  unpaid  fines  and  costs.  The  Court  Clerk  is 
preparing  a  list  of  unpaid  fines  and  costs  for  non-residents  and  in  the  future, 
will  generate  a  report  of  unpaid  fines  and  costs  from  the  JIS  at  least 
quarterly.  The  City  Clerk  indicated  she  will  provide  the  Municipal  Judge 
with  a  copy  of  both  of  these  reports  for  his  review  and  approval  on  a 
quarterly  basis. 

Adjustments  in  the  JIS  were  not  properly  documented  or  reviewed  by 
someone  independent  of  receipting,  recording,  and  depositing  duties. 

The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  require  an  independent  review  and 
approval  of  all  adjustments  made  in  the  JIS,  and  retain  adequate 
documentation  to  support  adjustments. 

In  Progress 

Nine  adjustments  totaling  $242  were  recorded  by  the  Court  Clerk  in  March 
and  April  2013  without  a  documented  independent  review.  In  the  future,  the 
City  Clerk  indicated  she  will  sign  off  on  all  fee  adjustments  of  more  than  $5. 
In  addition,  the  City  Clerk  will  run  a  report  of  adjustments  from  the  JIS  for 
review  on  a  monthly  basis  and  will  randomly  select  cases  from  the  report  to 
ensure  adjustments  of  more  than  $5  have  been  properly  approved.  The  City 
Clerk  has  contacted  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  to  receive 
supervisory  training  to  help  her  adequately  monitor  adjustments  and  ensure 
proper  documentation  is  retained. 

A  monthly  list  of  all  cases  heard  was  not  prepared  and  filed  with  the  city  as 
required  by  state  law. 

The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  ensure  a  monthly  list  of  cases 
heard  in  the  municipal  division  is  prepared  and  filed  with  the  city  in 
accordance  with  state  law. 
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Status  Implemented 

The  Municipal  Division  filed  a  report  with  the  city  in  June  2013,  and  the 
Court  Clerk  indicated  she  plans  to  continue  filing  these  reports  monthly  as 
required. 


3.     Municipal  Division 
Procedures 

3 . 1   Ticket  accountability 


Recommendation 


Status 


Municipal  division  procedures  related  to  ticket  accountability,  amended  and 
dismissed  charges  on  tickets,  case  dispositions,  and  monitoring  of  excess 
revenues  needed  improvement. 

Neither  the  city  Marshal's  office  nor  the  municipal  division  adequately 
accounted  for  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  traffic 
tickets  issued.  Some  ticket  books  assigned  to  officers  were  not  posted  to  the 
log  of  ticket  books  assigned  that  was  maintained  by  the  Marshal's  office. 
Neither  copies  of  tickets  nor  a  list  of  all  tickets  issued  or  voided  by  the 
Marshal's  office  was  maintained. 

The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  work  with  the  city  Marshal's 
office  to  ensure  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  all 
tickets  issued  are  accounted  for  properly. 

In  Progress 

The  City  Clerk  is  maintaining  a  log  of  all  tickets  turned  into  the  municipal 
division  by  the  city  Marshal's  office.  The  City  Clerk  indicated  she  plans  to 
investigate  any  skips  in  numerical  sequences  of  ticket  numbers. 


3.2    Amended  and  dismissed  Procedures  were  not  in  place  to  ensure  ticket  information  entered  in  the  JIS 
charges  On  tickets  was  a^ways  aPProved  by  the  City  Prosecutor  (such  as  amended  charges, 

changes  in  fines  and  costs,  and  dismissals). 

The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  develop  procedures  to  ensure  all 
amended  and  dismissed  tickets,  and  tickets  for  which  fines  and  costs  have 
been  adjusted,  are  approved  by  the  City  Prosecutor  and  properly  posted  to 
the  JIS. 


Recommendation 


Status 


In  Progress 


The  City  Prosecutor  now  prepares  a  list  of  all  amended  and  dismissed 
tickets,  and  tickets  for  which  fines  and  costs  have  been  adjusted  and  submits 
the  list  to  the  City  Clerk  for  her  review.  The  City  Clerk  indicated  in  the 
future,  she  plans  to  compare  the  City  Prosecutor's  list  of  amended  and 
dismissed  tickets  to  information  recorded  in  the  JIS  at  least  monthly. 

3.3    Case  disposition  The  former  Court  Clerk  did  not  consistently  or  accurately  document  the 

final  disposition  of  each  case  on  the  court  dockets  in  the  JIS.  The  Municipal 
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Judge  did  not  review  and  document  his  approval  of  court  dockets  for  traffic 
tickets  paid  at  the  violation  bureau  or  for  other  court  dockets  after  case 
dispositions  were  recorded  in  the  JIS.  Neither  the  City  Prosecutor  nor  the 
Municipal  Judge  provided  adequate  oversight  or  documented  their  approval 
of  suspended  case  activity  recorded  in  JIS. 


Recommendation 


Status 


The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  ensure  the  proper  disposition  of 
cases  is  documented.  The  Municipal  Judge  should  review  and  document  his 
approval  of  the  recorded  disposition  of  all  cases.  In  addition,  the  City 
Prosecutor  or  Municipal  Judge  should  review  and  document  their  approval 
of  suspended  out  of  state  or  area  resident  tickets  recorded. 

In  Progress 

The  Municipal  Judge  has  not  implemented  procedures  to  ensure  his 
documented  approval  of  all  dispositions  is  recorded.  The  City  Clerk 
indicated  when  a  ticket  is  paid  at  the  violations  bureau,  the  ticket  is  filed 
without  being  held  for  review  of  the  Municipal  Judge.  In  the  future,  the  City 
Clerk  indicated  these  tickets  will  be  presented  to  the  Municipal  Judge  for  his 
review  and  approval  at  the  next  court  date.  The  Municipal  Judge  has  begun 
documenting  approval  of  the  final  disposition  of  suspended  cases. 


3.4  Monitoring  of  excess 
revenues 


Recommendation 


The  municipal  division  and  the  city  did  not  have  adequate  ongoing 
procedures  to  track  tickets  issued  on  state  or  federal  highways  located  in  the 
city,  and  the  related  fines  and  court  costs  collected,  to  determine  whether 
excess  revenues  should  be  distributed  to  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR). 

The  City  of  Pineville  Municipal  Division  work  with  the  City  of  Pineville  to 
track  the  collection  of  fines  and  court  costs  for  traffic  violations  on  the  state 
and  federal  highways  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  excess  revenue  state 
law. 


Status 


In  Progress 


The  municipal  division  has  established  a  system  in  the  JIS  to  identify  fines 
and  court  costs  collected  on  state  and  federal  highways.  Fines  and  court 
costs  collected  on  state  and  federal  highways  are  then  separately  recorded 
from  other  fines  in  the  city  accounting  system  to  be  used  to  calculate  excess 
revenues.  The  City  Clerk  indicated  this  calculation  will  be  completed  near 
the  end  of  calendar  year  2013. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Shelby  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Shelby  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the  State 
Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  December  31, 
2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials  Management.  A 
copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  McBride,  Lock  &  Associates,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


July  2013 
Report  No.  2013-059 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission  and 
Officeholders  of  Shelby  County,  Missouri 

Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Shelby  County,  Missouri  as  of  and  for  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which  collectively  comprise  the 
County's  basic  financial  statements  as  listed  in  the  table  of  contents. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial  statements  in 
accordance  with  accounting  principles  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law.  Management  is  also 
responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the 
preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement, 
whether  due  to  fraud  or  error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  opinions  on  the  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit.  We  conducted 
our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to 
obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  of  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in 
the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's  judgment,  including  the 
assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial  statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or 
error.  In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's 
preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the  financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are 
appropriate  in  the  circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness 
of  the  entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes 
evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of  significant 
accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall  presentation  of  the 
financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide  a  basis  for 
our  audit  opinions. 
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Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  1,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Shelby  County,  Missouri  on  the  basis 
of  the  financial  reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  is  a  basis  of 
accounting  other  than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  effects 
on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described  in 
Note  1  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on 
U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first 
paragraph  do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United 
States  of  America,  the  financial  position  of  Shelby  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012,  or  the 
changes  in  its  financial  position  for  the  year  then  ended. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material 
respects,  the  cash  balances  of  each  fund  of  Shelby  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012,  and  their 
respective  cash  receipts  and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  for  the  year  then  ended,  on  the  basis 
of  the  financial  reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law  described  in  Note  1. 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  May  16,  2013, 
on  our  consideration  of  the  County's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  on  our  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grants  and  other  matters.  The 
purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  internal  control  over 
financial  reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance 
with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  the  County's  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  and  compliance. 

( Original  Signed  by  McBride,  Lock  &  Associates) 

McBride,  Lock  &  Associates 
Kansas  City,  Missouri 
May  16,  2013 
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Exhibit  A 

SHELBY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
-  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Cash  and 


Cash 

Cash  and 

Equivalents 

Cash 

January  1 

Equivalents 

Fund 

(Note  7) 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

December  3 1 

General  Revenue 

$  196,917 

$  1,139,780 

$ 

1,170,250 

$  166,447 

Special  Road  &  Bridge 

156,627 

1,018,387 

1,008,288 

166,726 

Assessment 

41,989 

117,679 

125,412 

34,256 

911 

164,644 

244,050 

288,754 

119,940 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

2,177 

585 

1,937 

825 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check 

10,376 

2,406 

3,010 

9,772 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Tax  Collection 

1,832 

238 

9 

2,061 

Childrens  Trust 

3,408 

293 

1,009 

2,692 

Chemical  Emergency  Preparedness 

6,366 

9,983 

841 

15,508 

Hazardous  Materials  Emergency  Preparedness 

5,610 

14 

3,400 

2,224 

Election  Services 

2,585 

513 

1,711 

1,387 

DARE 

1,439 

800 

14 

2,225 

Recorders  Storage/Preservation 

6,185 

3,208 

2,194 

7,199 

Recorders  Technology 

3,646 

1,845 

2,439 

3,052 

Sheriff  Civil  Fees 

29,607 

10,599 

24,504 

15,702 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

2,541 

2,309 

2,930 

1,920 

County  Law  Enforcement  Restitution 

19,548 

31,068 

15,168 

35,448 

Safe  Return  Project  Grant 

438 

1 

9 

430 

Inmate  Security 

3,184 

2,300 

9 

5,475 

Collector's  Tax  Maintenance 

19,569 

7,349 

3,699 

23,219 

Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Grant 

18,168 

18,168 

Total 

$  678,688 

$  2,611,575 

$ 

2,673,755 

$  616,508 

The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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Exhibit  B-l 

SHELBY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 


Budget 


380,000 
425,000 
227,803 
73,750 
500 
48,300 
25,000 


Actual 


401,852 
385,744 
202,991 
80,526 
342 
58,325 
10,000 


$      1,180,353        $  1,139,780 


DISBURSEMENTS 


County  Commission 

$  116,429 

$ 

91,338 

County  Clerk 

78,781 

75,870 

Elections 

49,068 

49,623 

Buildings  and  grounds 

101,262 

122,264 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

103,240 

98,390 

Treasurer 

44,603 

44,892 

Collector 

72,820 

71,794 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

56,338 

56,348 

Circuit  Clerk 

18,000 

11,237 

Court  administration 

7,547 

1,809 

Public  Administrator 

24,796 

24,226 

Sheriff 

219,352 

211,939 

Jail 

58,800 

55,710 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

80,867 

81,518 

Juvenile  Officer 

52,800 

26,623 

Coroner 

15,266 

12,390 

Other  County  Government 

112,472 

98,111 

Transfers  out 

39,249 

36,168 

Emergency  fund 

35,410 

Total  Disbursements 

$  1,287,100 

$ 

1,170,250 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


(106,747) 
196,917 


90,170 


(30,470) 
196,917 


166,447 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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SHELBY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Exhibit  B-2 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


SPECIAL  ROAD  AND 
BRIDGE  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


240,000 
105,000 
1,369,000 
30,000 
500 
45,500 


254,591 
96,434 

599,143 
26,779 
377 
41,063 


$    1,790,000     $  1,018,387 


234,671 
45,190 
1,362,500 
82,750 
55,000 
6,000 
25,000 


230,012 
43,643 
563,530 
114,134 
45,374 
1,595 
10,000 


$    1,811,111     $  1,008,288 


$  (21,111)  $  10,099 
$      156,627     $  156,627 


ASSESSMENT  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


94,376 

50 
1,000 
18,000 


113,426 


84,144 
15,202 
3,000 
25,050 


98,155 

86 
1,438 
18,000 


117,679 


84,530 
15,087 
2,813 
22,982 


$      127,396     $  125,412 


$  (13,970)  $  (7,733) 
$       41,989     $  41,989 


911  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


$  -  $ 

270,000  241,089 


200 
28,300 


200 
2,761 


298,500     $  244,050 


223,046 
27,647 
2,000 
26,200 
13,400 


222,900 
32,100 

2,448 
22,591 

8,715 


$      292,293     $  288,754 


$  6,207  $  (44,704) 
$      164,644     $  164,644 


$      135,516     $  166,726 


$       28,019     $  34,256 


$      170,851     $  119,940 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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SHELBY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Exhibit  B-3 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 
Sales  taxes 
Intergo  vernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
TRAINING  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


$ 


$ 


423 


$  426  $ 


2,550 


2,550  $ 


53  $ 


582 


585 


45 


1,892 


1,937 


PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
BAD  CHECK  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


2,500 


13 


6,100 


$       12,589  $ 


825 


300  $ 


2,393 


13 


$        2,513     $  2,406 


$        6,000     $  2,369 
489  223 


418 


3,010 


$  (2,124)  $  (1,352)  $  (10,076)  $  (604) 
$         2,177     $         2,177  $        10,376     $  10,376 


9,772 


PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
TAX  COLLECTION  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


60 


1,000 


1,000  $ 


897  $ 


235 


65     $  238 


9 


$  (935)    $  229 

$         1,832     $  1,832 


2,061 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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SHELBY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Exhibit  B-4 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


CHILDRENS  TRUST  FUND 


CHEMICAL  EMERGENCY 
PREPAREDNESS  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


Budget 


Actual 


$ 


$ 


250 


1,100 


1,100  $ 


2,563  $ 


289 


1,009 


1,009 


$ 


3,000 


10 


150 
1,125 


1,275  $ 


2,692 


8,101  $ 


9,966 


17 


$  255     $  293          $        3,010     $  9,983 


81 
760 


841 


$  (845)    $  (716)        $         1,735     $  9,142 

$         3,408     $        3,408          $        6,366     $  6,366 


15,508 


HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS 
EMERGENCY 
PREPAREDNESS  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


$ 


1,000 


10 


1,010  $ 


250 
350 
2,800 


3,400  $ 


3,220  $ 


14 


220 
265 
2,915 


3,400 


$  (2,390)  $  (3,386) 
$        5,610     $  5,610 


2,224 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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SHELBY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Exhibit  B-5 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


ELECTION  SERVICES  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


$ 


$ 


900 
5 


905  $ 


2,450 
1,000 


3,450  $ 


40  $ 


510 

3 


513 


565 
1,146 


1,711 


$  (2,545)  $  (1,198) 
$         2,585     $  2,585 


1,387 


DARE  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


500 


500  $ 


400 


400  $ 


100  $ 


1,439  $ 


1,539  $ 


800 


800 


14 


14 


786 


1,439 


2,225 


RECORDERS  STORAGE/ 
PRESERVATION  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


$ 


$ 


2,650 
5 


2,655  $ 


200 
5,800 


6,000  $ 


2,840  $ 


3,200 


3,208 


9 

2,185 


2,194 


$  (3,345)  $  1,014 
$         6,185     $  6,185 


7,199 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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SHELBY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Exhibit  B-6 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


RECORDERS  TECHNOLOGY 
FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


$ 


$ 


1,475 


1,475 


3,600 


3,600  $ 


1,521  $ 


1,845 


1,845 


2,439 


2,439 


SHERIFF  CIVIL  FEES  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


13,000 
50 


13,050  $ 


2,000 
193 

3,250 
21,000 


10,581 
18 


10,599 


2,000 
193 

14 

22,297 


$       26,443     $  24,504 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
TRAINING  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


$ 


2,800 
100 


2,900  $ 


3,550 


3,550  $ 


3,052 


$       16,214     $  15,702 


$ 


1,891  $ 


2,306 
3 


2,309 


2,930 


2,930 


$        (2,125)    $  (594)         $      (13,393)    $      (13,905)         $  (650)    $  (621) 

$         3,646     $         3,646  $       29,607     $       29,607  $         2,541     $  2,541 


1,920 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 


7 


SHELBY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Exhibit  B-7 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


COUNTY  LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 
RESTITUTION  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


16,980 
20 


31,025 
43 


19,000 


15,168 


$       19,000     $  15,168 


$  (2,000)  $  15,900 
$       19,548     $  19,548 


$       17,548     $  35,448 


SAFE  RETURN  PROJECT 
GRANT  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


290 


100 


$       17,000     $       31,068          $  390  $ 


600 


600  $ 


(210)  $ 
438  $ 


228  $ 


(8) 
438 


430 


INMATE  SECURITY  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


2,460 
10 


3,000 


3,000  $ 


2,654  $ 


2,294 
6 


1  $         2,470     $  2,300 


(530)  $  2,291 
3,184     $  3,184 


5,475 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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Exhibit  B-8 


SHELBY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


COLLECTOR'S  TAX 
MAINTENANCE  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


,000 
35 


8,035  $ 


3,500  $ 

265 
7,000 
2,500 


$       13,265  $ 


7,317 
32 


7,349 


2,782 
213 
584 
120 


3,699 


$  (5,230)  $  3,650 
$       19,569     $  19,569 


$       14,339     $  23,219 


DEPUTY  SHERIFF  SALARY 
GRANT  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


21,249 


21,249 


17,827  $ 
1,592 

1,830 


$ 
$ 


18,168 


18,168 


16,609 
1,559 


$       21,249     $  18,168 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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SHELBY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012 

1 .  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

Shelby  County,  Missouri  ("County")  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of 
commissioners.  In  addition  to  the  three  board  members,  there  are  ten  elected 
Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  Circuit  Clerk,  Collector,  Coroner,  County  Clerk,  Recorder, 
Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public  Administrator,  Treasurer  and  Sheriff. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  1,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  differ  from  accounting  principles  generally 
accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  which  would  include  all  relevant  Government 
Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB)  pronouncements.  The  differences  include  use  of  a 
prescribed  definition  of  the  reporting  entity  and  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

A.  Reporting  Entity 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts, 
county  recorder,  public  safety,  economic  development,  social  and  human  services,  and 
cultural  and  recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  the  primary  government  of  Shelby 
County,  Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies, 
departments,  and  offices  that  are  considered  to  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity. 

Certain  elected  County  officials,  particularly  the  County  Collector,  Treasurer,  Circuit 
Clerk  and  Sheriff,  collect  and  hold  monies  in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of 
individuals,  taxing  units,  or  other  governments.  These  assets,  which  are  held  by  these 
officeholders  for  the  sole  benefit  of  external  parties,  are  not  reported  on  the 
accompanying  financial  statements. 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in 
individual  funds  based  upon  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by 
which  spending  activities  are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting 
entity  with  self-balancing  accounts  that  comprise  its  assets,  liabilities,  net  assets, 
revenues/receipts  and  expenditures/disbursements.  The  County's  funds  are  governmental 
funds.  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most  governmental  functions  are 
financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for  through 
governmental  funds. 

C.  Basis  of  Accounting 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly, 
amounts  are  recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs 
from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those 


10 


principles  require  revenues  to  be  recognized  when  they  become  available  and  measurable 
or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures  or  expenses  to  be  recognized  when  the  related 
liabilities  are  incurred. 

D.  Budgets  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budgetary  data  reflected  in  the 
financial  statements: 

1.  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County's  policy  is  to  adopt  a  budget  for 
each  governmental  fund. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  January,  each  elected  officer  and  department 
director  will  transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as 
budget  officer,  the  budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department 
for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues 
and  proposed  expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted 
funds.  Budgeted  expenditures  cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus 
estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of  appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated 
fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as  estimated  revenues  to  be 
received. 

4.  State  law  requires  that,  at  the  individual  fund  level,  budgeted  expenditures  not 
exceed  budgeted  revenues  plus  anticipated  beginning  fund  balance. 

5.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget.  Prior  to  its 
approval  by  the  County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is  available  for 
public  inspection,  which  usually  takes  place  the  third  and  fourth  weeks  of  January. 

6.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the 
authority  to  make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  a  formal  vote  of  the 
Commission.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County 
Commission  throughout  the  year. 

8.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

9.  Section  50.740  RSMo  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  The 
County  did  not  have  any  funds  which  had  actual  expenditures  exceed  budgeted  amounts. 
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E.  Property  taxes  are  based  on  the  voter-approved  tax  levy  applied  to  the  real  and  personal 
assessed  property  values.  Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of 
January  1.  Taxes  are  levied  on  September  1  and  tax  bills  are  mailed  to  taxpayers  in 
October  and  November,  at  which  time  they  are  payable.  All  unpaid  property  taxes 
become  delinquent  as  of  January  1  of  the  following  year. 

The  assessed  valuations  of  the  tangible  taxable  property,  included  within  the 
County's  boundaries  for  calendar  year  2012  were: 

Special 

General  Revenue     Road  &  Bridge 
Real  Estate  $  58,431,658      $  41,471,245 

Personal  Property  29,173,816  22,276,736 

Railroad  and  Utilities  9,313,212  7,790,791 

For  calendar  year  2012,  the  County  Commission  approved  tax  levies  per  $100  of 
assessed  valuation  of  tangible  taxable  property  as  follows: 

General  Revenue  $0.3300 
Special  Road  &  Bridge  $0.3500 

F.  Cash  Deposits  and  Investments 

Deposits  and  investments  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances 
for  all  the  County  Treasurer  funds  are  pooled  and  invested  to  the  extent  possible.  Interest 
earned  from  such  investments  is  allocated  to  each  of  the  funds  based  on  the  funds' 
average  daily  cash  balance.  Cash  equivalents  may  include  repurchase  agreements 
and  any  other  instruments  with  an  original  maturity  of  ninety  days  or  less.  State  law 
authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in  banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of 
funds  in  bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the  United  States,  other  interest  bearing 
obligations  guaranteed  as  to  both  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the 
State  of  Missouri  or  other  government  bonds,  or  time  certificates  of  deposit,  purchased  at 
a  price  at  or  below  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash  on  deposit  or  time  certificates  of  deposit 
are  required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  (FDIC)  or 
collateralized  by  authorized  investments  held  in  the  County's  name  at  third-party 
banking  institutions.  Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in  Note  2. 

G.  Interfund  Activity 

During  the  course  of  operations,  interfund  activity  occurs  for  purposes  of  providing 
supplemental  funding,  reimbursements  for  goods  provided  or  services  rendered,  or  short  and 
long-term  financing. 

Interfund  activities  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers 
out"  by  the  disbursing  fund.  However,  interfund  reimbursements  have  been  eliminated  from 
the  financial  statements  in  order  that  reimbursed  expenditures  are  reported  only  in  the  funds 
incurring  the  costs. 
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2.  CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 


The  County  maintains  a  cash  and  temporary  investment  pool  that  is  available  for  use  by  all 
funds.  Each  fund's  portion  of  this  pool  is  displayed  on  the  financial  statements  within  the  "Cash 
and  Cash  Equivalents"  caption.  Cash  and  cash  equivalents  include  both  deposits  and  short-term 
investments.  Investments  are  considered  short-term  when  original  maturities  are  less  than  one 
year.  For  the  purposes  of  these  disclosures,  deposits  with  financial  institutions  are  demand,  time, 
and  savings  accounts,  including  certificates  of  deposit  and  negotiable  order  of  withdrawal 
accounts,  in  banks,  savings  institutions,  and  credit  unions,  and  short-term  U.S.  Treasury  bills. 

Deposits  -  Missouri  statutes  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized 
in  an  amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits.  At  December  31,  2012,  the  carrying  amount  of 
the  County's  deposits  was  $616,508,  and  the  bank  balances  were  $1,152,693.  Of  the  bank 
balances,  $250,000  for  December  31,  2012  was  covered  by  federal  depository  insurance  and  the 
remainder  was  covered  by  collateral  held  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  and  the  County's 
safekeeping  bank  agent  in  the  County's  name  or  by  a  line  of  credit  held  by  the  County  or  by  its 
agent  in  the  County's  name. 

At  December  31,  2012,  the  County  Collector  held,  in  addition  to  the  cash  and  cash 
equivalents  listed  above,  cash  representing  collections  of  property  taxes  on  behalf  of 
various  taxing  districts  in  the  County,  including  the  County  General  Revenue  and  Road  & 
Bridge  funds.  These  amounts,  all  of  which  were  secured  by  pledged  collateral  amounted  to 
$2,821,037. 

3.  COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS 

A.  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF) 

The  County  Employee's  Retirement  Fund  was  established  by  the  State  of  Missouri  to  provide 
pension  benefits  for  County  officials  and  employees. 

1)  Plan  Description 

The  Retirement  Fund  is  a  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  defined  benefit  pension 
plan  covering  any  county  elective  or  appointed  officer  or  employee  whose 
performance  requires  the  actual  performance  of  duties  during  not  less  than  one 
thousand  (1,000)  hours  per  calendar  year  in  each  county  of  the  state,  except  for  any 
city  not  within  a  county  and  any  county  of  the  first  classification  having  a  charter 
form  of  government.  It  does  not  include  county  prosecuting  attorneys  covered  under 
Sections  56.800  to  56.840,  RSMo,  circuit  clerks  and  deputy  circuit  clerks  covered 
under  the  Missouri  State  Retirement  System,  county  sheriffs  covered  under 
Sections  57.949  to  57.997,  RSMo  and  certain  personnel  not  defined  as  an  employee 
per  Section  50.1000(8),  RSMo.  The  Fund  was  created  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  and 
was  effective  August  28,  1994. 

The  general  administration  and  the  responsibility  for  the  proper  operation  of  the  fund 
and  the  investment  of  the  fund  are  vested  in  a  board  of  directors  of  eleven  persons. 


13 


2)  Pension  Benefits 

Beginning  January  1,  1997,  employees  attaining  the  age  of  sixty-two  years  may 
retire  with  full  benefits  with  eight  or  more  years  of  creditable  service.  The  monthly 
benefit  for  County  Employees  is  determined  by  selecting  the  highest  benefit  calculated 
using  three  different  prescribed  formulas  (flat-dollar  formula,  targeted  replacement  ratio 
formula,  and  prior  plan's  formula).  A  death  benefit  of  $10,000  will  be  paid  to  the 
designated  beneficiary  of  every  active  member  upon  his  or  her  death. 

Upon  termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  a 
deferred  annuity,  payable  at  age  sixty- two.  Early  retirement  is  at  age  fifty-five.  Any 
member  with  less  than  eight  years  of  creditable  service  forfeits  all  rights  in  the  fund 
but  will  be  paid  his  or  her  accumulated  contributions. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies 
of  these  statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by 
writing  to  CERF,  2121  Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling 
573-632-9203. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

In  accordance  with  State  Statutes,  the  Plan  is  partially  funded  through  various  fees 
collected  by  counties  and  remitted  to  the  CERF.  Further,  a  contribution  to  CERF  of  2% 
of  annual  salary  is  required  for  eligible  employees  hired  before  February  2002,  while  a 
contribution  of  6%  of  annual  salary  is  required  of  employees  hired  after  February  2002,  in 
order  to  participate  in  CERF.  During  2012,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF 
employee  contributions  of  approximately  $72,961. 

4.  POST  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the 
Consolidated  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements 
established  by  COBRA  are  fully  funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and 
no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the  County. 

5.  CLAIMS,  COMMITMENT  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

A.  Compensated  Absences 

The  County  provides  full  time  employees  with  up  to  60  days  of  sick  leave  to  accrue  at  seven 
or  eight  hours  per  month  depending  upon  their  normal  day.  Upon  termination,  an  employee 
will  not  be  compensated  for  accumulated  sick  leave.  Vacation  time  is  accrued  for  every  full 
time  employee,  and  accrues  at  the  rate  of  five  days  per  year  up  to  twenty  days  per  year 
depending  on  the  length  of  employment.  Employees  must  use  vacation  leave  in  the  year  in 
which  it  is  earned.  Upon  termination,  an  employee  will  be  compensated  for  accumulated 
vacation  time. 
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B.  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs 


The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of 
these  grants,  when  performed,  could  result  in  the  disallowance  of  certain  costs.  Accordingly, 
such  audits  could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the  grantor  agencies.  Management 
believes  that  any  required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary,  will  be  immaterial  and, 
therefore,  no  provision  has  been  made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for  the 
potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 

The  County's  expenditures  for  federal  awards  did  not  exceed  $500,000  in  2012.  Therefore, 
the  County  is  not  required  to  obtain  a  Single  Audit  in  accordance  with  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  Circular  A- 133. 

6.  RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and 
destruction  of  assets;  errors  and  omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and 
has  established  a  risk  management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying 
costs  of  insurance.  There  have  been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year 
and  settlements  have  not  exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  participant  in  a  public  entity  risk  pool  which  is  a  corporate  and 
political  body.  The  purpose  of  the  risk  pool  is  to  provide  liability  protection  to  participating 
public  entities,  their  officials,  and  employees.  Annual  contributions  are  collected  based  on 
actuarial  projections  which  are  intended  to  produce  sufficient  funds  to  pay  losses  and 
expenses.  Should  contributions  not  produce  sufficient  funds  to  meet  its  obligations,  the  risk 
pool  is  empowered  with  the  ability  to  make  special  assessments.  Members  are  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  all  claims  against  the  risk  pool. 

The  County  is  also  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insured 
Workers'  Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers' 
compensation  insurance  through  this  Fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  insurance  coverage  for  Missouri  counties.  The  Fund  is  self-insured  up 
to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  is  reinsured  up  to  the  statutory  limit  through  excess  insurance. 

7.  CHANGE  IN  REPORTING  ENTITY 

The  County  has  changed  its  definition  of  the  reporting  entity,  as  of  January  1,  2012,  to  exclude  the 
POST  and  Circuit  Clerk  Sound  Recording  funds.  The  effect  of  the  aforementioned  change  in 
reporting  entity  is  to  decrease  cash  balances  of  the  governmental  funds  as  previously  reported  at 
December  31,  201 1  by  the  amount  representing  cash  balances  of  the  excluded  funds. 

8.  LONG  TERM  DEBT 

The  County  had  the  following  debt  outstanding  at  December  31,  2012: 
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A.  $93,170  for  the  capital  lease  of  a  John  Deere  motor  grader.  The  lease  is  paid  in  annual 
installments  of  $33,324  due  on  January  21  each  year  through  2016,  with  interest  at  3.55%. 
The  County  made  the  January  21,  2013  payment  in  December  2012.  The  schedule  of 
remaining  payments  is  below: 


Principal          Interest  Total 

Payment  Date             Due               Due  Payment 

January  21, 2014        $  29,962        $    3,362  $  33,324 

January  21, 2015           31,043             2,281  33,324 

January  21, 2016           32,164             1,160  33,324 

B.  $1,545  for  the  operating  lease  and  maintenance  agreement  for  a  copier  in  the  Sheriff's 
office.  The  agreement  is  for  36  months  with  monthly  payments  of  $77  through  September 
2014. 


9.  SUBSEQUENT  EVENTS 


The  County  has  evaluated  events  subsequent  to  December  31,  2012  to  assess  the  need  for 
potential  recognition  or  disclosure  in  the  financial  statements.  Such  events  were  evaluated 
through  May  16,  2013,  the  date  the  financial  statements  were  available  to  be  issued.  Based  upon 
this  evaluation,  it  was  determined  that  no  subsequent  events  occurred  that  require  recognition  or 
additional  disclosure  in  the  financial  statements. 
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COMPLIANCE  SECTION 


SUITE  900 

1111  MAIN  STREET 

KANSAS  CITY,  MO  64105 

TELEPHONE:  (816)  221.4559 

FACSIMILE:  (816)  221.4563 

EMAIL:  Admin@McBrideLock.com 

CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 

McBRIDE,  LOCK  &  ASSOCIATES 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL 
REPORTING  AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT 

AUDITING  STANDARDS 

To  the  County  Commission  and 
Officeholders  of  Shelby  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  financial  statements  of  Shelby  County, 
Missouri  as  of  and  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements,  which  collectively  comprise  Shelby  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial  statements  and  have 
issued  our  report  thereon  dated  May  16,  2013. 

Internal  Control  Over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Shelby  County, 
Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the  audit 
procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on 
the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of 
Shelby  County,  Missouri's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the 
effectiveness  of  Shelby  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow 
management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent, 
or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a 
combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a 
material  misstatement  of  the  County's  financial  statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and 
corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of 
deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to 
merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first  paragraph  of 
this  section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be 
material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies.  Given  these  limitations,  during  our  audit  we  did 
not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 
However  material  weaknesses  may  exist  that  have  not  been  identified. 
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Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Shelby  County,  Missouri's  financial 
statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain 
provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could 
have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the  determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However, 
providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit, 
and  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our  tests  disclosed  no 
instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under  Government 
Auditing  Standards. 

We  also  noted  two  matters  that  we  reported  to  management  of  Shelby  County,  Missouri,  in 
the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  recommendations  section  as  item  1  and  2. 

Shelby  County,  Missouri's  Response  to  Findings 

Shelby  County,  Missouri's  response  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  is  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  recommendations.  Shelby  County,  Missouri's 
response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial 
statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in 
accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and 
compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

( Original  Signed  by  McBride,  Lock  &  Associates) 

McBride,  Lock  &  Associates 
Kansas  City,  Missouri 
May  16,  2013 


18 


FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


SHELBY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


MATERIAL  WEAKNESSES  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 

None 

SIGNIFICANT  INTERNAL  CONTROL  DEFICIENCIES 

None 

ITEMS  OF  NONCOMPLIANCE 

None 

OTHER  MATTERS 


1.  Outstanding  Checks 

Condition:  The  December  31,  2012  bank  reconciliation  for  the  Treasurer's  main  checking 
account  listed  as  outstanding  five  checks  totaling  $61  that  had  been  outstanding  for  more  than  six 
months,  three  of  which  were  over  one  year  old.  The  December  31,  2012  bank  reconciliation  for 
the  Collector's  main  checking  account  included  one  check  that  was  over  a  year  old,  and  the 
December  31,  2012  reconciliation  for  the  Collector's  old  checking  account  listed  as  still 
outstanding  four  stale  checks  totaling  $33,  one  of  which  had  been  outstanding  for  five  years  and 
the  other  three  had  been  outstanding  for  over  two  years. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  stale  checks  be  investigated  and  removed  from  bank 
reconciliations  in  order  to  facilitate  that  accuracy  of  the  bank  balances  being  reported.  New 
checks  should  be  issued  if  necessary  and  the  old  check  should  be  stopped  or  the  funds  should  be 
turned  over  to  the  state  unclaimed  fees  fund. 

County  Treasurer's  Response:  The  outstanding  checks  in  the  Treasurer's  main  checking  account 
will  be  investigated  and  the  disposition  of  same  will  be  resolved. 

County  Collector's  Response:  The  one  check  over  one  year  old  in  the  amount  of  $0.63  (refunded 
amount)  has  been  stopped  and  the  funds  will  be  distributed  as  "miscellaneous"  to  the  County. 
The  old  account  showing  four  outstanding/stale  checks  totaling  $33  (for  refunded  amounts)  has 
been  closed,  and  the  remaining  funds  will  be  distributed  as  "miscellaneous." 

Auditor's  Evaluation:  The  responses  are  appropriate  to  correct  the  concern. 

2.  Accounting  for  Transfers 

Condition:  The  transfers  in  and  transfers  out  reported  on  the  County's  2013  budget  did  not  equal 
for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  General  Revenue  fund  recorded  $18,168  of  transfers 
out  to  the  Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Grant  Fund  to  transfer  grant  money  received  by  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  for  the  deputy  Sheriff's  salary.  However,  the  Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Grant  Fund 
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recorded  the  receipts  as  intergovernmental  revenue  instead  of  as  a  transfer  in  from  the  General 
Revenue  Fund. 

The  financial  statements  presented  in  the  report  have  been  revised  to  balance  transfers  in  and 
transfers  out  between  funds. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  Clerk  ensure  that  transactions  between  funds 
are  recorded  as  transfers  in  and  out  and  that  they  are  in  balance  at  all  times. 

County's  Response:  We  will  review  the  Deputy  Salary  Fund  and  plan  to  describe  the  funds  as  a 
transfer  rather  than  as  an  intergovernmental  revenue. 

Auditor's  Evaluation:  The  response  is  appropriate  to  correct  the  concern. 
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SHELBY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  PRIOR  YEAR  AUDIT  FINDINGS 


In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  this  section  reports  the  auditors'  follow-up  on 
action  taken  by  Shelby  County,  Missouri,  on  the  applicable  findings  in  the  prior  audit  report  issued 
for  the  two  years  ended  December  31,  201 1  and  2010. 

1.  Condition:  During  the  current  year,  auditors  of  the  County  assisted  with  the  preparation  of  the 
financial  statements  and  the  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Status:  Resolved. 

2.  Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  implemented. 
Status:  Resolved. 

3.  Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in  place. 
Status:  Resolved. 

4.  Condition:  Lack  of  segregation  of  duties  within  the  office  of  the  Recorder  and  Collector.  The 
Recorder  and  Collector  are  allowed  to  write,  approve,  sign  and  reconcile  expenditures  to  the 
bank  statement. 

Status:  Resolved. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Scotland  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Scotland  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the 
State  Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  McBride,  Lock  &  Associates,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


July  2013 
Report  No.  2013-060 


P.O.  Box  869  •  Jefferson  City,  MO  65102  •  (573)751-4213  •  FAX  (573)  751-7984 


ANNUAL  FINANCIAL  REPORT 

SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

For  the  Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


Page 


INTRODUCTORY  SECTION 


List  of  Elected  Officials 


FINANCIAL  SECTION 

Independent  Auditors'  Report  ii 

BASIC  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS: 

Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in  Cash  -  All  Governmental  1 
Funds  -  Regulatory  Basis 

Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in  Cash  -  Budget  and  Actual  -  2 
All  Governmental  Funds  -  Regulatory  Basis 

Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  10 


COMPLIANCE  SECTION 

Report  on  Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting  and  on  Compliance  and  Other  18 
Matters  Based  on  an  Audit  of  Financial  Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  With 
Government  Auditing  Standards 

Findings  and  Recommendations  20 


Schedule  of  Prior  Year  Audit  Findings 


23 


INTRODUCTORY  SECTION 


SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
List  of  Elected  Officials 

County  Commission 

Presiding  Commissioner  -  C.  E.  Harris,  Jr. 
Western  District  Commissioner  -  Paul  Campbell 
Eastern  District  Commissioner  -  Danette  Clatt 

Other  Elected  Officials 

Assessor  -  Jim  Ward 
Circuit  Clerk  -  Anita  Watkins 
Collector  -  Kathy  Becraft 
Coroner  -  Ginny  Monroe 
County  Clerk  -  Batina  Dodge 
Prosecuting  Attorney  -  Kimberly  Nicoli 
Public  Administrator  -  Ellen  Aylward 
Recorder  -  Dana  Glasscock 
Sheriff  -  Wayne  Winn 
Treasurer  -  Kathy  Kiddoo 


i 


SUITE  900 

1111  MAIN  STREET 

KANSAS  CITY,  MO  64105 

TELEPHONE:  (816)  221.4559 

FACSIMILE:  (816)  221.4563 

EMAIL:  Admin@McBrideLock.com 

CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 

McBRIDE,  LOCK  &  ASSOCIATES 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission  and 
Officeholders  of  Scotland  County,  Missouri 

Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Scotland  County,  Missouri  as  of  and  for  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which  collectively 
comprise  the  County's  basic  financial  statements  as  listed  in  the  table  of  contents. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial  statements  in 
accordance  with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law.  Management  is  also 
responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the 
preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement, 
whether  due  to  fraud  or  error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  opinions  on  the  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit.  We  conducted 
our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to 
obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  of  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in 
the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's  judgment,  including  the 
assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial  statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or 
error.  In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's 
preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the  financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are 
appropriate  in  the  circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness 
of  the  entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes 
evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of  significant 
accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall  presentation  of  the 
financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide  a  basis  for 
our  audit  opinions. 
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Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  1,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Scotland  County,  Missouri  on  the  basis 
of  the  financial  reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  is  a  basis  of 
accounting  other  than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  effects 
on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  this  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described  in 
Note  1  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on 
U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first 
paragraph  do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United 
States  of  America,  the  financial  position  of  Scotland  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012,  or  the 
changes  in  its  financial  position  for  the  year  then  ended. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material 
respects,  the  cash  balances  of  each  fund  of  Scotland  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012,  and 
their  respective  cash  receipts  and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  for  the  year  then  ended,  on  the 
basis  of  the  financial  reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law  described  in  Note  1 . 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  May  3,  2013, 
on  our  consideration  of  the  County's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  on  our  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grants  and  other  matters.  The 
purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  internal  control  over 
financial  reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance 
with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  the  County's  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  and  compliance. 

( Original  Signed  by  McBride,  Lock  &  Associates) 

McBride,  Lock  &  Associates 
Kansas  City,  Missouri 
May  3,  2013 
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FINANCIAL  SECTION 


Exhibit  A 

SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents  Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 


Tanuarv  1  201 2 

J  till  LI  til  V     L  ^            L  A* 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

December  3 1 

Fund 

(Note  7) 

2012 

2012 

2012 

f~lpnpt*ql  Rpvpiiup  PniiH 

<C               717  (.(.a 

.p                  Z.  1  /  ,uu? 

$               807  004 

<t               s?fi  819 

<t               1 Q7  «54 

Srtppinl  Road  find  RriHtrp  Fund 

135  785 

1  122,399 

943  574 

314,610 

Assessment  Fund 

16,495 

95,446 

99,944 

11,997 

FFMA  Fund 

243  203 

4  567 

??9  083 

18  687 

Rnad  and  Rridirp  SalpQ  Tfiv  Piirid 

278 

371  829 

350  093 

22  014 

Rnad  RnpV  Fund 

32  105 

213  379 

1 95  000 

50  484 

Off  System  Fund 

4  738 

15,387 

15  317 

4,808 

fDRG  Fund 

181  854 

181  854 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund 

13,800 

116,999 

129,243 

1,556 

I  aw  Fnfnrppmpnt  TVainitKT  PnnH 

L-ji<  W    l_j  1 1 1  *  11  ^ U  1  1 1L  1 1 1    1  1,1111111^  1  11111.1 

1  338 

1  577 

2  145 

770 

Prnsppi iti n o  Attnrnpv  Trmnintr  PnnH 

208 

274 

443 

39 

User  Fee  Fund 

13,465 

2,527 

2,756 

13,236 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Commission  Fund 

171 

6,963 

912 

6,222 

Drug  Forfeiture  Fund 

2,408 

36 

2,444 

Recorder  Tech  Fund 

9,057 

1,461 

8,000 

2,518 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fund 

2,335 

4,035 

5,230 

1,140 

Batterers  Intervention  Fund 

15,424 

6,312 

14,058 

7,678 

Divorce  Education  Fund 

140 

1,505 

1,000 

645 

Election  Service  Fund 

2,326 

13,593 

2,727 

13,192 

Help  America  Vote  Act  Fund 

26 

4,888 

4,913 

1 

Sheriff  Civil  Service  Fund 

238 

4,366 

4,299 

305 

Sheriff  Special  Project  Fund 

2,333 

822 

745 

2,410 

Childrens  Trust  Fund 

180 

215 

395 

Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

1,686 

4,742 

4,424 

2,004 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax  Fund 

747 

11 

758 

County  of  Scotland  Improvement  Corporation  Fund 

25,460 

25,452 

8 

Total 

$  716,155 

$  3,007,651 

$  3,048,031 

$  675,775 

The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 


1 


Exhibit  B-l 

SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 


278,236 
200,000 
116,448 
89,588 
7,000 
14,589 
2,550 


320,595 
210,665 
134,742 
111,787 

6,804 
19,861 

2,550 


708,411 


807,004 


DISBURSEMENTS 

County  Commission 
County  Clerk 
Elections 

Buildings  and  grounds 
Employee  fringe  benefits 
Treasurer 
Collector 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

Circuit  Clerk 

Court  Administration 

Public  Administrator 

Sheriff 

Jail 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Juvenile  Officer 
Coroner 

Other  County  Government 
Health  and  Welfare 
Transfers  out 
Emergency  fund 
Total  Disbursements 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


$ 


77,738 
70,648 
40,000 
68,172 
80,000 
35,632 
59,974 
50,038 

10,822 
17,600 
171,749 

58,348 

9,000 
45,000 

5,335 
22,600 
101,000 


923,656 


$  (215,245) 
217,669 


123,498 
67,523 
40,250 
57,317 
50,463 
34,753 
61,154 
53,171 

11,759 
19,264 
174,809 

58,348 

9,000 
45,380 

5,827 
14,303 


826,819 


(19,815) 
217,669 


2,424 


197,854 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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Exhibit  B-2 


SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS, 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS, 


JANUARY  1 
DECEMBER  31 


SPECIAL  ROAD  AND 
BRIDGE  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


338,455     $  424,818 


421,000 

4,500 
43,025 
196,905 


440,082 

6,040 
54,554 
196,905 


$    1,003,885     $  1,122,399 


$      328,988  $  314,317 

73,850  40,632 

458,700  485,774 

91,000  75,851 


5,000 
27,000 


27,000 


$      984,538     $  943,574 
$       19,347     $  178,825 
135,785  135,785 


$  155,132 


ASSESSMENT  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


76,220 

500 
800 
10,000 


$       87,520  $ 


70,696 
11,800 
5,000 
15,350 


$      (15,326)  $ 
16,495 


314,610 


1,169  $ 


82,175 

477 
2,794 
10,000 


95,446 


70,696 
5,408 
9,941 

13,899 


$      102,846     $  99,944 


(4,498) 
16,495 


FEMA  FUND 


Budget  Actual 
-  $ 

1,390 

4,000  3,177 


4,000     $  4,567 


108,412 
6,633 


122,912 


44,195 
3,717 


181,171 


$      237,957     $  229,083 


$     (233,957)    $  (224,516) 
243,203  243,203 


ROAD  AND  BRIDGE 
SALES  TAX  FUND 


Budget 


210,665 
131,052 

1,346 

27,000 


Actual 


11,997 


9,246  $ 


18,687 


$  20,388 


210,665 

1,346 
159,818 


$      370,063     $  371,829 


32,528  32,528 
299,925  300,065 
17,500  17,500 


$      349,953     $  350,093 
$       20,110     $  21,736 
278  278 


22,014 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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Exhibit  B-3 


SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 


ROAD  ROCK  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


195,000     $  212,179 


1,800 


1,090 
110 


$      196,800     $  213,379 


OFF  SYSTEM  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


775,259 
250 


15,317 
70 


$     775,509     $  15,387 


CDBG  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


782,404 


181,854 


$     782,404     $  181,854 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
SALES  TAX  FUND 


Budget 


105,334 
2,430 

203 
4,906 
4,100 


Actual 


105,334 
2,430 

203 
4,932 
4,100 


$      116,973     $  116,999 


DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


195,000 


1,800  $ 
32,105 


$       33,905  $ 


195,000 


$      195,000     $  195,000 


18,379 
32,105 


50,484 


775,259 


$     775,259  $ 


250  $ 
4,738 


15,317 


15,317 


70 
4,738 


4,8 


651,352 
131,052 


50,802 
131,052 


$     782,404     $  181,854 


12,800 
117,929 


(13,756)  $ 
13,800 


44 


18,249 
110,994 


$      130,729     $  129,243 


(12,244) 
13,800 


1,556 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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Exhibit  B-4 


SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
TRAINING  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


500 
900 


1,400  $ 


491 
1,086 


1,577 


PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
TRAINING  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


264 
1 


265  $ 


273 
1 


274 


USER  FEE  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


2,190 
238 


2,428  $ 


2,327 
200 


2,527 


LOCAL  EMERGENCY 
PLANNING  COMM  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


2,400 


2,400  $ 


6,963 


6,963 


DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


1,751 


1,751  $ 


(351)  $ 
1,338 


987 


2,145 


2,145 


(568) 
1,338 


770 


443 


443  $ 


(178)  $ 
208 


30  $ 


443 


443 


(169) 
208 


39 


1,000 
12,500 


13,500  $ 


(11,072)  $ 
13,465 


2,393  $ 


50 
2,706 


2,756 


(229) 
13,465 


13,236 


2,570 


2,570  $ 


(170)  $ 
171 


1 


912 


912 


6,051 
171 


6,222 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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Exhibit  B-5 


SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 


DRUG  FORFEITURE 
FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


40 


40  $ 


36 


36 


RECORDER 
TECH  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


1,234 
159 


1,393  $ 


1,354 
107 


1,461 


PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
BAD  CHECK  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


1,035 
3,577 


4,612  $ 


457 
3,578 


4,035 


BATTERERS 
INTERVENTION  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


6,000 


6,000  $ 


6,312 


6,312 


DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


40 
2,408 


2,448 


36 
2,408 


2,444 


9,000 


9,000  $ 


(7,607)  $ 
9,057 


1,450  $ 


8,000 


:,ooo 


(6,539) 
9,057 


2,518 


2,520  $ 

247 

900 
1,355 


5,022  $ 


(410)  $ 
2,335 


1,925  $ 


2,520 
259 
767 

1,684 


5,230 


(1,195) 
2,335 


1,140 


14,058 


(8,058) 
15,424 


7,366 


14,058 


$       14,058     $  14,058 


(7,746) 
15,424 


7,678 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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Exhibit  B-6 


SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 


DIVORCE 
EDUCATION  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


1,470 


1,470  $ 


1,505 


1,505 


ELECTION 
SERVICE  FUND 


Budget 


884 
30 


Actual 


914  $ 


925 
2,651 

119 
9,898 


13,593 


HELP  AMERICA 
VOTE  ACT  FUND 


Budget 


4,640 

31 
14 

203 


4,8 


Actual 


4,640 

31 
14 
203 


4,8 


SHERIFF  CIVIL 
SERVICE  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


4,500 
60 
400 


4,960  $ 


4,332 
34 


4,366 


DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


1,200 


1,200 


270 
140 


410 


1,000 


1,000 


505 
140 


645 


1,000  $ 
851 

1,000 


2,851  $ 


(1,937)  $ 
2,326 


832 
795 

1,100 


2,727 


10,866 
2,326 


389     $  13,192 


2,363 


2,550 


4,913  $ 


(25)  $ 
26 


1 


2,363 


2,550 


4,913 


(25) 
26 


1 


600 
4,500 


5,100  $ 


(140) 
238 


328 
3,971 


4,299 


67 
238 


305 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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Exhibit  B-7 


SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

Total  Receipts 


SHERIFF  SPECIAL 
PROJECT  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


600 


600  $ 


822 


822 


CHILDRENS 
TRUST  FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


180 


180  $ 


215 


215 


TAX  MAINTENANCE 
FUND 


Budget 


Actual 


4,125 
45 


4,170  $ 


4,690 
52 


4,742 


PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
DELINQUENT  TAX  FUND 
Budget  Actual 


15 


15  $ 


11 


11 


DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


745 


745  $ 


(145)  $ 
2,333 


2,188 


745 


745 


77 
2,333 


2,410 


180 


180  $ 


180 


180  $ 


215 
180 


395 


2,100 
1,780 


3,880  $ 


290  $ 
1,686 


1,976 


338 
4,086 


4,424 


318 
1,686 


2,004 


200 


200  $ 


(185)  $ 
747 


562 


11 

747 


758 


The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 


S1 


8 


Exhibit  B-8 


SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 

COUNTY  OF  SCOTLAND 
IMPROVEMENT 
CORPORATION  FUND 
Budget  Actual 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes  $  -  $ 

Sales  taxes 

Intergovernmental  7,452  7,452 

Charges  for  services 

Interest  -  8 

Loan  Proceeds  18,000  18,000 

Transfers  in   -  -_ 

Total  Receipts  $       25,452     $  25,460 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  $               -  $ 
Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  supplies 
Services  and  Other 

Capital  Outlay  25,452  25,452 
Construction 

Transfers  out   -  -_ 

Total  Disbursements  $       25,452      $  25,452 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  $              -     $  8 

CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  JANUARY  1   -  -_ 


CASH  and  CASH  EQUIVALENTS,  DECEMBER  3 1  _$   _$  8 


tfl 

CT". 

The  accompanying  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements.  J 
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SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012 

1 .  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

Scotland  County,  Missouri  ("County")  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of 
commissioners.  In  addition  to  the  three  board  members,  there  are  ten  elected 
Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  Circuit  Clerk,  Collector,  Coroner,  County  Clerk, 
Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public  Administrator,  Recorder,  Sheriff,  and  Treasurer. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  1,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  differ  from  accounting  principles  generally 
accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  which  would  include  all  relevant  Government 
Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB)  pronouncements.  The  differences  include  use  of  a 
prescribed  definition  of  the  reporting  entity  and  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

A.  Reporting  Entity 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts, 
county  recorder,  public  safety,  economic  development,  social  and  human  services,  and 
cultural  and  recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  the  primary  government  of  Scotland 
County,  Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies, 
departments,  and  offices  that  are  considered  to  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity. 

Certain  elected  County  officials,  particularly  the  County  Collector,  Treasurer,  Circuit 
Clerk  and  Sheriff,  collect  and  hold  monies  in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of 
individuals,  taxing  units,  or  other  governments.  These  assets,  which  are  held  by  these 
officeholders  for  the  sole  benefit  of  external  parties,  are  not  reported  on  the 
accompanying  financial  statements. 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in 
individual  funds  based  upon  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by 
which  spending  activities  are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting 
entity  with  self-balancing  accounts  that  comprise  its  assets,  liabilities,  net  assets, 
revenues/receipts  and  expenditures/disbursements.  The  County's  funds  are  governmental 
funds.  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most  governmental  functions  are 
financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for  through 
governmental  funds. 

C.  Basis  of  Accounting 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly, 
amounts  are  recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs 
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from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those 
principles  require  revenues  to  be  recognized  when  they  become  available  and  measurable 
or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures  or  expenses  to  be  recognized  when  the  related 
liabilities  are  incurred. 

D.  Budgets  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budgetary  data  reflected  in  the 
financial  statements: 

1.  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County's  policy  is  to  adopt  a  budget  for 
each  governmental  fund. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  January,  each  elected  officer  and  department 
director  will  transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as 
budget  officer,  the  budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department 
for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues 
and  proposed  expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted 
funds.  Budgeted  expenditures  cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus 
estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of  appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated 
fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as  estimated  revenues  to  be 
received. 

4.  State  law  requires  that,  at  the  individual  fund  level,  budgeted  expenditures  not 
exceed  budgeted  revenues  plus  anticipated  beginning  fund  balance. 

5.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget.  Prior  to  its 
approval  by  the  County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is  available  for 
public  inspection,  which  usually  takes  place  the  third  and  fourth  weeks  of  January. 

6.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the 
authority  to  make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  a  formal  vote  of  the 
Commission.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County 
Commission  throughout  the  year. 

8.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

9.  Adoption  of  a  formal  budget  is  required  by  law.  The  County  adopted  a  formal  budget  for 
all  reported  funds. 
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10.  Section  50.740  RSMo  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  Actual 
expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  for  the  following  funds: 


Fund 


Road  and  Bridge  Sales  Tax  Fund 
Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fund 
Tax  Maintenance  Fund 


11.  Chapter  50.610  and  Chapter  50.740,  RSMo  require  that  counties  prepare  budgets  that 
balance  proposed  expenditures  with  estimated  revenues  and  other  sources  of  financial 
resources.  Accordingly,  counties  are  not  authorized  to  have  deficit  fund  balances.  No 
funds  were  budgeted  to  a  deficit  fund  balance. 

E.  Property  taxes  are  based  on  the  voter-approved  tax  levy  applied  to  the  real  and  personal 
assessed  property  values.  Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of 
January  1.  Taxes  are  levied  on  September  1  and  tax  bills  are  mailed  to  taxpayers  in 
October  and  November,  at  which  time  they  are  payable.  All  unpaid  property  taxes 
become  delinquent  as  of  January  1  of  the  following  year. 

The  assessed  valuations  of  the  tangible  taxable  property,  included  within  the 
County's  boundaries  for  calendar  year  2012  were: 


For  calendar  year  2012,  the  County  Commission  approved  tax  levies  per  $100  of 
assessed  valuation  of  tangible  taxable  property  as  follows: 


The  Road  &  Bridge  levy  and  the  Special  Road  &  Bridge  levy  is  collected  and  accounted  for 
within  the  Special  Road  &  Bridge  Fund. 

F.    Cash  Deposits  and  Investments 

Deposits  and  investments  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances 
for  all  the  County  Treasurer  funds  are  pooled  and  invested  to  the  extent  possible.  Interest 
earned  from  such  investments  is  allocated  to  each  of  the  funds  based  on  the  funds' 
average  daily  cash  balance.  Cash  equivalents  may  include  repurchase  agreements 
and  any  other  instruments  with  an  original  maturity  of  ninety  days  or  less.  State  law 
authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in  banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of 
funds  in  bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the  United  States,  other  interest  bearing 


Real  Estate 
Personal  Property 
Railroad  and  Utilities 


$38,134,190 
$19,419,152 
$  5,971,391 


General  Revenue 
Road  &  Bridge 
Special  Road  &  Bridge 

Road  Rock  Tax  (assessed  per  agricultural  acre) 


$0.4954 
$0.3469 
$0.3199 
$0.7500 
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obligations  guaranteed  as  to  both  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the 
State  of  Missouri  or  other  government  bonds,  or  time  certificates  of  deposit,  purchased  at 
a  price  at  or  below  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash  on  deposit  or  time  certificates  of  deposit 
are  required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  (FDIC)  or 
collateralized  by  authorized  investments  held  in  the  County's  name  at  third-party 
banking  institutions.  Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in  Note  2. 

G.    Interfund  Activity 

During  the  course  of  operations,  interfund  activity  occurs  for  purposes  of  providing 
supplemental  funding,  reimbursements  for  goods  provided  or  services  rendered,  or  short  and 
long-term  financing. 

Interfund  activities  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers 
out"  by  the  disbursing  fund.  However,  interfund  reimbursements  have  been  eliminated  from 
the  financial  statements  in  order  that  reimbursed  expenditures  are  reported  only  in  the  funds 
incurring  the  costs. 

2.  CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 

The  County  maintains  a  cash  and  temporary  investment  pool  that  is  available  for  use  by  all 
funds.  Each  fund's  portion  of  this  pool  is  displayed  on  the  financial  statements  within  the  "Cash 
and  Cash  Equivalents"  caption.  Cash  and  cash  equivalents  include  both  deposits  and  short-term 
investments.  Investments  are  considered  short-term  when  original  maturities  are  less  than  one 
year.  For  the  purposes  of  these  disclosures,  deposits  with  financial  institutions  are  demand,  time, 
and  savings  accounts,  including  certificates  of  deposit  and  negotiable  order  of  withdrawal 
accounts,  in  banks,  savings  institutions,  and  credit  unions,  and  short-term  U.S.  Treasury  bills. 

Deposits  -  Missouri  statutes  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized 
in  an  amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits.  At  December  31,  2012,  the  carrying  amount  of 
the  County's  deposits  was  $675,775,  and  the  bank  balances  totaled  $807,698.  Of  the  bank 
balances,  $253,389  for  December  31,  2012,  was  covered  by  federal  depository  insurance  and  the 
remainder  was  covered  by  collateral  held  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  and  the  County's 
safekeeping  bank  agent  in  the  County's  name  or  by  a  line  of  credit  held  by  the  County  or  by  its 
agent  in  the  County's  name. 

At  December  31,  2012,  the  County  Collector  held,  in  addition  to  the  cash  and  cash 
equivalents  listed  above,  cash  representing  collections  of  property  taxes  on  behalf  of 
various  taxing  districts  in  the  County,  including  the  County  General  Revenue  and  Road  & 
Bridge  funds.  These  amounts,  all  of  which  were  secured  by  pledged  collateral,  amounted 
to  $2,762,945. 


3.  COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS 

A.  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF) 

The  County  Employee's  Retirement  Fund  was  established  by  the  State  of  Missouri  to  provide 
pension  benefits  for  County  officials  and  employees. 
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1)  Plan  Description 

The  Retirement  Fund  is  a  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  defined  benefit  pension 
plan  covering  any  county  elective  or  appointed  officer  or  employee  whose 
performance  requires  the  actual  performance  of  duties  during  not  less  than  one 
thousand  (1,000)  hours  per  calendar  year  in  each  county  of  the  state,  except  for  any 
city  not  within  a  county  and  any  county  of  the  first  classification  having  a  charter 
form  of  government.  It  does  not  include  county  prosecuting  attorneys  covered  under 
Sections  56.800  to  56.840,  RSMo,  circuit  clerks  and  deputy  circuit  clerks  covered 
under  the  Missouri  State  Retirement  System,  county  sheriffs  covered  under 
Sections  57.949  to  57.997,  RSMo  and  certain  personnel  not  defined  as  an  employee 
per  Section  50.1000(8),  RSMo.  The  Fund  was  created  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  and 
was  effective  August  28,  1994. 

The  general  administration  and  the  responsibility  for  the  proper  operation  of  the  fund 
and  the  investment  of  the  fund  are  vested  in  a  board  of  directors  of  eleven  persons. 

2)  Pension  Benefits 

Beginning  January  1,  1997,  employees  attaining  the  age  of  sixty-two  years  may 
retire  with  full  benefits  with  eight  or  more  years  of  creditable  service.  The  monthly 
benefit  for  County  Employees  is  determined  by  selecting  the  highest  benefit  calculated 
using  three  different  prescribed  formulas  (flat-dollar  formula,  targeted  replacement  ratio 
formula,  and  prior  plan's  formula).  A  death  benefit  of  $10,000  will  be  paid  to  the 
designated  beneficiary  of  every  active  member  upon  his  or  her  death. 

Upon  termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  a 
deferred  annuity,  payable  at  age  sixty-two.  Early  retirement  is  at  age  fifty-five.  Any 
member  with  less  than  eight  years  of  creditable  service  forfeits  all  rights  in  the  fund 
but  will  be  paid  his  or  her  accumulated  contributions. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies 
of  these  statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by 
writing  to  CERF,  2121  Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling 
573-632-9203. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

In  accordance  with  State  Statutes,  the  Plan  is  partially  funded  through  various  fees 
collected  by  counties  and  remitted  to  the  CERF.  Further,  a  contribution  to  CERF  of  2% 
of  annual  salary  is  required  for  eligible  employees  hired  before  February  2002,  while  a 
contribution  of  6%  of  annual  salary  is  required  of  employees  hired  after  February  2002,  in 
order  to  participate  in  CERF.  During  2012,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF 
employee  contributions  of  approximately  $36,138. 
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4.  POST  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 


The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the 
Consolidated  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements 
established  by  COBRA  are  fully  funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and 
no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the  County. 


5.  CLAIMS,  COMMITMENT  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

A.  Litigation 

The  County  was  involved  in  litigation  as  of  the  audit  report  date.  On  February  6,  2013,  a 
judgment  was  rendered  against  the  County  in  the  amount  of  $178,566  plus  interest  and 
court  costs.  On  March  5,  2013,  interest  at  the  rate  of  5.13%  per  annum  was  assigned  to 
the  judgment  amount  pursuant  to  Section  408.040.2  RSMo.  The  County  is  currently 
appealing  the  above  court  decision.  As  of  the  audit  report  date,  the  outcome  of  the 
appellate  court  case  is  indeterminable. 

B.  Compensated  Absences 

The  County  provides  employees  with  annual  leave.  Each  employee  is  entitled  to  five  days 
annual  leave  after  their  first  whole  year  of  employment,  ten  days  annual  leave  after  two 
years  of  employment,  and  fifteen  days  annual  leave  after  five  years  of  employment.  Annual 
leave  must  be  used  by  December  31st  of  the  year  in  which  it  was  earned  or  that  time  is 
accrued.  Annual  leave  accrual  shall  commence  with  the  employee's  date  of  employment 
with  Scotland  County.  Employees  may  accrue  vacation  leave  to  a  maximum  of  240  hours, 
except  personnel  who  are  FLSA-exempt,  may  accrue  vacation  leave  to  a  maximum  of  360 
hours.  In  the  event  an  employee  becomes  ill  during  a  scheduled  vacation,  sick  leave  shall 
not  be  granted.  As  vacation  is  granted  for  a  period  of  recreation,  no  employee  shall  be 
permitted  to  waive  such  leave  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  double  pay.  Upon  termination  of 
employment,  any  employee  who  has  accumulated  vacation  time  shall  be  paid  for  unused 
time  at  the  final  regular  rate  received  by  such  employee.  This  terminates  all  prior  service 
with  the  County. 

Sick  time  is  accrued  at  8  hours  for  each  full  month  employed.  A  maximum  of  two-hundred 
forty  hours  of  sick  leave  may  be  accumulated  after  adding  the  prior  sick  leave  and  current 
sick  leave. 

An  employee  must  work  one-hundred  twenty  hours  in  a  given  month  to  earn  eight  hours  of 
current  sick  leave  for  that  month.  An  employee  may  accrue  sick  leave  with  pay  to  a 
maximum  of  two-hundred  forty  hours.  When  an  employee  ends  service  with  Scotland 
County,  they  will  be  paid  for  any  unused  prior  sick  leave  based  on  the  individuals  pay  rate 
as  of  the  last  date  of  employment.  This  terminates  all  prior  service  with  the  County.  After 
ten  years  of  full-time  service,  the  employees  shall  receive  compensation  for  twenty-five 
percent  of  sick  time  accrued.  After  fifteen  years  of  full-time  service,  the  employees  shall 
receive  compensation  for  forty  percent  of  sick  time  accrued,  valued  at  the  average  of  their 
last  three  annual  salaries.  After  twenty  years  of  service,  the  employees  shall  receive 
compensation  for  fifty  percent  of  sick  time  accrued,  valued  at  the  average  of  their  last  three 
annual  salaries. 
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C.  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs 


The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of 
these  grants,  when  performed,  could  result  in  the  disallowance  of  certain  costs.  Accordingly, 
such  audits  could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the  grantor  agencies.  Management 
believes  that  any  required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary,  will  be  immaterial  and, 
therefore,  no  provision  has  been  made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for  the 
potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 

The  County's  expenditures  for  federal  awards  did  not  exceed  $500,000  in  2012.  Therefore, 
the  County  is  not  required  to  obtain  a  Single  Audit  in  accordance  with  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  (OMB)  Circular  A- 133. 

6.  RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and 
destruction  of  assets;  errors  and  omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and 
has  established  a  risk  management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying 
costs  of  insurance.  There  have  been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year 
and  settlements  have  not  exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  participant  in  a  public  entity  risk  pool  which  is  a  corporate  and 
political  body.  The  purpose  of  the  risk  pool  is  to  provide  liability  protection  to  participating 
public  entities,  their  officials,  and  employees.  Annual  contributions  are  collected  based  on 
actuarial  projections  which  are  intended  to  produce  sufficient  funds  to  pay  losses  and 
expenses.  Should  contributions  not  produce  sufficient  funds  to  meet  its  obligations,  the  risk 
pool  is  empowered  with  the  ability  to  make  special  assessments.  Members  are  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  all  claims  against  the  risk  pool. 

The  County  is  also  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insured 
Workers'  Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers' 
compensation  insurance  through  this  Fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  insurance  coverage  for  Missouri  counties.  The  Fund  is  self-insured  up 
to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  is  reinsured  up  to  the  statutory  limit  through  excess  insurance. 

7.  CHANGE  IN  REPORTING  ENTITY 

The  County  has  changed  its  definition  of  the  reporting  entity,  as  of  January  1,  2012,  to  exclude 
the  Law  Library  Fund  and  include  the  Tax  Maintenance  Fund.  The  effect  of  the  aforementioned 
change  in  reporting  entity  will  affect  cash  balances  of  the  governmental  funds  as  previously 
reported  at  December  31,  2011  by  the  amount  representing  cash  balances  of  these  respective 
funds. 
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8.  LONG  TERM  DEBT  AND  CONTRACTUAL  OBLIGATIONS 


The  County  had  the  following  debt  and  contractual  obligations  outstanding  at  December  31, 
2012: 

A.  $77,625  for  the  capital  lease  of  a  Caterpillar  excavator.  The  lease  is  paid  in  annual 
installments  of  $13,898  inclusive  of  interest  at  3.55%  due  on  April  13th  each  year  through 
2016.  A  final  payment  of  $32,310  due  on  April  13,  2017.  This  is  paid  from  the  Special 
Road  and  Bridge  Fund. 

B.  $16,530  for  a  long  term  contractual  obligation  with  Mapping  Solutions  for  a  GIS  system  for 
the  Assessor's  office.  No  interest  is  assessed.  Phase  1  of  3  was  completed  within  this  fiscal 
period.  Phase  2  of  3  was  completed  in  fiscal  year  2013.  Phase  3  of  3  is  scheduled  to  be 
completed  in  fiscal  year  2014.  Future  payments  are  anticipated  to  be  $8,425  for  fiscal  year 
2013  and  $8,105  for  fiscal  year  2014.  This  is  paid  from  the  Assessment  Fund. 

C.  $47,024  for  a  contractual  obligation  with  Henry  M.  Adkins  and  Son,  Inc.  for  election 
equipment.  Financing  options  are  available  at  3%  of  the  unpaid  balance  per  annum  for  up  to 
four  years  from  the  purchase  date  or  through  February  24,  2016.  This  is  paid  from  the 
General  Revenue  Fund. 

D.  $18,000  for  a  promissory  note  with  the  USDA  for  a  truck.  The  note  is  paid  in  annual 
installments  of  $3,379  inclusive  of  interest  at  3.5%  per  annum  due  on  September  19th  each 
year  through  2018.  This  is  paid  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 

E.  $20,000  for  a  promissory  note  with  the  USDA  for  radio  equipment.  The  note  is  paid  in 
annual  installments  of  $3,754  inclusive  of  interest  at  3.5%  per  annum  due  on  December  28th 
each  year  through  2018.  This  is  paid  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 

9.  SUBSEQUENT  EVENTS 

The  County  has  evaluated  events  subsequent  to  December  31,  2012  to  assess  the  need  for 
potential  recognition  or  disclosure  in  the  financial  statements.  Such  events  were  evaluated 
through  May  3,  2013,  the  date  the  financial  statements  were  available  to  be  issued.  Based  upon 
this  evaluation,  it  was  determined  that  no  subsequent  events  occurred  that  require  recognition  or 
additional  disclosure  in  the  financial  statements. 
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COMPLIANCE  SECTION 


SUITE  900 

1111  MAIN  STREET 

KANSAS  CITY,  MO  64105 

TELEPHONE:  (816)  221.4559 

FACSIMILE:  (816)  221.4563 

EMAIL:  Admin@McBrideLock.com 

CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 

McBRIDE,  LOCK  &  ASSOCIATES 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL 
REPORTING  AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 

To  the  County  Commission  and 
Officeholders  of  Scotland  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  financial  statements  of  Scotland  County, 
Missouri  as  of  and  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements,  which  collectively  comprise  Scotland  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial  statements  and 
have  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  May  3,  2013. 

Internal  Control  Over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Scotland  County, 
Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the  audit 
procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on 
the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of 
Scotland  County,  Missouri's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the 
effectiveness  of  Scotland  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow 
management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent, 
or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a 
combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a 
material  misstatement  of  the  County's  financial  statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and 
corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of 
deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to 
merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first  paragraph  of 
this  section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be 
material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant 
deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  Given  these  limitations,  during  our  audit  we  did 
not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 
However,  material  weaknesses  may  exist  that  have  not  been  identified.  We  did  identify  certain 
deficiencies  in  internal  control,  identified  as  items  1  and  2  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  recommendations,  that  we  consider  to  be  a  significant  deficiencies. 
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Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Scotland  County,  Missouri's  financial 
statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain 
provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could 
have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the  determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However, 
providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit, 
and  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our  tests  disclosed 
instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under  Government 
Auditing  Standards  and  which  are  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and 
recommendations  as  items  3  and  4. 

Scotland  County,  Missouri's  Response  to  Findings 

Scotland  County,  Missouri's  response  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  is  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  recommendations.  Scotland  County,  Missouri's 
response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial 
statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in 
accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and 
compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

( Original  Signed  by  McBride,  Lock  &  Associates) 

McBride,  Lock  &  Associates 
Kansas  City,  Missouri 
May  3,  2013 
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FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


MATERIAL  WEAKNESSES  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 

None 

SIGNIFICANT  INTERNAL  CONTROL  DEFICIENCIES 


1.  Sheriff's  Office  -  Segregation  of  Duties 

Condition:  The  Office  Manager  for  the  Sheriff's  Office  performs  the  majority  of  the  cash 
handling,  recording,  and  reconciliation  functions.  This  individual  receives  funds,  prepares 
deposits,  takes  deposits  to  the  bank,  prepares  checks,  mails  checks,  and  reconciles  the  bank 
account.  The  Office  Manager  is  also  an  authorized  signer  on  the  bank  account. 

It  was  noted  that  to  alleviate  segregation  of  duties  concerns,  the  Sheriff  documents  his  review  of 
the  bank  reconciliation  and  that  a  copy  of  the  bank  statement  is  sent  to  the  County  Treasurer  and 
County  Clerk. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  the  receipting  and  depositing  function  be  segregated  to 
provide  for  improved  controls. 

County's  Response:  The  audit  recommendation  is  being  taken  into  consideration. 

Auditor's  Evaluation:  We  continue  to  recommend  that  the  segregation  of  duties  issue  be 
addressed. 


2.  Unauthorized  Signer  on  County  Bank  Accounts 

Condition:  Upon  review  of  signature  cards,  it  was  noted  that  a  former  commissioner  is  still  an 
authorized  signer  on  the  County  bank  accounts. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  steps  be  taken  to  immediately  remove  this  individual  as 
an  authorized  signer  on  the  County  bank  accounts. 

County's  Response:  This  issue  was  resolved  on  May  9,  2013  when  depository  bids  were  opened 
and  a  new  agreement  accepted. 

Auditor's  Evaluation:  The  stated  corrective  action  appears  appropriate. 
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ITEMS  OF  NONCOMPLIANCE 


3.    BUDGETARY  COMPLIANCE 

Condition:  We  noted  that  actual  expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  expenditures  for  the  following 
funds  in  2012  by  more  than  an  inconsequential  amount: 

 Fund  

Road  and  Bridge  Sales  Tax  Fund 
Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fund 
Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  ensure 
compliance  with  State  Statutes  and  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  refraining  from  approving 
expenditures  in  excess  of  budgeted  amounts.  In  the  event  that  the  originally  adopted  budget  is 
inadequate  to  finance  current  year  unforeseen  expenditures,  budgetary  amendments  should  be 
discussed  in  a  public  meeting  and  formally  adopted  by  the  County  Commission. 

County's  Response:  The  County  will  implement  the  audit  recommendation. 

Auditor's  Evaluation:  The  stated  corrective  action  appears  appropriate. 

OTHER  MATTERS 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements  of  Scotland  County,  Missouri 
(the  County)  as  of  and  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  in  accordance  with  generally 
accepted  government  auditing  standards,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  over 
financial  reporting  (internal  control)  as  a  basis  for  designing  our  auditing  procedures  for  the 
purpose  of  expressing  our  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

However,  during  our  audit  we  became  aware  of  certain  matters  that  are  opportunities  for 
strengthening  internal  controls  and  operating  efficiency.  Our  comments  and  suggestions 
regarding  those  matters  are  summarized  below.  We  previously  reported  on  the  County's  internal 
control  in  our  report  dated  May  3,  2013.  (A  separate  report  dated  May  3,  2013  contains  our 
report  on  significant  deficiencies  in  the  County's  internal  control).  This  document  does  not 
affect  our  report  dated  May  3,  2013. 
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4.  Sheriff's  Office  -  Inmate  Funds 


Condition:  During  the  internal  control  discussion  with  the  Office  Manager  in  the  Sheriff's 
Office,  it  was  noted  that  inmate  money  on  account  for  commissary  purchases  is  maintained  as 
cash  and  stored  in  an  unlocked  file  cabinet  drawer  behind  the  dispatcher's  desk.  These  funds 
represent  an  immaterial  amount  (around  $100  to  $150  in  total)  in  comparison  to  the  County's 
operation. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  these  funds  be  stored  in  a  locked  box  or  locked  file 
cabinet  drawer  to  ensure  the  physical  security  of  these  funds. 

County's  Response:  The  County  will  implement  the  audit  recommendation. 

Auditor's  Evaluation:  The  stated  corrective  action  appears  appropriate. 
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SCOTLAND  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  PRIOR  YEAR  AUDIT  FINDINGS 


In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  this  section  reports  the  auditors'  follow-up  on 
action  taken  by  Scotland  County,  Missouri,  on  the  applicable  findings  in  the  prior  audit  report  issued 
for  the  two  years  ended  December  31,  201 1  and  2010. 

1.   Condition:  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  201 1,  the  County  budgeted  a  negative  fund  balance 
for  the  Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund  and  the  FEMA  Fund. 

Status:  Resolved. 


2.  Condition:  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2010,  the  County  incurred  a  negative  fund  balance 
for  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund. 

Status:  Resolved. 

3.  Condition:  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  actual  expenses  exceeded  budgeted  expenses 
for  the  Assessment  Fund  and  the  Law  Library  Fund. 

Status:  Partially  resolved.  For  the  current  fiscal  year,  actual  expenses  did  not  exceed  budgeted 
expenses  for  the  above  mentioned  funds.  However,  there  were  other  funds  in  which  actual 
expenses  did  exceed  budgeted  expenses.  See  item  3  in  the  Schedule  of  Findings  and 
Recommendations . 

4.  Condition:  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2010,  actual  expenses  exceeded  budgeted  expenses 
for  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund,  FEMA  Fund,  Off  System  Fund,  and  the  Local  Emergency 
Planning  Commission  Fund. 

Status:  Partially  resolved.  For  the  current  fiscal  year,  actual  expenses  did  not  exceed  budgeted 
expenses  for  the  above  mentioned  funds.  However,  there  were  other  funds  in  which  actual 
expenses  did  exceed  budgeted  expenses.  See  item  3  in  the  Schedule  of  Findings  and 
Recommendations . 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Dade  County 


July  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Dade  County 


County  Sales  Tax  The  county  performed  sales  tax  reduction  calculations  for  2009  and  2010, 

but  incorrectly  certified  a  tax  rate  with  a  voluntary  reduction  instead  of  a 
sales  tax  reduction  for  both  years.  As  provided  by  state  law,  the  voluntary 
reduction  taken  in  a  non-reassessment  year  (even  year)  resulted  in  a  reduced 
tax  rate  ceiling  for  the  county's  General  Revenue  Fund  for  2011  and  2012. 
In  addition,  a  calculation  for  the  sales  tax  rollback  was  not  performed  by  the 
county  for  2011  or  2012,  and  the  county  certified  tax  rates  equal  to  the 
lowered  tax  rate  ceiling  for  both  years,  reporting  no  reductions.  State  law 
requires  the  county  to  reduce  property  taxes  for  50  percent  of  sales  taxes 
collected,  and  based  upon  these  requirements,  the  county  over-collected 
General  Revenue  property  taxes  totaling  $229,643  for  the  two  years  2011 
and  2012. 


As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  significant  weaknesses  continue  to  exist 
in  the  Sheriffs  accounting  controls  and  procedures.  Accounting  duties  are 
not  adequately  segregated,  and  an  adequate  supervisory  review  is  not 
performed.  The  Sheriffs  office  did  not  maintain  electronic  accounting 
records;  the  current  Sheriff  indicated  the  information  was  deleted  from  the 
computer  system  prior  to  his  taking  office.  The  Sheriffs  office  lacks 
adequate  procedures  for  receipting,  depositing,  and  transmitting  monies. 
Receipt  slips  were  not  issued  for  some  monies  received,  several  receipt  slip 
books  were  used  concurrently,  both  copies  of  voided  receipt  slips  were  not 
always  retained,  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  was  not  accounted 
for  properly,  some  entries  on  receipt  slips  were  not  legible,  receipt  slips  did 
not  always  indicate  the  method  of  payment,  composition  of  receipts  was  not 
reconciled  to  composition  of  deposits,  checks  were  not  restrictively 
endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt,  and  receipts  were  often  not  deposited  or 
transmitted  timely  or  intact.  The  Sheriffs  office  did  not  prepare  monthly 
bank  reconciliations  and  lists  of  liabilities  for  the  two  bank  accounts  during 
the  audit  period.  The  Sheriffs  office  has  not  established  adequate  controls 
over  seized  property. 

The  county  does  not  maintain  centralized  records  of  leave  balances  and 
leave  used  and  earned,  making  it  difficult  to  ensure  vacation,  sick  and 
compensatory  leave  balances  are  accurate  and  in  compliance  with  policy. 
The  county's  personnel  policy  indicates  overtime  will  be  determined  based 
upon  only  "hours  actually  worked  on  the  county's  behalf,";  however, 
nonworking  time  is  sometimes  used  in  calculations  to  determine  overtime. 
As  a  result,  the  county  may  be  paying  more  compensatory  time  than 
required.  Documentation  to  support  the  accrual  of  compensatory  time  by  the 
former  Sheriffs  office  manager/jail  administrator  was  not  sufficient  and  was 
not  documented  consistently.  Timecards  did  not  always  document  dates 
worked  and  some  timecards  could  not  be  located.  Compensatory  time  was 
not  always  calculated  in  accordance  with  county  policy.  Time  records  were 
not  always  signed  as  appropriate.  Similar  conditions  were  noted  in  our  prior 
audit  report. 


Sheriff  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Payroll  Controls  and 
Procedures 


County  Procedures  The  county  could  not  locate  records  documenting  the  use  of  the  Sheriffs 

office  vehicles  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  vehicle  log 
maintained  by  the  Assessor  and  the  County  Commissioners  lacked  adequate 
detail  and  was  not  used  to  reconcile  fuel  usage  to  fuel  purchases.  Sheriffs 
Revolving  Fund  monies  are  to  be  used  only  for  certain  purchases,  but 
$4,941  of  the  $7,977  total  disbursements  during  the  audit  period  were  not  in 
compliance  with  uses  allowed  by  state  law.  Neither  the  County  Clerk  nor 
the  County  Commission  adequately  reviews  the  activities  of  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer. 

Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.*  However,  the 
audit  revealed  serious  shortcomings  with  the  Sheriffs  office. 


American  Recovery  and  Dade  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited 

Reinvestment  Act  time  Period- 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Dade  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Dade  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Davis,  Lynn,  and  Moots,  P.C.,  Certified  Public  Accountants  has  been  engaged  to 
audit  the  financial  statements  of  Dade  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our 
audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of 
our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Dade 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Pamela  Allison  Tillery,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Natalie  B.  McNish,  CGAP 

Audit  Staff:  Terese  Summers,  MSAS,  CPA 


3 


Dade  County 
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State  Auditor's  Findings 


-|  r^nnnfv  ^qIpc  TYiv  Property  tax  reduction  amounts  were  not  properly  reported  to  the  State 
1.   ^OUIliy  SdieS  IdX       Auditor's  office  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2010,  and  the  county 

failed  to  calculate  a  sales  tax  rollback  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31, 
2012.  Without  this  calculation,  the  county  is  unable  to  document  the 
required  property  tax  levy  reduction  was  utilized. 


The  county  is  required  to  certify  to  the  State  Auditor's  office  the  annual 
property  tax  levy  including  the  amount  the  levy  is  reduced  for  sales  tax 
collections,  as  well  as  any  voluntary  reductions.  For  2009  through  2012,  the 
county  certified  the  tax  rate  ceiling,  sales  tax  reduction,  voluntary  reduction, 
and  actual  tax  levy  for  the  General  Revenue  Fund  as  follows: 


2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

Tax  rate  ceiling 

$  0.1400 

0.1400 

0.2505 

0.2505 

Sales  tax  reduction 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Voluntary  reduction 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.1105 

0.1200 

Actual  tax  levy 

0.1400 

0.1400 

0.1400 

0.1305 

The  county  had  worksheets  reflecting  sales  tax  reduction  calculations  for 
2009  and  2010.  However,  for  the  year  2009,  the  county  incorrectly  certified 
a  tax  rate  with  a  voluntary  reduction  instead  of  a  sales  tax  reduction.  For  the 
year  2010,  the  county  originally  incorrectly  certified  a  tax  rate  by  failing  to 
show  any  reduction.  After  realizing  the  error,  the  county  re -certified  a  tax 
rate  with  a  reduction;  however,  the  reduction  was  incorrectly  reported  as  a 
voluntary  reduction  instead  of  a  sales  tax  reduction.  The  calculation  for  the 
sales  tax  rollback  was  not  performed  by  the  county  for  201 1  or  2012,  and  as 
a  result,  the  county  has  not  properly  determined  the  General  Revenue 
property  tax  levy. 

In  calculating  the  property  tax  rate  ceiling  for  2011,  the  State  Auditor's 
office  followed  Section  137.073.5(4),  RSMo,  which  states  a  voluntary 
reduction  taken  in  a  non-reassessment  year  (even  year),  results  in  a  reduced 
tax  rate  ceiling  during  the  subsequent  reassessment  year  (odd  year).  As  a 
result,  the  tax  rate  ceiling  for  the  county's  General  Revenue  Fund  was 
lowered  for  2011  and  2012.  The  county  subsequently  certified  tax  rates 
equal  to  the  lowered  tax  rate  ceiling  for  each  year,  reporting  no  reductions. 

Section  67.505,  RSMo,  requires  the  county  to  reduce  property  taxes  for  a 
percentage  of  sales  taxes  collected.  Dade  County  voters  enacted  a  one-half 
cent  sales  tax  with  a  provision  to  reduce  property  taxes  by  50  percent  of 
sales  tax  collected.  The  county  is  required  to  estimate  the  annual  property 
tax  levy  to  meet  the  50  percent  reduction  requirement  and  in  the  following 
year  calculate  any  excess  property  collected  based  upon  actual  sales  tax 
collection. 
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Based  upon  the  reduced  tax  rate  ceiling  required  by  Section  137.073.5(4), 
RSMo,  and  the  failure  of  the  county  to  reduce  the  tax  levy  for  a  sales  tax 
reduction,  the  over  collection  of  General  Revenue  property  taxes  for  2011 
and  2012  are  as  follows: 

Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


For  Sales  Tax  Reductions 

2012 

2011 

Required  property  tax  revenue  reduction 
Actual  property  tax  revenue  reduction 

$ 

115,377 
0 

114,266 
0 

Over  collection 

115,377 

114,266 

Prior  years  over  collection 

114,266 

0 

Total  property  tax  over  collected 

$ 

229,643 

114,266 

To  ensure  property  tax  levies  are  properly  set  and  property  tax  ceilings  are 
maintained,  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  should  ensure 
property  tax  levies  are  adequately  reduced  by  50  percent  of  sales  tax 
revenue  and  are  accurately  reported  and  certified  as  such.  Documentation  of 
calculations  and  tax  rate  setting  decisions  is  important  to  demonstrate 
compliance  with  statutory  provisions  and  serve  as  a  reference  tool  should 
questions  arise. 

Recommendation  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  properly  calculate  and  report 

property  tax  rate  reductions  (sales  tax  or  voluntary)  and  develop  a  plan  to 
correct  improper  property  tax  reductions  from  prior  years.  During  the  tax 
rate  setting  process,  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  should 
ensure  tax  rate  information  reported  back  to  the  county  in  the  State  Auditor's 
office  certification  letter  is  consistent  with  expectations  and,  if  not,  promptly 
follow  up  on  any  discrepancies. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  response: 

There  was  a  law  change  regarding  the  tax  levies,  137.073.5  (4)  which,  from 
what  we  understand  has  caused  several  counties  to  have  this  issue  of  losing 
their  tax  rate  ceiling.  We  will  work  with  the  County  Clerk  to  correct  this. 

The  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  written  response: 

I  took  office  in  January  of  2011.  There  was  a  law  change  regarding  the  tax 
levies,  which,  from  what  I  understand  has  caused  several  counties  to  have 
this  issue  of  losing  their  tax  rate  ceiling.  Having  looked  back  on  prior  years 
for  help  in  setting  the  tax  levy,  I  didn't  realize  that  the  county  had  lost  the 
tax  rate  ceiling.  The  tax  levy  rate  did  not  change,  and  a  calculation  of  the 
sales  tax  rollback  was  not  performed.  The  County  Commission  and  myself 
have  been  notified  of  this  and  will  take  the  steps  to  correct  this  in  the  future. 
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2.  Sheriff  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Despite  similar  concerns  noted  in  our  prior  audits,  significant  weaknesses 
continue  to  exist  in  the  Sheriffs  accounting  controls  and  procedures.  The 
current  Sheriff  took  office  in  January  2013. 


Deposits  into  the  Sheriffs  bank  account  for  civil  and  criminal  process  fees, 
bonds,  and  other  miscellaneous  fees,  and  concealed  carry  weapon  permit 
monies  collected  and  transmitted  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  totaled 
approximately  $38,200  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

2. 1  Segregation  of  duties         Accounting  duties   are  not   adequately  segregated,   and  an  adequate 

supervisory  review  of  accounting  records  is  not  performed.  An  office 
manager  is  responsible  for  receipting,  recording,  depositing,  disbursing, 
reconciling  the  bank  account,  and  transmitting  monies  to  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer.  While  the  current  Sheriff  performs  and  documents  his 
review  of  the  monthly  bank  reconciliation,  a  comparison  of  monies  received 
to  those  deposited  or  transmitted  is  not  performed  by  the  Sheriff. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  Sheriff  should  implement  an  adequate 
independent  or  supervisory  review  of  bank  and  accounting  records. 

2.2  Record  retention  Electronic  accounting  records  maintained  by  the  former  Sheriff  are  not 

available.  According  to  the  current  Sheriff,  this  information  was  deleted 
from  the  computer  system  prior  to  his  taking  office.  Record  retention  is 
necessary  to  ensure  the  validity  of  transactions  and  provide  an  audit  trail. 
Section  109.270,  RSMo,  indicates  all  records  made  or  received  by  officials 
in  the  course  of  their  public  duties  are  public  property  and  are  not  to  be 
disposed  of  except  as  provided  by  law. 


2.3  Receipting,  depositing,      Procedures  for  receipting,  depositing  and  transmitting  monies  are  not 

and  transmitting  monies  sufflcient- 

Our  review  of  receipt  slips,  deposits,  and  transmittals  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  and  through  January  24,  2013,  determined  the 
following: 


•  Beginning  May  2012,  receipt  slips  were  no  longer  issued  for  paper 
service  and  phone  commission  monies,  and  receipts  slips  were  not 
always  issued  for  other  monies  received.  From  May  through  December 
2012,  $5,089  was  collected  and  deposited  for  paper  service  and  phone 
commissions,  but  was  not  receipted.  Also,  an  additional  $6,488  received 
for  bonds,  grants,  board  bills,  and  concealed  carry  permits  was  collected 
and  deposited,  but  not  receipted,  resulting  in  a  total  of  $11,577  being 
deposited  or  transmitted,  but  not  recorded  in  receipt  records. 
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•  Several  receipt  slip  books  were  used  concurrently,  both  copies  of  voided 
receipt  slips  were  not  always  retained,  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt 
slips  was  not  accounted  for  properly,  and  some  entries  on  receipt  slips 
were  not  legible. 

•  Receipt  slips  issued  did  not  always  indicate  the  method  of  payment,  and 
the  composition  of  receipts  was  not  reconciled  to  the  composition  of 
deposits.  Additionally,  checks  were  not  restrictively  endorsed 
immediately  upon  receipt. 

•  Receipts  were  often  not  deposited  or  transmitted  intact  or  timely.  For 
example,  monies  collected  on  December  14,  2012,  totaling  $877,  were 
deposited  on  December  26,  2012,  while  monies  collected  on 
December  13,  2012,  totaling  $252,  were  not  deposited  until  January  3, 
2013.  In  addition,  concealed  carry  weapon  permit  monies  totaling  $350 
collected  between  August  6  and  October  2,  2012,  were  not  transmitted 
to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  until  October  10,  2012. 

Without  accurate  and  up-to-date  receipt  records,  and  a  detailed 
reconciliation  of  these  records,  there  is  no  assurance  all  monies  have  been 
recorded  and  deposited.  To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of 
monies  received  going  undetected,  procedures  should  be  established  to 
ensure  all  monies  received  are  properly  receipted  and  deposited  or 
transmitted  intact  and  timely. 

2.4  Bank  reconciliations  and   Monthly  bank  reconciliations  and  lists  of  liabilities  for  the  two  bank 
liabilities  accounts  (bond  and  fee)  were  not  prepared  during  the  year  ended 

December  31,  2012.  Our  review  of  the  bond  bank  account  and  other  records 
indicated  $761  in  unidentified  monies  at  December  31,  2012. 

The  preparation  and  review  of  monthly  bank  reconciliations  is  necessary  to 
ensure  accounting  records  are  in  balance  and  to  identify  errors  in  a  timely 
manner.  Additionally,  liabilities  should  be  identified  monthly  and  reconciled 
to  cash  balances  to  ensure  sufficient  cash  is  available  for  the  payment  of  all 
amounts  due  and  all  monies  in  the  bank  account  can  be  identified.  Prompt 
follow  up  on  discrepancies  is  necessary  to  resolve  errors  and  ensure  monies 
are  properly  disbursed. 

Adequate  controls  over  seized  property  have  not  been  established.  While  a 
notebook  of  individual  seized  property  case  reports  is  maintained,  it  is  not 
complete  and  accurate,  and  periodic  inventories  of  seized  property  on  hand 
are  not  conducted.  Numerous  seized  property  items  included  on  the  reports 
(including  $313  cash  seized  in  2010)  could  not  be  located  in  the  seized 
property  storage  area.  Some  seized  property  items  were  stored  in  unsecured 
locations  within  and  outside  the  Sheriffs  office.  In  addition,  several  seized 
property  items  were  not  tagged  for  identification  to  a  specific  case.  Also, 


2.5  Seized  property 
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several  items  in  the  seized  property  storage  area  have  been  held  for  a  long 
period  of  time. 

Further,  the  release  of  seized  cash  totaling  $748  was  not  adequately 
documented.  According  to  a  seized  property  report,  $748  was  seized  on 
June  6,  2012,  and  a  hand  written  note  on  the  report  indicates  the  cash  was 
released;  however,  it  does  not  indicate  the  date  the  cash  was  released,  who 
released  the  cash,  or  who  received  the  cash. 

Considering  the  often  sensitive  nature  of  seized  property,  adequate  internal 
controls  are  essential  and  would  significantly  reduce  the  risk  of  theft  or 
misuse  of  the  items.  Accurate  and  complete  inventory  records  of  all  seized 
property  items,  including  information  such  as  description,  current  location, 
case  number,  date  of  seizure,  and  disposition  of  such  property,  are  necessary 
to  ensure  all  items  are  accounted  for  properly.  Periodic  inventories  should 
also  be  performed  and  compared  to  the  list  of  seized  property  to  ensure 
seized  property  is  accounted  for  properly.  Section  542.301,  RSMo,  provides 
guidance  for  the  disposition  of  unclaimed  seized  property.  Proper  disposal 
of  such  items  would  eliminate  the  significant  risks  of  unauthorized  access, 
use,  or  theft.  Furthermore,  adequate  documentation  should  be  maintained  to 
support  the  chain  of  custody  and  release  of  seized  property. 

Similar  conditions  Similar  conditions  to  sections  2.1,  2.3,  and  2.4  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 

previously  reported  report. 
Recommendations         The  sheriff: 

2.1  Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  an  adequate  independent  or  supervisory  review  of  bank  and 
accounting  records  is  performed  and  documented. 

2.2  Ensure  accounting  records  are  properly  retained. 

2.3  Ensure  legible  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  all  monies  received,  all 
copies  of  voided  receipts  slips  are  retained,  the  numerical  sequence 
of  receipt  slips  is  accounted  for  properly,  the  method  of  payment  is 
indicated  on  all  receipt  slips,  the  composition  of  receipts  is 
reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits,  and  checks  are 
restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt.  In  addition,  the 
Sheriff  should  ensure  receipts  are  deposited  or  transmitted  intact 
and  in  a  timely  manner. 

2.4  Prepare  bank  reconciliations  monthly  and  reconcile  bank  balances 
to  monthly  lists  of  liabilities.  Any  differences  should  be  investigated 
and  resolved. 
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2.5  Maintain  complete  and  accurate  seized  property  inventory  records. 
The  Sheriff  should  perform  a  periodic  inventory  of  seized  property, 
compare  it  to  the  seized  property  list,  and  investigate  any 
differences.  The  Sheriff  should  also  make  timely  and  appropriate 
dispositions  of  seized  property. 

Audi  tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^e  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2.1  Segregation  of  duties  is  not  possible  because  of  budget  restraints.  It 
is  not  likely  this  will  change  now  or  in  the  foreseeable  future.  I  will 
perform  a  monthly  internal  audit  of  receipts  to  bank  activity  to 
ensure  accuracy  and  accountability. 

2.2  All  records  will  be  retained  as  required  by  law.  The  financial 
records  that  are  missing  are  not  recoverable  by  this  office. 

2.3  All  receipts  are  now  being  deposited  intact  on  a  weekly  basis.  A 
legible  and  numbered  receipt  slip  will  be  issued  for  all  monies 
received  by  this  office.  All  copies  of  voided  receipt  slips  will  be 
retained.  Policies  have  been  put  in  place  to  ensure  that  the  proper 
receipt  slip  type  be  used  for  each  transaction,  the  method  of 
payment  be  accurately  recorded,  and  checks  be  restrictively 
endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt.  Receipt  slips  will  be  audited 
against  bank  deposits  to  ensure  they  are  accurate. 

2.4  Monthly  bank  reconciliations  will  be  completed  timely.  I  will  audit 
monthly  reconciliations,  as  well  as  written  receipts,  to  ensure 
accuracy. 

2.5  Seized  property  is  being  inventoried  and  documented.  An  accurate 
and  auditable  inventory  system  is  being  put  in  place.  All  seized 
property  will  be  destroyed  or  disposed  of  according  to  law  and 
when  allowed  by  law. 


Controls  and  procedures  over  payroll  records  need  improvement. 


Centralized  records  of  leave  balances  and  leave  used  and  earned  are  not 
maintained.  Employees  are  responsible  for  recording  and  tracking  their  own 
leave  balances.  Without  centralized  leave  records,  the  County  Commission 
cannot  ensure  employee  vacation,  sick,  and  compensatory  leave  balances 
are  accurate  and  in  compliance  with  county  policy,  and  all  employees  are 
treated  equitably.  Centralized  leave  records  also  aid  in  determining  unused 
vacation  and  compensatory  leave  upon  termination  of  employment. 


3.  Payroll  Controls 
and  Procedures 

3.1  Centralized  records 
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3.2  Personnel  policy 


3.3  Sheriffs  office  payroll 
records 


Compensatory  time  (overtime)  is  not  always  earned  and  paid  in  accordance 
with  the  county  personnel  policy.  For  example,  the  County  Collector- 
Treasurer  used  nonworking  time  (vacation,  sick  leave,  compensatory  time 
used,  and  holidays)  in  his  calculation  to  determine  the  amount  of  overtime 
paid  to  his  deputy  clerk,  resulting  in  an  overpayment.  The  county  may  be 
paying  more  compensatory  time  to  employees  than  required  as  a  result  of 
using  nonworking  time  in  its  calculations  of  overtime  earned.  The  county 
personnel  policy  indicates  overtime  will  be  determined  based  upon  only 
"hours  actually  worked  on  the  county's  behalf". 

Documentation  to  support  the  accrual  of  compensatory  time  (overtime)  by 
the  former  Sheriffs  office  manager/jail  administrator  was  not  sufficient  and 
was  not  documented  consistently. 

The  office  manager/jail  administrator  was  paid  $3,384  for  376  hours  of 
compensatory  time  earned  during  2012.  The  County  Clerk  prepared  payroll 
checks  based  on  bi-weekly  timesheets  prepared  by  the  office  manager/jail 
administrator  from  weekly  timecards  prepared  by  employees.  We  noted  25 
of  48  weekly  timecards  did  not  adequately  document  the  dates  worked  (day, 
month,  year),  4  weekly  timecards  could  not  be  located,  compensatory  time 
was  sometimes  calculated  at  double  time  which  is  not  in  accordance  with 
the  county  personnel  policy  of  time  and  a  half,  and  the  calculations  of 
compensatory  time  (overtime)  on  some  bi-weekly  timesheets  were  not 
accurate.  In  addition,  timecards  of  some  employees  were  not  signed  and 
timecards  and  bi-weekly  timesheets  were  not  always  reviewed  or  signed  by 
the  Sheriff. 


Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 

Recommendations 


To  ensure  the  accuracy  of  time  worked  and  leave  taken,  time  records  should 
be  reviewed  and  signed  by  the  employee  and  the  employee's  supervisor  to 
indicate  their  agreement  to  the  actual  time  worked  and  leave  taken.  In 
addition,  to  limit  the  county's  liability  for  compensatory  time  to  law 
enforcement  officers,  the  county  should  complete  a  thorough  review  of 
compensatory  time  calculations  and  ensure  compliance  with  the  county's 
established  policy. 

Similar  conditions  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 


The  County  Commission: 

3.1  Maintain  centralized  leave  records  for  all  county  employees. 

3.2  Ensure  the  calculation  of  employee  overtime  is  in  accordance  with 
the  county  personnel  policy. 
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3.3  Ensure  adequate  reviews  of  time  records,  leave  records,  and  other 
payroll  records  are  performed.  The  County  Commission  should  also 
work  with  the  Sheriff  to  ensure  timecards  and  timesheets  are  signed 
by  employees  and  their  supervisor,  as  appropriate. 


Auditee's  Response 


The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

3.1  We  will  request  all  officeholders  to  submit  these  records  to  the 
County  Clerk  and  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  centralized  leave 
records. 


4.  County  Procedures 


3.2  We  will  remind  the  officeholders  to  follow  county  policy  for 
compensatory  time. 

3.3  We  will  ask  each  department  head  to  review  the  timesheets,  leave 
records,  and  other  payroll  records  before  being  turned  into  the 
County  Clerk's  office.  We  will  try  to  ensure  the  employees  of  the 
Sheriff's  office  and  the  Sheriff  sign  timesheets. 

Procedures  related  to  fuel  usage  need  improvement.  Disbursements  from  the 
Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund  were  not  always  appropriate,  and  the  county  has 
not  established  adequate  procedures  to  review  activities  of  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer. 


4. 1  Fuel  use  and  purchases      Records  documenting  the  use  of  Sheriffs  office  vehicles  could  not  be 

located  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  In  addition,  the  vehicle  log 
maintained  by  the  Assessor  and  the  County  Commissioners  did  not  indicate 
who  used  the  county  vehicle,  the  date  the  vehicle  was  used,  or  when  fueled; 
and  was  not  submitted  to  the  County  Clerk  for  reconciling  fuel  usage  to  fuel 
purchases.  Accounting  records  indicate  approximately  $17,800  of  fuel  was 
purchased  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

Procedures  for  reviewing  fuel  use  and  reconciling  use  to  fuel  purchased  are 
necessary  to  ensure  the  reasonableness  and  propriety  of  fuel  use  and 
disbursements.  Also,  mileage  and  fuel  logs  are  necessary  to  document  the 
appropriate  use  of  vehicles  and  to  support  fuel  charges.  Failure  to  account 
for  fuel  purchases  could  result  in  loss,  theft,  and  misuse  going  undetected. 


4.2  Sheriff  S  Revolving  Fund  During  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  $4,941  of  $7,977  total 

disbursements  made  from  the  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund  were  not  in 
compliance  with  uses  allowed  by  state  law.  These  disbursements  included 
uniforms,  handcuffs,  and  pepper  spray  costing  $1,021,  towing  expenses 
totaling  $2,820,  and  a  $1,100  transfer  to  the  Law  Enforcement  Fund. 


Per  Section  50.535,  RSMo,  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund  monies  are  to  be  used 
for  the  purchase  of  equipment,  to  provide  training,  and  to  make  necessary 
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4.3  Review  of  activity 


expenditures  to  process  applications  for  concealed  carry  endorsements  or 
renewals,  including  but  not  limited  to  the  purchase  of  equipment,  training, 
fingerprinting,  background  checks,  and  employment  of  additional  personnel. 

Neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission  adequately  reviews 
the  activities  of  the  County  Collector-Treasurer,  who  collected  property  tax 
monies  of  approximately  $5.1  million  during  the  year  ended  February  28, 
2013.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  an  account  book  or  other  records 
summarizing  property  tax  charges,  transactions,  and  changes,  and  no 
evidence  was  provided  to  indicate  procedures  are  performed  to  verify  the 
accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector-Treasurer's  annual 
settlements.  As  a  result,  there  is  an  increased  risk  of  loss,  theft,  and  misuse 
of  property  tax  monies  going  undetected. 


Section  51.150.1(2),  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  accounts 
with  all  persons  chargeable  with  monies  payable  to  the  county  treasury.  An 
account  book  or  other  records  which  summarize  all  taxes  charged  to  the 
County  Collector-Treasurer,  monthly  collections,  delinquent  credits, 
abatements  and  additions,  and  protested  amounts  should  be  maintained  by 
the  County  Clerk.  Such  records  would  help  the  County  Clerk  ensure  taxes 
charged  and  credited  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  are  complete  and 
accurate  and  could  also  be  used  by  the  County  Clerk  and  County 
Commission  to  verify  the  County  Collector-Treasurer's  annual  settlements. 
Such  procedures  are  intended  to  establish  checks  and  balances  related  to  the 
collection  of  property  taxes. 


Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 


Similar  conditions  to  sections  4.1  and  4.3  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 
report. 


Recommendations  4. 1       The  County  Commission  require  fuel  use  logs  be  maintained  for  all 

county-owned  vehicles,  and  ensure  these  logs  are  reviewed  for 
accuracy  and  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases.  Any  significant 
discrepancies  should  be  investigated. 

4.2       The  County  Commission  and  Sheriff  use  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund 
monies  in  accordance  with  state  law. 


4.3  The  County  Clerk  maintain  an  account  book  with  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer.  In  addition,  the  County  Clerk  and  the  County 
Commission  should  use  the  account  book  to  review  the  accuracy 
and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector-Treasurer's  annual 
settlement. 
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Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

4.1  Detailed  mileage  logs  used  by  the  County  Assessor  and  County 
Commissions  have  already  been  implemented.  We  will  request  logs 
from  the  Sheriffs  office  periodically  and  will  compare  logs  to  fuel 
purchases  upon  receipt  of  those  logs. 

4.2  This  has  been  noted,  and  in  the  future  we  will  use  the  monies  in 
accordance  with  state  law. 


4.3        We  will  ensure  this  is  implemented  for  the  new  tax  year. 
The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written  response: 

4.2  Disbursements  from  the  revolving  fund  will  only  be  made  in 
compliance  with  the  law. 

The  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  written  response: 

4.3  I  will  implement  this  for  the  new  tax  year  and  work  with  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer  to  ensure  this  done. 
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Dade  County  is  a  township-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat  is 
Greenfield,  Missouri. 


Dade  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintain  county  bridges,  and  performing  miscellaneous 
duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal  functions  of  these 
other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property  assessment,  property  tax 
collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance  of  financial  and  other 
records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county  employed  23  full-time 
employees  and  7  part-time  employees  on  December  31,  2012.  The 
townships  maintain  county  roads. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


 Officeholder  2013  2012 

Randy  Daniel,  Presiding  Commissioner           $  25,760 

William  G.  Marshall,  Associate  Commissioner  23,760 

David  Rusch,  Associate  Commissioner  23,760 

Carolyn  Kile,  Recorder  of  Deeds  36,000 

Melinda  Wright,  County  Clerk  36,000 

Gary  Troxell,  Prosecuting  Attorney  43,000 

Steven  Stapp,  Sheriff  40,000 

Gary  Banta,  County  Coroner  10,000 

Judy  McGuire,  Public  Administrator  25,000 
Rod  O'Connor,  County  Collector-Treasurer  (1), 

year  ended  March  31,  38,999 
Annette  Black,  County  Assessor  , 

year  ended  August  3 1 ,  36,000 

Justin  Hunt,  County  Surveyor  (2)  N/A 


(1)  Includes  $2,999  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  city  property  taxes. 

(2)  Compensation  on  a  fee  basis. 


American  Recovery  and  Dade  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  year 

Reinvestment  Act  2009         ended  December  31, 2012. 
(Federal  Stimulus) 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Southern  Dallas  County  Fire  Protection  District 


Accounting  Controls  and  The  Southern  Dallas  County  Fire  Protection  District  (district)  did  not 

Procedures  segregate  the  accounting  duties  performed  by  the  Secretary/Treasurer,  or 

conduct  a  supervisory  review.  The  district  does  not  follow  up  on 
outstanding  checks  and  does  not  issue  receipt  slips  for  monies  received.  The 
district  does  not  properly  report  wages,  withhold  employee  payroll  taxes 
from,  or  pay  the  employer  share  of  taxes  on  compensation  paid  to  the 
Secretary/Treasurer  and  firefighters  and  did  not  prepare  and  file  Forms 
1099-MISC  with  the  IRS  for  individuals  who  performed  mowing/spraying 
services  and  work  on  the  district's  helicopter  pad. 

Budgets  and  Financial  Reports    Annual  budgets  approved  by  the  Board  are  not  adequate  or  in  compliance 

with  state  law.  The  Board  does  not  monitor  budget  to  actual  receipts  and 
disbursements,  and  actual  disbursements  exceeded  the  overall  budget  by 
$15,504.  The  Secretary/Treasurer  does  not  provide  the  Board  with  sufficient 
monthly  financial  reports,  so  the  Board  cannot  effectively  monitor  the 
district's  financial  activity  and  condition. 

Meeting  notices/agendas  do  not  always  document  that  a  closed  meeting  is 
planned  and  do  not  cite  the  specific  exception  as  the  reason  for  the  closed 
meeting.  The  district  does  not  document  the  vote  of  each  member  to  go  into 
a  closed  meeting  in  the  open  meeting  minutes.  The  district  has  not  adopted  a 
formal  policy  regarding  public  access  to  district  records  and  does  not  have 
up-to-date  and  comprehensive  bylaws. 

The  district  has  not  adopted  a  formal  written  bidding  policy  and  lacks 
sufficient  bidding  procedures.  The  district  decides  whether  to  solicit  bids  on 
a  case-by-case  basis  and  does  not  document  its  reasons  for  selecting  a  bid 
other  than  the  lowest  bidder. 


Capital  Assets  The  district  does  not  maintain  current,  complete,  and  detailed  records  of 

capital  assets,  including  land,  buildings,  vehicles,  equipment,  and  furniture. 


Firefighter  Training  and  The  district  does  not  maintain  adequate  training  records  and  has  not 

Records  developed  a  written  comprehensive  training  plan  to  ensure  its  Standard 

Operating  Guidelines  are  met.  Audit  staff  reviewed  the  firefighter  training 
records  and  found,  of  those  who  had  reached  employment  status  requiring 


Meetings,  Public  Records,  and 
Bylaws 


Bidding 


training,  three  had  received  the  training,  five  had  not  received  the  required 
training  and  adequate  records  were  not  maintained  for  the  other  three 
firefighters. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 


American  Recovery  and  The  Southern  Dallas  County  Fire  Protection  District  did  not  receive  any 

Reinvestment  Act  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited  time  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Board  of  Directors 

Southern  Dallas  County  Fire  Protection  District 

The  State  Auditor  was  petitioned  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  to  audit  the  Southern  Dallas  County  Fire 
Protection  District.  We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  district  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The 
scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The 
objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  district's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  district's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  district,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence 
regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal 
provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that 
illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  district's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  district. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Southern 
Dallas  County  Fire  Protection  District. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Toni  M.  Crabtree,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Terri  Erwin,  MBA,  CGAP 
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Southern  Dallas  County  Fire  Protection  District 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Accounting  duties  are  not  segregated,  outstanding  checks  are  not  followed 
up  on  timely,  and  receipts  slips  are  not  issued.  The  Southern  Dallas  County 
Fire  Protection  District  (district)  also  does  not  properly  prepare  and  file 
Forms  W-2  or  1099-MISC. 


1.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


1 . 1  Segregation  of  duties         Accounting  duties  are  not  segregated,  and  there  is  no  supervisory  review  of 

the  work  performed  by  the  Secretary/Treasurer,  who  is  responsible  for  all 
record  keeping  duties  of  the  fire  district.  The  duties  include  receiving  and 
depositing  monies,  recording  receipts  and  disbursements,  preparing  and 
distributing  checks,  receiving  bank  statements  and  preparing  bank 
reconciliations,  and  preparing  financial  reports. 

To  safeguard  against  possible  loss  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls 
should  provide  reasonable  assurances  that  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal  controls  could  be 
improved  by  segregating  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If  proper  segregation 
of  duties  is  not  possible,  there  should  be  a  documented  independent  review 
of  district  transactions. 


1.2  Outstanding  checks  The  district  does  not  follow  up  on  outstanding  checks.  At  December  31, 

2012,  the  district  had  19  checks,  totaling  $240,  which  have  been  outstanding 
for  more  than  a  year.  Several  checks  are  over  4  years  old. 

Outstanding  checks  should  be  periodically  reviewed  to  determine  if  the 
payees  can  be  readily  located  and  if  there  is  a  need  to  reissue  the  checks. 
When  a  payee  cannot  be  located,  various  statutory  provisions  provide  for 
the  disposition  of  unclaimed  monies. 

1.3  Receipt  Slips  The  district  does  not  issue  receipt  slips  for  monies  received.  Although 

monies  received  are  recorded  in  the  district's  computerized  accounting 
system,  the  method  of  payment  is  not  denoted  and  the  system  does  not 
assign  a  receipt  and/or  transaction  number.  Thus,  an  accounting  trail  is 
lacking  and  the  records  do  not  provide  adequate  accountability  for  all 
monies  received. 


To  properly  account  for  all  receipts  and  ensure  monies  are  properly 
deposited,  prenumbered  receipt  slips  should  be  issued  in  numerical  order  for 
all  monies  received,  and  the  method  of  payment  should  be  recorded  on  each 
receipt  slip  and  reconciled  to  the  composition  of  receipts  recorded  in  the 
accounting  system  and  deposits. 

1 .4  Payroll  reporting  and         The  district  does  not  properly  report  wages,  withhold  employee  payroll 
withholdings  taxes  from,  or  pay  the  employer  share  of  taxes  on  compensation  paid  to  the 

Secretary/Treasurer  and  firefighters. 
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Although  for  2012  the  district  filed  a  Form- 1099  for  the 
Secretary/Treasurer's  compensation,  these  payments  appear  to  represent 
compensation  subject  to  Form  W-2  reporting  and  payroll  tax  withholding. 
The  Secretary/Treasurer  is  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Directors  and  uses  a 
district  computer  to  perform  her  duties.  Firefighters  are  paid  $5  per  run  and 
were  not  issued  Forms  W-2  in  2012. 

Section  105.300,  RSMo,  defines  an  appointive  officer  or  employee  of  a 
political  subdivision  as  an  employee  for  Social  Security  purposes.  Internal 
Revenue  Service  (IRS)  firefighters  guidelines  provide  that  volunteers  are 
considered  employees.  State  and  federal  laws  require  employers  to  withhold 
payroll  taxes  and  pay  the  employer's  share  of  Social  Security  and  Medicare 
on  compensation  paid  to  employees.  The  Internal  Revenue  Code  requires 
employers  to  report  wages  on  W-2  forms  and  withhold  and  remit  federal 
income  tax.  Similarly,  Chapter  143,  RSMo,  includes  requirements  for 
reporting  wages  and  withholding  state  income  taxes. 

1.5  Form  1099  The  district  did  not  prepare  and  file  Forms  1099-MISC  with  the  IRS,  as 

required.  In  2012  the  district  paid  approximately  $1,100  and  $1,200  to 
individuals  for  mowing/spraying  services  and  work  on  the  district's 
helicopter  pad,  respectively,  but  did  not  prepare  Forms  1099-MISC  for  these 
individuals. 

Sections  6041  to  6050  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  require  non-wage 
payments  of  at  least  $600  in  one  year  for  professional  services  or  for 
services  performed  as  a  trade  or  business  by  non-employees  (other  than 
corporations)  be  reported  to  the  federal  government  on  Form  1099-MISC. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Directors: 

1.1  Segregate  the  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible,  or  at  a 
minimum,  establish  procedures  for  a  documented  independent 
review  of  the  record  keeping  functions. 

1 .2  Follow  up  on  outstanding  checks  in  a  timely  manner. 

1.3  Ensure  prenumbered  receipt  slip  are  prepared  for  all  monies 
received,  and  reconciled  to  the  composition  of  receipts  recorded  in 
the  accounting  system  and  deposits. 

1.4  Ensure  all  compensation  paid  to  the  Secretary/Treasurer  and 
firefighters  are  subject  to  payroll  taxes  and  properly  reported  on 
W-2  forms.  The  district  should  also  contact  the  IRS  and  state  for 
guidance  regarding  prior  years. 

1.5  Prepare  and  file  Forms  1099-MISC  with  the  IRS  as  required. 
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Auditee's  Response 

The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1.1       It  is  not  possible  to  segregate  duties.  A  board  member  will  review 
records  monthly. 

1.2 

We  will  take  care  of  the  outstanding  checks. 

1.3 

We  will  start  giving  receipts  as  of  August  2013. 

1.4 

We  are  talking  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  about  this  now,  and 
will  take  under  advisement. 

1.5 

We  are  collecting  data  to  file  1099s  at  this  time. 

2.  Budgets  and 
Financial  Reports 

2. 1  Annual  budget 


Board  does  not  adequately  monitor  the  financial  activities  of  the  district. 


The  annual  budgets  approved  by  the  Board  are  not  adequate  or  in 
compliance  with  state  law.  The  budgets  only  include  anticipated 
disbursements.  In  addition,  the  disbursements  are  listed  by  broad  categories 
and  are  not  itemized  as  required. 

Section  67.010,  RSMo,  requires  each  political  subdivision  of  the  state  to 
prepare  an  annual  budget  which  presents  a  complete  financial  plan  and 
specific  information,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  a  budget  message  and 
comparisons  of  actual  revenues,  itemized  by  year,  fund,  and  source;  and 
expenditures,  itemized  by  year,  fund,  activity,  and  object,  for  the  two 
preceding  years. 

A  complete  and  well-planned  budget,  in  addition  to  meeting  statutory 
requirements,  can  serve  as  a  useful  management  tool  by  establishing 
specific  cost  expectations  for  each  area.  It  will  also  assist  in  setting  tax 
levies  and  informing  the  public  about  district  operations  and  current 
finances. 
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2.2  Budget  monitoring  The  Board  does  not  monitor  budget  to  actual  receipts  and  disbursements.  As 

a  result,  in  2012  the  Board  approved  disbursements  in  excess  of  various 
budget  categories  and  exceeded  the  overall  budget  by  $15,504,  as  follows: 


Budget  Category 

Budgeted 

Actual 

Actual  (Over) 

Disbursements 

Disbursements 

Under  Budget 

Building  loan,  lease,  and  insurance 

$  23,500 

22,490 

1,010 

Truck  repair,  maintenance,  and  fuel 

5,000 

11,760 

(6,760) 

Pay,  dues,  office  expense,  telephone,  and  utilities 

6,000 

12,491 

(6,491) 

Building  repair  and  maintenance 

4,000 

15,213 

(11,213) 

Classes  and  mileage 

2,500 

135 

2,365 

Firefighter  equipment,  supplies,  and  expenses 

6,000 

10,415 

(4,415) 

Building  Reserve 

10,000 

0 

10,000 

Total 

$  57,000 

72,504 

(15,504) 

Section  67.080,  RSMo,  provides  that  no  disbursements  of  public  monies 
shall  be  made  unless  authorized  in  the  budget.  Section  67.040,  RSMo, 
allows  for  increases  in  authorized  expenditures,  but  only  after  the  governing 
body  adopts  a  resolution  setting  forth  the  facts  and  reasons. 


Failure  to  adhere  to  the  limits  imposed  by  budgets  weakens  the  Board's 
effectiveness  in  controlling  the  district's  financial  condition.  The  district 
should  ensure  that  monthly  budget  to  actual  comparisons  are  received  and 
reviewed  prior  to  approving  disbursements. 

2.3  Financial  reports  The  monthly  financial  reports  presented  to  the  Board  are  not  sufficient.  As  a 

result,  the  Board  cannot  effectively  monitor  the  district's  financial  activity 
and  condition. 

At  monthly  meetings,  the  Secretary/Treasurer  presents  a  Treasurer's  report, 
consisting  of  a  "Bills  to  be  Paid"  report,  and  the  check  register  for  checks 
written/paid  the  previous  month.  However,  the  Board  does  not  receive  other 
financial  information  such  as  the  beginning  and  ending  fund  balance,  a 
reconciliation  of  bills  paid  the  prior  month  to  the  check  register,  or  financial 
reports,  such  as  a  monthly  schedule  of  receipts  and  disbursements  or 
balance  sheet,  from  the  computerized  accounting  system.  During  our  review 
of  disbursements,  we  found  that  two  checks,  totaling  $6,975,  were  paid  in 
July  2012,  but  not  listed  on  the  Bills  to  be  Paid  report.  In  addition,  although 
the  minutes  indicate  the  Board  approves  the  report,  the  report  is  not  signed 
and/or  initialed  by  the  Board  President  or  any  other  Board  member  to  show 
the  Board's  authorization. 

To  effectively  monitor  financial  activities  and  the  financial  condition  of  the 
district,  and  make  informed  decisions,  the  Board  must  receive  complete  and 
accurate  monthly  financial  reports  and  information. 
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Recommendations  The  Board  of  Directors: 


2. 1       Prepare  annual  budgets  that  contain  all  information  required  by  state 
law. 


2.2  Obtain  and  perform  adequate  reviews  of  budget  to  actual  financial 
information  monthly,  ensure  actual  disbursements  do  not  exceed 
budgeted  amounts,  and  if  necessary,  amend  the  district's  budget. 


Auditee's  Response 


3.  Meetings,  Public 
Records,  and 
Bylaws 


2.3  Ensure  monthly  financial  reports  are  complete,  accurate,  and 
provide  sufficient  information  to  monitor  financial  activity  and 
condition.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  consider  signing/initialing 
the  Bills  to  be  Paid  report  to  show  its  review  and  approval. 

The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

We  can  comply. 

The  district  needs  to  improve  procedures  for  conducting  and  documenting 
Board  meetings  and  providing  public  access  to  records.  District  bylaws  are 
outdated. 


3.1  Meeting  minutes  and 
notices/agendas 


There  are  significant  weaknesses  regarding  meeting  minutes  and 
notices/agendas.  Instead  of  two  separate  documents,  the  district  combines 
meeting  notices  and  agendas  into  one  document. 


•  Meeting  notices/agendas  do  not  always  document  that  a  closed 
meeting  is  planned.  For  example,  closed  meetings  were  held  on  July 
11,  2012,  and  December  11,  2012;  however,  the  related 
notice/agenda  failed  to  indicate  a  closed  meeting  was  planned. 

•  Meeting  notices/agendas  typically  just  document  "personnel", 
instead  of  citing  the  specific  exception,  as  the  reason  for  the  closed 
meeting,  when  applicable. 

•  The  vote  of  each  member  for  closing  a  meeting  is  not  documented 
in  the  open  meeting  minutes. 


Section  610.022,  RSMo,  requires  that  a  public  governmental  body  planning 
to  hold  a  closed  meeting  "...  shall  give  notice  of  the  time,  date,  and  place  of 
such  meeting  or  vote  and  the  reason  for  holding  it  by  reference  to  the 
specific  exception  allowed  .  .  .  ."  This  section  also  requires  that  before  any 
meeting  may  be  closed,  the  question  of  holding  the  closed  meeting  and  the 
reason(s)  for  the  closed  meeting,  including  reference  to  a  specific  section  of 
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the  law,  shall  be  voted  on  during  open  meeting.  These  reasons  and  the  vote 
of  each  member  to  close  the  meeting  should  be  documented  in  the  open 
minutes. 

3.2  Public  access  policy  The  district  has  not  adopted  a  formal  policy  regarding  public  access  to 

district  records. 

A  formal  policy  regarding  public  access  to  district  records  would  establish 
guidelines  for  the  district  to  make  the  records  available  to  the  public.  This 
policy  should  identify  a  person  to  contact,  provide  an  address  to  mail  such 
request,  and  establish  a  cost  schedule  for  providing  copies  of  public  records. 

Section  610.023,  RSMo,  lists  requirements  of  making  records  available  to 
the  public,  and  Section  610.026,  RSMo  allows  the  district  to  charge  fees  for 
providing  access  to  and/or  copies  of  public  records  and  provides 
requirements  related  to  fees. 

3.3  Bylaws  The  district  does  not  have  up-to-date  and  comprehensive  bylaws.  Upon  our 

initial  request,  the  district  was  unable  to  provide  its  bylaws.  More  than  a 
month  later,  the  district  found  a  copy  of  bylaws,  dated  August  1988. 

Section  321.220,  RSMo,  provides  that  the  district  has  the  authority  to  adopt 
and  amend  bylaws  necessary  for  "...  carrying  on  of  the  business,  objects 
and  affairs  of  the  board  and  of  the  district .  .  .  ."  Additionally,  good  business 
practice  dictates  the  district  adopt  bylaws  to  govern  board  elections, 
meetings,  and  rules  for  transacting  district  operations  and  financial  matters. 
Bylaws  can  be  used  as  a  management  tool  for  establishing  district  policies 
and  procedures.  To  increase  the  usefulness  of  the  bylaws,  the  bylaws  should 
be  updated  on  a  regular  basis  and  should  comply  with  applicable  laws  and 
regulations.  Bylaws  should  include,  among  other  items,  policies  relating  to 
budgeting,  bidding,  and  purchasing,  as  noted  in  this  report.  The  bylaws 
should  be  readily  available  to  employees  and  the  public. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Directors: 

3.1  Ensure  meeting  notices/agendas  identify  when  closed  meetings  are 
planned  and  the  specific  reason(s)  for  the  closed  meetings,  and  open 
meeting  minutes  document  the  vote  of  each  member  and  the 
reason(s)  for  going  into  closed  meetings. 

3.2  Develop  written  policies  regarding  procedures  to  obtain  access  to, 
or  copies  of,  public  district  records. 

3.3  Maintain  up-to-date  and  comprehensive  bylaws  which  are  readily 
available  to  employees  and  the  public. 
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Auditee's  Response 


The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


3.1& 
3.2 


We  can  comply. 


3.3       We  will  have  a  new  set  of  bylaws  by  January  1,  2014. 


4.  Bidding 


Bidding  procedures  are  not  sufficient  and  the  district  has  not  adopted  a 
formal  written  bidding  policy.  Decisions  regarding  whether  to  solicit  bids 
for  a  particular  purchase  are  made  on  an  item-by-item  basis.  In  addition,  the 
Board  does  not  document  its  reason(s)  for  selecting  a  bid  other  than  the 
lowest  bid.  For  example,  we  noted  an  instance  in  the  minutes  when  bids 
were  briefly  discussed  regarding  a  roof  repair  project.  However,  the  minutes 
did  not  explain  why  a  bid  other  than  the  lowest  bid  was  accepted  and  there 
was  no  other  bid  documentation  available. 


Bids  were  either  not  solicited  and/or  there  was  no  bid  documentation  for  the 
following  significant  purchases  during  2012: 


Expenditure  Cost 


Roof  repair 

$ 

7,510 

Insurance 

7,263 

Material  for  roof  repair 

3,665 

Propane 

2,096 

Helicopter  pad,  rock  and  labor 

1,195 

Lawn  service 

1,145 

Pumper  repair 

1,117 

Formal  bidding  procedures  provide  a  framework  for  economical 
management  of  the  district  resources  and  help  ensure  the  district  receives 
fair  value  by  contracting  with  lowest  and  best  bidders.  Bids  can  be  handled 
by  telephone  quotation,  written  quotation,  or  sealed  bid.  Various  approaches 
are  appropriate,  based  on  dollar  amount  and  type  of  purchase.  Whichever 
approach  is  used,  complete  documentation  should  be  maintained  of  all  bids 
received  and  reasons  noted  why  the  bid  was  selected. 

Recommendation  The  Board  of  Directors  establish  formal  written  bidding  policies  and 

procedures,  including  documentation  requirements  regarding  the  bids  or 
quotes  received  and  justification  for  the  bid  selected. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  response: 

We  will  look  into  bidding  prospects.  But,  we  may  not  bid  all  items  such  as 
insurance  and  propane. 
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The  district  needs  to  improve  internal  controls  over  and  records  for  capital 
assets. 

The  district  does  not  maintain  current,  complete,  and  detailed  records  of 
capital  assets,  including  land,  buildings,  vehicles,  equipment,  and  furniture. 
Upon  our  request,  the  district  prepared  a  listing  of  district  vehicles  and 
equipment  as  of  December  2012.  According  to  district  personnel,  the  district 
previously  maintained  a  listing  of  vehicles  and  equipment;  however,  the 
listing  was  on  a  computer  which  crashed  and  no  back-up  of  the  information 
was  maintained.  The  district  also  does  not  tag  or  otherwise  identify  capital 
assets  as  property  of  the  district,  or  perform  an  annual  physical  inventory  of 
district  property. 

Adequate  capital  asset  records  are  necessary  to  secure  better  internal  control 
over  district  property  and  provide  a  basis  for  determining  proper  insurance 
coverage.  Capital  asset  records  should  be  maintained  on  a  perpetual  basis, 
accounting  for  property  acquisitions  and  dispositions  as  they  occur,  and 
include  a  detailed  description  of  the  assets  such  as  acquisition  cost, 
descriptions,  make  and  model  numbers,  and  asset  identification  numbers; 
the  physical  location  of  the  assets;  and  the  date  and  method  of  disposition  of 
the  assets.  All  capital  assets  should  be  identified  with  a  tag  or  other  similar 
device,  and  the  district  should  conduct  annual  physical  inventories  and 
compare  the  results  to  detailed  property  records. 

The  Board  of  Directors  ensure  complete  and  detailed  capital  asset  records 
are  maintained,  assets  are  properly  tagged  for  identification,  and  annual 
physical  inventories  are  performed  and  compared  to  detailed  records. 

The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  response: 

We  can  comply. 


Some  volunteer  firefighters  have  not  received  required  district  training. 

The  district's  Standard  Operating  Guidelines  (SOG)  outline  the  training 
and/or  certification  required  for  firefighters.  However,  the  district  does  not 
maintain  adequate  training  records  and  has  not  developed  a  written 
comprehensive  training  plan  to  ensure  these  guidelines  are  met. 

The  SOG  require  firefighters  to  have  the  following  training  after  being 
hired:  1)  basic  firefighter  training  within  six  months,  2)  National  Incident 
Management  System  (NIMS)  training  within  six  months,  and  3)  hazardous 
materials  (Hazmat)  awareness  training  within  one  year.  Other  positions, 
such  as  the  fire  chief,  lieutenants,  and  emergency  medical  technicians 
(EMTs),  need  additional  training  and/or  certification. 
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We  reviewed  the  training  records  of  the  22  firefighters  who  received  a  "run 
payment"  during  2012.  At  December  31,  2012,  11  of  these  firefighters  had 
been  with  the  district  for  less  than  6  months,  and  were  not  yet  required  to 
and  had  not  received  the  basic  firefighter  or  NIMS  training.  Of  the 
remaining  11  firefighters,  all  of  which  had  reached  employment  status 
requiring  training,  3  had  received  the  required  training  as  outlined  in  the 
SOG,  but  5  had  not  received  the  required  training.  Adequate  training  records 
were  not  available  for  the  remaining  3  firefighters,  and  it  is  unclear  if  they 
received  the  necessary  training. 

A  written  comprehensive  training  plan  is  needed  to  ensure  all  volunteer 
firefighters  have  the  necessary  and  required  training.  Proper  training  would 
ensure  firefighters  have  the  basic  knowledge  and  skills  necessary  to  help 
them  function  safely  and  effectively.  At  a  minimum,  both  for  the  safety  of 
the  firefighters  and  public,  firefighters  need  to  know  how  to  use  all 
apparatus,  identify  and  properly  handle  hazardous  materials,  and  address 
other  emergency  situations.  Adequate  records  of  training  attended  by  the 
firefighters  showing,  at  a  minimum,  description  of  course,  date,  hours,  and 
cost  of  training  should  be  retained  and  periodically  reviewed  by  the  Board. 

Recommendation  The  Board  of  Directors  adopt  a  written  comprehensive  training  plan  to 

ensure  all  firefighters  receive  the  required  training.  The  Board  should  ensure 
adequate  training  records  are  maintained  and  reviewed  periodically  to 
ensure  compliance  with  district  policy. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  response: 

Training  and  records  are  being  brought  up-to-date  at  this  time. 
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Southern  Dallas  County  Fire  Protection  District 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


The  Southern  Dallas  County  Fire  Protection  District  (district),  was 
organized  in  1988  pursuant  to  Chapter  321,  RSMo.  The  district  covers  62 
square  miles  and  has  one  fire  station. 

The  elected  board  acts  as  the  policy-making  body  for  district  operations. 
The  three  board  members  serve  6-year  terms  without  compensation. 
Members  of  the  Board  at  December  31,  2012,  were: 

John  Moore,  Chairman 
Jay  Buttran,  Member 
Steve  Brown,  Member 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


Brian  Zebel  was  appointed  in  Fire  Chief  in  November  2012.  His 
compensation  is  established  by  the  Board,  and  is  $50  per  month.  Previous  to 
Mr.  Zebel's  appointment,  members  of  the  Board  served  as  interim  Fire 
Chiefs  during  2012. 

Carolyn  Rowland  has  served  as  Secretary/Treasurer  for  many  years.  Her 
compensation  is  established  by  the  Board,  and  is  $80  per  month. 

At  December  31,  2012,  the  district  had  11  volunteer  firefighters.  Firefighters 
are  paid  $5  for  each  run  response. 

The  Southern  Dallas  County  Fire  Protection  District  did  not  receive  any 
federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 


Financial  Activity 


A  summary  of  the  district's  financial  activity  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  follows: 
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Southern  Dallas  County  Fire  Protection  District 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


General 
Fund 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes                                                     $  59,824 

Interest  167 

Donations  100 

Swimming  pool  fees  150 

Miscellaneous  receipts  841 

Total  Receipts   61,082 


DISBURSEMENTS 


Wages 

1,560 

Firefighter  run  payments 

5,180 

Building  lease  payment 

14,904 

Roof  repair 

11,175 

Firefighter  supplies 

8,645 

Truck  repair  and  maintenance 

7,757 

Insurance 

7,586 

Fuel 

4,002 

Utilities 

3,261 

Building  repair  and  maintenance 

1,507 

Telephone 

1,376 

Helipad 

1,195 

Lawn  service 

1,145 

Supplies 

1,017 

Office  expense 

587 

Dues  and  subscriptions 

501 

Trash  service 

192 

Mileage  reimbursement 

85 

City  of  Buffalo,  water  purchases 

48 

Miscellaneous 

781 

Total  Disbursements 

72,504 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS   (11,422) 

CASH,  January  1 ,  20 1 2   48,515 

CASH,  December  31,  2012  $   37,093 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Missouri  Veterans  Commission 
Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund 


August  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement 
Trust  Fund 


Cost  Allocation  Transfers  The  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  continues  to  transfer  monies  from  the 

Missouri  Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund  to  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  to  cover  a  cost  allocation  for  central  services 
provided  by  state  offices,  such  as  the  OA,  State  Auditor,  Governor, 
Lieutenant  Governor,  Secretary  of  State,  Attorney  General,  General 
Assembly,  Capitol  Police,  and  Department  of  Revenue.  However,  Section 
42.300.1,  RSMo,  requires  the  fund  to  be  used  solely  by  the  Missouri 
Veterans  Commission  for  construction,  maintenance,  renovation  or 
equipment  needs  of  veterans'  homes  and  cemeteries  in  Missouri;  transfers 
defined  in  the  statute;  and  the  administration  of  the  Missouri  Veterans 
Commission.  The  fund  may  also  be  used  for  matching  fund  grants  for 
veterans'  service  officer  programs  and  expenses  associated  with  providing 
medals,  medallions  and  certificates  for  service  during  World  War  II,  the 
Korean  Conflict,  and  the  Vietnam  War. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


American  Recovery  and  The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund  did 

Reinvestment  Act  not  receive  anY  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  audited  time  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Jerry  Lee,  Director 
Department  of  Public  Safety 
and 

Larry  D.  Kay,  Director 
Missouri  Veterans  Commission 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 
and 

Douglas  Nelson,  Commissioner 
Office  of  Administration 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund,  as  required  by 
Section  42.300.4,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  years 
ended  June  30,  2012  and  201 1.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1 .  Evaluate  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial  functions  related  to 
the  fund. 

2.  Evaluate  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions  related  to  the  fund. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations 
related  to  the  fund,  including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  agencies  that  administer  the  fund;  and  testing 
selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and 
violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk 
assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission's  management  and  was  not  subjected 
to  the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  fund. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance 
with  a  legal  provision,  and  (3)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  finding  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Missouri 
Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Chris  Vetter,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Matthew  Schulenberg,  CFE 
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Missouri  Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Central  services  cost  allocation  transfers  made  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  (OA)  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  Capital 
Improvement  Trust  (VCCIT)  Fund  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  continue  to 
appear  questionable  based  on  legal  restrictions.  In  addition,  while  the  OA 
made  changes  to  its  procedures  in  response  to  a  2010  State  Auditor's  office 
report,  current  procedures  still  do  not  require  personnel  to  document  reasons 
for  including  a  fund  in  the  cost  allocation  plan.  The  OA  transferred  $20,761 
and  $60,145  from  the  VCCIT  Fund  for  a  portion  of  central  services  costs 
during  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  201 1,  respectively. 


Cost  Allocation 
Transfers 


Central  services  are  services  provided  to  other  state  agencies  by  state  offices 
including  the  OA,  State  Auditor,  Governor,  Lieutenant  Governor,  Secretary 
of  State,  Attorney  General,  General  Assembly,  Capitol  Police,  and 
Department  of  Revenue.  Examples  of  central  services  costs  allocated 
include  accounting  services,  facilities  management,  technology  services, 
budget  and  planning,  personnel,  and  purchasing  services  provided  by  the 
OA;  audits  performed  by  the  State  Auditor's  office;  and  the  administration 
of  revenue  and  taxation  duties  by  the  Department  of  Revenue. 

Report  No.  2010-29,  Central  Services  Cost  Allocation  Plan,  issued  in  March 
2010,  questioned  the  propriety  of  some  cost  allocation  transfers,  including 
those  from  the  VCCIT  Fund  based  on  statutory  language  limiting  the  fund's 
use.  While  state  law  regarding  the  fund  has  changed  since  that  report  was 
issued,  the  use  of  VCCIT  Fund  monies  for  cost  allocation  transfers  remains 
questionable.  Currently  Section  42.300.1,  RSMo,  indicates  the  fund  shall  be 
used  solely  by  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  for  construction, 
maintenance,  renovation,  or  equipment  needs  of  veterans'  homes  and 
cemeteries  in  Missouri;  transfers  defined  in  the  statute;  and  the 
administration  of  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission.  According  to  the 
statute  this  fund  may  also  be  used  for  "...  matching  fund  grants  for 
veterans'  service  officer  programs  to  any  federally  chartered  veterans' 
organization  or  municipal  government  agency  that  is  certified  by  the 
Veterans  Administration  to  process  veteran  claims  within  the  Veterans 
Administration  System.  ..."  The  statute  also  indicates  the  fund  may  be 
used  for  "...  payment  of  Missouri  National  Guard  and  Missouri  veterans 
commission  expenses  associated  with  providing  medals,  medallions  and 
certificates  in  recognition  of  service  in  the  armed  forces  of  the  United 
States  during  World  War  II,  the  Korean  Conflict,  and  the  Vietnam  War." 

The  OA  changed  cost  allocation  procedures  in  response  to  the  2010  audit 
report,  including  formalizing  the  review  of  fund  eligibility  through  an 
analysis  model  to  ensure  consistency  and  performing  an  additional 
examination  of  all  funds  classified  in  earlier  fiscal  years.  Officials  provided 
us  with  documentation  of  the  review  of  all  funds  for  the  year  ended  June  30, 
2012,  and  indicated  the  annual  review  includes  a  review  of  statutory 
language.  The  OA  classifies  the  VCCIT  Fund  as  eligible  for  inclusion  in 
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Missouri  Veterans  Commission 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


cost  allocation  plan  transfers,  but  there  are  no  comments  or  other 
justification  provided  to  indicate  why  the  OA  considers  central  services  cost 
allocation  transfers  from  the  fund  allowable. 

If  the  OA  intends  to  continue  making  transfers  from  the  VCCIT  Fund,  a 
clear  and  sufficient  legal  basis  for  doing  so  should  be  documented. 

Recommendation  The  OA  review  the  legal  basis  for  including  the  VCCIT  Fund  in  the  cost 

allocation  transfer  and  document  specific  reasons  why  the  transfer  is 
allowable. 

Auditee's  Response  The  OA  provided  the  following  response: 

One  component  of  OA 's  analysis  model  that  is  used  to  determine  if  a  fund 
should  be  included  or  excluded  from  the  cost  allocation  plan  is  a  review  of 
the  statutory  authorization  of  the  fund.  Programs  established  in  statute 
could  not  function  without  the  associated  administrative  costs  and  those 
administrative  costs  are  part  of  the  cost  of  the  program.  Therefore,  unless 
the  statute  specifically  prohibits  use  of  a  fund  for  administrative  purposes,  it 
is  assumed  that  administrative  expenses  are  permitted.  This  is  consistent 
with  the  legislative  process  that  annually  appropriates  the  authority  to 
charge  funds  for  central  administrative  costs.  The  VCCIT  fund  (42.300.1(8) 
RSMo)  authorizes  funding  of  the  administration  of  the  Missouri  Veterans 
Commission.  The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  and  the  other  programs 
authorized  for  funding  under  this  section  require  administrative  costs  in 
order  to  function,  the  annual  cost  allocation  transfer  that  is  appropriated  by 
the  legislature  acknowledges  those  costs,  and  the  VCCIT  fund  statute  does 
not  prohibit  use  of  the  fund  for  administrative  purposes. 
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Missouri  Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund  was 
established  by  Section  42.300,  RSMo.  The  fund  receives  monies  transferred 
from  the  Gaming  Commission  Fund  as  authorized  by  Section  313.835, 
RSMo,  and  is  used  for  the  construction,  maintenance,  renovation,  or 
equipment  needs  of  homes;  construction,  maintenance,  renovation, 
equipment  needs  and  operation  of  cemeteries;  and  fund  transfers  to  the 
Missouri  Veterans  Homes  Fund  to  maintain  the  solvency  of  that  fund.  It  also 
funds  the  medallion  recognition  programs. 

The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  is  composed  of  nine  members.  Two 
members  shall  be  members  of  the  Senate,  one  appointed  by  the  President 
Pro  Term  of  the  Senate  and  one  appointed  by  the  Senate  Minority  Floor 
Leader,  two  members  shall  be  members  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
one  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  one 
appointed  by  the  House  Minority  Floor  Leader,  and  in  appointing  such 
members,  preference  shall  be  given  to  current  or  former  members  of  the 
military  and  their  spouses,  parents,  and  children.  Members  appointed  from 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate  shall  be  appointed  for  a  two- 
year  term  or  until  a  successor  is  appointed  and  may  be  reappointed  to  the 
Commission.  Five  members,  who  shall  be  veterans  appointed  by  the 
Governor,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  for  a  four-year  term; 
except  that  initial  appointments  to  the  Commission  shall  consist  of  two 
veterans  to  serve  four-year  terms,  two  veterans  to  serve  three  year  terms, 
and  one  veteran  to  serve  a  two-year  term.  In  addition,  the  chair  of  the 
Missouri  military  preparedness  and  enhancement  Commission  or  the  chair's 
designee  shall  be  an  ex  officio  member  of  the  Commission. 

At  June  30,  2012,  the  Commission  was  composed  of  five  veterans, 
appointed  for  4-year  terms  by  the  Governor  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate, 
two  members  of  the  Senate,  and  two  members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 


Commission  Members  At 
June  30,  2012 


Commissioner 

Term  Expires 

John  Comerford 

August  1,  2012 

Paul  E.  Connors 

November  2,  2013 

Scott  C.  Englund 

November  2,  2013 

Nancy  M.  Nelson 

November  2,  2013 

Charles  R.  "Chuck"  Wooten 

November  1,  2015 

Senator  Victor  Callahan 

December  31,  2012 

Senator  David  Pearce 

December  31,  2014 

Representative  Barney  Fisher 

December  31,  2012 

Representative  Jason  Kander 

December  31,  2012 

The  Commission  appoints  an  executive  director  who  implements  policies 
and  is  responsible  for  the  statewide  management  of  veterans  programs.  The 
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executive  director  reports  regularly  to  the  Commission  concerning  all 
aspects  of  program  operations  through  quarterly  Commission  meetings. 
Larry  Kay  has  been  the  Executive  Director  since  appointed  to  the  position 
on  May  18,  2009. 

The  Office  of  Administration  also  receives  appropriations  which  are 
expended  on  behalf  of  the  Commission  for  the  design,  construction,  and 
leasing  of  Commission  facilities  and  cemeteries. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund  did 
not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30, 


2012. 


Appendix  A 


Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund 

Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 

 Year  Ended  Jund  30, 

2012  ~  2011 


RECEIPTS 

Federal  receipts 

Other 

Interest 

Total  Receipts 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries  and  Wages 
Travel 
Supplies 

Professional  Development 
Communication  Services  and  Supplies 
Professional  Services 
Equipment 

Property  and  Improvements 
Other 

Program  Distributions 
Total  Disbursements 

RECIEPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
BEFORE  TRANSFERS 

TRANSFERS  FROM: 

Gaming  Commission  Fund 
TRANFERS  TO: 

Missouri  Consolidated  Health  Care  Plan 

Retirement  System 

Old  Age,  Survivors,  Disability  and  Health 

Insurance  Program 
OA-Cost  Allocation  Plan 
OA-Workers'  Compensation 

Total  Transfers 


624,523 

2,612,932 

4,705 

14,750 

115,948 

128,786 

745,176 

2,756,468 

1,430,244 

1,480,704 

24,247 

32,820 

448,593 

306,776 

4,459 

4,249 

60,452 

59,511 

84,006 

253,495 

343,821 

298,124 

2,427,401 

3,045,138 

93,063 

141,884 

1,505,974 

1,020,453 

6,422,260 

6,643,154 

(5,677,084) 

(3,886,686) 

6,001,044 

6,600,617 

(333,474) 

(367,588) 

(206,670) 

(204,756) 

(101,827) 

(105,051) 

(20,761) 

(60,145) 

(5,227) 

(1,236) 

5,333,085 

5,861,841 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  AND 

TRANSFERS  (343,999)  1,975,155 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1  19,284,160  17,309,005 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30  $        18,940,161  19,284,160 
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Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund 
Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures  (1) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

2012 

2011 

Appropriation 
Authority 

Expenditures 

Lapsed  Appropriation 
Balances  Authority 

Expenditures 

Lapsed 
Balances 

MISSOURI  VETERANS  COMMISSION 


Veterans  Homes  Personal  Service  $ 

27,804 

26,700 

1,104 

27,804 

25,800 

2,004 

Maintenance  and  Repair  Statewide 

Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund 

0 

0 

0 

1,802 

1,802 

0 

Maintenance  and  Repair  Cape  Girardeau-Mexico  Home 

0 

0 

0 

3,271 

0 

3,271 

Veterans  Recognition  Program  Expense  and  Equipment 

538,840 

7,091 

531,749 

538,840 

19,371 

519,469 

Statewide  Maintenance  and  Repair 

0 

0 

0 

28,616 

27,488 

1,128 

Veterans  Home  Emergency  Generators 

202,411 

202,411 

0 

(2) 

1,182,485 

1,182,485 

0 

Cape  Girardeau  Veterans  Home  Fire  Lane  Hydrant 

0 

0 

0 

1,000 

1,000 

0 

Administration  and  Service  Personal  Service 

1,412,245 

1,328,232 

84,013 

1,412,245 

1,367,985 

44,260 

Administration  and  Service  Expense  and  Equipment 

1,040,479 

929,774 

110,705 

1,040,479 

958,226 

82,253 

Veterans  Officer  Program 

1,600,000 

1,499,374 

100,626 

1,000,000 

1,000,000 

0 

Critical  Maintenance  and  Repair 

439,057 

412,682 

26,375 

(2) 

60,943 

60,943 

0 

Veterans  Emergency  Generators 

4,508,055 

213,338 

4,294,717 

(2) 

346,622 

346,622 

0 

St  James  Sprinklers 

1,604,892 

58,343 

1,546,549 

(2) 

372,094 

372,093 

1 

St  James  Veterans  Home  Roof 

878,538 

97,283 

781,255 

(2) 

344,938 

344,937 

1 

Mexico  Veterans  Home  Roof 

0 

0 

0 

248,501 

0 

248,501 

Warrensburg  Veteran  Solarium 

213,655 

110,876 

102,779 

(2) 

105,817 

105,816 

Warrensburg  Veteran  Chapel 

742,236 

55,398 

686,838 

(2) 

136,359 

136,358 

Higginsville  Veterans  Cemetery 

2,401,351 

221,998 

2,179,353 

(2) 

195,980 

195,979 

Springfield  Veterans  Cemetery 

1,450,130 

66,725 

1,383,405 

(2) 

68,935 

68,935 

0 

Cameron  Veterans  Solarium 

224,708 

171,913 

52,795 

(2) 

76,821 

76,820 

1 

Cameron  Veterans  Chapel 

707,348 

71,564 

635,784 

(2) 

147,923 

147,923 

0 

Veterans  Recognition  Program  Personal  Service 

89,181 

75,312 

13,869 

89,181 

86,918 

2,263 

Department  of  Public  Safety-Institutional 

57,132 

57,132 

0 

57,132 

57,132 

0 

Critical  Maintenance  and  Repair 

700,000 

89,674 

610,326 

(2) 

0 

0 

0 

Missouri  Veterans  Commission  Critical  Capital  Improvements  Proje 

5,000,000 

680,873 

4,319,127 

(2) 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Missouri  Veterans  Commission 

23,838,062 

6,376,693 

17,461,369 

7,487,788 

6,584,633 

903,155 

EICE  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Department  of  Public  Safety  Information  Technology  Consolidation 

Consolidation  Expense  and  Equipment 

39,000 

38,967 

33 

39,000 

38,068 

932 

Unemployment  Benefits 

6,601 

6,600 

1 

20,455 

20,453 

2 

Total  Office  of  Administration 

45,601 

45,567 

34 

59,455 

58,521 

934 

Total  Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Fund  $ 

23,883,663 

6,422,260 

17,461,403 

7,547,243 

6,643,154 

904,089 

(1)  The  amounts  include  Office  of  Administration  appropriations  which  were  expended  on  behalf  of  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  (MVC)  for  design  and  construction  and  leasing  of  MVC  facilities 
and  cemeteries. 


(2)  Biennial  appropriations  set  up  in  2012  are  re-appropriations  to  fiscal  year  2013.  After  the  fiscal  year-end  processing  has  been  completed,  the  unexpended  fiscal  year  2012  appropriation  balance  for 
a  biennial  appropriation  is  established  in  fiscal  year  2013.  Therefore,  there  is  no  lapsed  balance  for  a  biennial  appropriation  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2012. 


Appendix  C 


Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund 
Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

Salaries  and  wages 

$ 

1,430,244 

1,480,704 

1,359,178 

1,108,207 

983,819 

Travel,  in-state 

22,325 

28,695 

29,674 

18,291 

14,735 

Travel,  out-of-state 

1,922 

4,125 

4,576 

4,594 

947 

Fuel  and  utilities 

0 

0 

0 

40,575 

40,474 

Supplies 

448,593 

306,776 

210,919 

189,164 

332,457 

Professional  development 

4,459 

4,249 

3,257 

564 

1,450 

Communication  service  and  supplies 

60,452 

59,511 

55,712 

34,833 

21,122 

Services: 

Professional 

84,006 

253,495 

299,285 

408,753 

285,650 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial 

7,297 

17,465 

8,609 

7,297 

4,942 

Maintenance  and  repair 

19,689 

58,494 

54,043 

48,316 

34,510 

Equipment: 

Computer  equipment 

3,123 

859 

27,936 

29,177 

0 

Motorized  equipment 

284,318 

186,137 

210,951 

230,049 

82,995 

Office  equipment 

12,438 

25,857 

20,150 

12,744 

8,187 

Other  equipment 

43,942 

85,271 

94,740 

21,888 

9,074 

Property  and  improvements 

2,427,401 

3,045,138 

3,508,545 

1,787,893 

550,953 

Building  lease  payments 

57,442 

57,858 

43,595 

577 

0 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

4,363 

2,833 

694 

2,221 

819 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

4,272 

5,234 

3,346 

2,979 

3,196 

Program  distributions 

1,505,974 

1,020,453 

1,005,017 

999,714 

753,836 

Total  Expenditures 

$ 

6,422,260 

6,643,154 

6,940,227 

4,947,836 

3,129,166 

Appendix  D 

Veterans  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund 
Statement  of  Changes  in  General  Capital  Assets 


Land 

Construction 

Total  General 

Land 

Improvements 

Buildings 

Equipment 

in  Progress 

Capital  Assets 

BALANCE,  July  1,2010 

$  30,000 

426,966 

68,316,668 

2,538,600 

12,449,478 

83,761,712 

Additions 

0 

135,000 

9,186,542 

286,421 

2,997,205 

12,605,168 

Dispositions 

0 

0 

0 

(156,468) 

(9,313,416) 

(9,469,884) 

BALANCE,  June  30,  2011 

30,000 

561,966 

77,503,210 

2,668,553 

6,133,267 

86,896,996 

Additions 

0 

0 

0 

305,519 

2,331,064 

2,636,583 

Dispositions 

0 

0 

(6,690,545) 

(75,190) 

0 

(6,765,735) 

BALANCE,  June  30,  2012 

$  30,000 

561,966 

70,812,665 

2,898,882 

8,464,331 

82,767,844 

Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Board  of  Education 
Rockwood  R-VI  School  District 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2013-018, 
Rockwood  R-VI  School  District,  issued  in  February  2013,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to 
Effect  Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  school  district  about  the  follow- 
up  review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  school  district,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to 
develop  a  timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As 
part  of  the  AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  the  district's  action  plan,  which  was  created  in  response 
to  our  audit  report  and  is  available  on  the  district's  website.  We  also  reviewed  supporting  documentation 
submitted  by  school  district  officials  and  held  meetings  with  school  district  officials.  Documentation 
provided  by  the  district  included  policies,  reconciliations,  and  various  financial  records.  This  report  is  a 
summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially  completed  during  June  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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Rockwood  R-VI  School  District 
Follow-Up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 
Status  of  Findings 

Significant  fees  in  excess  of  those  provided  for  by  contract  were  paid  to  the 
program  management  company  overseeing  construction  and  renovation 
projects  funded  by  bond  issues.  A  change  order  process  was  frequently  used 
rather  than  seeking  bids  to  accomplish  substantial  project  changes  or  new 
projects  and  reasons  were  not  sufficiently  documented.  A  conflict  of  interest 
existed  between  the  program  management  company  and  a  School  Board 
member.  Problems  were  also  noted  with  the  process  for  selecting  program 
management  services  and  retention  of  the  related  documentation. 


1 .     Program  Management 
Services,  Change 
Orders,  and  Conflict  of 
Interest 


1 . 1   Program  management 
fees 


Recommendation 


Concerns  were  noted  regarding  additional  fees  paid  to  the  program 
management  company  based  on  added  projects  and  change  orders.  The 
company  was  paid  additional  fees  of  $1,203,178  for  managing  projects  not 
itemized  in  the  original  scope  of  the  program  management  contracts, 
without  making  modifications  to  the  existing  contracts  or  entering  into  new 
contracts.  Due  to  the  vagueness  of  the  program  management  contracts,  these 
additional  fees  appeared  to  represent  overpayments. 

When  projects  itemized  in  the  contract  were  completed  under  budget, 
therefore  not  utilizing  the  full  amount  of  the  bond  proceeds  designated  for 
those  projects  and  on  which  the  management  fees  were  based,  additional 
construction  projects  were  performed  with  the  remaining  bond  issuance 
monies.  There  was  no  written  basis  for  the  fees  paid  to  manage  the 
additional  projects,  and  these  appear  to  have  represented  overpayments. 
Also,  fees  for  17  additional  projects  were  paid  at  a  different  percentage  than 
stated  in  the  contract  and  the  fee  percentage  for  12  additional  projects  could 
not  be  determined. 

The  Rockwood  School  Board  ensure  all  services  to  be  provided  and  fees  to 
be  paid  are  clearly  documented  in  a  contract  to  avoid  confusion  and 
misunderstanding.  In  addition,  the  district  should  attempt  to  collect  any 
overpayment  of  fees. 


Status 


In  Progress 


The  district  has  neither  solicited  nor  entered  into  an  agreement  for  program 
management  services  since  audit  completion.  However,  district  personnel 
indicated  contracts  related  to  similar  future  arrangements  will  include  clear 
fee  provisions  to  prevent  misunderstandings.  Also,  Policy  and  Regulation 
7130,  Construction  Manager  Selection,  approved  by  the  Board  at  its 
March  7,  2013,  meeting  requires  fees  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
proposal  and  selection  process,  and  requires  the  Board  to  establish  a  fair  and 
reasonable  price  for  such  services. 

Revisions  to  Policies  7210,  Construction  Contracts,  Bidding,  and  Awards, 
and  7211,  Approval  of  Building  Projects,  were  approved  by  the  Board  at  its 
June  20,  2013,  meeting.  Policy  7210  documents  district  requirements  to 
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Rockwood  R-VI  School  District 
Follow-up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 
Status  of  Findings 


clearly  define,  with  detailed  specifications,  each  construction  project  prior  to 
the  procurement  of  the  construction  services.  No  bid  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  or  repair  of  any  building  shall  be  accepted  if  it  does  not  conform 
to  the  approved  plans  and  specifications.  All  bids  and  proposals  will  be 
retained  as  required  by  Policy  1510,  Records  Retention/Destruction. 
Payment  to  the  construction  project  manager  is  to  be  made  monthly  for  the 
work  completed,  less  a  percentage  to  be  determined  to  ensure  completion. 
The  final  payment  will  be  made  only  after  acceptance  of  the  project  by  the 
Board  and  completion  of  the  items  to  be  corrected.  In  addition,  Policy  7211 
regarding  change  orders  states  the  change  order  request  form  must  clearly 
define  all  additional  fees  resulting  from  the  proposed  change,  including  any 
adjustment  to  the  fee  for  program  management. 

Final  determinations  or  decisions  regarding  possible  fee  overpayments  have 
not  yet  been  made.  The  district  hired  a  program  management  expert  to 
perform  an  investigation  of  the  program  management  contracts  and  fees 
paid.  A  report  with  the  investigation  results  will  be  provided  to  the  district's 
attorney.  The  attorney  will  evaluate  the  report  findings  along  with  other 
information  and  present  to  the  Board  both  the  expert's  report  and  her 
recommendations  regarding  fees  paid  and  the  district's  options.  The 
investigation  results  are  expected  to  be  released  later  this  year. 


1.2  Change  orders 


Recommendation 


Status 


The  district  did  not  bid  out  significant  work  resulting  from  change  orders, 
treated  some  new  projects  as  change  orders,  and  issued  new  contracts  which 
were  not  bid.  The  district  does  not  have  documentation  justifying  the 
reasons  for  using  change  orders  instead  of  bidding  for  significant  project 
additions  and  changes. 

The  Rockwood  School  Board  ensure  improved  planning  and  monitoring  of 
projects  is  performed  to  avoid  significant  change  orders  and  give 
consideration  to  soliciting  bids  when  substantial  changes  or  additions  are 
necessary.  All  decisions  and  justification  for  the  decisions  should  be 
properly  documented. 

Implemented 


District  Policy  7210  provides  if  a  project  changes  substantially  after  bids  are 
awarded,  the  Director  of  Purchasing,  along  with  the  Director  of  Facilities, 
will  consider  whether  the  additional  scope  of  work  should  be  bid  separately 
and  will  document  the  reasons  for  their  decision.  If  it  is  determined  that  the 
additional  work  should  be  bid,  Policy  and  Regulation  3170,  Purchasing,  will 
be  followed.  If  it  is  determined  that  a  change  order  is  appropriate,  Policy 
7211  which  guides  the  change  order  process  will  be  followed.  Policy  7211 
was  revised  to  require  any  change  to  an  approved  contract  be  in  writing 
using  the  approved  change  order  request  form  and  authorized  by  the 
superintendent/designee  or  board  as  applicable.  The  superintendent/designee 
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may  approve  change  order  amounts  of  less  than  $15,000;  otherwise  Board 
approval  is  required.  Additionally,  any  proposed  work  at  a  new  location  not 
identified  in  the  original  scope  of  the  project  cannot  be  completed  by  a 
change  order,  but  requires  a  new  construction  contract  be  bid.  The  change 
order  request  form  was  revised  to  ensure  all  appropriate  information  and 
approvals  are  documented. 

Since  the  release  of  our  audit  report,  the  district  has  not  had  any  large 
construction  projects  ongoing.  Thus  there  have  been  no  actual  change  order 
situations  to  manage. 

1.3    Conflict  of  interest  Board  member  Steve  Smith  was  employed  by  Glenn  Construction  Company 

while  serving  as  a  Board  member,  and  did  not  always  abstain  from  voting 
on  issues  related  to  his  employer,  resulting  in  a  conflict  of  interest. 

Recommendation  The   Rockwood   School   Board   ensure   each   Board   member  avoids 

participation  in  decisions  or  other  situations  that  could  result  in  the 
appearance  of  or  actual  conflict  of  interest. 

Status  Implemented 


Personnel  training  for  all  Board  members  and  the  Superintendent's  cabinet, 
regarding  conflicts  of  interest  was  given  on  June  20,  2013,  by  the  district's 
attorney.  There  are  no  current  conflicts  of  interest. 

The  district  used  Glenn  Construction  Company  for  program  management 
services  for  all  construction  and  renovation  projects  financed  with  bond 
issue  monies  since  the  late  1990s.  Proposals  were  solicited  for  these  services 
each  time  bond  issues  were  proposed  to  voters.  Management  fees  were 
negotiated  after  the  award  of  the  contract  was  made.  For  proposals  related  to 
the  2010  bond  issue  monies,  the  district  only  maintained  documentation 
submitted  by  two  of  the  three  bidders  and  did  not  retain  bid  evaluation 
committee  scorecards  to  support  the  committee's  recommendation.  Also, 
district  personnel  indicated  proposal  documentation  related  to  previous 
contracts  entered  into  with  Glenn  Construction  Company  were  not  retained. 

Recommendation  The  Rockwood  School  Board  consider  proposed  fees  as  part  of  the  program 

management  services  proposal  evaluation  process  and  retain  all  bid 
documentation  for  the  required  period  of  time. 

Status  jn  Progress 


1.4  Selection  process  and 
record  retention 


Policy  and  Regulation  7130,  Construction  Manager  Selection,  is  based  on 
Sections  8.675  to  8.687,  RSMo,  which  provide  requirements  for  selecting 
and  contracting  for  construction  management  services.  This  policy  contains 
specific  guidance  regarding  the  process  to  be  followed  by  the  district  when 
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obtaining  program  management  services,  and  outlines  the  parameters 
pertaining  to  bid  advertisement  and  bidder  information  required  to  be 
submitted.  The  policy  also  indicates  the  number  of  proposals  will  not  be 
restricted  or  curtailed,  and  will  be  open  to  all  program  managers  complying 
with  the  terms  upon  which  the  proposals  are  requested.  Bidder  proposals  are 
required  to  provide  various  information  including  fees  for  overhead  and 
profit,  reimbursable  costs,  qualifications,  references  from  prior  management 
projects,  and  financial  strength.  After  evaluation  of  proposals  the  Board  will 
select  a  program  manager  and  negotiate  an  acceptable  contract  at  a  price 
determined  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  by  the  Board.  The  policy  provides  if 
the  district  cannot  negotiate  an  acceptable  contract  and  fee  with  any  of  the 
construction  managers  submitting  proposals,  the  district  is  to  reevaluate  the 
required  construction  management  services  and  again  advertise  for 
proposals. 

Policy  7210  requires  all  bids  and  proposals  received  for  construction 
projects  be  retained  as  required  by  district  Policy  1510,  Records 
Retention/Destruction. 


The  district  used  the  same  provider  to  serve  as  both  financial  advisor  and 
bond  underwriter  for  several  general  obligation  refunding  bond  issues. 
These  bonds  were  sold  using  a  negotiated  sale  rather  than  a  competitive  bid 
process. 

The  Rockwood  School  Board  discontinue  using  an  underwriter  who  also 
acts  in  a  dual  capacity  as  financial  advisor. 

Implemented 

The  Board  approved  Policy  3330,  Bonded  Indebtedness,  on  May  2,  2013, 
which  states  in  no  event  shall  any  financial  advisor  for  the  district  also 
perform  underwriting  services  for  the  district.  The  policy  also  states  the 
district  should  utilize  competitive  sales  in  lieu  of  negotiated  sales. 
Exceptions  to  using  competitive  sales  are  limited  to  1)  when  the  Board 
determines  the  interest  rate  market  is  volatile  enough  a  negotiated  sale  is 
likely  to  result  in  a  lower  cost  to  the  district  by  executing  the  sale  based  on  a 
predetermined  interest  rate  or  savings  target,  or  2)  when  the  district  utilizes 
a  tax-credit  or  other  non-standard  structure  of  indebtedness  to  take 
advantage  of  a  program  which  would  reduce  the  cost  of  the  indebtedness 
such  as  recovery  zone  bonds  or  qualified  school  construction  bonds. 


3.      Procurement  Cards  The  district  had  not  adequately  analyzed  which  staff  needed  procurement 

cards  or  the  number  of  cards  needed.  The  district's  master  credit  card  list 
was  not  accurate.  The  procurement  card  policy  provided  for  users  that 
intended  or  needed  to  exceed  limits  to  request  transaction  and  monthly 
credit  limit  increases  from  the  purchasing  department  prior  to  making  the 


2.     Bond  Financing 

Recommendation 
Status 
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related  transactions;  however,  documentation  of  these  requests  and 
approvals  was  not  retained. 

Recommendation  The  Rockwood  School  Board  evaluate  the  need  for  each  procurement  card 

issued  and  update  the  master  credit  card  listing  periodically.  In  addition,  the 
Board  should  periodically  evaluate  credit  card  limits  and  ensure  approved 
purchases  exceeding  those  limits  are  properly  documented.  Retention  of 
such  approval  should  be  required  by  policy. 

Status  Implemented 

The  Director  of  Purchasing  performed  a  review  of  credit  cards  issued  and 
their  usage.  In  addition,  several  credit  cards  have  been  temporarily 
deactivated  during  the  summer  to  prevent  usage,  and  a  separate  file  is  now 
maintained  to  support  temporary  monthly  and  individual  credit  card 
transaction  increases.  The  Director  of  Purchasing  presented  the  results  of  the 
review  of  credit  cards  at  the  May  16,  2013,  Board  meeting.  Of  the  577  card 
accounts  analyzed,  342  cards  were  authorized  for  12  months  of  continuous 
use,  145  cards  were  authorized  for  temporary  closure  during  the  summer, 
and  90  cards  were  authorized  for  permanent  closure.  In  addition,  197  cards 
were  identified  for  possible  monthly  limit  reduction. 

Also,  new  credit  cards  issued  must  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the 
Superintendent's  cabinet.  The  Chief  Financial  Officer  indicated  that  a 
review  of  credit  cards  will  be  performed  annually. 


4.      Procurement  Procedures  Contrary  to  district  purchasing  Policy  3170,  professional  services  were 

frequently  obtained  without  benefit  of  a  competitive  selection  process,  and 
fuel  purchases  had  not  been  bid  for  several  years.  Some  purchases, 
including  legal  services,  were  specifically  exempted  from  the  purchasing 
policy. 

Recommendation  The   Rockwood   School  Board   ensure   compliance   with  the  district 

purchasing  policy  and  modify  the  policy  to  require  a  periodic  and 
competitive  selection  process  when  obtaining  professional  services. 

Status  Implemented 


The  district  has  revised  its  purchasing  policy  regarding  expenditures  over 
$7,500.  Modifications  require  that  contracts  over  $7,500  be  signed  by  the 
Board.  In  addition,  contracts  must  already  have  been  signed  by  the  vendor 
and  the  purchasing  form  completed  documenting  the  purpose  for  executing 
the  contract  including  the  goods  to  be  received  and/or  services  to  be 
performed. 
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The  purchasing  form  has  been  created  to  ensure  all  necessary  steps  have 
been  completed.  According  to  the  purchasing  policy,  those  steps  include: 

•  The  form  must  be  fully  completed.  Completion  of  the  form  requires 
the  contract  to  include  specific  information  and  justification  for  the 
selection,  where  the  product/services  will  be  utilized,  length  of  the 
contract,  the  individual  submitting  the  request,  person  responsible 
for  monitoring  the  contract,  all  other  vendors  submitting  bids  and 
the  amounts,  and  the  account  to  which  the  expenditure  is  to  be 
charged. 


•  The  completed  form  and  vendor  signed  contract  is  to  be  sent  to  the 
attention  of  the  appropriate  cabinet  level  supervisor,  who  will 
approve  the  request  and  then  forward  it  to  the  Executive  Secretary 
of  Finance,  to  be  included  on  the  agenda  at  the  next  Board  meeting. 
After  Board  approval  the  contract  will  be  sent  back  for  retention. 


In  addition,  the  district  solicited  and  received  eight  proposals  for  legal 
services.  The  Board  determined  to  retain  the  current  legal  counsel  because 
they  were  the  lowest  proposal.  The  district  provided  us  documentation 
showing  the  bids  received  and  the  proposed  rates. 


5.      Receipting  Procedures     Initial  receipting  and  recording  of  monies  was  not  sufficient  and  transmittal 

procedures  did  not  provide  proper  accountability. 


5 . 1   Receipting  procedures 


Recommendation 


Most  departments  and/or  programs  did  not  issue  receipt  slips  for  monies 
received  or  issued  receipt  slips  only  for  cash  receipts.  Receipt  records  were 
not  always  sufficient  to  support  amounts  deposited. 

The  Rockwood  School  Board  ensure  pre -numbered  receipt  slips  are  issued 
for  all  monies  received  and  the  composition  of  receipts  is  reconciled  to 
deposits. 


Status 


In  Progress 


The  district  is  currently  developing  a  receipting  program  which  allows  for 
any  employee  to  record  the  receipt  of  monies  when  received.  At  the  time  the 
deposit  is  prepared  an  audit  sheet  will  be  completed  documenting  the 
reconciliation  of  the  deposit  to  the  composition  of  the  payment  listed  on  the 
receipt  slips.  The  receipting  program  will  also  track  the  monies  as  they  are 
forwarded  to  the  finance  clerk  and  deposited  to  provide  a  complete  chain  of 
custody.  Security  will  be  designed  to  prevent  misuse  and  ensure  the 
accuracy  of  transactions  recorded.  The  district  has  set  an  implementation 
target  date  of  late  fall  or  spring  of  the  2013-2014  school  year. 
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5.2    Transmitting  procedures  Various  district  departments  transmitted  monies  to  the  Finance  Department 

and  the  Community  Education  Department  for  further  processing  and 
deposit.  Although  some  departments  submitted  a  report  of  receipts, 
employees  did  not  document  their  acknowledgment  of  the  report  or  of  the 
monies  that  had  been  transmitted  from  one  person  to  the  next. 


Recommendation 


Status 


The  Rockwood  School  Board  ensure  receipt  slips  are  issued  or  transmittal 
records  are  signed  to  better  document  the  transmittal  of  monies  between 
departments. 

Implemented 

The  district  now  issues  receipt  slips  for  all  monies  transmitted  between 
departments. 


Capital  Assets  and  Fuel  Controls  and  procedures  over  district  property  and  fuel  usage  needed 
Usage  improvement. 


6.1   Capital  assets 


Procedures  and  records  to  account  for  district  property  were  not  adequate. 
The  Director  of  Finance  and  the  Director  of  Transportation/Purchasing 
indicated  an  annual  physical  inventory  of  district  property  was  not 
performed  by  the  school  district.  In  addition,  capital  asset  listings  were  not 
always  updated  accurately. 


Recommendation  The  Rockwood  School  Board  ensure  complete,  accurate,  and  detailed 

capital  asset  records  are  maintained  and  annual  physical  inventories 
conducted  and  compared  to  detailed  records. 

Status  jn  Progress 


The  Board  approved  a  revision  to  Policy  5410,  Inventory  Requirements,  on 
June  20,  2013,  which  requires  a  perpetual  inventory  to  be  maintained  for  the 
capital  assets  of  the  district  and  totals  to  be  included  in  district  accounts. 
The  policy  states  the  maintenance  of  the  capital  asset  inventory  will  result  in 
a  complete  record  of  all  property  information  for  ready  reference,  ensure  the 
district  has  current  information  for  insurance  adjusters  as  they  set  premiums 
and  supporting  documentation  in  case  of  loss,  determine  the  district's  capital 
worth,  and  provide  accountability  for  the  district's  physical  property.  A 
physical  inventory  is  required  annually  for  all  capital  assets  with  an 
individual  cost  of  $5,000  or  more,  and  computers,  laptops  and  tablets, 
musical  instruments,  and  cameras  that  cost  $500  or  greater  and  are 
susceptible  to  theft.  The  district  solicited  bids  and  selected  the  lowest  bid  to 
perform  the  initial  inventory  in  the  summer/fall  of  2013.  The  district  will 
then  conduct  all  future  annual  inventories. 
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6.2  Vehicles  and  fuel  use 


Recommendation 


Controls  and  procedures  over  fuel  use  and  purchases  needed  improvement. 
The  district  maintained  two  diesel  tanks  for  fueling  school  buses,  some  non- 
pool  vehicles,  and  equipment.  Records  of  fuel  pumped  were  provided  to  the 
district  but  no  reconciliation  to  fuel  invoices  was  performed.  The 
maintenance  supervisor  did  not  document  his  review  for  one  diesel  tank  and 
no  records  of  fuel  usage  were  maintained  at  the  second  diesel  tank.  In 
addition,  the  Director  of  Transportation  did  not  document  his  review  and 
approval  of  monthly  fuel  card  usage  reports  for  district  pool  vehicles  and 
several  other  non-pool  vehicles.  Also,  mileage/usage  logs  were  not 
maintained  for  pool  vehicles  (except  for  one),  non-pool  vehicles,  or  buses  to 
adequately  monitor  the  usage  of  district  vehicles. 

The  Rockwood  School  Board  ensure  a  documented  periodic  reconciliation 
of  fuel  purchased  to  fuel  used  is  performed,  and  investigate  any  significant 
discrepancies.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  ensure  mileage  logs  are 
maintained  for  all  district  vehicles. 


Status 


Implemented 


The  district  has  developed  mileage  logs  for  all  vehicles  which  document  the 
vehicle  number,  description,  department,  last  transaction,  fuel  grade, 
odometer  reading,  date  of  reading,  and  person  verifying  the  reading.  In 
addition,  the  district  indicated  it  will  now  be  notified  within  minutes  by 
email  from  the  vendor  if  an  inaccurate  odometer  reading  has  been  entered 
when  purchasing  fuel.  The  district  is  monitoring  fuel  usage  compared  to  fuel 
purchases  for  all  buses  utilized  by  the  district.  The  Director  of  Purchasing 
provided  the  monthly  fuel  reconciliation  for  April  2013.  Each  month  the 
district  calculates  the  number  of  gallons  of  fuel  pumped  and  the  miles  per 
gallon  for  each  bus.  The  actual  miles  per  gallon  for  each  bus  is  then 
compared  to  the  average  miles  per  gallon  of  fuel  used  for  a  bus. 


8.     Attendance  Reporting 
Controls 


Recommendation 


The  district's  attendance  system  did  not  adequately  limit  the  time  frame 
during  which  changes  could  be  made  to  student  attendance  records.  In 
addition,  there  was  no  review  by  district  officials  to  ensure  changes  made  to 
current  school  year  attendance  records  were  appropriate.  Also,  there  was  no 
documentation  indicating  all  necessary  changes  had  been  completed  prior  to 
uploading  the  attendance  reports  to  the  DESE. 

The  Rockwood  School  Board  implement  additional  controls  and  procedures 
to  ensure  student  attendance  data  is  accurately  recorded  and  reported, 
including  restricting  the  time  frame  in  which  changes  to  data  can  be  made. 
In  addition,  all  changes  to  attendance  data  should  be  reviewed  to  ensure 
accuracy. 
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Status  Implemented 

The  Board  approved  Policy  2310,  Student  Absences  and  Excuses,  on 
May  2,  2013.  The  policy  provides  for  the  Superintendent  or  designee  to 
review  the  monthly  attendance  records  of  the  district.  The  district  has 
developed  a  procedure  which  compares  changes  made  to  attendance  records 
on  a  weekly  basis.  We  reviewed  the  May  2013  attendance  reports  and  noted 
that  district  officials  had  documented  their  review  of  the  reports.  According 
to  district  personnel,  the  software  vendor  stated  the  system  cannot  be 
changed  to  restrict  the  length  of  time  changes  can  be  made  to  attendance 
records  during  the  current  year. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  review  of  the  Transportation  Development  Districts 
as  of  December  31, 2011 


Background  As  of  December  31,  2011,  176  Transportation  Development  Districts 

(TDDs)  were  in  existence,  with  reported  total  estimated  transportation 
project  costs  of  almost  $1.7  billion  and  reported  total  anticipated  revenues 
of  over  $2  billion.  The  scope  of  the  review  included  compliance  with  sales 
tax  remittance  and  financial  statement  reporting  requirements  and  related 
legislative  issues. 

Financial  Reporting  While  a  fine  for  late  filing  of  financial  statements  is  provided,  state  law  does 

not  establish  the  agency  responsible  for  the  assessment  and  collection 
authority  of  the  fines.  Forty-nine  of  the  176  districts  (27.8  percent)  filed 
financial  statements/audit  reports  with  the  State  Auditor's  office  late  or 
failed  to  file  them  at  all.  As  of  February  1,  2013,  the  potential  accumulated 
fines  could  be  as  much  as  $16,859,000. 


Because  of  the  compound  nature  of  this  audit  report,  no  overall  rating  is  provided. 


American  Recovery  and  Not  applicable. 

Reinvestment  Act 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  General  Assembly 

This  report  includes  selected  information  on  all  transportation  development  districts  (TDDs)  established 
in  the  State  of  Missouri  as  of  December  31,  2011.  We  reviewed  TDDs  for  compliance  with  sales  tax 
remittance  and  financial  statement  reporting  requirements,  reviewed  related  legislative  issues,  and 
summarized  individual  TDD  audit  findings. 

A  legislative  issue  was  noted  regarding  the  assessment,  collection,  and  disposition  of  fines  for  non- 
compliance with  financial  statement  reporting  requirements. 

Audits  of  individually  selected  TDDs  per  Section  238.272,  RSMo,  are  reported  on  separately.  In  addition, 
audits  of  TDDs  intending  to  abolish  the  district  are  performed  as  required  by  Section  238.275,  RSMo,  and 
are  also  reported  on  separately. 
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Transportation  Development  Districts 
Introduction 


The  Missouri  Transportation  Development  District  Act,  Sections  238.200  to 
238.275,  RSMo,  allows  for  the  formation  of  transportation  development 
districts  (TDDs).  These  entities  are  separate  political  subdivisions 
established  and  organized  for  the  construction  of  roads,  bridges, 
interchanges,  or  other  transportation-related  projects.  The  projects  are 
generally  financed  through  the  issuance  of  revenue  notes,  revenue  bonds,  or 
other  debt  securities  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  40  years.  TDDs  are  governed 
by  a  board  of  directors  of  not  less  than  5  nor  more  than  15  members.  The 
board  has  the  authority  (after  qualified  voter  approval1)  to  impose  sales 
taxes  or  tolls,  levy  property  taxes,  and  levy  special  assessments  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  TDD  to  pay  the  expenditures  of  the  entity,  including  the 
liquidation  of  debt  incurred  to  fund  the  transportation-related  projects.  The 
revenues  of  a  TDD,  the  majority  of  which  are  sales  taxes,  can  only  be  used 
for  transportation-related  projects. 

The  process  of  establishing  a  TDD  is  initiated  by  the  filing  of  a  petition  in 
the  circuit  court  governing  the  boundaries  of  which  the  proposed  district  is 
located.  Such  a  petition  can  be  filed  by:  (1)  not  less  than  50  registered  voters 
within  the  proposed  TDD;  (2)  all  the  owners  of  real  property  located  within 
its  proposed  boundaries,  if  there  are  no  eligible  registered  voters  residing 
within  the  proposed  district;  (3)  a  local  transportation  authority  (LTA);  or 
(4)  two  or  more  LTAs.  A  county,  city,  special  road  district,  or  any  other 
local  public  authority  having  jurisdiction  over  transportation  projects  and 
services  can  serve  as  a  LTA. 


State  law  requires  a  copy  of  the  petition  filed  to  establish  a  TDD  be 
provided  to  the  Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission 
(MoDOT)  and  each  affected  LTA.  Those  entities  are  then  allowed  to  file  an 
answer  stating  agreement  with  or  opposition  to  the  creation  of  the  district.  In 
addition,  any  resident,  taxpayer,  or  any  other  entity  within  the  proposed 
district  may  join  in  or  file  a  petition  supporting  or  answer  opposing  the 
creation  of  the  district.  The  circuit  court  subsequently  hears  the  case,  if 
necessary,  and  makes  a  decision  whether  to  authorize  the  establishment  of 
the  district. 


The  Missouri  Transportation  Development  District  Act  was  enacted  in 
1990,  and  the  first  TDD  was  established  in  1997.  As  of  December  31,  2011, 
176  TDDs  were  in  existence  in  the  state  of  Missouri  (including  5  TDDs 
which  were  established  in  2011).  Almost  70  percent  of  the  districts  have 
been  established  in  the  state's  two  largest  metropolitan  areas  (with  83  and  40 


Section  238.202,  RSMo,  currently  defines  qualified  voters  as  any  persons  residing  within  the  proposed 
or  established  district  who  have  registered  to  vote  pursuant  to  Chapter  1 15,  RSMo,  or  the  owners  of  real 
property,  who  shall  receive  one  vote  per  acre,  provided  that  any  registered  voter  who  also  owns  property 
must  elect  whether  to  vote  as  an  owner  or  a  registered  voter. 
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of  the  TDDs  located  in  St.  Louis  and  Kansas  City  metropolitan  areas2, 
respectively). 


Number  of  TDDs  established  by  year 
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Officials/representatives  of  the  TDDs  reported  total  estimated  transportation 
project  costs  of  almost  $1.7  billion.  In  addition,  officials/representatives 
reported  total  estimated  revenues  of  over  $2  billion  would  be  collected  over 
the  lives  of  the  respective  TDDs  (estimated  project  costs  and  anticipated 
revenue  information  were  not  reported  for  some  of  the  TDDs  because  the 
information  was  not  provided  to  our  office). 


The  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area  is  defined  here  as  the  geographic  area  that  includes  the  city 
of  St.  Louis,  St.  Louis  County,  St.  Charles  County,  Jefferson  County,  and  Franklin  County. 
The  Kansas  City  metropolitan  area  is  defined  here  as  the  geographic  area  that  includes 
Jackson  County,  Platte  County,  Clay  County  and  Cass  County. 
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The  table  below  breaks  down  the  total  estimated  project  costs  and 
anticipated  revenues  of  the  176  TDDs  into  various  dollar  ranges. 


 Number  of  TDDs  

Estimated 
Transportation  Project  Expected 


Dollar  Range 

Costs 

Revenue 

$0  to  $1  million 

21 

15 

$  1  million  to  $5  million 

71 

50 

$5  million  to  $10  million 

26 

35 

$10  million  to  $15  million 

18 

15 

$15  million  to  $35  million 

21 

24 

More  than  $35  million 

10 

13 

Not  reported 

9 

24 

Section  238.275,  RSMo,  provides  for  the  abolishment  of  a  TDD  once  its 
projects  are  completed,  ownership  of  the  projects  has  been  transferred  to  the 
MoDOT  or  the  LTA,  and  the  district  has  no  outstanding  liabilities.  In 
addition,  a  TDD  can  be  abolished  if  the  board  of  directors  determines  the 
projects  cannot  be  completed  due  to  lack  of  funding  or  for  any  other  reason. 
Prior  to  a  TDD  submitting  the  question  to  abolish  the  district  to  the 
applicable  voters,  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  must  audit  the  TDD  to 
determine  its  financial  status,  and  whether  it  may  be  abolished  pursuant  to 
law.  See  Appendix  C  for  information  regarding  TDDs  abolished  through 
2011. 


A/f  +li   #11  ~~      ^ur  methodology  included  gathering  information  regarding  the  TDDs 

IVieillOaOlOgy  established  in  2011  through  discussions  with  various  MoDOT  officials  and 

files  maintained  by  that  agency,  as  well  as  files  maintained  by  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Revenue  (DOR).  Information  obtained  included  TDD  name, 
location,  applicable  county/municipality,  date  established,  identity  of  the 
individual(s)/entity  who  filed  the  petition,  the  type  of  funding  (i.e.,  sales 
taxes,  property  taxes,  etc.),  and  the  funding  rate  (e.g.,  1  percent).  Some  of 
this  information  is  presented  in  Appendix  B. 

In  addition,  survey  questionnaires  were  sent  to  each  TDD  established  during 
2011  requesting  information  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  geographic 
location  of  the  TDD,  estimated  total  project  costs,  how  project  costs  were 
financed,  estimated  total  revenues  to  be  collected  and  over  what  period  of 
time,  when  the  collection  of  revenue  and  incurrence  of  expenses  started, 
who  is  responsible  for  collection  of  the  revenues  and  administering  of  the 
funds,  whether  financial  audits  have  been  conducted  by  an  independent 
auditor,  the  name  of  the  development  and  type  of  businesses  in  the  district, 
whether  the  TDD  is  located  in  a  tax  increment  financing  redevelopment 
area,  and  other  information. 


Transportation  Development  Districts 
Introduction 


Some  data  presented  in  Appendix  B  was  compiled  from  survey  information 
submitted  to  our  office  by  officials/representatives  of  the  various  TDDs,  and 
from  information  reported  by  the  MoDOT  and  DOR.  This  information  was 
not  verified  for  accuracy  by  us.  Information  in  Appendix  C  was  obtained 
from  close  out  reports  issued  by  the  SAO.  If  any  information  presented  in 
Appendixes  B  and  C  was  determined  to  have  changed  since  the  previous 
report,  that  information  was  updated  on  the  current  appendixes. 
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Transportation  Development  Districts 
Results 


Legislative  Issue 

While  a  fine  for  late  filing  of  the  financial  statement/audit  report  is 
provided,  Section  105.145.8,  RSMo,  does  not  establish  the  agency 
responsible  for  assessment  and  collection  authority  of  the  fines.  In  addition, 
the  law  does  not  specify  the  disposition  of  the  fine  amount. 

Of  the  176  districts  in  existence  at  December  31,  2011,  49  districts  (27.8 
percent)  filed  financial  statements/audit  reports  late  or  did  not  file  financial 
statements  with  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO),  as  required  by  state  law, 
resulting  in  total  potential  fines  of  up  to  $16,859,000  as  of  February  1,  2013. 
Some  TDDs  may  have  filed  a  late  financial  statement  with  our  office  after 
February  1,  2013.  A  list  of  TDDs  not  in  compliance  is  at  Appendix  A. 

Section  105.145,  RSMo,  requires  TDDs  to  file  annual  financial  statements 
with  the  SAO.  Section  105.145.8,  RSMo,  states  that  any  district  that  fails  to 
timely  submit  a  copy  of  the  annual  financial  statement  with  the  SAO  shall 
be  subject  to  a  fine  not  to  exceed  $500  per  day.  15  CSR  40-3.030  provides  if 
a  political  subdivision  is  audited  by  an  independent  auditor,  a  copy  of  the 
audit  report  can  be  filed  in  lieu  of  a  separate  financial  report.  The  annual 
financial  report  is  to  be  filed  within  4  months  of  the  entity's  fiscal  year  end, 
while  an  audit  report  is  to  be  filed  within  6  months  of  the  entity's  fiscal  year 
end. 


The  SAO  performed  two  close  out  audits  of  TDDs  during  2012  (Report  No. 
2012-21,  Independence  Avenue  and  Colbern  Road  TDD,  issued  in  March 
2012,  and  Report  No.  2012-115,  Stardust-Munger-Diamond  TDD,  issued  in 
September  2012)  and  determined  the  financial  status  of  each  was  such  that 
they  were  eligible  for  abolishment.  In  addition,  the  SAO  audited  14 
individual  active  TDDs,  and  issued  separate  reports,  (see  Appendix  D)  and 
noted  a  variety  of  concerns  summarized  as  follows: 

•  Board  of  Directors  -  The  district  does  not  have  an  active  Board  of 
Directors  because  the  property  owners  have  not  elected  a  board. 

•  Board  Meetings  -  The  board  failed  to  hold  meetings  as  required. 

•  Board  Oversight  -  The  board  does  not  provide  sufficient  oversight 
of  financial  activities  of  the  district,  including  but  not  limited  to, 
reviewing  revenues,  bank  statements,  invoices,  or  disbursement 
approvals. 

•  Budgets  -  The  district  did  not  adopt  budgets,  or  budgets  are  not  in 
compliance  with  state  law. 

•  DOR  Collections  -  Businesses  in  the  district  remit  district  sales  tax 
collections  to  the  city  instead  of  the  DOR. 

•  Engineering  Services  -  The  district  did  not  solicit  proposals  for 
engineering  services. 


Financial  Reporting 


Individual  District 
Audits  Performed  in 
2012 
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Transportation  Development  Districts 
Results 


•  Financial  Condition  -  The  district  has  not  generated  sufficient 
revenues  to  fund  operations  or  potentially  pay  its  debt. 

•  Financial  Statements  -  The  district  did  not  submit  financial 
statements  to  the  SAO  timely. 

•  Outstanding  Debt  -  The  district  has  not  established  procedures  to 
monitor  debt,  or  to  ensure  district  revenues  are  used  only  for 
transportation  related  projects. 

•  Professional  Services  -  The  district  did  not  solicit  requests  for 
proposals  for  administrative  services. 
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Appendix  A 


Transportation  Development  Districts 
Financial  Reporting  Noncompliance 

Fiscal  Year  20 1 1  Fiscal  Year  20 1 0  Fiscal  Year  2009 


Financial 

Financial 

Finaneial 

Maximum  fine  to 

Fiscal 

Statement 

Statement 

Statement 

be  assessed  as  of 

District  Name 

Year  End 

riiea  (i ) 

Fine 

riiea  (1) 

Fine 

riled  \  i) 

Fine 

February  1,  2013 

71  Highway  &  150  Highway 

12/31 

No  $ 

i  to  cnn 
1  3o,jUU 

No  $ 

n  i  con 
32 1,300 

Yes  $ 

N/A  $ 

A  an  nn/i 
46U,UUU 

620  Market 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

1UJ,JUU 

Yes,  late 

65,000 

168,500 

1717  Market  Place 

i  on  1 

No 

1  Jfi,3UU 

No 

T)  i  cnn 

Yes 

N/A 

Af,rt  nnn 

40U,UUU 

Adler  Lofts 

12/31 

No 

lis  crin 

No 

ni  cnn 

Yes 

N/A 

/i  £n  nnn 

Ballpark  Village 

6/30 

No 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

ooo  cnn 

Blue  Ridge  Town  Centre 

12/31 

No 

No 

301  cnn 
3Z1  ,JUU 

No 

cfi/i  aaa 

o£/i  nnn 

Boscherts  Landing 

12/31 

No 

nc  ^aa 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

i  c.nn 

Bottle  District 

12/31 

No 

i to  caa 

1  JS,jUU 

No 

ni  cnn 

Yes 

N/A 

a  £n  nnn 

Broadway  Hotel 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

No 

Tti  coo 
3zl,jUU 

Yes 

N/A 

Ml  cnn 
321,500 

Broadway-Fairview 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

66,000 

Yes 

N/A 

66,000 

Conley  Road 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

66,000 

Yes 

N/A 

66,000 

Coronado  Drive 

9/30 

Yes,  late 

12,000 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

12,000 

Country  Club  Plaza  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri 

12/31 

Yes,  late 

103,500 

Yes,  late 

20,500 

Yes,  late 

203,000 

327,000 

Crackerneck  Creek 

6/30 

Yes,  late 

26,000 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

26,000 

Cripple  Creek 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

188,000 

Yes 

N/A 

188,000 

East  Gateway  (2) 

Unknown 

No 

138,500 

No 

321,500 

No 

504,000 

964,000 

Ehrhardt  Properties 

1  O/ll 
IZ/jl 

Vat 

i  es 

A 

u 

1NO 

n  i  cnn 

JZ1,JUU 

IN/A 

M/A 

ii  i  cnn 

Eureka  Old  Town 

6/30 

No 

ZZy,j{){) 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

ooo  cnn 
zzy, juu 

Farris  Family 

12/31 

Yes,  late 

86,500 

Yes,  late 

1 42.500 

Yes,  late 

TO/1  ^aa 

613,500 

First  Capitol  Drive 

12/31 

Yes,  late 

52,500 

Yes,  late 

235,500 

Yes,  late 

A  1  O  AAA 

418,000 

Ti^i  Ann 

706,000 

Grindstone  Plaza 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

66,000 

Yes 

N/A 

66,000 

Grindstone  Plaza  Drive 

12/31 

No 

138,500 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

138,500 

Harrisonville  Market  Place  A 

12/31 

No 

138,500 

No 

321,500 

Yes 

N/A 

460,000 

Harrisonville  Market  Place  B 

12/31 

No 

138,500 

No 

321,500 

Yes 

N/A 

460,000 

Highway  71/291  Partners  in  Progress 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

11,500 

Yes 

N/A 

11,500 

Hospital  Interchange 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

No 

321,500 

N/A 

N/A 

321,500 

Hubach  Hill  Road  &  North  Cass  Parkway 

10/31 

Yes,  late 

28,000 

Yes,  late 

9,500 

Yes 

N/A 

37,500 

Hutchings  Farm  Plaza 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

173,500 

Yes 

N/A 

173,500 

Interstate  44  and  Highway  47  Triangle 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

336,000 

336,000 

Indian  Ridge  Resort 

12/31 

No 

138,500 

No 

321,500 

No 

504,000 

964,000 

Interstate  Plaza/North  Town  Village 

12/31 

Yes,  late 

40,000 

Yes,  late 

59,500 

Yes,  late 

67,500 

167,000 

Lee's  Summit.  Missouri  New  Longview 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes  late 

164,000 

Yes 

N/A 

164,000 

North  Kansas  City,  Missouri  Light  Rail 

9/30 

Yes,  late 

29,000 

Yes,  late 

211,500 

Yes,  late 

394,000 

634,500 

North  Main/Malone 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

19,000 

19,000 

Northwoods 

12/31 

No 

138,500 

No 

321,500 

No 

504,000 

964,000 

Olive/Graeser 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

No 

504,000 

504,000 

Osage  National 

6/30 

No 

229,500 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

229,500 

Osage  Station 

12/31 

Yes,  late 

25,500 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

25,500 

Poplar  Bluff  Conference  Center 

12/31 

No 

138,500 

No 

321,500 

No 

504,000 

964,000 

Rock  Bridge  Center 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

66,000 

Yes 

N/A 

66,000 

Shoal  Creek  Parkway/N.  Oak  Trafficway  (2) 

Unknown 

No 

138,500 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

138,500 

Shoppes  at  Stadium 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

66,000 

Yes 

N/A 

66,000 

Soufhtown 

12/31 

No 

138,500 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

138,500 

Spindler  (2) 

Unknown 

Yes 

N/A 

No 

321,500 

No 

504,000 

825,500 

St.  John  Crossings 

12/31 

Yes,  late 

24,500 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

24,500 

Toad  Cove  Complex 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

55,000 

Yes,  late 

237,500 

292,500 

Toad  Cove  Resort 

12/31 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes,  late 

55,000 

Yes,  late 

237,500 

292,500 

Truman  Road 

12/31 

No 

138,500 

No 

321,500 

No 

504,000 

964,000 

US  36/1-72 

6/30 

No 

229,500 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

N/A 

229,500 

Total 

$ 

3,561,500 

$ 

6,903,500 

$ 

6,394,000  $ 

16,859,000 

(1)  As  of  February  1,2013. 

(2)  This  district  has  not  reported  its  fiscal  year  end  date  as  of  February  1,  2013.  Therefore,  the  year  end  date  of  December  31  was  used  here  for  calculation  purposes. 


Source:  Financial  statement  filings  by  transportation  development  districts  established  as  of  December  3 1 ,  2011. 
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Appendix  B 


Transportation  Development  Districts 

Information  Re^mdiiiL:  UsUilili-lnuenl.  Estimated  Project  Costs,  and  Anticipated  Revenues 


District  Name 

Date 
HskiN  islied 

Fiscal  Year 
End 

Location 

Public  Entities  Filing  Pen 

Benton  County 

US  Highway  65  and  Truman  Dam  Access 

03/12/03 

12/31 

Warsaw 

Property  Owner 

Boone  County 

CenterState 

08/05/02 

12/31 

Columbia 

Property  Owner 

Lake  of  the  Woods 

03/24/03 

12/31 

Columbia 

Property  Owners 

Shoppes  al  Stadium 

09/27/04 

12/31 

Columbia 

Property  Owner 

Stadium  Corridor 

10/04/04 

12/31 

Columbia 

Property  Owners 

Grindstone  I'la/.a 

01/31/05 

12/31 

Columbia 

Property  Owners 

Biond  wav-Fairview 

05/10/05 

12/31 

Columbia 

North  woods 

07/22/05 

12/31 

Property  Owner 

Conley  Road 

12/09/05 

12/31 

Columbia 

Property  Owners 

Blue  Ridge  Town  Centre 

02/04/06 

12/31 

Columbia 

Property  Owner 

Columbia  Mall 

08/04/06 

12/31 

Columbia 

Property  Owners 

Cross  Creek 

02/26/07 

12/31 

Columbia 

Property  Owner 

Rock  Bridge  Center 

04/29/08 

12/31 

Columbia 

Property  Owner 

Grindstone  Plaza  Drive 

01/14/11 

12/31 

Columbia 

Property  Owner 

Buchanan  County 

St.  Joseph  Gateway 

07/20/04 

12/31 

St.  Joseph 

Property  Owner 

Tuscany  Village 

12/21/05 

12/31 

St.  Joseph 

Property  Owner 

Butler  County 

Poplar  Bluff  Conference  Center 

05/04/04 

12/31 

Poplar  Bluff 

Property  Owner 

Cripple  Creek 

11/28/05 

12/31 

Poplar  Bluff 

Property  Owner 

CalLnwn  Countv 

Fulton  South  Business  54 

06/12/06 

12/31 

Fulton 

Property  Owners  &  Fulton 

Camden  County 

Osage  Station 

07/19/05 

12/31 

Osage  Beach 

Property  Owner 

Toad  Cove  Complex 

05/02/08 

12/31 

Lake  Ozark 

Property  Owners 

Toad  Cove  Resort 

05/02/08 

12/31 

Lake  Ozark 

Property  Owners 

Horseshoe  Bend  i'edeslrian  Corridor 

06/10/08 

12/31 

N/A 

Property  Owner 

Lake  of  the  Ozarks  Community  Bridge 

08/25/10 

04/30 

Lake  Ozark 

Property  Owner 

Cass  County 

Belton  Town  Centre 

11/17/03 

12/31 

Belton 

Property  Owners 

Harrison vi lie  Towrie  Center 

12/12/05 

12/31 

Harrisonville 

Property  Owner 

Cornerstone  Pointe 

10/10/06 

12/31 

Belton 

Properly  Owner 

Belton/Rayinore  Interchange 

10/30/06 

10/31 

Belton/Raymore 

Property  Owners  &  Belton 

Harrisonville  Market  Place  A 

08/27/07 

12/31 

Harrisonville 

Property  Owner 

Harrisonville  Market  Place  B 

08/27/07 

12/31 

Harrisonville 

Property  Owners 

Hubacll  Hill  Road  tV  .Villi)  Ca-s  Pnrkv.  n> 

08/25/08 

10/31 

Raymore 

Property  Owner 

Hwy  71/291  Partners  in  Progress 

01/12/09 

12/31 

Harrisonville 

Harrisonville 

East  Gateway 

08/14/09 

Unknown 

Raymore 

Property  Owner 

Hospital  Inlerchange 

12/09/10 

12/31 

Harrisonville 

Cass  County,  Missouri 

Christian  County 

Ozark  Centre 

04/25/03 

12/31 

Ozark 

Property  Owner 

Town  and  Country  Village 

10/02/09 

12/31 

City  of  Ozark 

Property  Owner 

Clay  County 

210  Highway 

09/23/97 

03/31 

Kansas  City 

Properly  Owner 

Tower 

02/15/06 

12/31 

Gladstone 

Property  Owners 

Briarcliff  Parkway  and  Highway  9 

05/17/06 

12/31 

Kansas  City 

Property  Owner 

North  Kansas  City,  Missouri  Light  Rail 

1 1/04/08 

09/30 

North  Kansas  City 

North  Kansas  City  &  North 

Special  Road  District 

Shoal  Creek  Park  way/North  Oak  Trafficway 

06/21/11 

Unknown 

Kansas  City 

Property  Owners 

Number  of 
Property 


mated  Projecl 

Estimated 
Life 

Total  Anticipated 

Sales  Tax 

TDD 
Within  a 

2,000,000 

25  Years 

4,250,000 

0.500% 

No 

7,542,000 

21  Years 

8,000,000 

0.500% 

No 

2,700,000 

30  Years 

Unknown 

0.500% 

No 

2,500,000 

15  Years 

4,000,000 

0.500% 

No 

13,819,603 

25  Years 

16,120,457 

0.500% 

No 

9,400,000 

30  Years 

24,000,000 

0.500% 

No 

5,000,000 

40  Years 

17,000,000 

0.500% 

No 

1,120,000 

30  Years 

6,000,000 

0.500% 

No 

35  Years 

57,000,000 

0.500% 

No 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

1.000% 

No 

22,000,000 

22  Years 

10,500,000 

0.500% 

No 

10,200,000 

25  Years 

5,084,948 

0.500% 

No 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

0.500% 

No 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

4,000,000 

23  Years 

1,821,212 

1.000% 

Yes 

13,000,000 

23  Years 

7,200,000 

0.250% 

Yes 

2,400,000 

40  Years 

2,000,000 

1.000% 

No 

2,087,628 

Unknown 

Unknown 

1.000% 

No 

1,400,000 

30  Years 

2,700,000 

0.500% 

Yes 

1,700,000 

23  Years 

1,700,000 

0.750% 

No 

2,000,000 

Unknown 

Unknown 

1.000% 

No 

3,000,000 

40  Years 

Unknown 

1.000% 

No 

3,000,000 

35  Years 

5,940,146 

1.000% 

No 

41,800,000 

Unknown 

Unknown 

N/A 

No 

19,000,000 

23  Years 

5,480,360 

1.000% 

Yes 

1,124,000 

23  Years 

Unknown 

1.000% 

Yes 

2,000,000 

25  Years 

5,910,656 

1.000% 

No 

13,000,000 

20  Years 

Unknown 

0.500% 

No 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

6,831,443 

32  Years 

6,761,930 

0.250% 

No 

29,500,000 

20  Years 

20,000,000 

1.000% 

No 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

16,128,506 

20  Years 

5,445,669 

1.000% 

No 

3,408,293 

20  Years 

6,000,000 

0.375% 

No 

8,930,000 

40  Years 

11,000,000 

1.000% 

No 

8,587,389 

5,972,759 

1.000% 

No 

1,000,000 

30  Years 

1,700,000 

1.000% 

No 

7,036,020 

20  Years 

3,450,988 

0.500% 

Yes 

56,000,000 

25  Years 

56,000,000 

0.500% 

No 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 
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Appendix  B 


Transportation  Development  Districts 

Information  Regarding  LslaUli-huii'nl.  Estimated  Project  Costs,  and  Anticipated  Revenues 


District  Name 

Date 
Established 

Fiscal  Year 
End 

Location 

Public  Entities  F 

ling  Petition  to  Establish 

Number  of 
Property 
Owners 

Estimated  Project 
Costs 

Estimated 
Life 

Total  Anticipated 
Revenues 

Sales  Tax 
Rate 
(A) 

TDD 
Within  a 

Cole  County 

Commons  of  Hazel  Hills 

08/11/05 

12/31 

Jefferson  City 

Property  Owner 

1 

12,000,000 

15  Years 

23,000,000 

1.000% 

No 

U.S.  Highway  50/63  and  City  View 

09/25/06 

12/31 

Jefferson  City 

Property  Owners 

2 

14,700,000 

20  Years 

8,000,000 

1.000% 

No 

Stone  Ridge 

01/24/07 

12/31 

Jefferson  City 

Property  Owner 

1 

3,106,782 

20  Years 

2,350,000 

1.000% 

No 

Cooper  County 

Boonville  Riverfront 

02/09/01 

12/31 

Boonville 

Property  Owner  &  of  Boonville 

1 

3,908,420 

40  Years 

4,000,000 

1.000% 

No 

Franklin  County 

Interstate  44  and  Highway  'Triangle  47 

04/21/09 

12/31 

St.  Clair 

St.  Clair 

20 

2,688,640 

30  Years 

2,520,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Greene  County 

College  Station 

03/16/06 

06/30 

Springfield 

Property  Owners  & 

Springfield 

2 

8,600,000 

25  Years 

4,400,000 

1.000% 

No 

Heer's  Tower 

03/16/06 

06/30 

Springfield 

Property  Owners  & 

Springfield 

3 

8,826,627 

25  Years 

187,500 

1.000% 

No 

Jackson  County 

Strother  Interchange 

01/21/00 

12/31 

Lee's  Summit 

Property  Owner 

1 

25,846,800 

35  Years 

4,231,781 

0.500% 

Yes 

Douglas  Square 

09/21/00 

12/31 

Lee's  Summit 

Property  Owners 

4 

450,000 

20  Years 

4,320,746 

1.000% 

No 

1-470  and  1-350 

03/17/01 

12/31 

Lee's  Summit 

Property  Owner 

1 

17,080,627 

40  Years 

134,326,373 

1.000% 

Yes 

Truman  Road 

06/25/01 

12/31 

Independence 

Property  Owner 

232,700 

21  Years 

483,363 

1.000% 

Yes 

Counliv  ('[lib  Pla/a  o:'  kansa-  Cil\.  Missaun 

07/12/01 

12/31 

Kansas  City 

Property  Owners  & 

TIF  Commission  of  KC 

3 

11,149,363 

20  Years 

30,163,825 

0.500% 

Yes 

Thirty-Ninth  Street 

04/25/02 

06/30 

Independence 

Independence 

(C) 

15,075,640 

23  Years 

23,614,406 

0.125% 

Yes 

Douglas  Station 

06/27/02 

12/31 

Lee's  Summit 

Property  Owner 

1,742,852 

20  Years 

3,461,671 

1.000% 

No 

Raintree  North 

08/19/02 

12/31 

Lee's  Summit 

Property  Owner 

1,700,000 

14  Years 

1,700,000 

0.500% 

No 

J-7D  and  Adams        \  l'jikwL;v 

03/25/03 

12/31 

Blue  Springs 

Property  Owner 

[ 

1,950,000 

10  Years 

1,883,723 

1.000% 

No 

M  150  and  135th  Street 

05/15/03 

12/31 

Kansas  City 

Property  Owner 

1 

12,000,000 

20  Years 

18,817,000 

1.000% 

No 

Lee's  Suminil,  Missouri  New  Longview 

07/31/03 

12/31 

Lee's  Summit 

Property  Owner 

1 

5,900,000 

20  Years 

10,500,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

71  Highway  &  150  Highway 

1 1/20/03 

12/31 

Grand  view 

Property  Owners 

2 

450,000 

23  Years 

763,850 

1.000% 

Yes 

Raintree  Lake  Village 

10/19/05 

12/31 

Lee's  Summit 

Property  Owner 

1,530,000 

24  Years 

4,767,995 

1.000% 

No 

Craekerneck  Creek 

07/26/06 

06/30 

Independence 

Property  Owners  & 

Independence 

3 

15,231,975 

24  Years 

21,980,746 

1.000% 

Yes 

1200  Main/South  Loop 

12/11/06 

12/31 

Kansas  City 

Property  Owners  & 

Kansas  City 

10 

40,583,010 

25  Years 

64,637,467 

1.000% 

Yes 

Independence  Avenue  &  Colbern  Road 

05/02/07 

12/31 

Lee's  Summit 

Property  Owners 

4 

900,000 

30  Years 

3,042,600 

1.000% 

No 

Raytown  Highway  350 

05/07/07 

10/31 

Raytown 

Properly  Owners  & 

Raytown  Consolidated 

2 

6,141,276 

30  Years 

3,871,350 

0.125% 

Yes 

School  District  #2 

Adams  Farm 

08/25/08 

09/30 

Blue  Springs 

Property  Owners 

10 

36,713,147 

30  Years 

65,548,559 

1.000% 

Yes 

07/23/09 

09/30 

Property  Owner 

9,924,000 

10  Years 

6,086,950 

0.500% 

No 

Jasper  County 

1717  Market  Place 

11/25/05 

12/31 

Joplin 

Property  Owners 

2 

1,428,680 

23  Years 

2,070,000 

0.125% 

Yes 

Centennial  Railroad 

11/21/11 

10/31 

Webb  City 

Webb  City 

2,698,048 

40  Years 

600. 000 

O.rSOO'/r 

Jefferson  County 

Arnold  Triangle 

08/13/06 

08/31 

Arnold 

Property  Owners  &  Arnold 

5 

9,000,000 

29  Years 

14,000,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Arnold  Retail  Corridor 

03/11/08 

08/31 

Arnold 

Arnold  &  Arnold  Triangle  TDD 

(C) 

26,950,000 

Unknown 

56,000,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Hillsboro  Lake  Terrace 

09/22/10 

12/31 

Hillsboro 

Property  Owner 

5,800,000 

40  Years 

5,800,000 

1.000% 

No 

Johnson  County 

Hawthorne  Development 

1 1/30/05 

12/31 

Warrens  burg 

Property  Owners 

7 

17,524,000 

20  Years 

8,807,602 

0.500% 

No 

Lincoln  County 

Highway  6 1 ,  Route  U 

02/04/08 

12/31 

Moscow  Mills 

Property  Owner 

14,100,000 

Unknown 

9,700,000 

0.375% 

Yes 

Mariiin  County 

Stardust-Manger-  Diamond 

10/16/01 

12/31 

Hannibal 

Property  Owner  & 

Hannibal 

4,704,000 

19  Years 

11,678,000 

0.625% 

Yes 

US  36/1-72 

06/03/05 

06/30 

Various 

(D)  Transportation  Corporation.  5  Counties  &  6 

(Q 

136,000,000 

15  Years 

43,000,000 

0.500% 

Yes 

Cities 
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 Hicm,-t9 

Miller  County 

Prewitt  Point 

08/22/03 

12/31 

Osage  Beach 

Property  Owners 

2 

4,750,000 

25  Years 

16,152,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Horseshoe  Bend 

04/13/06 

12/31 

Lake  Ozark 

Property  Owner 

23,500,000 

25  Years 

113,079,775 

1.000% 

Yes 

Osage  National 

06/12/08 

06/30 

Lake  O/ark 

Property  Owner 

J 

15,000,000 

20  Years 

7,341,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Newton  County 

Neosho 

02/23/1 1 

12/31 

Neosho 

Neosho 

49 

6,917,600 

20  Years 

10,500,000 

0.500% 

Yes 

Platte  County 

Platte  County  Missouri  South  I 

06/19/01 

12/31 

Kansas  City 

Property  Owners 

3 

24,000,000 

30  Years 

52,000,000 

1.000% 

No 

PIliUc  C'ouiilv  Missouri  South  11 

04/12/02 

12/31 

Kansas  City 

Property  Owner 

(E) 

1 

1.000% 

No 

Parkville  Commons 

06/09/03 

12/31 

Parkville 

Property  Owner 

1 

8,000,000 

22  Years 

12,000,000 

1 .000% 

Yes 

Tuileries  Plaza 

12/09/05 

12/31 

Kansas  City 

Property  Owner 

1 

3,600,000 

35  Years 

8,700,000 

1.000% 

No 

Platte  Valley  Plaza 

03/09/07 

12/31 

Platte  City 

Property  Owner 

1,400,000 

40  Years 

1,400,000 

0.875% 

No 

Park  Plaza 

07/17/09 

12/31 

Kansas  City 

Property  Owner 

I 

2,041,738 

26  Years 

5,376,233 

0.500% 

No 

Pulaski  Countv 

Interstate  Plaza/North  Town  Village 

11/06/01 

12/31 

St.  Robert 

Property  Owners  & 

.St.  Robert 

11 

3,980,000 

20  Years 

6,500,000 

0.500% 

Yes 

Bowman 

02/17/05 

12/31 

Waynesville 

Property  Owner 

125,000 

20  Years 

500,000 

0.500% 

No 

Farris  Family 

02/17/05 

12/31 

St.  Robert 

Property  Owners 

4 

250,000 

10  Years 

250,000 

0.500% 

No 

l']il|lL_TlK'- 

12/08/10 

12/31 

St.  Robert 

Property  Owners 

2 

390,000 

10  Years 

627,200 

1.000% 

Yes 

Scott  County 

North  Main/ Ma  lone 

11/19/04 

12/31 

Sikeston 

Property  Owner 

1 

8,600,000 

23  Years 

1,398,084 

1.000% 

Yes 

St.  Charles  County 

Mark  Twain  Mall 

02/20/01 

12/31 

St.  Charles 

Property  Owner 

I 

1,500,000 

30  Years 

5,000,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Wentzville 

11/16/01 

12/31 

Went/ville 

Property  Owners 

5 

3,150,000 

15  Years 

5,921,700 

0.250% 

No 

Boscllerls  Landing 

05/16/03 

12/31 

St.  Peters 

Property  Owners 

2 

553,342 

40  Years 

Unknown 

1.000% 

No 

Salt  Lick  Road 

05/16/03 

12/31 

St.  Peters 

Property  Owner 

1 

1,406,281 

30  Years 

Unknown 

1.000% 

No 

WingHaven 

09/11/03 

12/31 

OFallon 

Property  Owners 

12 

3,048,098 

20  Years 

8,178,263 

0.625% 

No 

Huleliiiig.s  Farm  Plaza 

03/04/04 

12/31 

OEallon 

Property  Owner 

[ 

600,000 

8  Years 

816,000 

1.000% 

No 

Mexico  Road 

04/08/04 

12/31 

OFallon 

Property  Owner 

2,600,000 

40  Years 

3,000,000 

1.000% 

No 

Megan  Shoppes 

06/07/04 

12/31 

OFallon 

Property  Owners 

2 

1,145,834 

40  Years 

5,520,000 

1.000% 

No 

Hawk  Ridge 

09/02/04 

06/30 

Lake  St.  Louis 

Property  Owners  & 

.  Lake  St.  Louis 

3 

19,400,000 

25  Years 

38,700,000 

0.750% 

No 

Mid  Rivers/N 

02/17/05 

12/31 

St.  Peters 

Property  Owner 

2,206,225 

20  Years 

8,400,000 

0.500% 

No 

Weiil/ville  Parkway  1 

03/03/05 

12/31 

Wentzville 

Property  Owner 

3,830,625 

30  Years 

Unknown 

0.500% 

No 

St.  Charles  Riverfront 

03/04/05 

12/31 

St.  Charles 

Property  Owner 

10,000,000 

20  Years 

8,500,000 

1.000% 

No 

Wentzville  II 

03/07/05 

12/31 

Wentzville 

Property  Owner 

2,800,000 

25  Years 

7,500,000 

0.500% 

No 

Kingsmill 

05/05/05 

12/31 

OEallon 

Property  Owners 

2 

1,525,000 

40  Years 

1,525,000 

1.000% 

No 

Dardenne  Town  Square 

08/18/05 

12/31 

Dardenne 

Property  Owners 

10 

15,000,000 

40  Years 

10,750,000 

0.500% 

No 

Prairie/ Lake  Saint 

Barathaven 

01/26/06 

12/31 

Dardenne  Prairie 

Property  Owners 

3 

4,215,000 

20  Years 

9,493,639 

1.000% 

No 

Wentzville  Three 

12/04/06 

12/31 

Wentzville 

Property  Owner 

2,750,000 

40  Years 

Unknown 

0.250% 

No 

Meadows 

01/04/07 

12/31 

Lake  Saint  Louis 

Property  Owner  &  Lake  St.  Louis 

10,900,000 

25  Years 

27,883,277 

0.750% 

No 

First  Capitol  Drive 

07/22/09 

12/31 

St.  Charles 

Property  Owner 

45,000 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

No 

St.  Francois  Count  v 

Park  Hills 

07/28/04 

12/31 

Park  Hills 

Property  Owners 

2 

750,000 

20  Years 

200,000 

0.500% 

Yes 
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                    JijtrW? 

St.  Louis  County 


Gravois  Bluffs 

12/07/99 

12/31 

Fenton 

Properly  Owners  &  Fenton 

2 

25,300,000 

24  Years 

30,211,614 

1.000% 

Yes 

Fenton  Crossing 

02/08/00 

12/31 

Fenton 

Properly  Owner 

4,574,762 

20  Years 

8,000,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Meramec  Station  Road  and  Highway  141 

09/07/00 

12/31 

N/A 

Property  Owners 

2 

6,720,000 

40  Years 

15,700,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

.i7l)/Miss(uin  Hmlii]]]  Koad/'i  au-si-u  Road 

11/01/00 

12/31 

Bridget  on/ 

Property  Owners 

2 

34,010,000 

17  Years 

54,596,724 

1.000% 

Yes 

St.  John's  Church  Road 

04/17/01 

12/31 

N/A 

Property  Owners 

9 

12,000,000 

40  Years 

27,000,000 

0.500% 

No 

Ballwiri  Town  Center 

04/26/01 

12/31 

Ballwin 

Properly  Owner 

1,300,000 

21  Years 

5,751,400 

0.250% 

Yes 

Brentwood  Pointe 

05/16/01 

12/31 

Brentwood 

Properly  Owners  (F) 

2 

5,101,697 

20  Years 

13,503,100 

1.000% 

Yes 

Big  Bend  Crossing 

06/25/01 

12/31 

Crest  wood 

Propenv  Owner  &  Crestwood 

1,487,415 

20  Years 

2,500,000 

0.250% 

No 

Shoppes  at  Old  Webster 

11/29/01 

12/31 

Webster  Groves 

Piopenv  Owners 

3 

520,000 

20  Years 

865,000 

0.625% 

No 

St.  John  Crossings 

06/25/02 

12/31 

St.  John 

Property  Owner  &  St.  John 

1 

901,630 

22  Years 

2,354,600 

0.250% 

Yes 

Shoppes  at  t.'ioss  Keys 

09/18/02 

12/31 

1 

12,000,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Station  Plaza 

12/04/02 

12/31 

Kirkwood 

Propcru  Owner  it  Kirkwood 

1,550,000 

25  Years 

3,461,395 

1.000% 

No 

Hanley/Eager  Road 

12/16/02 

12/31 

Brent  wi  >t  id 

Properly  Owners 

6 

12,000,000 

30  Years 

22,924,051 

1.000% 

Yes 

Crest  wood  Point 

05/15/03 

12/31 

Crest  wood 

Properls  Owners  &  Crestwood 

2 

2,986,000 

40  Years 

4,827,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Pershall  Road 

07/30/03 

12/31 

Ferguson 

Properls  Owner  &  Ferguson 

620,000 

25  Years 

993,000 

1.000% 

No 

Francis  Place 

04/13/04 

12/31 

Richmond  Heights 

Properly  Owner 

1 

4,400,000 

23  Years 

10,000,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Eureka  Commercial  Park 

05/10/04 

12/31 

Eureka 

Properly  Owners 

4 

1,430,000 

40  Years 

Unknown 

0.875% 

No 

( Hive  Boulevard 

09/09/04 

06/30 

Creve  Coeur 

Properly  Owners  &:  Creve  Coeur 

2 

6,590,000 

20  Years 

8,811,735 

0.500% 

Yes 

Chesterfield  Commons 

10/12/04 

12/31 

Chesterfield 

Properly  Owner 

12,000,000 

30  Years 

Unknown 

1.000% 

Yes 

Eureka  Old  Town 

10/12/04 

06/30 

Eureka 

Property  Owners  &  Eureka 

4 

1,367,500 

30  Years 

1,260,000 

0.750% 

No 

Glen  wood-Watson 

07/26/05 

12/31 

Crest  wood 

Properly  Owners 

2 

2,350,000 

23  Years 

1,952,005 

1.000% 

Yes 

Hanley  Station 

09/29/05 

12/31 

Brentwood 

Property  Owner 

] 

2,000,000 

19  Years 

6,670,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Chesterfield  Valley 

11/28/05 

12/31 

Chesterfield 

Chesterfield 

(Q 

37,300,000 

25  Years 

25,175,000 

0.375% 

Yes 

Elm  Grove 

12/20/05 

12/31 

Hazel  wood 

Property  Owners 

2 

750,000 

40  Years 

2,000,000 

1.000% 

No 

Koch  Plaza 

01/19/06 

12/31 

Florissant 

Properly  Owner 

1 

650,000 

Unknown 

Unknown 

0.500% 

No 

University  Place 

09/06/06 

12/31 

N/A 

The  Curators  of  ihe  University  of  Missouri 

1 

15,415,000 

25  Years 

26,300,000 

1.000% 

No 

Town  and  Country  Crossing 

10/20/06 

12/31 

Town  and 

Property  Owner 

1 

10,500,000 

17  Years 

13,000,000 

0.500% 

No 

Country/ Ballwin 

Shoppes  at  Hilltop 

02/06/07 

12/31 

Eureka 

Properly  Owner 

2,500,000 

20  Years 

4,900,000 

1.000% 

No 

St.  Cyr  Road 

02/20/07 

12/31 

Moline  Acres 

Properly  Owner  &  Moline  Acres 

1,250,000 

22  Years 

1,452,155 

0.625% 

Yes 

Highway  367  &  Parker  Road 

03/02/07 

12/31 

N/A 

Properly  Owner 

1,000,000 

21  Years 

3,800,000 

0.500% 

Yes 

South  Manchester 

03/30/07 

12/31 

Manchester 

Properly  Owners 

5 

2,500,000 

25  Years 

4,902,571 

0.750% 

No 

The  Market  at  McKnight  I 

05/11/07 

12/31 

Rock  Hill 

Property  Owners 

4 

2,200,000 

20  Years 

3,305,933 

1.000% 

Yes 

Manchester  Highlands 

01/22/08 

12/31 

Manchester 

Property  Owner 

12,800,000 

40  Years 

18,750,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Lucas  &  Hunt/Chandler 

06/25/08 

12/31 

Country  Club 

Property  Owner 

1 

500,000 

Unknown 

800,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Loop  Trolley 

07/16/08 

12/31 

Hills 

University  City 

Properly  Owners 

93 

32,000,000 

40  Years 

16,000,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Des  Peres  Corners 

07/21/08 

12/31 

Des  Peres 

Property  Owner 

7,600,000 

25  Years 

22,029,257 

1.000% 

No 

Centene  Plaza 

12/17/08 

12/31 

Clayton 

Properly  Owners 

2 

22,000,000 

40  Years 

49,000,000 

1.000% 

No 

Ballpark  Village 

02/19/09 

06/30 

St.  Louis 

Properly  Owner 

1 

40,000,000 

40  Years 

19,950,000 

1.000% 

No 

Hanley  Road  Corridor 

03/24/09 

12/31 

Maplewood, 

Brentwood  Pointe  TDD.  and  Folk  Avenue 

69 

54,299,574 

31  Years 

150,629,569 

1.000% 

Yes 

Brentwood 

South  TDD 

Laurel 

07/27/09 

12/31 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owners 

2 

1,400,000 

40  Years 

2,300,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Clarkson  Kehrs  Mill 

08/11/09 

12/31 

Ballwin 

Property  Owners 

2 

2,000,000 

40  Years 

6,534,460 

1.000% 

No 

Washington  Ave 

08/31/09 

12/31 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owners 

3 

1,640,973 

20  Years 

2,084,955 

1.000% 

Yes 

1225  Washington 

10/27/09 

06/30 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owners 

5 

1,900,000 

40  Years 

3,460,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Olive/Graeser 

12/08/09 

12/31 

Creve  Coeur 

Property  Owners 

10 

1,300,126 

40  Years 

3,400,000 

1.000% 

No 

Lindbergh  East  Concord 

02/09/10 

12/31 

Green  Park 

Property  Owner 

495,200 

25  Years 

750,000 

1.000% 

No 

Dierliergs  Des  Peres 

09/16/11 

12/31 

Des  Peres 

Property  Owner 

5,800,000 

32  Years 

13,073,356 

1.000% 

No 

13 
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Stone  County 

Indian  Ridge  Resort 

12/07/06 

12/31 

Branson 

Property  Owners 

4 

West/Village  of 

Taney  County 

Branson  Regional  Airport 

12/17/03 

12/31 

Branson 

Property  Owner 

I 

Branson  Landing 

03/17/05 

12/31 

Branson 

Branson 

\ 

Horsy  the  Road 

06/05/08 

12/31 

Branson 

Property  Owner 

Webster  County 

Spindler 

02/07/07 

Unknown 

Seymour 

Property  Owner 

(G) 

1 

St.  Louis  City 

Merchant's  Laclede 

10/08/03 

12/31 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owners 

2 

South!  own 

04/12/04 

12/31 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owner 

Residence  Inn  Downtown  St.  Louis 

02/14/05 

06/30 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owner 

Highlands 

04/20/05 

12/31 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owners 

2 

Broadway  Hotel 

09/06/06 

12/31 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owner 

620  Market 

09/06/06 

12/31 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owner 

CB  5421/5975 

03/05/07 

12/31 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owners 

6 

Adler  Lofts 

03/12/07 

12/31 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owner 

Bottle  District 

05/17/07 

12/31 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owner 

1 

Euclid  Buckingham 

06/14/07 

12/31 

St.  Louis 

St.  Louis 

St.  Louis  Convention  Center 

03/15/10 

06/30 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owners 

2 

City  Hospital  Laundry 

03/25/10 

06/30 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owners 

2 

09/03/10 

12/31 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owner 

Railway  Exchange  Building 

11/01/10 

06/30 

St.  Louis 

Property  Owners 

4 

LEGEND: 

(A)  In  addition  to  sides  tax,  several  districts  authorized 

the  following  additional  revenue  sources:  property  taxes;  sr. 

ecial  assessments;  private  har 

ger  rental,  fueling,  airline  a; 

reeme 

Estimated  Project 
Costs 


Estimated        Total  Anticipated 


and  parking  fees. 

(B)  The  transportation  development  district  (TDD)  did  not  respond  to  our  i|uc -noun aire  soliciting  applicable  information. 

(C)  I  he  district  lias  registered  voters  v.  ho  approved  establishment  of  the  district. 

(D)  Counties  are  Macon.  Marion,  Monroe.  Ralls,  and  Shelby.  Cities  are  the  City  of  Clarence,  City  of  Hannibal.  City  of  Himnewell,  City  of  Maeon.  City  of  Monroe  City,  and  City  of  Shelbina. 

(E)  Project  cost/life  of  the  district/anticipated  revenues  included  in  in  fori  nut  ion  presented  for  I'lalle  County  Missouri  South  I. 

(F)  This  district  was  eousolidnled  v.  ith  the  Hanles  Road  Corridor. 

(G)  After  this  TDD  was  created,  the  developer  found  the  proposed  project  not  to  be  feasible. 


Sales  Tax 
Rate 

IA) 


ir  agreement,  and  other  collateral  service  fees; 


TDD 
Within  a 


150,000,000 

30  Years 

Unknown 

N/A 

No 

53,759,228 

23  Years 

47,106,055 

1.000% 

Yes 

5,250,000 

25  Years 

7,000,000 

1.000% 

No 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknov 

6,510,000 

30  Years 

10,080,000 

1.000% 

No 

1,231,292 

23  Years 

4,204,762 

1.000% 

Yes 

500,000 

20  Years 

1,500,000 

1.000% 

No 

700,000 

23  Years 

733,119 

1.000% 

Yes 

6,500,000 

25  Years 

11,500,000 

1.000% 

No 

991,600 

30  Years 

2,670,000 

1.000% 

No 

2,900,000 

40  Years 

4,000,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

1,000,000 

19  Years 

1,448,400 

1.000% 

Yes 

6,000,000 

40  Years 

6,000,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

4,500,000 

Unknown 

1,200,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

1.000% 

Yes 

1,107,630 

21  Years 

1,107,630 

1.000% 

Yes 

2,500,000 

30  Years 

3,716,329 

1 .000% 

No 

4,460,000 

40  Years 

4,460,000 

1.000% 

Yes 

$ 

2,047,069,738 

SOURCE:  Judgment  and  Order  issued  by  Circuit  Courts,  TDD  survey  questionnaires,  and  communication  with  district  officials/representatives.  This  table  has  been  updated  for  information  received  subsequent  to  the  survey  questionnaires. 
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Appendix  C 


Transportation  Development  Districts 
Abolished  Districts 

District  Name  Location  Date  Formed        Date  Abolished 


Boone  County 

Gans  Road  and  U.S.  63  Columbia        December  2006       June  2011 


Jefferson  County 

Hyannis  Port  Road 


N/A 


July  2004 


December  2006 


Lincoln  County 

Troy/Lincoln  County 


Troy 


October  2004 


October  2008 


St.  Louis  County 

Kenilworth  Brentwood  August  2000  January  2010 

Brentwood/Strassner  Road  Brentwood  May  2004  August  2010 

Hanley  Road  and  North  of  Folk  Avenue  Maplewood  May  2004  May  20 1 1 

Folk  Avenue  South  Maplewood  July  2004  February  2010 

Eureka  South  1-44  Eureka  October  2006  June  2008 


Source:  Transportation  development  districts  close  out  audit  reports  performed  by  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Appendix  D 


Transportation  Development  Districts 

Results  of  Individual  District  Audits  Performed  in  2012 


District  Name 


Ballwin  Town  Center 

Branson  Landing 

Cripple  Creek 

Douglas  Square 

Forsythe  Road 

Glenwood-Watson 

Harrisonville  Towne  Center 

Highway  61,  Route  U 

Manchester  Highlands 

North  Main/Malone 

St.  Louis  Convention  Center  Hotel 

Toad  Cove  Complex/ 

Toad  Cove  Resort 

Truman  Road 


Board  of 
Directors 


(A)  X 
X 


Finding  Category 


Board 
Meetings 


Board 
Oversight 


Budgets 


DOR 

Collections 


Engineering 
Services 


Financial 
Condition 


Financial  Financial  Outstanding 
Statements       Reporting  Debt 


SAO 

Professional  Report 
Services  Number 
2012-85 
2012-39 
2012-98 
2012-75 
2012-42 
2012-76 
2012-104 
2012-108 
2012-86 
2012-46 
X  2012-143 

2012-116 
2012-79 


(A)  The  Toad  Cove  Complex  Transportation  Development  District  (TDD)  and  Toad  Cove  Resort  TDD  have  the  same  Directors  and  activities.  While  these  are  two  legally  separate  TDDs,  these  were  audited 
and  reported  on  together  since  the  activities  of  the  boards  are  essentially  the  same. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Village  of  Deerfield 


August  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Village  of  Deerfield 


Oversight  and  Management        Village  trustees  do  not  regularly  attend  meetings;  a  quorum  was  present  for 

only  3  of  12  monthly  meetings  during  2012.  According  to  meeting  minutes, 
Board  Trustees  Smith  and  Prickett  attended  most  meetings,  Board  Chairman 
Wayne  Sissick  attended  3  meetings,  and  Board  Trustee  Kris  Sissick 
attended  2  meetings,  while  Board  Trustee  Otter  did  not  attend  any  meetings. 
The  village  does  not  prepare  and  post  notices  of  meetings  and  related 
agendas,  as  required  by  state  law,  and  Board  minutes  do  not  document  a 
record  of  votes  taken  and  contain  limited  documentation  of  decisions  made 
regarding  street  repair  and  maintenance  or  purchases.  It  appears  village 
business  is  conducted  outside  of  regular  open  meetings,  and  there  is  no 
evidence  that  a  public  hearing  was  held  on  the  village's  proposed  property 
tax  rate  in  2012  or  that  the  tax  rate  was  formally  approved  by  the  Board. 
The  village  has  not  adopted  a  formal  policy  regarding  public  access  to 
village  records,  annual  budgets  are  not  prepared  for  village  funds,  and 
semiannual  financial  statements  have  not  been  published  or  posted,  all  of 
which  are  required  by  state  law.  Board  review  and  approval  of  village 
disbursements  is  not  adequate,  and  village  ordinances  are  not  complete, 
well-organized,  or  up-to-date.  In  addition,  the  village  did  not  properly 
monitor  the  lease  agreement  with  the  United  States  Postal  Service,  and  the 
village  was  underpaid  $413  in  2012. 

In  August  2012,  the  Board  Chairman  used  the  village  sales  tax  exemption 
letter  to  purchase  a  skid-steer  loader  in  the  village's  name  but  had  the  loader 
delivered  to  his  personal  address.  The  Board  Chairman  said  he  did  this  to 
get  a  better  price  for  a  friend,  but  doing  so  is  a  violation  of  the  terms  of  the 
village's  sales  tax  exemption  letter.  No  village  funds  were  used  for  this 
transaction. 

One  person  serves  as  both  village  clerk  and  village  collector,  which  does  not 
allow  the  segregation  of  duties  necessary  for  the  proper  safeguarding  of 
village  assets.  The  village  does  not  maintain  a  current  fund  ledger  showing 
the  beginning  balance,  monthly  receipts  by  source  and  disbursements  by 
type,  and  ending  balance,  and  has  not  established  a  separate  fund  or  separate 
accounting  for  motor  vehicle-related  revenues  received  from  the  state,  and 
does  not  ensure  these  funds  are  used  in  compliance  with  state  law.  The 
Village  Clerk/Collector  does  not  prepare  a  receipt  log  and/or  issue  receipt 
slips  for  monies  received,  does  not  restrictively  endorse  checks  immediately 
upon  receipt,  does  not  deposit  receipts  timely,  does  not  perform  bank 
reconciliations,  and  does  not  maintain  a  current  balance  in  the  checkbook. 
The  village  does  not  properly  report  as  wages,  and  withhold  employee 
payroll  taxes  from  or  pay  the  employer  share  of  taxes  on  compensation  paid 
to  the  Village  Clerk/Collector. 

Property  Tax  The  Village  Clerk/Collector  does  not  record  the  method  of  payment  (cash, 

check,  etc.)  on  the  list  of  taxes  due,  and  does  not  timely  deposit  tax 
collections.  Tax  statements  sent  to  village  residents  do  not  contain  sufficient 


Sales  Tax  Exemption 


Internal  Controls,  Records, 
and  Procedures 


information,  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  does  not  maintain  an  account  book 
and  does  not  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Board  a  list  of  delinquent  taxes  each 
year,  and  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  is  not  bonded,  as  required  by  state  law, 
which  exposes  the  village  to  risk  of  loss. 

Disbursements  The  village  lacks  a  bid  policy  and  typically  does  not  bid  purchases,  and 

there  is  no  evidence  in  minutes  or  other  village  records  indicating  any 
attempt  to  check  prices  before  purchasing,  giving  the  village  little  assurance 
it  is  getting  the  best  value.  Some  disbursements  lack  adequate  supporting 
documentation,  including  $1,493  in  concrete  purchases,  $8,750  for  a  used 
dump  truck,  and  $738  for  dump  truck  insurance  premiums.  The  Board 
Chairman's  daughter  provided  mowing  services,  but  it  is  not  clear  whether 
the  Board  Chairman  voted  to  approve  this  service,  which  would  be  a 
conflict  of  interest.  The  village  paid  $35  each  for  Sam's  Club  memberships 
for  four  trustees,  and  paid  $35  to  the  fifth  trustee,  which  do  not  appear  to  be 
necessary  or  prudent  uses  of  public  funds.  The  village  also  paid  $35  for  a 
Sam's  Club  membership  for  the  Board  Chairman's  daughter,  but  the  village 
was  reimbursed  for  this  membership. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor.: 


American  Recovery  and  The  Village  of  Deerfield  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during 

Reinvestment  Act  the  audited  time  Period- 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Honorable  Chairperson 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Trustees 
Village  of  Deerfield,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor  was  petitioned  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  to  audit  the  Village  of  Deerfield.  We  have 
audited  certain  operations  of  the  village  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but 
was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  village's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  village's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and 
other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  village,  as  well  as  certain  external 
parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  village's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  village. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  control,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Village 
of  Deerfield. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Toni  M.  Crabtree,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Josh  Allen,  CPA,  CFE 
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Village  of  Deerfield 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

The  Board  of  Trustees  does  not  provide  adequate  oversight  and 
management  of  village  operations  and  financial  activities. 

Village  trustees  do  not  attend  meetings  on  a  regular  basis.  In  addition, 
meeting  notices  and  agendas  are  not  prepared,  minutes  are  not  adequate, 
village  business  appears  to  be  conducted  outside  of  Board  meetings,  and  a 
public  hearing  was  not  held  when  setting  the  property  tax  levy. 


1.  Oversight  and 
Management 

1 . 1  Meetings  and  minutes 


Absenteeism 


The  village  does  not  have  a  policy  regarding  absenteeism  by  trustees. 
During  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  a  quorum  was  present  for  only  3 
of  12  monthly  meetings.  The  minutes  for  one  of  these  three  meetings 
indicated  that  no  business  was  conducted.  Village  policy  is  to  hold  board 
meetings  on  the  first  Saturday  of  each  month. 

According  to  meeting  minutes,  Board  Trustee  (and  Village  Clerk/Collector) 
Smith  and  Board  Trustee  Prickett  typically  attended  most  meetings; 
however,  meetings  had  to  be  canceled  due  to  lack  of  a  quorum.  Board 
Chairman  Wayne  Sisseck  only  attended  the  three  meetings  with  a  quorum, 
Board  Trustee  Kris  Sisseck  only  attended  two  of  the  meetings  with  a 
quorum,  and  Board  Trustee  Otter  did  not  attend  any  meetings. 

A  quorum  is  necessary  before  decisions  can  be  made.  The  lack  of 
attendance  by  trustees  results  in  the  inability  to  hold  meetings  and  take 
votes,  which  disrupts  the  conduct  of  village  business.  To  help  improve 
meeting  attendance  and  ensure  village  business  can  be  conducted 
appropriately,  the  village  needs  to  have  a  policy  addressing  absenteeism  by 
trustees. 


Meeting  notice  and  agenda 


Minutes 


The  village  does  not  prepare  and  post  notices  of  meetings  and  related 
agendas  as  required  by  state  law.  Section  610.020,  RSMo,  requires  a 
tentative  agenda  and  a  meeting  notice  be  posted  at  least  24  hours  prior  to  all 
meetings  of  a  public  governmental  body. 

Board  minutes  do  not  document  a  record  of  votes  taken.  The  minutes  also 
contain  limited  documentation  of  decisions  made  regarding  street  repair  and 
maintenance  or  purchases.  This  information  is  also  not  available  in  other 
village  records. 

Section  610.020,  RSMo,  requires  minutes  to  include  at  a  minimum  the  date, 
time,  place,  members  present,  members  absent,  and  votes  taken.  Minutes 
serve  as  the  only  official  permanent  public  record  of  decisions  made  by  the 
Board.  Therefore,  it  is  imperative  that  the  minutes  be  prepared  to  clearly  and 
completely  document  all  business  conducted. 
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Village  of  Deerfield 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Business  conducted  outside     Village  business  appears  to  be  conducted  outside  of  regular  open  meetings, 
meetings 

For  example,  village  records  show  payments  totaling  $660  for  mowing 
services  and  $1,107  for  insurance;  however,  the  minutes  do  not  document 
any  discussion  or  approval  for  these  items  and  some  of  these  payments  were 
made  during  months  when  no  Board  meeting  occurred.  In  addition, 
according  to  a  memo  prepared  by  the  Village  Clerk/Collector,  trustees  were 
informally  polled  for  their  input  regarding  the  purchase  of  a  used  dump 
truck  costing  $8,750. 

The  governing  bodies  of  all  political  subdivisions  are  required  to  conduct 
business  in  regular  open  meetings.  Overseeing  and  managing  village 
operations  and  financial  activity  as  a  formally  functioning  body  strengthens 
public  accountability  and  internal  fiscal  controls.  At  any  time  a  Board 
quorum  meets  in  person  or  by  phone  and  transacts  public  business,  Chapter 
610,  RSMo  (Sunshine  Law)  applies. 

Tax  rate  hearing  There  is  no  evidence  a  public  hearing  on  the  village's  proposed  property  tax 

rate  was  held  in  2012  or  that  the  tax  rate  was  formally  approved  by  the 
Board.  According  to  the  Village  Clerk/Collector,  a  public  hearing  for  the 
proposed  tax  rate  was  scheduled  in  August  2012;  however,  he  was  the  only 
trustee  to  attend  the  meeting  and  no  one  from  the  public  was  present. 

Section  67.220,  RSMo,  requires  each  governing  body  to  hold  at  least  one 
public  hearing,  at  which  citizens  may  be  heard,  prior  to  approval  of  the 
proposed  tax  rate.  The  tax  rate  should  be  established  by  ordinance  as 
provided  in  Section  80.090,  RSMo. 

1.2  Public  access  policy  The  village  has  not  adopted  a  formal  policy  regarding  public  access  to 

village  records  as  required  by  state  law.  A  formal  policy  regarding  public 
access  to  village  records  would  establish  guidelines  for  the  village  to  make 
records  available  to  the  public.  This  policy  should  identify  a  person  to 
contact,  provide  an  address  to  mail  such  requests,  and  establish  fees  which 
may  be  assessed  for  providing  copies  of  public  records. 

Section  610.023,  RSMo,  lists  requirements  for  making  records  available  to 
the  public.  Section  610.026,  RSMo,  allows  the  village  to  charge  fees  for 
providing  access  to  and/or  copies  of  public  records  and  provides 
requirements  related  to  fees. 

1.3  Budgets  Annual  budgets  are  not  prepared  for  village  funds  as  required  by  state  law. 

Section  67.010,  RSMo,  requires  the  preparation  of  an  annual  budget  which 
shall  represent  a  complete  financial  plan  for  the  ensuing  budget  year,  and 
also  sets  specific  requirements  for  information  to  be  included  in  the  budget. 
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Section  67.080,  RSMo,  provides  that  no  expenditure  of  public  monies  shall 
be  made  unless  it  is  authorized  in  a  budget. 

A  complete  and  well-planned  budget,  in  addition  to  meeting  statutory 
requirements,  serves  as  a  means  to  manage  village  resources,  assists  in 
setting  tax  levies,  and  informs  the  public  about  village  operations  and 
current  finances. 

1.4  Financial  Statements  Semiannual  financial  statements  have  not  been  published  or  posted  as 

required  by  state  law.  As  a  result,  information  regarding  the  village's 
financial  activity  and  condition  is  not  available  to  citizens. 

Section  80.210,  RSMo,  requires  the  Board  prepare  and  publish  semiannual 
financial  statements  in  a  local  newspaper,  or  if  there  is  no  local  newspaper, 
to  post  semiannual  financial  statements  in  at  least  six  of  the  most  public 
places  in  the  village. 

1.5  Disbursements  The  village  has  not  established  a  process  for  the  Board  to  review  and 

approve  village  disbursements.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012, 
disbursements  totaled  approximately  $23,700. 

The  minutes  and  supporting  documentation  do  not  indicate  Board  review 
and  approval  of  disbursements.  In  addition,  as  noted  in  section  1.1,  the 
Board  only  held  two  meetings  in  2012  during  which  village  business  was 
conducted.  According  to  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  payment  of  expenses  is 
made  as  needed. 

Board  review  and  approval  of  disbursements  before  payment  is  necessary  to 
ensure  all  disbursements  represent  appropriate  and  valid  costs.  Each  month 
a  detailed  list  of  disbursements  to  be  paid  should  be  prepared,  reviewed, 
signed/initialed  by  the  Board  to  denote  review/approval,  and  retained. 
Supporting  documentation  should  also  be  reviewed  by  the  Board  before 
payment  is  made.  Failure  to  properly  review  invoices  and  supporting 
documentation,  and  to  document  authorizations,  increases  the  possibility  of 
inappropriate  disbursements  occurring  without  detection. 

1.6  Ordinances  Village  ordinances  are  not  complete,  well  organized,  or  up-to-date.  Many 

ordinances  are  old  and  no  longer  relevant  but  have  not  been  rescinded  by  the 
Board.  As  a  result,  it  is  difficult  for  the  village  to  determine  which 
ordinances  are  currently  in  affect. 

Additionally,  the  village  has  not  adopted  an  ordinance  for  the  Village 
Clerk/Collector's  job  responsibilities,  work  hours,  compensation,  etc. 
Section  80.240,  RSMo,  provides  that  the  Board  appoint  certain  officials, 
prescribe  their  duties,  and  fix  their  compensation.  Compensation  should  be 
set  by  ordinance. 
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Since  ordinances  represent  legislation  which  has  been  passed  by  the  Board 
to  govern  the  village  and  its  residents,  it  is  important  ordinances  be  current, 
complete  and  organized. 

1 .7  Lease  agreement  The  village  trustees  did  not  properly  monitor  the  lease  agreement  with  the 

United  States  Postal  Service  (USPS),  and  for  the  year  ended  December  31, 
2012,  the  village  was  underpaid  $413. 

Effective  January  2010,  a  5-year  lease  agreement  between  the  village  and 
USPS  provides  for  the  USPS  to  pay  annual  rental  fees  totaling  $3,713, 
payable  in  monthly  installments,  for  space  in  the  village  community 
building.  However,  during  2012  the  village  only  received  payments  totaling 
$3,300.  The  village  trustees  were  not  aware  of  this  underpayment  until  we 
brought  the  situation  to  their  attention. 

ReCOITimendationS  The  Board  of  Trustees: 

1.1  Establish  a  policy  regarding  absenteeism  by  trustees.  The  Board 
should  ensure  notices  and  tentative  agendas  for  board  meeting  are 
posted  and  retained,  minutes  contain  all  required  information,  and 
village  business  is  conducted  in  public  meetings.  The  Board  should 
hold  a  public  hearing  each  year  to  determine  and  set  the  tax  levy. 

1.2  Develop  written  policies  regarding  procedures  to  obtain  access  to, 
or  copies  of,  public  village  records. 

1.3  Prepare  annual  budgets  which  include  all  information  required  by 
state  law,  and  ensure  the  budget  is  formally  approved  and  the 
approval  is  documented  in  the  Board  minutes. 

1.4  Publish  or  post  semiannual  financial  statements  as  required  by  state 
law. 

1.5  Review  and  document  approval  of  all  disbursements  and  supporting 
documentation. 

1.6  Ensure  ordinances  are  maintained  in  a  complete,  well-organized, 
and  up-to-date  manner,  new  ordinances  are  passed  when 
appropriate,  and  an  index  of  all  ordinances  passed  and  rescinded  is 
established.  The  Board  should  also  establish,  by  ordinance,  the 
Village  Clerk/Collector's  duties  and  compensation. 

1.7  Ensure  the  village  receives  all  appropriate  revenues  as  provided  in 
contracts,  and  pursue  payment  of  $413  from  the  USPS. 
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Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  B°ard  Chairman  provided  the  following  response: 

The  Board  will  take  these  recommendations  under  advisement. 


The  Board  Chairman  misused  the  village  sales  tax  exemption  letter.  He  used 
the  village  sales  tax  exemption  to  purchase  equipment  on  behalf  of  a  private 
individual.  As  a  result,  this  individual  effectively  avoided  paying  sales  tax 
on  the  purchase. 


2.  Sales  Tax 
Exemption 


In  August  2012,  the  Board  Chairman  purchased  a  skid-steer  loader,  totaling 
$54,046,  from  an  equipment  dealer.  Documentation  we  obtained  from  the 
dealer  indicated  the  purchase  was  made  in  the  village's  name;  however,  the 
loader  was  delivered  to  the  Board  Chairman's  personal  address  in  October 
2012.  According  to  the  Board  Chairman,  he  made  the  purchase  in  the 
village's  name  in  order  to  obtain  a  better  price  for  a  friend,  but  no  village 
funds  were  used  in  the  transaction.  Our  review  of  village  records  indicate  no 
payment  from  village  funds  was  made  to  the  dealer  for  this  loader.  The 
village  sales  tax  exemption  should  not  be  used  to  benefit  private  entities  or 
individuals.  Doing  so  is  a  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  sales  tax  exemption 
letter. 


The  sales  tax  exemption  letter,  furnished  to  the  village  by  the  Department  of 
Revenue  (DOR),  provides  that  purchases  by  the  village  are  not  subject  to 
sales  or  use  tax  if  conducted  within  the  village's  "...  exempt  functions  and 
activities  .  .  .  ",  and  individuals  making  personal  purchases  may  not  use  the 
exemption.  According  to  DOR  officials,  the  DOR  can  collect  tax  from  a 
political  subdivision  if  the  sales  tax  exemption  letter  is  used  to  make  non- 
exempt  purchases. 

Recommendation  The  Board  of  Trustees  should  contact  the  DOR  regarding  how  to  resolve 

this  situation  and  any  sales  tax  due.  In  the  future,  the  Board  should  ensure 
the  village  sales  tax  exemption  is  not  used  for  the  benefit  of  private  entities 
or  individuals. 


Auditee's  Response  The  Board  Chairman  provided  the  following  response: 


This  equipment  was  for  a  farm  and  cattle  operation,  and  farm  equipment  is 
tax  exempt. 


Auditor's  Comment  ^  *s  unclear  wnY  tne  Board  Chairman  felt  it  necessary  to  provide  the  tax 

exempt  letter  to  the  vendor  if  the  equipment  was  already  tax  exempt.  Even  if 
the  equipment  is  tax  exempt,  the  village  should  not  misrepresent  to  the 
vendor  the  purchase  is  for  the  village  or  be  involved  in  the  purchase  of 
equipment  for  individuals.  Documenting  the  purpose  of  the  equipment  and 
determining  sales  tax  exempt  status  is  the  responsibility  of  the  purchaser, 
vendor,  and  Department  of  Revenue,  and  the  village  should  not  enter  into 
this  decision  by  purchasing  the  equipment  using  its  tax  exempt  status. 
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3.  Internal  Controls, 
Records,  and 
Procedures 


There  are  significant  weaknesses  in  village  internal  controls,  records,  and 
procedures. 


3 . 1  Segregation  of  duties         There  is  no  independent  oversight  or  adequate  segregation  of  duties  related 

to  the  Village  Clerk/Collector's  activities.  A  trustee  serves  as  the  Village 
Clerk/Collector,  and  is  compensated  for  these  duties.  For  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  he  was  paid  $1,800  for  serving  as  the  Village 
Clerk/Collector. 


The  Village  Clerk/Collector's  duties  include  receiving  and  depositing 
monies,  recording  receipts  and  disbursements,  preparing  and  distributing 
checks,  and  preparing  year-end  financial  reports.  In  addition,  he  prepares 
property  tax  bills  and  maintains  tax  records.  The  Village  Clerk/Collector 
also  signs  checks  and  receives  the  bank  statements.  According  to  the  Village 
Clerk/Collector,  he  takes  the  bank  statements  to  the  Board  meetings. 
However,  if  the  Board  reviews  the  bank  statements,  its  review  is  not 
documented.  As  a  result,  the  Board  has  little  assurance  that  receipts  are 
properly  handled  and  deposited,  or  disbursements  are  proper. 

One  person  serving  as  both  village  clerk  and  village  collector  does  not  allow 
the  segregation  of  duties  necessary  for  a  proper  evaluation  and  review  of 
financial  transactions.  The  current  procedures  jeopardize  the  system  of 
independent  checks  and  balances  needed  for  good  internal  control.  Also, 
there  is  no  evidence  the  Board  provides  adequate  supervision  or  review  of 
the  work  performed  by  the  Village  Clerk/Collector. 

In  addition,  Section  105.458,  RSMo,  states  "No  member  of  any  legislative 
or  governing  body  of  any  political  subdivision  of  the  state  shall:  (1)  Perform 
any  service  for  such  political  subdivision  or  any  agency  of  the  political 
subdivision  for  any  consideration  other  than  the  compensation  provided  for 
the  performance  of  his  official  duties 

3.2  Accounting  records  The  village  does  not  maintain  a  current  fund  ledger  showing  the  beginning 

balance,  monthly  receipts  by  source  and  disbursements  by  type,  and  ending 
balance.  At  year-end,  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  prepares  a  manual  receipt 
and  disbursement  spreadsheet  from  the  bank  statements  and  check  book 
register. 

The  village  also  has  not  established  a  separate  fund  or  separate  accounting 
for  motor  vehicle-related  revenues  received  from  the  state,  and  does  not 
monitor  the  use  of  these  funds  to  ensure  compliance  with  state  law.  During 
the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  the  village  received  $2,903  in  motor 
vehicle -related  revenues. 
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Article  IV,  Section  30,  Missouri  Constitution  requires  that  motor  vehicle- 
related  revenues  apportioned  by  the  state  of  Missouri  be  expended  on  street- 
related  purposes,  including  construction,  maintenance,  repair,  policing, 
signing,  lighting,  and  cleaning  of  roads  and  streets. 

Fund  ledgers  and  summary  reports  of  receipts  by  source  and  disbursement 
by  type  should  be  prepared  for  each  fund  on  a  monthly  basis  and  used  for 
comparison  to  budgeted  amounts  and  overall  review  of  village  operations. 
Receipts  and  disbursements  associated  with  restricted  usage  should  be 
recorded  in  a  fund  established  to  account  for  this  usage  and  ensure 
compliance  with  state  laws.  Complete  and  accurate  financial  records  are 
necessary  for  the  Board  to  make  informed  decisions  and  provide  a  basis  for 
monitoring  financial  activity. 

3.3  Accounting  procedures      The  village  has  significant  weaknesses  in  accounting  procedures. 

•  The  Village  Clerk/Collector  does  not  prepare  a  receipt  log  and/or 
issue  receipt  slips  for  monies  received.  To  help  ensure  receipts  are 
accounted  for  properly,  a  receipt  log/receipt  slips  should  be 
prepared  for  all  monies  received,  used  to  record  receipts  in  the  fund 
ledger,  and  reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits. 

•  The  Village  Clerk/Collector  does  not  restrictively  endorse  checks 
immediately  upon  receipt.  To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or 
misuse  of  funds,  checks  should  be  restrictively  endorsed 
immediately  upon  receipt. 

•  The  Village  Clerk/Collector  does  not  deposit  receipts  timely.  He 
sometimes  holds  monies  up  to  2  months  before  depositing.  To 
reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  deposits  should  be 
made  on  a  timely  basis. 

•  The  Village  Clerk/Collector  does  not  perform  bank  reconciliations. 
A  monthly  bank  reconciliation  helps  ensure  bank  and  book  balances 
are  in  agreement  and  errors  are  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely 
basis. 

•  The  Village  Clerk/Collector  does  not  maintain  a  current  balance  in 
the  check  book.  Maintaining  a  check  book  balance  would  aid  in 
preparing  the  monthly  bank  reconciliation  and  monitoring  the  bank 
balance. 

3.4  Wage  reporting  and  The  village  does  not  properly  report  wages,  and  withhold  employee  payroll 
withholding  taxes  ^rom  or  Pa^  *e  emPl°yer  share  of  taxes  on  compensation  paid  to  the 

B  Village  Clerk/Collector. 
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The  Internal  Revenue  Code  requires  employers  to  report  compensation  on 
W-2  forms  and  withhold  and  remit  federal  income  taxes.  Similarly,  Chapter 
143,  RSMo,  includes  requirements  for  reporting  wages  and  withholding 
state  income  taxes.  State  and  federal  laws  require  employers  to  withhold 
payroll  taxes  and  pay  the  employer's  share  of  Social  Security  and  Medicare 
on  the  compensation  paid  to  employees.  Section  105.300,  RSMo,  defines  an 
appointive  officer  or  employee  of  a  political  subdivision  as  an  employee  for 
Social  Security  purposes. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Trustees: 

3.1  Consider  appointing  separate  individuals,  other  than  a  trustee,  to  the 
positions  of  Village  Clerk  and  Village  Collector  and  segregate  the 
duties  of  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  to  the  extent  possible.  If  proper 
segregation  of  duties  cannot  be  achieved,  timely  supervision  or 
independent  review  of  the  work  performed  and  investigation  into 
unusual  items  and  variances  is  necessary.  The  Board  should  also 
consider  requiring  dual  signatures  on  checks  or  appointing  someone 
other  than  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  as  the  check  signer. 

3.2  Ensure  a  complete  financial  accounting  system  is  established. 
Summary  financial  reports  should  be  prepared  documenting 
monthly  receipt  sources  and  disbursement  types.  This  information 
should  be  used  to  compare  to  budget  estimates  and  monitor  village 
operations. 

3.3  Ensure  receipts  slips  and/or  a  receipt  log  are  prepared  for  all  monies 
received,  checks  are  restrictively  endorsed  upon  receipt,  receipts  are 
deposited  timely,  monthly  bank  reconciliations  are  prepared,  and  a 
running  check  book  balance  is  maintained. 

3.4  Ensure  the  compensation  paid  to  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  is 
subject  to  payroll  taxes  and  properly  reported  on  a  W-2  form.  The 
village  should  also  contact  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  and 
appropriate  state  agencies  for  guidance  regarding  prior  years. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  Chairman  provided  the  following  responses: 

3.1  The  Village  Clerk  no  longer  serves  as  the  Village  Collector. 

3.2  The  Board  will  take  this  recommendation  under  advisement. 

3.3  The  Board  has  already  implemented  some  of  this  recommendation. 

3.4  The  Village  Clerk  reports  his  wages  on  his  yearly  personal  tax 
return. 
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4.  Property  Tax 


4. 1  Method  of  payment 


4.2  Timely  deposit 


4.3  Tax  statements 


4.4  Account  book  and 
delinquent  tax  list 


The  Village  Clerk/Collector  needs  to  improve  property  tax  controls,  records, 
and  procedures.  The  2012  property  tax  collections  totaled  approximately 
$1,700. 

Although  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  makes  a  hash  mark  next  to  the  tax  due 
when  the  tax  statement  is  mailed,  and  records  the  date  when  monies  are 
received,  he  does  not  record  the  method  of  payment  (cash,  check,  etc.)  on 
the  list  of  taxes  due.  As  a  result,  the  composition  of  receipts  cannot  be 
reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits. 

To  ensure  proper  handling  and  safeguarding  of  tax  receipts,  the  method  of 
payment  should  be  indicated  on  the  tax  list  and  the  composition  of  receipts 
should  be  reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits. 

The  Village  Clerk/Collector  does  not  deposit  tax  collections  in  a  timely 
manner.  Some  monies  received  were  held  approximately  a  month  before 
deposit.  The  majority  of  the  2012  tax  collections  were  deposited  on 
December  31,  2012,  and  January  2,  2013.  However,  some  tax  collections 
were  received  in  late  November  and  throughout  December  2012. 

To  adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  to  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or 
misuse  of  funds,  tax  collections  should  be  deposited  in  a  timely  manner. 

Current  tax  statements  sent  to  village  residents  are  not  adequate.  The  tax 
statements  do  not  identify  the  property  being  taxed,  related  assessed 
valuation,  or  tax  levy.  The  statements  only  include  the  total  amount  due. 

Complete  tax  statements  showing  the  property  being  taxed,  related  assessed 
valuation,  and  tax  levy  are  necessary  so  that  taxpayers  can  ensure  accuracy 
of  the  billed  amounts  and  any  questions  or  discrepancies  can  be  resolved. 

The  Village  Clerk/Collector  does  not  maintain  an  account  book  to  record 
property  tax  charges,  additions/abatements,  collections,  and  remaining 
delinquent  taxes,  and  does  not  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Board  a  list  of 
delinquent  taxes  each  year. 

Tax  records  maintained  by  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  include  the  property 
tax  list  from  the  county  and  a  list  of  property  owners  and  taxes  due. 
Although  the  county  list  includes  a  description  of  the  property,  the  assessed 
valuation,  and  the  tax  due,  the  village  list  just  includes  the  resident's  name 
and  tax  due.  The  total  taxes  charged,  added/abated,  or  collected  and 
delinquent  taxes  are  not  summarized. 

Section  80.480,  RSMo,  provides  that  a  list  of  delinquent  taxes  due  and 
uncollected  on  the  first  day  of  January  each  year  be  prepared  and  submitted 
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to  the  Board.  This  section  also  provides  the  Board  remit  the  delinquent  list 
to  the  county  collector  for  collection. 

A  properly  maintained  account  book,  including  (by  type)  the  property  taxes 
charged  to  the  Village  Clerk/Collector,  collections  each  month,  applicable 
adjustments,  and  balances  uncollected  can  be  useful  in  preparing  the 
delinquent  list  required  by  state  law. 


4.5  Bond  The  Village  Clerk/Collector  is  not  bonded,  as  required  by  state  law.  Section 

80.250,  RSMo,  requires  village  officials  be  bonded  for  not  less  than  $1,000. 
Failure  to  properly  bond  village  officials  exposes  the  village  to  risk  of  loss. 


Recommendations  The  Board  of  Trustees: 


4.1  Require  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  to  record  the  method  of 
payment  received  on  his  tax  list  and  reconcile  the  composition  of 
receipts  to  bank  deposits. 


4.2  Require  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  to  deposit  tax  collections  in  a 
timely  manner. 

4.3  Require  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  to  include  a  description  of  the 
property  being  taxed,  related  assessed  valuation,  and  tax  levy  on  the 
tax  statements. 


4.4  Require  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  to  maintain  an  account  book, 
and  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Board  a  delinquent  tax  list  as  of 
January  1  each  year.  The  Board  should  remit  this  delinquent  list  to 
the  county  for  collection. 

4.5  Require  appropriate  bond  coverage  for  all  village  officials. 
Auditee's  Response          The  Board  Chairman  provided  the  following  responses: 


4.1  - 

4.4  In  the  future,  the  Vernon  County  Collector  will  collect  village 
property  taxes. 

4.5  The  Board  will  take  this  recommendation  under  advisement. 


-     i  x  •  i  ,  There  are  significant  weaknesses  in  the  controls  and  procedures  over 

5.   Disbursements  disbursements 


5.1  Bidding  According  to  the  Village  Clerk/Collector,  the  village  does  not  have  a  bid 

policy  and  typically  does  not  bid  purchases,  although  trustees  may 
informally  check  prices  before  a  purchase  is  made.  However,  there  is  no 
evidence  in  minutes  or  elsewhere  in  village  records  indicating  any  efforts  to 
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check  prices  or  any  support  for  vendors  selected  in  those  cases.  As  a  result, 
the  village  has  little  assurance  that  it  is  receiving  fair  value  for  goods  and 
services  and  no  documentation  to  support  decisions  made. 

Formal  bidding  procedures  for  major  purchases  provide  a  framework  for 
economical  management  of  village  resources.  In  addition,  bidding  helps 
ensure  the  village  receives  a  fair  value  by  contracting  with  the  lowest  or  best 
bidders  and  all  interested  parties  are  given  an  equal  opportunity  to 
participate  in  village  business.  Complete  documentation  should  be 
maintained  of  all  bids/proposals  received  and  reasons  why  the  bid/proposal 
was  selected. 

Adequate  supporting  documentation  was  not  available  for  some 
disbursements.  For  example,  there  was  no  supporting  documentation  for 
concrete  purchases  totaling  $1,493  or  the  purchase  of  a  used  dump  truck  for 
$8,750.  In  addition,  there  was  no  support  for  dump  truck  insurance 
premiums  totaling  $738. 

All  disbursements  should  include  proper  supporting  documentation  to 
ensure  the  obligation  was  actually  incurred  and  the  disbursement  represents 
an  appropriate  use  of  public  funds. 

5.3  Conflict  of  interest  Because  the  minutes  do  not  indicate  the  discussion  and  approval  of  mowing 

services  provided  by  the  Board  Chairman's  daughter,  it  is  not  clear  if  the 
Board  Chairman  voted  to  approve  her  services.  This  arrangement  represents 
an  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest.  During  the  year  ended  December  3 1 , 
2012,  the  Board  Chairman's  daughter  was  paid  $300  for  mowing  various 
village  property. 

Village  officials  serve  in  a  fiduciary  capacity.  Personal  interest  in  business 
matters  of  the  village  create  the  appearance  of  conflict  of  interest.  To  avoid 
the  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest,  trustees  should  not  participate  in 
decisions  regarding  related  parties.  The  Board  should  consider  establishing 
a  policy  which  addresses  this  type  of  situation  and  provide  a  code  of 
conduct  for  village  officials. 

5.4  Questionable  expenditure  The  purchase  of  Sam's  Club  memberships  for  village  officials  does  not 

appear  to  be  a  necessary  or  prudent  use  of  public  funds.  In  August  2012, 
memberships  costing  $35  each,  were  purchased  for  four  trustees;  and, 
instead  of  a  membership,  $35  was  paid  to  the  fifth  trustee.  In  addition,  a 
membership  was  purchased  for  the  Board  Chairman's  daughter.  The  village 
was  reimbursed  for  this  membership.  According  to  the  Village 
Clerk/Collector,  these  memberships  were  provided  to  the  trustees  as  a 
"perk"  since  they  are  not  otherwise  paid  for  serving  on  the  Board. 

Village  residents  place  a  fiduciary  trust  in  their  public  officials  to  expend 
public  funds  in  a  necessary  and  prudent  manner.  Village  funds  should  be 


5.2  Supporting 
documentation 
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expended  only  on  items  which  are  necessary  and  beneficial  to  village 
residents. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Trustees: 

5.1  Establish  formal  written  bidding  policies  and  procedures,  including 
documentation  requirements  regarding  the  bids  or  quotes  received, 
and  justification  for  the  bid  selected. 

5.2  Require  adequate,  detailed  supporting  documentation  be  obtained 
and  retained  for  all  disbursements. 

5.3  Ensure  village  officials  who  have  a  conflict  or  an  appearance  of  a 
conflict,  fully  disclose  their  interest  and  not  vote  on  matters  which 
involve  them  personally.  That  action  should  be  documented  in  the 
Board  minutes.  The  Board  should  also  consider  adopting  a  code  of 
conduct  for  city  officials. 

5.4  Ensure  all  disbursements  of  village  monies  are  necessary  and  a 
prudent  use  of  public  funds. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  Chairman  provided  the  following  response: 

The  Board  will  take  these  recommendations  under  advisement. 
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The  Village  of  Deerfield  is  located  in  Vernon  County.  The  village  was 
incorporated  in  1963.  The  village  employs  no  full-time  employees.  A  trustee 
serves  as  the  Village  Clerk/Collector  and  is  paid  as  an  independent 
contractor. 


Chairman  and  Board  of 
Trustees 


Village  operations  include  street  maintenance. 

The  village  government  consists  of  a  five-member  board  of  trustees.  The 
members  are  elected  for  2-year  terms.  The  chairman  and  clerk/collector  are 
appointed  by  the  board  from  the  trustees.  The  members  of  the  Board  of 
Trustees  at  December  31,  2012,  are  identified  below.  The  Board  of  Trustees 
members  receive  no  compensation. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


Wayne  Sisseck,  Chairman 
Bill  Smith,  Clerk/Collector  (1) 
David  Prickett,  Trustee 
Kris  Sisseck,  Trustee 
Corey  Otter,  Trustee 

(1)  Mr.  Smith  received  compensation,  totaling  $1,800,  for  serving  as  Clerk/Collector  during 
the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

The  Village  of  Deerfield  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during 
the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 


Financial  Activity 


A  summary  of  the  village's  financial  activity  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  follows: 
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Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


General 
Fund 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes                                                $  1,172 

Franchise  fees  4,306 

Motor  fuel  and  vehicle  fees  2,903 

Lease  proceeds  3,575 

Interest  221 

Miscellaneous  402 

Total  Receipts   12,579 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Wages  1,800 

Street  maintenance  and  repair  4,734 

Electric  3,685 

Dump  truck  8,750 

Culverts  1,633 

Insurance  1,107 

Mowing  services  660 

Trash  service  335 

Election  costs  131 

Miscellaneous  881 

Total  Disbursements  23,716 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  (11,137) 
CASH,  JANUARY  1,  2012  40,104 
CASH,  DECEMBER  3 1 ,  20 1 2  $  28 ,967 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Shelby  County 


August  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Shelby  County 


After  our  prior  audit,  the  County  Collector  opened  a  new  bank  account  for 
which  bank  reconciliations  and  liability  listings  are  prepared,  but  the  old 
bank  account,  which  is  now  dormant,  still  contains  an  unidentified  balance 
of  $3,559.  Maintaining  this  account  increases  the  risk  of  loss  or  misuse  of 
funds,  and  various  state  laws  provide  guidance  on  how  to  appropriately 
dispose  of  unidentified  funds.  The  County  Collector  has  contracts  to  collect 
taxes  for  municipalities,  but  the  contracts  do  not  clearly  specify  the  amount 
of  compensation  to  which  the  County  Collector  is  entitled  or  the  amount  of 
penalties  to  be  assessed  on  delinquent  taxes. 

Sheriff  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  deposit  civil  fees  received  timely  and  intact, 

which  increases  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds.  The  Sheriffs 
evidence  room  was  disorganized,  and  items  in  the  room  were  difficult  to 
locate.  When  two  items  on  the  evidence  log  could  not  be  located,  court  files 
revealed  the  items  had  been  returned  to  the  owners,  but  the  disposition  was 
not  recorded  on  the  log. 

Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


County  Collector 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


American  Recovery  and  Shelby  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the 

Reinvestment  Act  audited  time  period. 

(Federal  Stimulus) 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 


Shelby  County 

Table  of  Contents 

State  Auditor's  Report 

2 

Management  Advisory 

Report  -  State  Auditor's          l-  ^unt/f  Collector 

.                                                     2.  Sheriff  

 4 

 6 

Findings 

Organization  and  Statistical 

8 

Information 


l 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Shelby  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Shelby  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  McBride  Lock  &  Associates,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit  the 
financial  statements  of  Shelby  County  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant  noncompliance 
with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Shelby 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Mark  Ruether,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       James  M.  Applegate,  MBA 
Audit  Staff:  Terese  Summers,  MSAS,  CPA 

Waleed  Atout 
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Shelby  County 

Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

The  County  Collector  maintains  a  dormant  bank  account  with  an 
unidentified  balance.  The  County  Collector's  contracts  for  the  collection  of 
municipal  property  taxes  do  not  clearly  define  the  amount  of  compensation 
to  be  provided  to  the  County  Collector. 

The  County  Collector  maintains  a  bank  account  with  an  unidentified 
balance  of  $3,559.  The  County  Collector  opened  this  account  when  he 
started  his  first  term  of  office  in  March  2007.  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit,  the 
County  Collector  did  not  prepare  bank  reconciliations  or  liability  listings  for 
this  account.  The  County  Collector  opened  a  new  account  as  of  March  1, 
2011,  and  has  prepared  monthly  bank  reconciliations  and  liability  listings 
for  this  account. 

After  opening  the  new  account  on  March  1,  2011,  the  County  Collector, 
assisted  by  the  County  Treasurer,  reviewed  the  activity  of  the  old  account 
and  identified  and  disbursed  $1,703  in  March  2012,  leaving  an  unidentified 
balance  of  $3,559. 

The  County  Collector  has  implemented  most  of  the  recommendations  from 
our  prior  audit,  including  adequate  depositing  and  reconciliation  procedures. 
However,  maintaining  a  dormant  bank  account  with  unidentified  funds 
increases  the  risk  of  loss  or  misuse  of  funds.  Various  state  laws  address  the 
disposition  of  unidentified  funds. 

1.2  City  Commissions  The  County  Collector  receives  compensation  for  collecting  municipal 

property  taxes  as  allowed  by  Section  50.332,  RSMo;  however,  the  contracts 
with  the  municipalities  do  not  clearly  define  the  amount  of  compensation  for 
collecting  delinquent  taxes. 

The  County  Collector  collects  both  current  and  delinquent  property  taxes  for 
the  Village  of  Bethel  and  for  the  cities  of  Clarence  and  Hunnewell.  The 
County  Collector  has  written  agreements  with  these  entities  which  state  the 
following: 

".  .  .the  collector  shall  withhold  from  each  remittance  and  retain  as 
compensation  for  the  services  provided  by  him  at  the  rate  of  three 
percent  of  the  total  amount  of  the  taxes  collected  by  the  collector  for 
the  city  (village),  together  with  the  penalty  charge  as  prescribed  by 
the  ordinances  of  the  city  (village)." 

We  contacted  the  three  municipalities,  and  the  two  cities  adopted  ordinances 
which  provide  for  the  collection  of  penalties  on  delinquent  city  taxes  as 
allowed  by  state  law  for  the  collection  of  county  taxes.  The  village  could  not 
provide  an  ordinance  related  to  penalties  on  delinquent  taxes. 


1.  County  Collector 


1 . 1  Unidentified  bank 
balance 
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The  County  Collector  receives  as  compensation  3  percent  of  all  current  and 
delinquent  municipal  taxes  collected.  In  addition,  the  County  Collector 
receives  as  compensation  7  percent  of  all  delinquent  municipal  taxes  and 
interest  collected,  which  is  withheld  from  the  amounts  distributed  to  the 
municipalities  and  paid  annually  to  the  County  Collector  upon  approval  of 
the  County  Commission.  The  County  Collector  bases  this  percentage  on 
Section  52.290,  RSMo,  which  provides  for  a  7  percent  delinquent  penalty  to 
be  added  to  the  tax  bill.  In  addition  to  withholding  7  percent  from  municipal 
taxes  and  interest,  the  County  Collector  assesses  the  7  percent  delinquent 
penalty  to  taxpayers  and  distributes  this  amount  to  various  funds  as  provided 
by  Section  52.290,  RSMo.  It  is  unclear  whether  state  law  and  city 
ordinances  which  allow  for  the  collection  and  distribution  of  the  7  percent 
penalty  also  allow  the  collector  to  retain  the  same  percentage  from  taxes 
collected  as  compensation.  During  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013,  the 
County  Collector  received  $1,054  as  compensation  related  to  the  7  percent 
witholding. 

To  ensure  the  County  Collector  receives  the  proper  amount  of  compensation 
for  collecting  municipal  taxes  and  to  prevent  misunderstandings,  the 
language  in  the  contracts  with  the  municipalities  should  be  amended  to 
clearly  define  the  amount  of  penalties  assessed  and  the  compensation  paid  to 
the  County  Collector  for  collecting  delinquent  taxes. 

Recommendations  The  County  Collector: 

1.1  Close  the  dormant  bank  account  and  disburse  the  unidentified 
balance  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

1.2  Ensure  the  contracts  for  the  collection  of  municipal  taxes  clearly 
define  the  amount  of  compensation  paid  to  the  County  Collector 
and  penalties  assessed  on  delinquent  taxes. 

Auditee's  Responses         The  County  Collector  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1.1  The  "unidentified  bank  balance"  stems  from  the  County  Collector's 
first  year  in  office.  The  reasoning  for  opening  the  new  account  was 
to  isolate  the  first  four  years  of  county  business  and  to  stop  carrying 
the  unidentified  2007  funds  forward.  The  account  was  allowed  to 
"settle"  with  no  business  being  conducted  from  that  account.  After 
one  year  there  remained  four  (4)  checks  for  refunded  amounts 
totaling  $33.00  that  were  un-cashed  and  are  noted  in  the 
accounting  records.  An  amount  from  the  Missouri  Conservation 
Department  ($1703.00)  was  identified  and  distributed  to  the  entitled 
taxing  entities. 
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The  old  account  has  been  closed  as  of  June  26,  2013.  The 
collector's  office  is  in  the  process  of  distributing  those  funds 
($3,561.09)  in  an  equitable  manner,  based  on  the  2007  tax  year 
percentage  of  distributions  to  the  entitled  taxing  entities.  Those 
monies  will  be  distributed  by  the  end  of  July  2013. 

1.2  This  spring  and  summer,  I  visited  with  each  of  the  cities  this  office 
has  contracts  with  for  the  collection  of  tax.  The  amounts  received 
for  commissions  have  been  outlined  and  discussed.  The  cities  are 
aware  of  and  in  agreement  with,  all  compensation  received  by  the 
County  Collector,  the  General  Revenue  Fund,  and  the  Assessment 
Fund.  The  original  contracts  between  the  cities,  the  collector,  and 
the  commission  were  in  place  three  years  prior  to  my  taking  office 
in  2007.  I  am  unaware  of  how  the  commission  amounts  were 
originally  determined;  however,  the  city  contracts  have  been 
honored. 


2.  Sheriff 

2.1  Bank  deposits 


New  contracts  have  now  been  drawn  with  all  commission  amounts 
discussed  and  clarified..  Section  2  (b)  of  the  contracts  now  state: 
"The  Collector  shall  withhold  an  additional  (7%)  percent  from  all 
delinquent  taxes,  fees,  penalties,  and  interest  charges  due  when 
paid  after  said  due  date  ". 

Contracts  with  cities  are  signed  by  the  County  Commission,  by  the 
County  Collector,  and  by  the  Mayors  of  the  respective  cities.  Clerks 
for  county  and  cities  are  also  witnesses  to  the  signed  documents. 

For  the  County  Collector  to  receive  any  compensation  for 
contracted  services,  as  mentioned  in  the  audit  report,  the  County 
Collector  petitions,  in  writing,  for  the  release  of  those  funds  from 
the  County  Commission,  which  are  held  by  the  County  Treasurer 
until  petitioned,  then  approved  for  release  by  the  County 
Commission  on  an  annual  basis. 

The  Sheriff  does  not  deposit  some  receipts  intact  on  a  timely  basis.  Some 
items  in  the  Sheriffs  evidence  room  are  not  properly  identified,  and  the 
disposition  of  some  items  was  not  properly  recorded. 

Civil  fees  received  by  the  Sheriffs  office  are  not  deposited  intact  on  a  timely 
basis.  Civil  fees  are  received  frequently  throughout  the  month.  Fees  which 
are  not  associated  with  serving  papers  are  recorded  upon  receipt  and 
generally  held  and  deposited  at  the  end  of  the  month.  Fees  received  for 
serving  papers  for  civil  cases  are  held  until  the  papers  are  actually  served, 
recorded  on  the  receipts  ledger  when  served,  and  deposited  at  the  end  of  the 
month  when  served. 
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Timely  and  intact  depositing  procedures  are  necessary  to  adequately 
safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds. 

2.2  Evidence  room  The  Sheriff  does  not  adequately  record  the  disposition  of  evidence  and  other 

seized  property.  In  addition,  our  review  noted  the  Sheriffs  evidence  room 
was  disorganized  and  items  in  the  room  were  difficult  to  locate.  The  Sheriff 
indicated  the  majority  of  items  had  been  seized  during  the  prior  Sheriffs 
administration  from  2005  to  2008,  and  should  be  disposed. 

Sheriffs  office  personnel  could  not  initially  locate  the  evidence  log  upon  our 
request,  but  it  was  later  found.  We  attempted  to  locate  two  items  listed  on 
the  log,  but  neither  item  could  be  located.  Sheriffs  personnel  found 
documentation  in  applicable  court  case  files  indicating  these  items  were 
returned  to  the  owners,  but  the  disposition  had  not  been  recorded  on  the  log. 

Considering  the  often  sensitive  nature  of  seized  property  and  evidence, 
adequate  internal  controls  are  essential  and  would  significantly  reduce  the 
risk  of  theft  or  misuse  of  the  stored  items.  Complete  and  accurate  inventory 
control  records  should  be  maintained  and  periodic  physical  inventories 
should  be  performed  and  the  results  compared  to  the  inventory  records  to 
ensure  seized  property  and  evidence  are  accounted  for  properly.  The 
disposition  of  items  should  be  properly  recorded  in  the  evidence  log.  In 
addition,  proper  disposal  of  items  no  longer  needed  would  eliminate  the 
risks  of  unauthorized  access,  use,  or  theft,  and  the  related  potential  liability 
of  the  county. 

Recommendations         The  sheriff: 

2. 1  Deposit  all  monies  timely  and  intact. 

2.2  Maintain  complete  and  accurate  inventory  records  of  all  items  in  the 
evidence  room,  and  perform  periodic  physical  inventories  and 
compare  the  results  to  the  inventory  records.  The  Sheriff  should 
perform  a  complete  review  of  all  items  and  take  action  to  dispose  of 
items  no  longer  needed.  In  addition,  the  disposition  of  all  items 
should  be  recorded  on  a  timely  basis. 

Auditee's  Responses         The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2.1  I  agree  and  will  deposit  all  monies  intact  weekly. 

2.2  I  agree  that  the  inventory  records  need  to  be  better  maintained,  and 
I  will  start  working  on  disposing  of  all  items  that  need  to  be 
returned  and  items  that  need  to  be  destroyed. 
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Shelby  County 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Shelby  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat  is 
Shelbyville. 

Shelby  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  46  full-time  employees  and  10  part-time  employees  on 
December  31,  2012. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


 Officeholder  2013  2012 

Glenn  Eagan,  Presiding  Commissioner  $  29,788 

Kerry  McCarty,  Associate  Commissioner  27,458 

Maurice  Shuck,  Associate  Commissioner  27,458 

Audrey  Grawe  Buzzard,  Recorder  of  Deeds  41 ,603 

Tracy  Smith,  County  Clerk  4 1 ,603 

Jordan  Force,  Prosecuting  Attorney  49,757 

Dennis  Perrigo,  Sheriff  46,427 

Jesse  C.  Burton,  County  Treasurer  41,603 

Ralph  Eagan,  County  Coroner  11,566 

Susan  C.  Wilt,  Public  Administrator  23,296 
John  Chinn,  County  Collector  (1), 

year  ended  February  28  (29),  45,248 
Marge  Gander,  County  Assessor  , 

year  ended  August  3 1 ,  41,367 

Martin  T.  Wasson,,  County  Surveyor  (2)  


(1)  Includes  $3,527  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting 
city  property  taxes. 

(2)  Compensation  on  a  fee  basis. 


American  Recovery  and  Shelby  County  did  not  receive  any  federal  stimulus  monies  during  the  year 

Reinvestment  Act  2009         ended  December  31, 2012. 
(Federal  Stimulus) 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Crawford  County 


August  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Crawford  County 


County  Sales  Tax  As  noted  in  our  three  prior  audits,  property  tax  reductions  were  not 

sufficient  to  offset  50  percent  of  sales  tax  monies  received,  and  incorrect 
assessed  valuations  amounts  were  used  in  the  property  tax  reduction 
calculation.  Although  the  County  Commission  indicated  after  our  last  audit 
that  it  would  take  steps  to  correct  this,  the  excess  amount  collected  has 
increased  to  $184,000  at  December  31,  2012.  Additional  or  increased 
property  tax  rollbacks  will  be  required  to  offset  this  liability. 

Property  Tax  System  Controls    Controls  and  procedures  over  the  property  tax  system  need  improvement. 

and  Procedures  ^ne  County  Collector  and  her  staff  have  access  to  the  property  tax  system  to 

enter  additions  and  abatements  as  well  as  to  void  receipt  transactions  after 
they  are  completed,  and  no  documentation  is  maintained  for  voided 
transactions,  increasing  the  risk  of  unsupported  or  unauthorized  changes 
being  made.  The  County  Commission  does  not  review  additions  and 
abatements  in  a  timely  manner.  As  noted  in  our  prior  report,  the  County 
Clerk  does  not  maintain  an  account  book  or  other  records  summarizing 
property  tax  charges,  transactions,  and  changes,  and  neither  the  County 
Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission  verifies  the  accuracy  of  the  County 
Collector's  annual  settlements,  so  errors  and  irregularities  could  go 
undetected. 

Senate  Bill  40  Board  Some  disbursements  made  by  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  (SB40)  may  not  be 

allowed  by  state  law.  Questionable  disbursements  include  holiday  gifts  to 
employees,  employee  meals  during  field  trips,  and  food  during  board 
meetings.  The  SB40  Board  does  not  adequately  review  the  work  of  the 
operations  manager.  The  operations  manager  processes  payroll  for  all 
employees,  including  herself,  but  the  SB40  Board  does  not  review  a  payroll 
register  or  approve  payroll  disbursements  each  pay  period.  The  SB40  Board 
does  not  review  the  monthly  bank  reconciliations  prepared  by  a  Certified 
Public  Accounting  firm  and  does  not  follow  up  to  ensure  the  amounts 
provided  on  the  financial  report  are  accurate.  A  former  executive  director 
pleaded  guilty  to  forgery  and  was  sentenced  to  supervised  probation  and 
ordered  to  pay  $2,500  to  the  SB40  Board  and  $15,440  to  the  SB40  Board's 
bonding  company.  Proper  controls  and  review  procedures  are  necessary  to 
minimize  the  likelihood  of  a  similar  situation  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss, 
theft,  or  misuse  of  SB40  Board  assets.  The  SB40  Board  sometimes 
discusses  topics  in  closed  meetings  which  are  not  allowed  by  the  Sunshine 
Law.  The  SB40  Board  rents  space  in  its  building  to  multiple  private 
businesses,  but  it  has  no  documentation  showing  how  rental  rates  were 
determined  and  whether  they  are  comparable  to  the  market  value. 

Sheriff's  Procedures  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  Sheriffs  accounting  procedures  need 

improvement.  Deposits  are  not  reconciled  to  receipts  and  are  not  made 
timely,  which  increases  the  risk  of  loss,  theft  or  misuse  of  monies.  The 


Sheriffs  office  does  not  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  liabilities  and  reconcile  it 
to  the  cash  balance  for  the  Sheriffs  commissary  account.  The  November  30, 
2012,  reconciled  bank  balance  exceeded  the  inmate  account  listing  balance 
by  $1,306,  and  the  Sheriffs  office  could  not  determine  to  whom  the  excess 
funds  were  owed.  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  maintain  a  summary  control 
log  documenting  all  seized  property,  case  reports  do  not  clearly  document 
which  items  were  seized  as  evidence,  and  the  office  has  not  conducted  a 
physical  inventory  of  all  seized  property. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  reports,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  does 
not  timely  transmit  bad  check  restitution  payments  to  merchants  and  does 
not  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  liabilities  and  reconcile  it  to  the  cash  balance 
for  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  account.  At  January  31,  2013,  the  reconciled 
bank  balance  exceeded  liabilities  by  $1,545,  and  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's 
office  has  been  unable  to  determine  to  whom  the  excess  funds  were  owed. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  county  allows  employees  to  accrue 
and  carry  forward  more  annual  leave  than  allowed  by  county  policy  and 
allows  employees  to  have  negative  compensatory  time  balances,  including 
one  employee  with  a  balance  of  negative  60  hours,  which  is  not  allowed  by 
county  policy.  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  calculate  compensatory  time 
accrued  in  accordance  with  county  policy.  The  county  did  not  maintain 
minutes  for  closed  meetings  and  county  offices  do  not  require  employees  to 
change  passwords  periodically. 

Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair/ 


Prosecuting  Attorney's 
Procedures 


County  Procedures 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Crawford  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Crawford  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Davis,  Lynn  &  Moots,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  has  been  engaged  to  audit  the 
financial  statements  of  Crawford  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our 
audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of 
our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Crawford 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Jeannette  Eaves,  CPA 
Corey  McComas,  M.Acct.,  CPA 
Julie  M.  Moore,  MBA 
Meghan  Dowell 
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Crawford  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


I     f^rkiii-itv  ^!alac  Tqv       ^s  notec^  ^n  our  three  prior  reports,  property  tax  reductions  were  not 
v^UUlllj  C5«lie»  XctA       sufficient  to  offset  50  percent  of  sales  tax  monies  received,  and  incorrect 

assessed  valuation  amounts  were  used  in  the  property  tax  reduction 
calculation.  While  the  County  Commission  indicated  in  the  response  to  the 
last  audit  adjustments  would  be  made  to  correct  excess  property  taxes 
collected,  this  amount  has  increased  significantly  and  is  approximately 
$184,000  at  December  31,  2012.  As  a  result,  the  county  is  not  in  compliance 
with  state  law  and  additional  or  increased  property  tax  levy  rollbacks  will  be 
required  in  future  years  to  offset  this  liability. 


The  following  table  presents  the  cumulative  liability  resulting  from  the 
insufficient  sales  tax  reductions. 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


For  Sales  Tax  Reduction 

2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

Required  property  tax  revenue  reduction 

$ 

508,948 

488,166 

466,205 

462,100 

Actual  property  tax  revenue  reduction 

455,263 

449,886 

433,390 

442,553 

Amount  not  sufficiently  reduced 

53,685 

38,280 

32,815 

19,547 

Prior  years  insufficient  reduction 

130,592 

92,312 

59,497 

39,950 

Total  insufficient  property  tax  revenue  reduction 

$ 

184,277 

130,592 

92,312 

59,497 

Section  67.505,  RSMo,  requires  the  county  to  reduce  property  taxes  for  a 
percentage  of  sales  taxes  collected.  Crawford  County  voters  enacted  a  one- 
half  cent  sales  tax  with  a  provision  to  reduce  property  taxes  by  50  percent  of 
sales  taxes  collected.  The  county  is  required  to  estimate  the  annual  property 
tax  levy  to  meet  a  50  percent  reduction  requirement  and  in  the  following 
year  calculate  any  excess  property  taxes  collected  based  upon  actual  sales 
tax  collections.  The  county  is  required  to  certify  to  the  State  Auditor's  office 
the  annual  property  tax  levy  including  the  amount  the  levy  is  required  to  be 
reduced  for  sales  tax  collections. 

Recommendation  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  adequately  reduce  property  tax 

levies  for  50  percent  of  sales  tax  revenue  and  develop  a  plan  to  correct  for 
the  accumulation  of  prior  years'  insufficient  property  tax  levy  reductions. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  and  the  County  Clerk  provided  the  following 

response: 

We  plan  to  roll  back  an  additional  $30,713  each  year  over  6  years.  We  will 
ensure  correct  assessed  valuations  are  used  in  future  sales  tax  rollback 
calculations. 
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2.  Property  Tax 
System  Controls 
and  Procedures 


2.1  Tax  System  Access 


2.2  Addition  and  Abatement 
Review 


Controls  and  procedures  over  the  property  tax  system  need  improvement. 
As  a  result  of  the  significant  control  weaknesses,  there  is  less  assurance 
property  tax  monies  are  accounted  for  properly. 

The  county  implemented  a  new  property  tax  system  during  the  tax  year 
ended  February  28,  2013,  and  county  officials  indicated  various  problems 
occurred  related  to  the  implementation  of  the  new  tax  system.  Concerns 
were  noted  related  to  system  access,  additions  and  abatements,  the  County 
Clerk's  account  book,  and  annual  settlement  review.  The  County  Collector's 
office  processed  property  taxes  totaling  approximately  $13.7  million  for  the 
year  ended  February  28,  2013. 

Access  to  the  property  tax  system  was  not  adequately  restricted.  The  County 
Collector  and  her  staff  have  access  to  enter  additions  and  abatements  into 
the  system,  as  well  as  to  void  receipt  transactions  after  they  are  completed. 
The  property  tax  system  does  not  provide  a  report  of  transactions  deleted 
and  no  documentation  was  maintained  for  voided  transactions.  As  a  result, 
there  is  an  increased  risk  of  unsupported  or  unauthorized  changes  made  to 
the  property  tax  system  after  property  taxes  are  approved  for  the  year. 
Because  the  County  Collector  and  her  staff  are  responsible  for  collecting  tax 
monies,  good  internal  controls  require  they  not  have  system  access  rights  to 
be  able  to  alter  or  delete  tax  rates,  assessed  values,  and  property  tax  billings. 

To  prevent  unauthorized  changes  to  the  property  tax  records,  access  should 
be  limited  based  on  user  needs.  If  transactions  need  to  be  voided, 
documentation  should  be  retained  to  support  the  voided  transactions. 
Unrestricted  access  can  result  in  the  deletion  or  alteration  of  data  files  and 
programs. 

The  County  Commission  does  not  review  additions  and  abatements  in  a 
timely  manner.  The  County  Assessor  typically  enters  the  information  for 
additions  and  abatements  into  the  property  tax  system  and  provides 
documentation  to  the  County  Collector's  office.  A  court  order  is  prepared 
and  printed  at  the  time  the  changes  are  entered.  However,  the  County 
Collector's  office  can  enter  or  modify  the  addition  or  abatement  in  the 
property  tax  system  if  an  error  was  made  in  the  Assessor's  office.  Although 
county  officials  indicated  changes  made  to  the  property  tax  system  are 
reviewed  by  the  County  Commission  monthly,  court  orders  for  additions 
and  abatements  made  in  November  2012  had  not  been  reviewed  and 
approved  by  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  as  of  February 
2013.  Additionally,  a  comparison  of  the  initial  addition  and  abatement 
information  prepared  by  the  County  Assessor  and  the  actual  changes  made 
in  the  property  tax  system  by  the  County  Assessor  and  the  County  Collector 
and  her  staff  is  not  performed. 

Sections  137.260  and  137.270,  RSMo,  assign  responsibility  to  the  County 
Clerk  for  making  corrections  to  the  tax  books  with  the  approval  of  the 
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County  Commission.  If  it  is  not  feasible  for  the  County  Clerk  to  make 
corrections  to  the  tax  books,  an  independent  reconciliation  of  approved 
additions  and  abatements  to  actual  corrections  made  to  the  property  tax 
system  would  help  ensure  changes  are  proper. 


2.3  Account  book  and  annual  As  noted  in  our  prior  report,  the  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  an  account 
Settlement  book  or  other  records  summarizing  property  tax  charges,  transactions,  and 

changes.  In  addition,  the  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  do  not 
perform  procedures  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  County  Collector's  annual 
settlements.  As  a  result,  errors  and  irregularities  on  the  annual  settlement 
could  go  undetected. 


Section  51.150.1(2),  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  accounts 
with  all  persons  chargeable  with  monies  payable  into  the  county  treasury. 
An  account  book  or  other  records  which  summarize  all  taxes  charged  to  the 
County  Collector,  monthly  collections,  delinquent  credits,  additions  and 
abatements,  and  protested  amounts  should  be  maintained  by  the  County 
Clerk.  Such  records  would  help  the  County  Clerk  ensure  taxes  charged  and 
credited  to  the  County  Collector  each  year  are  accounted  for  properly  and 
could  also  be  used  by  the  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  to  verify 
the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements. 

Recommendations  2. 1      The  County  Commission  and  the  County  Clerk  monitor  property  tax 

system  activities  and  ensure  property  tax  system  access  is  restricted 
to  only  allow  officials  to  access  functions  necessary  for  their  duties. 
In  addition,  the  County  Collector  should  maintain  documentation  of 
all  voided  transactions. 


2.2  The  County  Commission  and  the  County  Clerk  review  tax  system 
changes,  such  as  additions  and  abatements,  in  a  timely  manner  to 
ensure  changes  made  to  the  property  tax  system  were  legitimate. 

2.3  The  County  Clerk  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book 
with  the  County  Collector.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  and 
the  County  Clerk  should  use  the  account  book  to  review  the 
accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual 
settlements. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  County  Assessor,  and  County 

Collector  provided  the  following  responses: 


2.1  Most  additions  and  abatements  are  entered  by  the  County 
Assessor's  office.  We  are  trying  to  resolve  the  problems  between  the 
County  Assessor's  computer  system  and  the  County  Collector's 
computer  system.  Once  this  is  done,  the  County  Collector's  office 
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will  no  longer  need  access  to  enter  additions  and  abatements  and 
this  access  will  be  removed. 

The  County  Collector  is  keeping  a  copy  of  all  voided  receipts  and 
documenting  the  reason  for  the  void. 

2.2  The  County  Commission  will  review  additions  and  abatements  the 
first  and  third  Tuesday  of  each  month.  The  County  Clerk  will 
compare  the  County  Assessor's  monthly  report  to  the  County 
Collector's  monthly  report. 

2.3  The  County  Clerk  will  develop  an  account  book  with  the  County 
Collector  beginning  August  1  and  will  compare  it  to  the  annual 
settlement. 


Some  disbursements  made  by  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  (SB40)  do  not 
appear  consistent  with  statutory  provisions  authorizing  the  property  tax 
levy.  In  addition,  procedures  for  reviewing  disbursements  are  not  sufficient, 
problems  were  noted  with  some  closed  meetings,  and  there  is  no 
documentation  to  support  rental  rates  assessed  to  private  businesses  leasing 
building  space  from  the  Board. 

During  2009,  the  Board  transitioned  from  operating  a  workshop  to  operating 
a  day  activity  center  for  the  developmentally  disabled.  Disbursements  for 
the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  totaled  approximately  $225,000. 

3.1  Questionable  Some  disbursements  made  by  the  SB40  do  not  appear  consistent  with 

disbursements  statutory  provisions  authorizing  the  property  tax  levy. 

Prior  to  2010,  the  Board  operated  a  workshop  and  provided  vocational 
opportunities  to  developmentally  disabled  individuals  who  were  paid  for 
their  work.  Currently,  the  Board  operates  a  day  activity  center  where 
developmentally  disabled  individuals  participate  in  various  social  activities. 
A  cooking  class  is  held  once  a  week  and  participants  go  on  field  trips 
periodically.  Participants  are  paid  a  daily  rate  for  each  day  they  attend  the 
day  activity  center.  Disbursements  made  by  the  Board  also  included  a  prom 
for  developmentally  disabled  participants,  meals  at  various  restaurants, 
cable  television,  and  gifts  for  participants.  In  addition,  the  Board  paid  for 
employee  meals  during  the  various  field  trips,  provided  employees  with 
holiday  gifts,  and  paid  for  food  during  Board  meetings. 

According  to  Section  205.968,  RSMo,  SB40  funds  are  to  be  used  to 
"establish  and/or  operate  a  sheltered  workshop  as  defined  in  section 
178.900,  residence  facilities,  or  related  services,  for  the  care  or  employment, 
or  both,  of  persons  with  a  disability."  In  Vocational  Services,  Inc.  v.  The 
Developmental  Disabilities  Resource  Board,  5  S.W.3d  625  (Mo.  App. 


3.  Senate  Bill  40 
Board 
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1999),  the  court  concluded  the  Board  could  fund  programs  which  provide  a 
controlled  work  environment  or  a  program  designed  toward  enabling  a 
handicapped  person  to  progress  toward  normal  living  or  to  develop  his  or 
her  capacity,  performance  or  relationships  with  other  persons,  or  which 
provide  services  related  to  a  place  of  residence  or  social  centers  for  eligible 
persons. 

Both  the  County  Commission  and  certain  SB40  Board  members  expressed 
concerns  to  us  regarding  the  shift  in  services  provided  and  overall  function 
of  the  Board  and  whether  it  is  consistent  with  statutory  provisions  and  ballot 
language  which  originally  authorized  the  SB  40  tax  levy.  In  addition  to 
statutory  provisions,  case  law  must  also  be  considered  when  evaluating  the 
propriety  of  Board  provided  services  and  disbursements.  We  cannot 
conclude  as  to  the  propriety  or  impropriety  of  the  Board's  function,  but 
reviewed  and  evaluated  some  disbursements.  Some  disbursements  appear 
questionable  or  unnecessary  including  providing  holiday  gifts  to  employees, 
paying  for  employee  meals  during  field  trips,  and  paying  for  food  during 
Board  meetings. 

The  Board  should  reevaluate  its  purpose  and  the  activities  it  provides  and 
ensure  disbursements  are  in  accordance  with  statutory  provisions  and  case 
law. 

3.2  Documentation  review       The  Board  employs  an  operations  manager  to  handle  financial  activities,  but 

does  not  review  her  work  adequately.  Each  pay  period,  the  operations 
manager  processes  payroll  for  all  employees,  including  herself,  however,  a 
payroll  register  is  not  printed.  As  a  result,  the  Board  does  not  review  a 
payroll  register  and  does  not  approve  payroll  disbursements  each  pay 
period.  In  addition,  the  Board  does  not  review  the  monthly  bank 
reconciliations  prepared  by  the  Certified  Public  Accounting  (CPA)  firm 
hired  by  the  Board.  The  Board  reviews  a  financial  report  provided  by  the 
operations  manager,  but  does  not  follow  up  to  ensure  the  amounts  reported 
to  the  Board  are  accurate  as  compared  to  the  accounting  records.  Also,  the 
Board  does  not  review  vehicle  mileage  logs  or  supporting  documentation 
for  use  of  gas  cards. 

A  former  executive  director  terminated  employment  with  the  Board  in 
October  2011.  The  former  director  later  plead  guilty  to  two  counts  of 
forgery  and  received  5  years  of  supervised  probation  in  January  2013.  She 
was  ordered  to  pay  $2,500  to  the  Board  and  $15,440  to  the  Board's  bonding 
company.  Proper  controls  and  review  procedures  are  necessary  to  minimize 
the  likelihood  of  a  similar  situation  occurring  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss, 
theft,  or  misuse  of  Board  assets.  Despite  the  serious  problems  experienced 
with  the  former  executive  director,  the  Board  has  not  implemented  sufficient 
controls  and  procedures. 
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Board  review  of  payroll  records  is  necessary  to  ensure  employees  are  paid  at 
the  approved  rates.  In  addition,  periodic  reviews  of  monthly  bank 
reconciliations  and  comparison  of  monthly  financial  reports  to  supporting 
records  is  necessary  to  ensure  accuracy  and  validity  of  the  information. 
Further,  review  of  mileage  logs  and  related  fuel  use  records  is  necessary  to 
monitor  vehicle  and  fuel  use. 

3.3  Closed  meetings  Procedures  related  to  closed  meetings  were  not  always  in  compliance  with 

the  Sunshine  Law.  The  Board  held  11  closed  meetings  during  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012,  and  some  topics  discussed  in  closed  meetings 
were  not  allowable.  For  example,  the  Board  closed  meetings  to  hire 
contractors,  review  bids,  and  discuss  paid  holidays. 

The  Sunshine  Law,  Chapter  610,  RSMo,  states  the  specific  reasons 
governmental  bodies  are  allowed  to  close  a  public  meeting.  Issues  not 
specifically  allowed  by  the  Sunshine  Law  should  not  be  discussed  in  closed 
sessions. 

The  SB40  Board  is  renting  space  in  its  building  to  multiple  private 
businesses;  but  has  no  documentation  showing  how  the  rental  rates  were 
determined  and  to  ensure  the  rates  are  comparable  to  the  market  value  rate. 
Monthly  rent  charged  for  various  spaces  is  currently  between  $125  and 
$300,  or  approximately  $1  per  month  per  square  foot  of  retail  space. 

To  demonstrate  compliance  with  Article  III,  Section  38(a),  Missouri 
Constitution,  which  prohibits  a  governmental  body  from  granting  public 
money  or  property  or  lending  public  credit,  the  Board  should  ensure  the 
rental  rates  charged  to  private  businesses  approximate  the  market  value  rate 
of  commercial  property  in  the  area  and  periodically  reevaluate  the  rates. 

Recommendations  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board: 

3.1  Reevaluate  its  purpose  and  the  activities  it  provides  and  ensure  all 
funds  are  expended  in  accordance  with  statutory  provisions  and  case 
law. 

3.2  Require  the  operations  manager  to  prepare  a  payroll  register  each 
pay  period.  The  Board  should  review  the  register  for  approved 
employee  salaries.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  review  the  monthly 
bank  reconciliations  and  compare  the  amounts  to  the  monthly 
financial  reports  to  ensure  accuracy.  Further,  the  Board  should 
review  mileage  logs  on  a  periodic  basis  and  document  all  reviews 
performed  by  the  Board. 

3.3  Ensure  only  allowable  topics  are  discussed  in  closed  meetings. 


3.4  Building  leases 
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3.4  Perform  a  study  to  determine  the  market  rate  for  commercial 
property  to  ensure  the  Board  is  not  subsidizing  private  businesses 
and  periodically  reevaluate  the  rates  charged. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  provided  the  following  responses: 

3.1  We  understand  that  taxpayer  money  should  not  be  used  in  a 
frivolous  manner.  We  are  in  the  process  of  converting  from  a  day 
activity  center  to  a  workshop  that  is  certified  by  the  Department  of 
Labor.  Participants  will  be  paid  as  determined  by  the  time  studies 
and  the  Department  of  Labor.  We  have  established  a  separate  fund 
to  use  for  donations  and  proceeds  from  fundraisers.  This  account 
will  be  used  for  field  trips,  dances,  etc. 

3.2  This  has  been  implemented.  A  payroll  summary  is  prepared  each 
pay  period  and  reviewed  by  two  board  members  and  documented 
with  signatures.  When  the  bank  reconciliations  are  received  from 
the  CPA  firm,  at  least  one  board  member  reviews  and  signs  off  on 
it.  The  Board  also  signs  off  on  monthly  vehicle  logs. 

3.3  In  the  future,  closed  sessions  will  be  held  only  as  necessary  and  in 
compliance  with  the  Sunshine  Law. 

3.4  We  have  hired  a  property  manager  to  rent  four  additional  spaces 
and  to  attempt  to  determine  the  market  value  of  these  spaces. 


As  noted  in  our  prior  report,  the  Sheriffs  office  accounting  procedures  do 
not  provide  assurance  that  monies  collected  are  deposited  intact  in  a  timely 
manner  and  open  items  listings  are  not  prepared  to  account  for  the  balance 
in  the  Sheriffs  commissary  account.  In  addition,  controls  over  seized 
property  are  not  adequate.  The  Sheriffs  office  collected  approximately 
$73,000  for  civil  service  fees  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The 
Sheriffs  office  also  collects  monies  for  conceal  carry  permits,  incident 
reports,  bonds,  inmate  monies,  commissions,  inmate  housing,  inmate 
transportation,  trustee  sales,  and  trailer  inspections.  However,  the  amount  of 
collections  could  not  be  readily  determined. 

4. 1  Depositing  civil  service     Procedures  for  depositing  monies  collected  for  civil  service  fees  are  not 
fggg  sufficient.  Monies  deposited  are  not  reconciled  to  receipts  recorded  in  the 

computer  system.  We  noted  a  $30  receipt  dated  December  19,  2012,  was  not 
deposited  until  December  31,  2012,  even  though  deposits  were  made  on 
December  20  and  December  21,  2012.  In  addition,  deposits  of  civil  service 
fees  are  not  made  timely.  For  example,  fees  totaling  $1,917  were  received 
and  recorded  into  the  computer  system  between  November  16,  2012,  and 
November  21,  2012,  but  were  not  deposited  until  November  28,  2012. 


4.  Sheriffs 
Procedures 
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To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  monies  received  going 
undetected,  procedures  should  be  established  to  ensure  receipts  recorded  in 
the  computer  system  are  reconciled  to  deposits  and  all  monies  received  are 
deposited  intact  and  timely. 

4.2  Liabilities  A  monthly  list  of  liabilities  is  not  prepared  and  reconciled  to  the  cash 

balance  for  the  Sheriffs  commissary  account.  The  reconciled  bank  balance 
should  agree  to  the  total  of  the  individual  inmate  balances;  however,  such  a 
reconciliation  is  not  prepared.  As  a  result,  the  Sheriffs  office  was  unaware 
of  discrepancies. 

The  November  30,  2012,  reconciled  bank  balance  of  $2,810  exceeded  a 
listing  of  inmate  account  balances  by  $1,306.  The  Sheriffs  office  was 
unable  to  determine  to  whom  the  excess  funds  were  owed. 


To  ensure  records  are  in  balance,  identify  errors  timely,  and  ensure 
sufficient  cash  is  available  for  payment  of  amounts  due,  liabilities  should  be 
identified  monthly  and  reconciled  to  cash  balances.  Prompt  follow  up  on 
discrepancies  is  necessary  to  resolve  errors  and  ensure  monies  are  properly 
disbursed.  Various  statutory  provisions  address  the  disposal  of  unidentified 
monies. 


4.3  Seized  property 


Controls  and  records  for  seized  property  are  not  sufficient.  The  Sheriffs 
office  records  seized  property  in  the  computer  system  for  each  case; 
however,  a  summary  control  log  documenting  all  seized  property  is  not 
maintained.  In  addition,  evidence  discussed  in  case  reports  is  not  clearly 
documented  to  show  which  items  were  seized  as  evidence.  Further,  the 
Sheriffs  office  has  not  conducted  a  physical  inventory  of  all  seized 
property. 


Considering  the  often  sensitive  nature  of  seized  property,  adequate  internal 
controls  are  essential  and  would  significantly  reduce  the  risk  of  theft  or 
misuse  of  the  items.  Complete  and  accurate  inventory  control  records  should 
be  maintained  and  periodic  physical  inventories  should  be  performed  and 
the  results  compared  to  inventory  records  to  ensure  seized  property  is 
accounted  for  properly. 


Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 


Similar  conditions  to  sections  4.1  and  4.2  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 
report. 


Recommendations         The  Sheriff: 

4. 1       Reconcile  receipts  to  deposits  to  ensure  receipts  are  deposited  intact 
and  in  a  timely  manner. 
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4.2  Ensure  a  list  of  liabilities  is  prepared  monthly  and  compared  to  the 
available  cash  balance.  Differences  should  be  promptly 
investigated.  After  sufficient  efforts  are  made  to  resolve 
discrepancies,  any  remaining  unidentified  monies  should  be 
disposed  of  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

4.3  Ensure  a  seized  property  inventory  control  log  is  maintained  and  a 
periodic  physical  inventory  is  conducted  and  reconciled  to  the  log. 
In  addition,  the  Sheriff  should  ensure  case  reports  clearly  indicate 
which  items  have  been  retained  as  evidence. 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

4.1       We  now  print  a  daily  report  of  civil  process  fees  to  ensure  all 
monies  are  deposited  intact  daily. 


5.  Prosecuting 
Attorney's 
Procedures 


4.2  We  are  attempting  to  implement  this  recommendation. 

4.3  We  have  worked  with  our  software  provider  to  develop  a  method  of 
logging  seized  property  and  printing  an  inventory  control  log.  Now 
that  we  have  a  log,  we  will  perform  periodic  physical  inventories. 
We  will  try  to  ensure  case  reports  more  clearly  indicate  what 
property  was  seized  into  evidence. 

Prior  audit  reports  have  addressed  the  inadequacy  of  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  office  procedures  and  weaknesses  still  exist.  The  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  office  does  not  transmit  bad  check  collections  to  merchants  in  a 
timely  manner.  In  addition,  a  listing  of  open  items  is  not  prepared  for  the 
office  bank  account.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  collected 
approximately  $12,000  in  bad  check  fees  for  the  year  ended  December  31, 
2012.  The  amount  of  bad  check  restitution  collected  for  merchants  could  not 
be  readily  determined. 


5.1  Bad  check  restitution         Bad  check  restitution  payments  are  not  transmitted  to  merchants  in  a  timely 

manner.  Restitution  is  generally  paid  by  money  orders  which  are  not 
deposited,  and  instead  are  held  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  until  the 
payments  are  forwarded  to  the  merchants.  Personnel  in  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  office  indicated  they  distribute  bad  check  restitution  payments 
twice  a  month.  However,  our  review  of  the  office's  transmittal  log  identified 
5  months  during  2012  where  bad  check  restitution  payments  were  only 
distributed  once  during  the  month.  Also,  we  reviewed  six  bad  check  files 
and  noted  a  payment  received  on  November  16,  2012,  was  not  transmitted 
to  the  merchant  until  December  10,  2012. 
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To  adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse 
of  funds,  bad  check  restitution  payments  should  be  distributed  on  a  timely 
basis. 


5.2  Liabilities  A  monthly  list  of  liabilities  is  not  prepared  and  reconciled  to  the  cash 

balance  for  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  account.  As  a  result,  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  office  was  unaware  of  discrepancies  and  cannot  ensure  sufficient 
funds  are  available  to  meet  liabilities. 


The  reconciled  bank  balance  of  $2,645  at  January  31,  2013,  exceeded 
identified  liabilities  by  $1,545.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  has  been 
unable  to  determine  to  whom  the  excess  funds  are  owed. 


To  ensure  records  are  in  balance,  identify  errors  timely,  and  ensure 
sufficient  cash  is  available  for  payment  of  amounts  due,  liabilities  should  be 
identified  monthly  and  reconciled  to  cash  balances.  Prompt  follow  up  on 
discrepancies  is  necessary  to  resolve  errors  and  ensure  monies  are  properly 
disbursed.  Various  statutory  provisions  address  the  disposal  of  unidentified 
monies. 


Similar  conditions  Similar  conditions  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit  reports. 

previously  reported 

Recommendations  The  Prosecuting  Attorney: 

5.1       Ensure  all  monies  collected  are  distributed  in  a  timely  manner. 


5.2  Ensure  a  list  of  liabilities  is  prepared  monthly  and  compared  to  the 
available  cash  balance.  Differences  should  be  promptly 
investigated.  After  sufficient  efforts  are  made  to  resolve 
discrepancies,  any  remaining  unidentified  monies  should  be 
disposed  of  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  provided  the  following  response: 

My  office  is  short  on  staff.  I  cannot  implement  these  recommendations  with 
the  people  I  have. 


Auditor's  Comment  While  it  is  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  decision  whether  to  implement 

recommendations  or  not,  the  failure  to  implement  recommended  procedures 
increases  the  risk  that  the  theft,  loss,  or  misuse  of  monies  will  go 
undetected.  The  limited  number  of  staff  does  not  negate  the  need  for  proper 
controls  and  procedures. 
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s  f    "P  A  Procedures  related  to  leave  and  compensatory  time,  closed  session  minutes, 

O.   v^UUIliy  rrULcUlireS   anc|  compUter  passwords  are  in  need  of  improvement. 


6.1  Leave  and  Compensatory   County  employees  are  allowed  to  accrue  annual  leave  in  excess  of  county 
|-jme  policy  and  are  also  allowed  to  accumulate  negative  compensatory  time  leave 

balances.  Further,  the  Sheriffs  office  does  not  calculate  compensatory  time 
accrued  in  accordance  with  the  county  policy. 


As  noted  in  our  prior  report,  the  county  did  not  properly  limit  the  amount  of 
annual  leave  carried  forward  by  employees  from  one  year  to  the  next. 
County  policy  allows  80  hours  of  annual  leave  to  be  carried  forward  as  of 
each  employee's  anniversary  date.  We  reviewed  leave  records  for  11 
employees  and  noted  the  leave  balance  carried  forward  for  4  of  the  11 
employees  was  in  excess  of  the  county  policy. 

In  addition,  employees  are  allowed  to  have  negative  compensatory  time 
balances.  During  our  review  of  payroll  records,  we  noted  four  employees 
had  negative  compensatory  time  balances  during  2012.  One  of  these 
employees  had  a  negative  compensatory  leave  balance  of  60  hours.  In 
addition,  one  employee  had  sufficient  annual  leave  that  could  have  been 
used  instead  of  allowing  a  negative  compensatory  time  balance.  Negative 
balances  are  not  allowed  per  the  county  policy. 

Further,  county  policy  regarding  Sheriffs  department  compensatory  time 
provides  for  time  and  one  half  for  hours  worked  beyond  171  hours  in  a  28 
day  period,  as  allowed  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938.  However, 
the  Sheriffs  office  also  calculates  compensatory  time  as  straight  time  for 
hours  above  160  in  a  28  day  period  until  the  employee  reaches  171  hours 
and  this  straight  time  is  not  addressed  in  the  county  policy.  After  171  hours, 
the  employee  accrues  compensatory  time  at  time  and  one  half  in  accordance 
with  the  policy. 

To  ensure  employees  are  treated  equitably  and  are  properly  compensated, 
strict  compliance  with  the  personnel  policy  is  necessary  to  ensure  the 
carryover  of  annual  leave  and  the  accrual  of  compensatory  time  is  proper 
and  allowable. 


6.2  Closed  meetings  Minutes  were  not  maintained  for  closed  meetings  held  during  the  year  ended 

December  31,  2012.  The  county  held  17  closed  meetings  during  2012,  and 
did  not  maintain  minutes  for  any  of  these  meetings. 


The  Sunshine  Law,  Chapter  610,  RSMo,  requires  governmental  bodies  to 
prepare  and  maintain  minutes  of  closed  meetings. 


6.3  Computer  passwords  Passwords  are  not  required  to  be  periodically  changed  in  county  offices. 

Changing  passwords  periodically  limits  access  to  data  files  and  programs  to 
only   those   individuals   who   need   access   for   completion   of  job 
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responsibilities,  and  reduces  the  possibility  of  unauthorized  access  to  county 
computers  and  data. 

Controls  over  computer  systems  are  not  sufficient  to  prevent  unauthorized 
access.  As  a  result,  county  records  are  unprotected  and  susceptible  to 
damage  or  theft. 

Recommendations  6.1      The  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  ensure  annual  leave 

carried  forward  from  year  to  year  and  compensatory  time  accrued  is 
calculated  in  accordance  with  the  county  personnel  policy.  In 
addition,  negative  compensatory  time  balances  should  not  be 
allowed. 


6.2  The  County  Commission  ensure  minutes  are  prepared  and  comply 
with  state  law  regarding  closed  meetings. 

6.3  The  County  Commission  work  with  county  officials  to  require 
passwords  which  are  confidential  and  periodically  changed  to 
prevent  unauthorized  access  to  the  county's  computers  and  data. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following 

responses: 


6.1  The  payroll  clerk  does  bi-monthly  reviews  of  compensatory  time 
and  reports  monthly  to  the  County  Commission.  Negative  balances 
will  be  detected  in  these  reviews  and  will  not  be  allowed.  The 
County  Commission  will  work  with  all  departments  to  ensure 
scheduled  time  and  leave  accrual  is  consistent  with  county  policy. 
Carryover  balances  of  annual  leave  will  be  limited  to  80  hours  in 
accordance  with  county  policy. 

6.2  Once  this  was  pointed  out  to  us,  the  County  Clerk  immediately 
implemented  this  recommendation. 

6.3  This  is  being  phased  in  as  we  complete  the  virtualization  of  our 
network. 
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Crawford  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat 
is  Steelville. 

Crawford  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  96  full-time  employees  and  13  part-time  employees  on 
December  31,  2012. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  and  the 
Senior  Services  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder 

2013  2012 

Leo  Sanders,  Presiding  Commissioner  $ 

30,380 

Richard  Martin,  Associate  Commissioner 

28,380 

John  Hewkin,  Associate  Commissioner 

28,380 

Kimberly  A.  Cook,  Recorder  of  Deeds 

43,000 

Mardy  Leathers,  County  Clerk 

43,000 

William  Camm  Seay,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

113,112 

Randy  Martin,  Sheriff 

48,000 

Jim  Huddleston,  County  Treasurer  (1) 

38,617 

Jennifer  Farr,  County  Treasurer  (1) 

3,025 

Jessica  Easier,  County  Treasurer  (1) 

1,792 

Paul  Hutson,  County  Coroner 

15,000 

Franky  Todd,  Public  Administrator 

43,000 

Pat  Schwent,  County  Collector, 

year  ended  February  28, 

43,000 

Kerry  Summers  Sr.,  County  Assessor  , 

year  ended  August  31, 

43,000 

(1)  Jessica  Easier  resigned  in  January  2012.  Jennifer  Farr  was  appointed  by  the  County 

Commission  and  served  for  3  weeks.  Jim  Huddleston  was  appointed  by  the  Governor  in 
February  and  served  the  rest  of  2012. 


Financing  In  2011,  the  county  refinanced  the  Leasehold  Revenue  Bonds,  dated  2001 

Arrangements  anc^  2002,  related  to  the  County  Jail  constructed  in  2002.  The  county 
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refinanced  the  bonds  for  the  same  term  as  the  prior  bonds  and  in  the  amount 
which  was  currently  owed.  The  bonds  were  refinanced  in  an  effort  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  interest  paid  on  the  bond  issue.  At  December  31,  2012,  the 
principal  amount  owed  on  the  bonds  was  $2,785,000  with  expected  interest 
payments  of  $529,261  over  the  life  of  the  bonds.  These  bonds  will  be  retired 
in  2021. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Bollinger  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Bollinger  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the 
State  Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Nichols,  Stopp  &  VanHoy,  LLC,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


August  2013 
Report  No.  2013-069 


P.O.  Box  869  •  Jefferson  City,  MO  65102  •  (573)751-4213  •  FAX  (573)  751-7984 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


10425  Old  Olive 
Street  Road, 
Suite  101 

Creve  Coeur, 
Missouri  63141 

phone: 
314-569-3800 
fax: 

314-569-0020 
www.nsvcpa.com 


To  the  County  Commission  and 
Officeholders  of  Bollinger  County,  Missouri 


We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Bollinger  County,  Missouri,  as 
of  and  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  which  collectively  comprise  the  County's 
basic  financial  statements  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements  as  identified  in 
the  table  of  contents. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial 
statements  in  accordance  with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri 
law,  which  practices  differ  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United 
States  of  America.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and 
maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial 
statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  error  or  fraud. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit. 
We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 
Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance 
about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and 
disclosures  in  the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's 
judgment,  including  the  assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial 
statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor 
considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the 
financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes 
evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of 
significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to 
provide  a  basis  for  our  audit  opinions. 

Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  1,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Bollinger  County, 
Missouri,  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  is  a 
basis  of  accounting  other  than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States 
of  America.  The  effects  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory 
basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  1  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America,  although  not  reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be 
material. 
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Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for 
Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the 
financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance 
with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  the 
financial  position  of  Bollinger  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012,  or  the  changes 
in  its  financial  position  for  the  year  then  ended. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  present  fairly,  in  all  material 
respects,  the  cash  balances  of  the  funds  of  Bollinger  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31, 
2012,  and  their  respective  cash  receipts  and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  of  these 
funds  for  the  year  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  1 . 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated 
June  21,  2013,  on  our  consideration  of  Bollinger  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over 
financial  reporting  and  on  our  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws, 
regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters.  The  purpose  of  that  report  is 
to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control 
over  financial  reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit 
performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  Bollinger 
County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance. 


Creve  Coeur,  Missouri 
June  21,  2013 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Cash  and  Equivalents 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

Cash  and  Equivalents 

Fund 

January  1,  2012 

2012 

2012 

December  31,  2012 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$                    137,748  $ 

1,611,408 

$  1,639,148 

$  110,008 

Road  and  Bridge  Fund 

257,387 

1,215,257 

1,264,126 

208,518 

Assessment  Fund 

5,489 

185,797 

181,725 

9,561 

Bad  Check  Fund 

11,191 

11,833 

11,390 

11,634 

Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 

433 

1,192 

1,494 

131 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 

107 

177 

100 

184 

Recorder  User  Fee  Fund 

8,060 

4,684 

4,811 

7,933 

Sheriff  Civil  Fund 

164 

9,307 

9,421 

50 

Sheriff  Restitution  Fund 

6,705 

3,794 

8,118 

2,381 

Deputy  Sheriff  Fund 

- 

5,368 

5,368 

- 

Sheriff  Concealed  Carry  Weapon  (CCW)  Fund 

12,666 

8,790 

18,389 

3,067 

Election  Services  Fund 

1,472 

1,798 

658 

2,612 

Prosecuting  Attorney  (PA)  Delinquent  Tax  Fund 

1,155 

1,155 

Recorder  Technology  Fund 

1,116 

2,982 

4,098 

Domestic  Relations  Fund 

1,460 

1,460 

Collector's  Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

19,582 

15,055 

14,864 

19,773 

Archive  Fund 

5,920 

665 

167 

6,418 

Inmate  Security  Fund 

3,905 

949 

4,854 

Senior  Citizens  Service  Board  Fund 

77,978 

77,978 

Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund 

120,559 

118,896 

84,332 

155,123 

Total 

$                   593,659  $ 

3,277,390 

$  3,323,549 

$  547,500 

See  Notes  to  Financial  Statements 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


General  Revenue  Fund 


2012 


 Budget    Actual  

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $                252,000  $  260,700 

Sales  Taxes  910,000  935,754 

Intergovernmental  138,000  128,059 

Charges  for  Services  166,000  174,439 

Interest  20  12 

Other  54,180  60,130 

Transfers  In  52,314  52,314 


Total  Receipts  $  1,572,514       $  1,611,408 


Disbursements 


County  Commission 

$                  80,140  $ 

78,970 

County  Clerk 

70,470 

70,059 

Elections 

91,905 

83,490 

Buildings  and  Grounds 

109,320 

126,249 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 

96,267 

98,722 

Treasurer 

43,200 

43,109 

Collector 

89,200 

87,727 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

73,670 

73,541 

Circuit  Clerk 

23,200 

14,488 

Court  Administration 

14,800 

7,195 

Public  Administrator 

28,710 

28,620 

Sheriff 

457,948 

418,945 

Jail 

167,767 

158,939 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

112,530 

111,923 

Juvenile  Officer 

36,000 

41,376 

Coroner 

27,700 

23,585 

Other 

106,120 

112,210 

Transfers  Out 

60,000 

60,000 

Emergency  Fund 

20,000 

Total  Disbursements 

$              1,708,947  $ 

1,639,148 

Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements  $  (136,433)      $  (27,740) 

Cash,  January  1   137,748   137,748 

Cash,  December  31  $  1,315       $  110,008 


See  Notes  to  Financial  Statements 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Road  and  Bridge  Fund 


2012 


 Budget    Actual  

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  271,500  $  293,402 
Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental  517,000  530,238 
Charges  for  Services 

Interest  16  4 

Other  257,775  391,613 

Transfers  In  -  - 


Total  Receipts  $  1,046,291       $  1,215,257 


Disbursements 


Salaries 

$  411,320 

$ 

410,500 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 

85,974 

87,332 

Supplies 

221,000 

217,337 

Insurance 

22,000 

13,731 

Road  &  Bridge  Materials 

45,000 

65,812 

Equipment  Repairs 

80,000 

96,347 

Rentals 

Equipment  Purchases 

145,000 

150,334 

R  &  B  Construction 

140,000 

141,058 

Other  Expenditures 

27,715 

29,361 

Debt  Service 

50,000 

Transfers  Out 

52,314 

52,314 

Total  Disbursements 

$  1,280,323 

$ 

1,264,126 

Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements  $  (234,032)      $  (48,869) 

Cash,  January  1   257,387   257,387 

Cash,  December  31  $  23,355       $  208,518 


See  Notes  to  Financial  Statements 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Assessment  Fund  Bad  Check  Fund 


2012 

2012 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Actual 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Receipts 
Property  Taxes 

Sales  Taxes  .... 

Intergovernmental  127,135  120,212 

Charges  for  Services  .... 

Interest  .... 

Other  3,000                    5,585                    8,200  11,833 

Transfers  In  60,000  60,000 


Total  Receipts  $  190,135       $  185,797       $  8,200       $  11,833 


Disbursements 
Salaries 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Materials  and  Supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  Out 
Total  Disbursements 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements 
Cash,  January  1 
Cash,  December  3 1 


$          122,032  $  122,460 

14,200  15,430 

11,700  7,811 

16,150  13,939 

26,050  22,085 

$          190,132  $  181,725 

$                   3  $  4,072 

 5,489   5,489 

$             5,492  $  9,561 


$  $ 

11,000  11,390 

$           11,000"  $  1130 

$            (2,800)  $  443 

 11,191   11,191 

$             8,391  $  11,634 


See  Notes  to  Financial  Statements 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 


Receipts 
Property  Taxes 
Sales  Taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  In 
Total  Receipts 


2012 

2012 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Actual 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

1,381 


1,381  $ 


1,192 


170 


1,192  $ 


177 


170  $ 


177 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $                   -       $                   -       $                    -  $ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  - 

Materials  and  Supplies  - 

Services  and  Other  1,400                    1,494                      276  100 

Capital  Outlay  - 

Construction  - 

Transfers  Out      - 

Total  Disbursements  $  1,400       $  1,494       $  276       $  100 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements         $  (19)      $  (302)      $  (106)      $  77 

Cash,  January  1   433_   433_   107_   107 

Cash,  December  31  $  414       $  131       $  1       $  184 


See  Notes  to  Financial  Statements 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Recorder  User  Fee  Fund  Sheriff  Civil  Fund 


2012 

2012 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Actual 

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -$  -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  - 

Intergovernmental  4,500  4,684 

Charges  for  Services  -  -  12,000  9,307 

Interest  - 
Other  - 
Transfers  In  - 

Total  Receipts  $  4,500       $  4,684       $  12,000       $  9,307 


Disbursements 
Salaries 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Materials  and  Supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  Out 
Total  Disbursements 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements 
Cash,  January  1 
Cash,  December  3 1 


$  $ 

12,560  4,811 

$           12,560  $  4,811 

$            (8,060)  $  (127) 

 8,060   8,060 

$  $  7,933 


$  -  $ 


12,000  9,421 

$            12,000  $  9,421 

$  $  (114) 
 164_   164_ 

$               164  $  50 


See  Notes  to  Financial  Statements 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Sheriff  Restitution  Fund    Deputy  Sheriff  Fund 


2012 

2012 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Actual 

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -$  -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  - 

Intergovernmental  - 

Charges  for  Services  4,000  3,794 

Interest  - 

Other  -  -  5,000  5,368 

Transfers  In  - 

Total  Receipts  $  4,000       $  3,794       $  5,000       $  5,368 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $                    -       $                    -       $                    -  $ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  - 

Materials  and  Supplies  - 

Services  and  Other  8,000                    8,118                    5,000  5,368 

Capital  Outlay  - 

Construction  - 

Transfers  Out      - 

Total  Disbursements  $  8,000       $  8,118       $  5,000       $  5,368 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements  $  (4,000)  $  (4,324)  $  $ 
Cash,  January  1   6,705   6,705    


Cash,  December  31  $  2,705       $  2,381       $  -  $ 


See  Notes  to  Financial  Statements 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Sheriff  CCW  Fund  Election  Services  Fund 


2012 

2012 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Actual 

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -$  -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  - 

Intergovernmental  -  -  2,472  1,798 

Charges  for  Services  - 
Interest  - 
Other  4,700  8,790 

Transfers  In  - 

Total  Receipts  $  4,700       $  8,790       $  2,472       $  1/798 


Disbursements 
Salaries 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Materials  and  Supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  Out 
Total  Disbursements 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements 
Cash,  January  1 
Cash,  December  3 1 


$  $ 

3,000  18,389 

$             3,000"  $  18,389 

$             1,700  $  (9,599) 

 12,666   12,666 

$            14,366  $  3,067 


$                   -  $ 

3,942  658 

$             3,942~  $  "658 

$            (1,470)  $  1,140 

 1,472   1,472 

$                   2  $  2,612 


See  Notes  to  Financial  Statements 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


PA  Delinquent  Tax  Fund  Recorder  Technology  Fund 


2012 

2012 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Actual 

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -$  -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  - 

Intergovernmental  100  -  2,500  2,982 

Charges  for  Services  - 
Interest  - 
Other  - 
Transfers  In  - 

Total  Receipts  $  100       $  $  2,500       $  2,982 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $                    -       $  -       $  -  $ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  ... 

Materials  and  Supplies  ... 

Services  and  Other  1,255  -  3,616 

Capital  Outlay 

Construction  ... 

Transfers  Out      

Total  Disbursements  $              1,255       $  $  3,616  $ 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements         $  (1,155)      $  $  (1,116)      $  2,982 

Cash,  January  1   1,155   1,155   1,116   1,116 

Cash,  December  31  $  -       $  1,155       $  -       $  4,098 


See  Notes  to  Financial  Statements 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Domestic  Relations  Fund  Collector's  Tax  Maintenance  Fund 


2012 

2012 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Actual 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Receipts 
Property  Taxes 

Sales  Taxes  .... 

Intergovernmental                                              1,750  1,460                    14,000  15,055 

Charges  for  Services  .... 

Interest  .... 

Other  .... 

Transfers  In  .... 


Total  Receipts  $  1,750       $  1,460       $  14,000       $  15,055 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $                   -       $                   -       $                    -  $ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  - 

Materials  and  Supplies  - 

Services  and  Other  1,750                    1,460                   33,582  14,864 

Capital  Outlay  - 

Construction  - 

Transfers  Out      - 

Total  Disbursements  $  1,750       $  1,460       $  33,582       $  14,864 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements         $  $  $  (19,582)      $  191 

Cash,  January  1   -_   -_   19,582   19,582 

Cash,  December  31  $  -       $  -       $  -       $  19,773 


See  Notes  to  Financial  Statements 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Archive  Fund    Inmate  Security  Fund 


2012 

2012 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Actual 

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -$  -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  - 

Intergovernmental  -  -  1,000  949 

Charges  for  Services  700  665 

Interest  - 
Other  - 
Transfers  In  - 

Total  Receipts  $  700       $  665       $  1,000       $  949 


Disbursements 
Salaries 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Materials  and  Supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  Out 
Total  Disbursements 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements 
Cash,  January  1 
Cash,  December  3 1 


$                    -  $ 

2,000  167 

$             2,000"  $  ~L67 

$            (1,300)  $  498 

 5,920   5,920 

$             4,620  $  6,418 


$                   -  $ 
4,905 

$             4,905~  $  - 

$            (3,905)  $  949 

 3,905   3,905 

$                   -  $  4,854 


See  Notes  to  Financial  Statements 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Senior  Citizens  Service  Board  Fund  Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund 


2012 

2012 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Actual 

Receipts 

Property  Taxes 

$ 

$ 

$          109,000  $ 

116,915 

Sales  Taxes 

80,000 

77,978 

Intergovernmental 

5,301 

1,602 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest 

380 

379 

Other 

900 

Transfers  In 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

80,000  $ 

77,978 

$          115,581  $ 

118,896 

Disbursements 

Salaries                                             $  -       $                    -       $                    -  $ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  .... 

Materials  and  Supplies  .... 

Services  and  Other  80,000                    77,978                  165,581  84,332 

Capital  Outlay  .... 

Construction  .... 

Transfers  Out  .... 


Total  Disbursements  $  80,000       $  77,978       $  165,581       $  84,332 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements         $  $  $  (50,000)      $  34,564 

Cash,  January  1   -_   -_   120,559   120,559 

Cash,  December  31  $  -       $  -       $  70,559       $  155,123 


See  Notes  to  Financial  Statements 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  1  -  Summary  of  Significant  Accounting  Policies 

The  County  of  Bollinger,  Missouri  (County)  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners  established  in  1851.  In 
addition  to  the  three  board  members,  there  are  ten  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  County  Clerk,  Collector,  Treasurer,  Circuit 
Clerk,  Sheriff,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Assessor,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Coroner,  and  Public  Administrator. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  I,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting.  This  basis  of 
accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  (GAAP). 

Reporting  Entity 

As  required  by  generally  accepted  accounting  principles,  as  applicable  to  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  these  financial 
statements  present  financial  accountability  of  Bollinger  County,  Missouri,  Bollinger  County  Senior  Citizens  Service  Board,  and 
the  Bollinger  County  Senate  Bill  40  Board. 

Bollinger  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts,  county  recorder,  police  protection, 
transportation,  economic  development,  social  and  human  services,  and  cultural  and  recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  only  the  primary  government  of  Bollinger  County,  Missouri,  which  consists  of 
all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices  that  are  considered  to  comprise  Bollinger  County's  legal 
entity.  The  Bollinger  County  Senior  Citizens  Service  Board  and  Senate  Bill  40  Board  are  controlled  by  separate  boards  and  also 
included  under  the  control  of  Bollinger  County. 

Certain  elected  County  officials,  such  as  the  County  Collector,  Treasurer,  and  Sheriff,  collect  and  hold  monies  in  a  trustee 
capacity  as  an  agent  of  individual,  taxing  units,  or  other  government.  These  assets,  which  are  held  by  these  officeholders  for  the 
sole  benefit  of  external  parties,  are  not  reported  on  the  accompanying  financial  statements. 

Basis  of  Presentation 

The  accompanying  financial  statements  present  the  receipts,  disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  of  all  funds  of  Bollinger  County, 
Missouri,  and  the  comparisons  of  such  information  with  the  corresponding  budgeted  information  for  all  funds  of  the  county.  The 
funds  presented  are  established  under  statutory  or  administrative  authority,  and  their  operations  are  under  the  control  of  the 
County  Commission  or  an  elected  county  official.  The  General  Revenue  Fund  is  the  county's  general  operation  fund,  accounting 
for  all  financial  resources  except  those  required  to  be  accounted  for  in  another  fund.  The  other  funds  presented  account  for 
financial  resources  whose  use  is  restricted  for  specified  purposes. 

Basis  of  Accounting 

The  financial  statements  were  prepared  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  differ  from 
accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  effects  of  the  variances  between  these  regulatory 
accounting  practices  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not  reasonably 
determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  1  -  Summary  of  Significant  Accounting  Policies  (continued) 

Basis  of  Accounting  (continued) 

As  a  result  of  the  use  of  this  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  certain  assets  (such  as  accounts  receivable  and  capital  assets),  certain 
revenues  (such  as  revenue  for  billed  or  provided  services  not  yet  collected),  certain  liabilities  (such  as  accounts  payable, 
certificates  of  participation  bonds  and  obligations  under  capital  leases)  and  certain  expenditures  (such  as  expenditures  for  goods 
or  services  received  but  not  yet  paid)  are  not  recorded  in  these  financial  statements. 

If  Bollinger  County  utilized  the  basis  of  accounting  recognized  as  generally  accepted,  the  fund  financial  statements  for 
governmental  funds  would  use  the  modified  accrual  basis  of  accounting,  while  the  fund  financial  statements  for  proprietary  fund 
types,  if  applicable,  would  use  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting.  All  government-wide  financials  would  be  presented  on  the  accrual 
basis  of  accounting. 

Budget  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  Bollinger  County  adopts  a  budget  for  each  governmental  fund.  Budgets  are  prepared  and 
adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

On  or  before  January  15th,  each  elected  officer  and  department  director  will  transmit  to  the  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget 
officer,  the  budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  January  1.  The  proposed 
budget  included  estimated  revenues  and  proposed  expenditures  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures  cannot  exceed 
beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of  appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated 
unencumbered  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as  estimated  revenues  to  be  received.  The  budget  to  actual 
comparisons  in  these  financial  statements,  however,  do  not  present  encumbered  fund  balances,  but  only  compare  budgeted  and 
actual  revenues  and  expenditures. 

During  our  audit  we  noted  that  the  County  was  not  in  compliance  with  Missouri  budgetary  state  statute  Chapter  50  RSMo.  In 
2012,  the  Bad  Check  Fund,  Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund,  Sheriff  Restitution  Fund,  Deputy  Sheriff  Fund,  and  Sheriffs 
Concealed  Carry  Weapon  Fund  all  had  expenses  exceeding  their  budget. 

A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment.  Prior  to  its  approval  by  the  County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is 
available  for  public  inspection. 

Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County. 

Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to  make  necessary  adjustments  to  the 
budget  by  formal  vote  of  the  Commission.  Adjustments  made  during  the  year  are  reflected  in  the  budget  financial  statements. 

Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County  Commission  throughout  the  year.  Individual 
amendments  were  not  material  in  relation  to  the  original  appropriations  which  were  adopted. 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  1  -  Summary  of  Significant  Accounting  Policies  (continued) 

Taxes 

Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1 .  Taxes  are  levied  on  October  1  and  tax  bills  are  mailed  to 
taxpayers  in  November,  at  which  time  they  are  payable.  All  unpaid  property  taxes  become  delinquent  as  of  January  1,  of  the 
following  year. 

The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  taxable  property,  included  within  Bollinger  County's  boundaries  for  the  calendar  year  2012 
for  the  purposes  of  taxation  was: 


2012 


Real  Estate 

$ 

79,637,820 

Personal  Property 

29,405,713 

Railroad  and  Utilities 

9,369,940 

$ 

118,413,473 

The  tax  levy  per  $100  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  taxable  property  for  the  calendar  year  2012  for  the  purpose  of  County 
taxation,  as  follows: 

2012 

General  Revenue  Fund  0.2200 
Road  and  Bridge  Fund  0.2537 
Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund  0.1000 

The  County  also  receives  sales  tax  collected  by  the  State  and  remitted  based  on  the  County's  sales  tax  rate  to  the  total  sales  tax 
collected  in  the  County. 

Cash  Deposits  and  Investments 

Deposits  and  investments  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances  for  all  the  County  Treasurer's  funds  are 
pooled  and  invested  to  the  extent  possible.  Interest  earned  from  such  investments  is  allocated  to  each  of  the  funds  based  on  the 
funds'  average  daily  cash  balance.  Cash  equivalents  include  repurchase  agreements  and  any  other  instruments  with  an  original 
maturity  of  ninety  days  or  less.  State  law  authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in  banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of  funds 
in  bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the  United  States,  other  interest  bearing  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  both  principal  and 
interest  by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  other  government  bonds,  or  time  certificates  of  deposit,  provided, 
however,  that  no  such  investments  shall  be  purchased  at  a  price  in  excess  of  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash  on  deposit  or  time 
certificates  of  deposit  are  required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  (FDIC)  or  collateralized  by 
authorized  investments  held  in  Bollinger  County's  name  at  third-party  banking  institutions.  Details  of  these  cash  balances  are 
presented  in  Note  2. 

Interfund  Transactions 

During  the  course  of  operations,  interfund  activity  occurs  for  purposes  of  providing  supplemental  funding,  reimbursements  for 
goods  provided  or  services  rendered,  or  short  and  long-term  financing. 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  1  -  Summary  of  Significant  Accounting  Policies  (continued) 

Interfund  Transactions  (continued) 

Interfund  activities  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers  out"  by  the  disbursing  fund.  However, 
interfund  reimbursements  have  been  eliminated  from  the  financial  statements  in  order  that  reimbursed  expenditures  are  reported 
only  in  the  funds  incurring  the  costs. 

Note  2  -  Deposits  and  Investments 

Bollinger  County  maintains  a  cash  and  temporary  investment  pool  that  is  available  for  use  by  all  funds.  Deposits  with  maturities 
greater  than  three  months  are  considered  investments.  Each  fund  type's  portion  of  this  pool  is  displayed  on  the  statement  of 
receipts,  disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  arising  from  cash  transactions  as  "Cash  and  Equivalents". 

Deposits  -  Missouri  statutes  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an  amount  at  least  equal  to 
uninsured  deposits.  At  December  31,  2012,  the  carrying  amount  of  Bollinger  County's  deposits  was  $547,500,  and  the  bank 
balance  was  $627,813.  As  of  December  31,  2012,  100%  of  Bollinger  County's  deposits  were  covered  by  the  Federal  Deposit 
Insurance  Company  (FDIC)  or  were  collateralized. 

The  carrying  values  of  deposits  and  investments  shown  above  are  included  in  the  financial  statements  at  December  31,  2012,  as 
follows: 

Deposits  $  547,500 

Investments 

Restricted  Cash   ^_ 

Total  Deposits  &  Investments  as  of  December  3 1 ,  20 1 2  $  547,500 


Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Deposits 

For  a  deposit,  custodial  credit  risk  is  the  risk  that  in  the  event  of  a  bank  failure,  the  government's  deposits  may  not  be  returned  to 
it.  Bollinger  County's  investment  policy  does  not  include  custodial  credit  risk  requirements.  Bollinger  County's  deposits  were  not 
exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Investments 

Investment  securities  are  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  if  the  securities  are  uninsured,  are  not  registered  in  the  name  of  the 
government,  and  are  held  by  the  party  that  sold  the  security  to  Bollinger  County  or  its  agent  but  not  in  the  government's  name. 
Bollinger  County  does  not  have  a  policy  for  custodial  credit  risk  relating  to  investments. 

All  investments,  evidenced  by  individual  securities,  are  registered  in  the  name  of  Bollinger  County  or  of  a  type  that  are  not 
exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk. 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  2  -  Deposits  and  Investments  (continued) 

Investment  Interest  Rate  Risk 

Investment  interest  rate  risk  is  the  risk  that  changes  in  interest  rates  will  adversely  affect  the  fair  value  of  an  investment.  Bollinger 
County  does  not  have  a  formal  investment  policy  that  limits  investment  maturities  as  a  means  of  managing  its  exposure  to  fair 
value  losses  arising  from  increasing  interest  rates. 

Concentration  of  Investment  Credit  Risk 

Concentration  of  investment  credit  risk  is  required  to  be  disclosed  by  Bollinger  County  for  any  single  investment  that  represents 
5%  or  more  of  total  investments  (excluding  investments  issued  by  or  explicitly  guaranteed  by  the  U.  S.  Government,  investments 
in  mutual  funds,  investments  in  external  investment  pools  and  investments  in  other  pooled  investments).  Bollinger  County  has  no 
policy  in  place  to  minimize  the  risk  of  loss  resulting  from  over  concentration  of  assets  in  specific  maturity,  specific  issuer  or 
specific  class  of  securities.  Bollinger  County's  deposits  were  not  exposed  to  concentration  of  investment  credit  risk  for  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012. 

Note  3  -  Long  Term  Debt 

Long  term  debt  consists  of  two  loans  from  U.S.  Bank  for  the  purchase  of  an  excavator  and  a  grader.  The  excavator  was  purchased 
January  14,  2010,  for  $51,000  and  is  paid  in  three  annual  installment  payments  of  $17,783  beginning  February  2010,  with  an 
interest  rate  of  4. 22%. The  grader  was  purchased  October  12,  2010,  for  $62,100  and  is  paid  in  five  annual  installment  payments 
of  $13,473  beginning  November  2010,  with  an  interest  rate  of  3.99%. 

Balance  at            Amount              Amount  Balance  at  Interest  Paid 

Debt  1/1/2012  Borrowed  Repaid  12/31/2012         During  Year 

Excavator  $         17,050      $  -      $         17,050      $  -     $  733 

Grader   37,344  -  11,956  25,388  1,518 

Total  $        54,394      $  -      $        29,006      $        25,388      $  2,251 


2012  Amortizations 

 US  Bank  -  Grader  

Year  Principal  Interest  Total 

2013  $  12,442  1,031      $  13,473 

2014   12,946  527  13,473 

Total  $         25,388     $  1,558     $  26,946 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012 

Note  4  -  Interfund  Transfers 

Transfers  between  funds  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  are  as  follows: 


2012 


Fund 

Transfers  In 

Transfers  Out 

General  Revenue 

$  52,314 

$ 

60,000 

Road  &  Bridge 

52,314 

Assessment 

60,000 

Total 

$  112,314 

$ 

112,314 

Note  5  -  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF) 


The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  was  established  by  the  State  of  Missouri  to  provide  pension  benefits  for  County 
officials  and  employees.  The  Retirement  Fund  is  a  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  defined  benefit  pension  plan  covering  any 
county  elective  or  appointed  officer  or  employee  whose  performance  requires  the  actual  performance  of  duties  during  not  less 
than  one  thousand  (1,000)  hours  per  calendar  year  in  each  county  of  the  state,  except  for  any  city  not  within  a  county  and  any 
county  of  the  first  classification  having  a  charter  form  of  government. 

It  does  not  include  county  prosecuting  attorneys  covered  under  Sections  56.800  to  56.840,  RSMo,  circuit  clerks  and  deputy 
circuit  clerks  covered  under  the  Missouri  State  Retirement  System,  county  sheriffs  covered  under  Section  57.949  to  57.997, 
RSMo  and  certain  personnel  not  defined  as  an  employee  per  Section  50.1000(8),  RSMo.  The  Fund  was  created  by  an  act  of  the 
legislature  and  was  effective  August  28,  1994.  The  general  administration  and  the  responsibility  for  the  proper  operation  of  the 
fund  and  the  investment  of  the  fund  are  vested  in  a  board  of  directors  of  eleven  persons. 

Pension  Benefits: 

Beginning  January  1,  1997,  employees  attaining  the  age  of  sixty-two  may  retire  with  full  benefits  with  eight  or  more  years  of 
creditable  service.  The  monthly  benefit  for  County  Employees  is  determined  by  selecting  the  highest  benefit  calculated  using 
three  different  prescribed  formulas  (flat-dollar  amount,  targeted  replacement  ratio  formula,  and  the  prior  plan's  formula).  A  death 
benefit  of  $10,000  will  be  paid  to  the  designated  beneficiary  of  every  active  eligible  member  upon  his  or  her  death.  Upon 
termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  a  deferred  annuity,  payable  at  age  sixty-two.  Early  retirement 
at  age  fifty-five  with  reduced  benefit  is  allowed.  Any  member  with  less  than  eight  years  creditable  service  forfeits  all  rights  in  the 
fund  but  will  be  paid  his  or  her  accumulated  contributions. 

The  County  Employee's  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of  these  statements  may  be  obtained  from 
the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF,  2121  Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO,  65101,  or  by  calling  1- 
877-632-2373. 

Funding  Policy 

In  accordance  with  State  Statutes,  the  Plan  is  funded  through  various  fees  collected  by  counties  and  remitted  to  the  CERF. 
Eligible  employees  hired  before  February  2002  have  an  option  to  contribute  2%  of  their  annual  salary,  while  employees  hired 
after  February  2002  are  required  to  contribute  6%  of  their  annual  salary  in  order  to  participate  in  CERF.  For  the  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  2011,  2010,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF,  employee  contributions  of  $60,968,  $53,054,  and 
$52,520,  respectively. 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  6  -  Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  Chapter  56.807  RSMo,  Bollinger  County  contributes  monthly  to  the  Missouri  Office  of 
Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri  Prosecuting  Attorneys  and  Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System 
Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  State  of  Missouri  is  responsible  for  administration  of  this  plan.  Bollinger  County  has  contributed 
$2,057,  $2,244,  and  $2,244,  respectively,  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  201 1  and  2010. 

Note  7  -  Post-Employment  Benefits 

Bollinger  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully  funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under 
the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  Bollinger  County. 

Note  8  -  Claims,  Commitments  and  Contingencies 

Litigation 

Bollinger  County  is  not  involved  in  any  pending  litigations  as  of  December  31,  2012. 
Compensated  Absences 

The  County  provides  employees  with  up  to  three  weeks  of  paid  vacation  based  upon  the  number  of  years  of  continuous  service. 
Upon  termination  from  county  employment,  an  employee  is  reimbursed  for  unused  vacation  and  overtime,  if  applicable.  Unused 
sick  time  is  not  reimbursed.  These  have  not  been  subjected  to  auditing  procedures. 

Note  9  -  Risk  Management 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction  of  assets;  errors  and 
omissions;  injuries  to  employees  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk  management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize 
losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  There  have  been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year  and 
settlements  have  not  exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  participant  in  a  public  entity  risk  pool  which  is  a  corporate  and  political  body  created  pursuance  to  state 
statute  (Chapter  537.70  RSMo.  1986).  The  purpose  of  the  risk  pool  is  to  provide  liability  protection  to  participating  public 
entities,  their  officials,  and  employees.  Annual  contributions  are  collected  based  on  actuarial  projections  to  produce  sufficient 
funds  to  meet  its  obligations;  the  risk  pool  is  empowered  with  the  ability  to  make  specific  assessments.  Members  are  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  all  claims  against  the  risk  pool. 

The  County  is  also  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Injured  Workers'  Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund. 
The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through  this  Fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  insurance  coverage  for  Missouri  counties.  The  Fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  is  reinsured 
up  to  the  statutory  limit  through  excess  insurance. 

Note  10  -  Subsequent  Events 

The  County  has  evaluated  events  subsequent  to  December  31,  2012  to  assess  the  need  for  potential  recognition  or  disclosure  in 
the  financial  statements.  Such  events  have  been  evaluated  through  June  21,  2013,  the  date  the  financial  statements  were  available 
to  be  issued.  Based  upon  this  evaluation,  it  was  determined  that  no  subsequent  events  occurred  that  require  recognition  or 
additional  disclosure  in  the  financial  statements. 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER 
FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS 
BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN 
ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


To  the  County  Commission  and 
Officeholders  of  Bollinger  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States,  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Bollinger  County,  Missouri,  as  of 
and  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements,  which  collectively  comprise  Bollinger  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial 
statements  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  June  21,  2013. 

Internal  Control  Over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered 
Bollinger  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control) 
to  determine  the  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the 
purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose 
of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Bollinger  County,  Missouri's  internal 
control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Bollinger 
County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does 
not  allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their 
assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis. 
A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal 
control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the 
entity's  financial  statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a 
timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies, 
in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough 
to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  this  section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal 
control  that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore, 
material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified. 
Given  these  limitations,  during  our  audit  we  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in 
internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses.  However,  material 
weaknesses  may  exist  that  have  not  been  identified.  We  did  identify  certain 
deficiencies  in  internal  control,  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings 
and  responses  that  we  consider  to  be  significant  deficiencies:  2012-01  through  2012- 
03. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Bollinger  County,  Missouri's 
financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant 
agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the 
determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion  on 
compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit,  and  accordingly, 
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we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our  tests  disclosed  an  instance  of 
noncompliance  or  other  matter  that  is  required  to  be  reported  under  Government 
Auditing  Standards  and  which  is  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings 
and  responses  as  item:  2012-04. 

Bollinger  County,  Missouri's  Response  to  Findings 

Bollinger  County,  Missouri's  response  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  is 
described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses.  Bollinger  County, 
Missouri's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit 
of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal 
control  and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion 
on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an 
integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing 
Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and  compliance.  Accordingly, 
this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

Creve  Coeur,  Missouri 
June  21,  2013 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Findings  and  Responses 
For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012 


Financial  Statement  Findings 

2012-01      Condition:  During  the  current  year,  it  was  necessary  for  the  auditors  of  the  County  to  assist  with  the  preparation 
of  the  external  financial  statements  and  the  notes  to  financial  statements. 

Effect:  Without  the  assistance  of  the  auditors  preparing  the  external  financial  statements,  management  may  be 
unable  to  review  and  take  responsibility  of  the  financial  statements  and  notes. 

Cause:  Due  to  increasing  financial  reporting  requirements  management  of  the  County  is  unable  to  prepare  the 
external  financial  statements  and  notes  without  the  assistance  of  the  auditors. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  the  County  either  provide  training  to  current  management,  hire  additional 
staff  who  possess  the  accounting  skills  needed  to  prepare  and  review  the  external  financial  statements,  or  contract 
with  an  outside  accountant  to  prepare  and  review  the  external  financial  statements. 

Management's  Response:  Management  will  take  this  under  advisement. 

2012-02     Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  Without  documented  internal  controls,  the  County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place, 
communicated  and  operating  effectively. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  internal  control. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal  control  documentation.  In 
addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal  control  guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process. 
Once  this  documentation  is  complete,  those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the 
controls  and  ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 

Management's  Response:  The  County  is  in  the  process  of  developing  internal  control  documentation. 

2012-03     Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in  place. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  audit  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not  being  identified  by 
County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a  fraud  or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by 
management  without  proper  assessment  procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including  identifying  risks  and 
mitigating  controls. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the  environment,  including  risk  of 
fraud  occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify,  analyze,  and  manage  these  risks. 

Management's  Response:  The  Commissioners  will  look  into  the  development  of  a  fraud  risk  assessment  plan. 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Findings  and  Responses 
For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012 


Financial  Statement  Findings  (continued) 

2012-04     Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  several  funds  with  actual  expenditures  that  exceeded  the  budgeted 
expenditures. 

Effect:  Missouri  statutes  requires  Counties  to  prepare  an  annual  budget  and  expenditures  are  not  to  exceed  the 
budget.  Due  to  exceeding  budget  in  certain  funds  the  County  is  in  violation  of  Missouri  Revised  Statutes. 

Cause:  Oversight. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  periodically  review  its  actual  expenditures  as  compared  to 
budgeted  amounts.  An  amended  budget  should  be  prepared  and  approved  as  necessary  to  comply  with  statutes. 

Management's  Response:  Budgets  will  be  monitored  more  closely  and  amended  as  needed. 
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Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Follow-Up  on  Prior  Audit  Findings  for  an  Audit  of  Financial 
Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards 


In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards ,  this  section  reports  the  auditor's  follow-up  on  action  taken  by  Bollinger 
County,  Missouri,  on  the  applicable  findings  in  the  prior  audit  report  issued  for  the  two  years  ended  December  31,  201 1. 

Prior  Year  Financial  Statement  Findings 

11/10-01     Condition:  During  the  current  year,  it  was  necessary  for  the  auditors  of  the  County  to  assist  with  the  preparation 
of  the  external  financial  statements  and  the  notes  to  financial  statements. 

Effect:  Without  the  assistance  of  the  auditors  preparing  the  external  financial  statements,  management  may  be 
unable  to  review  and  take  responsibility  of  the  financial  statements  and  notes. 

Cause:  Due  to  increasing  financial  reporting  requirements  management  of  the  County  is  unable  to  prepare  the 
external  financial  statements  and  notes  without  the  assistance  of  the  auditors. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  the  County  either  provide  training  to  current  management,  hire  additional 
staff  who  possess  the  accounting  skills  needed  to  prepare  and  review  the  external  financial  statements,  or  contract 
with  an  outside  accountant  to  prepare  and  review  the  external  financial  statements. 

Management's  Response:  Management  will  take  this  under  advisement. 

Status:  Management  has  not  implemented  a  corrective  action  plan;  therefore,  this  finding  is  repeated  in  the 
current  year  at  2012-01. 

1 1/10-02     Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  Without  documented  internal  controls,  the  County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place, 
communicated  and  operating  effectively. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  internal  control. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal  control  documentation.  In 
addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal  control  guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process. 
Once  this  documentation  is  complete,  those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the 
controls  and  ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 

Management's  Response:  The  County  is  in  the  process  of  developing  internal  control  documentation. 

Status:  Management  has  not  implemented  a  corrective  action  plan;  therefore,  this  finding  is  repeated  in  the 
current  year  at  2012-02. 

1 1/10-03     Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in  place. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  audit  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not  being  identified  by 
County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a  fraud  or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by 
management  without  proper  assessment  procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including  identifying  risks  and 
mitigating  controls. 


26 


Bollinger  County,  Missouri 
Follow-Up  on  Prior  Audit  Findings  for  an  Audit  of  Financial 
Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards 


Prior  Year  Financial  Statement  Findings  (continued) 

11/10-03     Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the  environment,  including  risk  of 
(cont.)      fraud  occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify,  analyze,  and  manage  these  risks. 

Management's  Response:  The  Commissioners  will  look  into  the  development  of  a  fraud  risk  assessment  plan. 

Status:  Management  has  not  implemented  a  corrective  action  plan;  therefore,  this  finding  is  repeated  in  the 
current  year  at  2012-03. 

11/10-04     Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  several  funds  with  actual  expenditures  that  exceeded  the  budgeted 
expenditures. 

Effect:  Missouri  statutes  requires  Counties  to  prepare  an  annual  budget  and  expenditures  are  not  to  exceed  the 
budget.  Due  to  exceeding  budget  in  certain  funds  the  County  is  in  violation  of  Missouri  Revised  Statutes. 

Cause:  Oversight. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  periodically  review  its  actual  expenditures  as  compared  to 
budgeted  amounts.  An  amended  budget  should  be  prepared  and  approved  as  necessary  to  comply  with  statutes. 

Management's  Response:  Budgets  will  be  monitored  more  closely  and  amended  as  needed. 

Status:  Management  has  not  implemented  a  corrective  action  plan;  therefore,  this  finding  is  repeated  in  the 
current  year  at  2012-04. 

Prior  Year  Federal  Award  Findings  and  Questioned  Cost 

1 1/10-05     Condition:  The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA)  contained  errors. 

Criteria:  OMB  Circular  A-133  requires  auditees  to  prepare  an  accurate  SEFA  containing  awards  expended, 
CFDA  title  and  number,  award  number,  name  of  the  Federal  agency,  and  name  of  the  pass-through  entity. 

Cause:  Management  was  unaware  of  the  reporting  requirements  related  to  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of 
Federal  Awards. 

Effect:  Federal  expenditures  reported  on  the  SEFA  were  incorrect. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  management  develop  internal  controls  over  reporting  and  consult  with 
outside  accountants  when  needed  to  ensure  an  accurate  SEFA  is  prepared. 

Management's  Response:  Federal  funds  have  been  reported  correctly  in  the  past.  This  was  an  oversight  that  will 
be  corrected  and  controls  over  reporting  federal  awards  will  be  developed. 

Status:  The  County  was  not  required  by  OMB  Circular  A-133  to  prepare  a  SEFA  for  the  current  year;  therefore, 
this  finding  is  no  longer  valid. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Livingston  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Livingston  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the 
State  Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Nichols,  Stopp  &  VanHoy,  LLC,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


August  2013 
Report  No.  2013-070 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


10425  Old  Olive 
Street  Road, 
Suite  101 

Creve  Coeur, 
Missouri  63141 

phone: 
314-569-3800 
fax: 

314-569-0020 
www.nsvcpa.com 


To  the  County  Commission  and 
Officeholders  of  Livingston  County,  Missouri 


We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Livingston  County,  Missouri, 
as  of  and  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  which  collectively  comprise  the  County's 
basic  financial  statements  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements  as  identified  in 
the  table  of  contents. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial 
statements  in  accordance  with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri 
law,  which  practices  differ  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United 
States  of  America.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and 
maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial 
statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  error  or  fraud. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit. 
We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 
Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance 
about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and 
disclosures  in  the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's 
judgment,  including  the  assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial 
statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor 
considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the 
financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes 
evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of 
significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to 
provide  a  basis  for  our  audit  opinions. 

Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  1,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Livingston  County, 
Missouri,  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  is  a 
basis  of  accounting  other  than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States 
of  America.  The  effects  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory 
basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  1  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America,  although  not  reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be 
material. 
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Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for 
Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the 
financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance 
with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  the 
financial  position  of  Livingston  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012,  or  the 
changes  in  its  financial  position  for  the  year  then  ended. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  present  fairly,  in  all  material 
respects,  the  cash  balances  of  the  funds  of  Livingston  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31, 
2012,  and  their  respective  cash  receipts  and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  of  these 
funds  for  the  year  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  1 . 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated 
July  5,  2013,  on  our  consideration  of  Livingston  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over 
financial  reporting  and  on  our  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws, 
regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters.  The  purpose  of  that  report  is 
to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control 
over  financial  reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit 
performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  Livingston 
County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance. 


Creve  Coeur,  Missouri 
July  5,  2013 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  30,  2012  


Cash  and  Equivalents  Receipts  Disbursements  Cash  and  Equivalents 


Fund 

January  1,  2012 

2012 

2012 

December  31,  2012 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$ 

360,870  $ 

1,950,373 

$ 

2,011,414 

$  299,829 

Road  and  Bridge  Fund 

62,627 

681,065 

574,020 

169,672 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund 

116,500 

536,961 

649,405 

4,056 

Use  Tax  Fund 

172,287 

202,276 

179,442 

195,121 

Assessment  Fund 

7,177 

218,130 

217,504 

7,803 

Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 

(568) 

3,259 

3,394 

(703) 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Check  Fund 

4,800 

9,537 

8,198 

6,139 

Special  Election  Fund 

39,037 

24,021 

63,144 

(86) 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 

(181) 

485 

243 

61 

Child  Abuse  Fund 

1,808 

1,655 

- 

3,463 

Recorder  Special  Fund 

21,491 

10,076 

28,810 

2,757 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Commission  (LEPC)  Fund 

4,454 

3,225 

5,243 

2,436 

Planning  and  Zoning  Fund 

2 

12,772 

12,772 

2 

Enhanced  911  Fund 

24,028 

161,714 

155,403 

30,339 

Election  Services  Fund 

9,266 

45,961 

31,412 

23,815 

Victim  Advocates  Grant  Fund 

37,144 

37,190 

(46) 

Grant  Fund 

2,309 

94 

2,403 

Concealed  Carry  Weapon  Permit  Fund 

2,348 

2,102 

550 

3,900 

Civil  Fees  Fund 

1,424 

24,758 

29,560 

(3,378) 

Collector's  Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

31,172 

19,805 

16,827 

34,150 

Inmate  Security  Fund 

1,899 

3,098 

1,250 

3,747 

Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Supplemental  Fund 

30,563 

31,612 

(1,049) 

Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund 

347,821 

397,135 

440,435 

304,521 

Total 

$ 

1,210,571  $ 

4,376,209 

$ 

4,500,231 

$  1,086,549 

See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


General  Revenue  Fund 


 Budget    Actual  

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $                  16,000  $  23,288 

Sales  Taxes  957,683  969,067 

Intergovernmental  523,621  455,567 

Charges  for  Services  433,000  463,287 

Interest  2,000  2,452 

Other  26,000  36,712 

Transfers  In  -  - 


Total  Receipts  $  1,958,304       $  1,950,373 


Disbursements 
County  Commission 
County  Clerk 
Elections 

Building  and  Grounds 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 

County  Treasurer 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

Circuit  Clerk 

Court  Administration 

Public  Administrator 

Sheriff 

Jail 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Juvenile  Officer 
Planning  and  Zoning 
Health  and  Welfare 
Other 

Transfers  Out 
Emergency  Fund 
Total  Disbursements 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements 
Cash,  January  1 
Cash,  December  3 1 


151,578 
111,382 
167,912 
166,562 
13,000 
132,315 
110,525 
21,000 
17,500 
86,077 
397,504 
346,933 
125,446 
117,400 

46,810 
147,900 
35,964 
93,897 


2,289,705 


146,595 
105,753 
151,123 
166,561 

10,309 
127,143 
103,200 

20,419 

14,452 

79,313 
354,185 
312,998 
123,462 

83,695 
63 

46,810 
137,561 

27,772 

2,011,414 


(331,401) 
360,870 


(61,041) 
360,870 


29,469 


299,829 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Road  and  Bridge  Fund 


 Budget    Actual  

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  78,000  $  81,833 
Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental  1,435,457  596,819 
Charges  for  Services 

Interest  1,000  1,179 

Other  1,500  1,234 

Transfers  In  -  - 


Total  Receipts  $  1,515,957       $  681,065 


Disbursements 


Salaries 

$  79,203 

$ 

79,125 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 

33,867 

32,725 

Supplies 

29,750 

25,143 

Insurance 

12,000 

10,788 

Road  and  Bridge  Materials 

94,500 

61,975 

Equipment  Repairs 

10,000 

7,517 

Rentals 

2,500 

1,256 

Equipment  Purchases 

9,000 

8,573 

Road  and  Bridge  Construction 

1,300,000 

345,538 

Other  Expenditures 

7,700 

1,380 

Transfers  Out 

Total  Disbursements 

$  1,578,520 

$ 

574,020 

Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements  $  (62,563)      $  107,045 

Cash,  January  1   62,627   62,627 

Cash,  December  31  $  64       $  169,672 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
5 


The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


 Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund  

 Budget    Actual  

Receipts 

Property  Taxes                                                                               $                         -  $ 

Sales  Taxes                                                                                                    478,841  484,502 

Intergovernmental  69,531 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest                                                                                                               400  287 

Other                                                                                                               6,000  52,172 

Transfers  In                                                                                                             -  - 

Total  Receipts                                                                             $                554,772  $  536,961 


Disbursements 
Sheriff 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Coroner 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Other 

Transfers  Out 
Emergency  Fund 
Total  Disbursements 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements 
Cash,  January  1 
Cash,  December  3 1 


488,631 
36,238 
35,736 
30,978 
58,000 


500,146 
25,266 
31,712 
31,659 
60,622 


649,583  $ 


649,405 


(94,811)  $ 
116,500 


(112,444) 
116,500 


21,689  $ 


4,056 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Use  Tax  Fund  Assessment  Fund 


 Budget    Actual    Budget    Actual  

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $                    -$                    -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  80,000  137,112 

Intergovernmental  62,270                    64,433                  215,417  200,224 

Charges  for  Services  .... 

Interest  500                        731                        200  286 

Other  -                            -                     2,000  2,620 

Transfers  In  -                            -                    10,616  15,000 


Total  Receipts  $  142,770       $  202,276       $  228,233       $  218,130 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $                    -  $                    -  $           127,001  $  126,952 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  -  -  36,584  34,099 

Materials  and  Supplies  -  -  22,625  14,117 

Services  and  Other  91,600  57,870  14,900  13,445 

Capital  Outlay  112,270  121,572  34,300  28,891 

Transfers  Out  .... 

Emergency  Fund   70,000   -   -   - 


Total  Disbursements  $  273,870       $  179,442       $  235,410       $  217,504 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements        $  (131,100)      $  22,834       $  (7,177)      $  626 

Cash,  January  1   172,287   172,287   7,177   7,177 

Cash,  December  31  $  41,187       $  195,121       $  -       $  7,803 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund               Prosecuting  Attorney  Check  Fund 
 Budget    Actual    Budget    Actual  

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -$  -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  .... 
Intergovernmental  .... 
Charges  for  Services  4,500  3,259  11,150  9,522 

Interest  3  -  5  15 

Other  .... 
Transfers  In  .... 
Total  Receipts  $  4,503       $  3,259       $  11,155       $  9,537 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $                    -  $                    -       $              4,757       $  4,756 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  -  -                     2,098  2,051 

Materials  and  Supplies  - 

Services  and  Other  3,932  3,394                     1,650  1,391 

Capital  Outlay  - 

Transfers  Out  - 

Emergency  Fund      - 

Total  Disbursements  $  3,932       $  3,394       $  8,505       $  8,198 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements        $  571 

Cash,  January  1   (568) 

Cash,  December  3 1  $  3 


$  (135)      $  2,650       $  1,339 

 (568)   4,800   4,800 

$  (703)      $  7,450       $  6,139 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


 Special  Election  Fund   Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 

 Budget    Actual    Budget    Actual  

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -$  -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  .... 
Intergovernmental  .... 
Charges  for  Services  -  24,021  600  485 

Interest  .... 
Other  .... 
Transfers  In  .... 
Total  Receipts  $  $  24,021        $  600       $  485 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $                    -  $                    -       $                    -  $ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  - 

Materials  and  Supplies  -  15,529 

Services  and  Other  -  47,615                        419  243 

Capital  Outlay  - 

Transfers  Out  - 

Emergency  Fund      - 

Total  Disbursements  $  -       $  63,144       $  419       $  243 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements        $  $  (39,123)      $  181       $  242 

Cash,  January  1   39,037   39,037   (181)   (181) 

Cash,  December  31  $  39,037       $  (86)      $  -       $  61 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


 Child  Abuse  Fund    Recorder  Special  Fund  

 Budget    Actual    Budget    Actual 

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -$  -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  - 
Intergovernmental  - 

Charges  for  Services  1,500  1,646  9,900  10,040 

Interest  4  9  100  36 

Other  - 
Transfers  In  - 
Total  Receipts  $  1,504       $  1,655       $  10,000       $  10,076 


Disbursements 
Salaries 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Materials  and  Supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Transfers  Out 
Emergency  Fund 
Total  Disbursements 


$ 


3,308 


3,308  $ 


$ 


6,000 
25,000 


31,000  $ 


4,957 
23,853 


28,810 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements  $ 

Cash,  January  1   

Cash,  December  31  $ 


(1,804)  $ 
1,808 


$ 


1,655  $ 
1,808 


3,463  $ 


(21,000)  $ 
21,491 


491  $ 


(18,734) 
21,491 


2,757 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


 LEPC  Fund    Planning  and  Zoning  Fund  

 Budget    Actual    Budget    Actual  

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -$  -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  .... 
Intergovernmental  .... 
Charges  for  Services  -  3,101 

Interest  20  6  5  - 

Other  3,000  118  10,000 

Transfers  In   118_   -_   25,348   12,772 

Total  Receipts  $  3,138       $  3,225       $  35,353       $  12,772 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $                   -       $                   -       $            10,500       $  10,500 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  -                            -                     2,148  1,464 

Materials  and  Supplies  500                      1,226                        500  205 

Services  and  Other  7,092                    4,017                   22,200  603 

Capital  Outlay  .... 

Transfers  Out  .... 

Emergency  Fund      - 


Total  Disbursements  $  7,592       $  5,243       $  35,348       $  12,772 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements        $  (4,454)      $  (2,018)      $  5 

Cash,  January  1   4,454   4,454   2_ 

Cash,  December  31  $  -       $  2,436       $  7 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Enhanced  911  Fund  Election  Services  Fund 


 Budget    Actual    Budget    Actual  

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $                    -$                    -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  .... 

Intergovernmental  -                            -                    52,950  39,751 

Charges  for  Services  -                            -                     7,500  6,153 

Interest  250                        112                          50  57 

Other  164,800  161,602 

Transfers  In  .... 


Total  Receipts  $  165,050       $  161,714       $  60,500       $  45,961 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $            80,398  $            76,070  $                   -  $ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  29,932  24,834 

Materials  and  Supplies  1,000  150 

Services  and  Other  29,505  27,794  55,600  31,299 

Capital  Outlay  27,075  26,555  15,000  113 

Transfers  Out  ... 

Emergency  Fund      

Total  Disbursements  $           167,910  $           155,403  $            70,600       $  31,412 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements        $  (2,860)      $  6,311       $  (10,100)      $  14,549 

Cash,  January  1   24,028   24,028   9,266   9,266 

Cash,  December  31  $  21,168       $  30,339       $  (834)      $  23,815 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


 Victim  Advocates  Grant  Fund    Grant  Fund  

 Budget    Actual    Budget    Actual 

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -$  -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  - 

Intergovernmental  37,191  37,144 

Charges  for  Services  - 

Interest  - 

Other  94 
Transfers  In  - 
Total  Receipts  $  37,191        $  37,144       $  $  94 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $            24,990  $            24,990       $                    -  $ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  9,609  9,901 

Materials  and  Supplies  1,098  179 

Services  and  Other  1,494  2,120                          -  2,403 

Capital  Outlay  - 

Transfers  Out  - 

Emergency  Fund      - 

Total  Disbursements  $  37,191        $  37,190       $  -       $  2,403 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements        $  $  (46)      $  $  (2,309) 

Cash,  January  1   -_   -_   2,309   2,309 

Cash,  December  31  $  -       $  (46)      $  2,309       $  - 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Concealed  Carry  Weapon  Permit  Fund   Civil  Fees  Fund  

 Budget    Actual    Budget    Actual 

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -$  -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  - 
Intergovernmental  - 

Charges  for  Services  550  2,090  28,159  24,758 

Interest  5  12  71 

Other  - 
Transfers  In  - 
Total  Receipts  $  555       $  2,102       $  28,230       $  24/758" 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $                    -  $                    -       $                    -  $ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  - 

Materials  and  Supplies  550  -                     5,500  10,085 

Services  and  Other  -  550                   24,060  19,475 

Capital  Outlay  - 

Transfers  Out  - 

Emergency  Fund      - 

Total  Disbursements  $  550       $  550       $  29,560       $  29,560 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements        $  5       $  1,552       $  (1,330)      $  (4,802) 

Cash,  January  1   2,348   2,348   1,424   1,424 

Cash,  December  31  $  2,353       $  3,900       $  94       $  (3,378) 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Collector's  Tax  Maintenance  Fund   Inmate  Security  Fund  

 Budget    Actual    Budget    Actual  

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -$  -$  -$ 

Sales  Taxes  .... 
Intergovernmental  .... 
Charges  for  Services  22,000  19,625  -  3,098 

Interest  -  180 

Other  .... 
Transfers  In  .... 


Total  Receipts  $  22,000       $  19,805       $  -       $  3,098 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $                    -       $                    -       $                    -  $ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  .... 

Materials  and  Supplies  .... 

Services  and  Other  25,000                   16,827                     1,250  1,250 

Capital  Outlay  .... 

Transfers  Out  .... 

Emergency  Fund      

Total  Disbursements  $            25,000       $            16,827       $              1,250       $  1,250 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements 
Cash,  January  1 
Cash,  December  3 1 


$  (3,000)      $  2,978 

 31,172   31,172 

$  28,172       $  34,150 


$  (1,250)      $  1,848 

 1,899   1,899 

$  649       $  3,747 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 

Budget  and  Actual,  All  Governmental  Funds:  Regulatory  Basis 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  


Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Supplement  Fund   Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund  

 Budget    Actual    Budget    Actual  

Receipts 

Property  Taxes  $  -       $  -       $  155,000       $  158,589 

Sales  Taxes  .... 
Intergovernmental  23,169  19,583 

Charges  for  Services  15,000  10,980 

Interest  -  -  100  1,996 

Other  -  -  188,300  236,550 

Transfers  In  .... 


Total  Receipts  $  38,169       $  30,563       $  343,400       $  397,135 


Disbursements 

Salaries  $            19,154       $            17,489       $          116,500       $  136,935 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  4,015                      3,143                    30,500  26,851 

Materials  and  Supplies  .... 

Services  and  Other  15,000                   10,980                  195,460  152,144 

Capital  Outlay  -                          -                          -  124,505 

Transfers  Out  .... 

Emergency  Fund      - 


Total  Disbursements  $  38,169       $  31,612       $  342,460       $  440,435 


Receipts  Over  (Under)  Disbursements        $  $  (1,049)      $  940       $  (43,300) 

Cash,  January  1   -_   -_   347,821   347,821 

Cash,  December  31  $  -       $  (1,049)      $  348,761       $  304,521 


See  Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  1  -  Summary  of  Significant  Accounting  Policies 

Organized  in  1837,  the  county  of  Livingston  was  named  after  the  Honorable  Edward  Livingston,  the  11th  Secretary  of  State  of 
the  United  States  under  President  Andrew  Jackson.  Livingston  County's  government  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county  and 
is  part  of  the  Forty-Third  Judicial  Circuit.  The  county  seat  is  Chillicothe.  Livingston  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three- 
member  county  commission  and  the  following  separately  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  County  Clerk,  Collector/Treasurer, 
Circuit  Clerk,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Sheriff,  Assessor,  Coroner,  Public  Administrator  and  Prosecuting  Attorney. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  I,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting.  This  basis  of 
accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  (GAAP). 

Reporting  Entity 

As  required  by  generally  accepted  accounting  principles,  as  applicable  to  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  these  financial 
statements  present  financial  accountability  of  Livingston  County,  Missouri  and  the  Livingston  County  Senate  Bill  40  Board. 

Livingston  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts,  county  recorder,  police  protection, 
transportation,  economic  development,  social  and  human  services,  and  cultural  and  recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  only  the  primary  government  of  Livingston  County,  Missouri,  which  consists 
of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices  that  comprise  Livingston  County's  legal  entity.  The 
Livingston  County  Senate  Bill  40  Board  is  controlled  by  a  separate  board  and  is  also  included  under  the  control  of  Livingston 
County. 

Certain  elected  County  officials,  such  as  the  County  Collector,  Treasurer,  and  Sheriff,  collect  and  hold  monies  in  a  trustee 
capacity  as  an  agent  of  individual,  taxing  units,  or  other  government.  These  assets,  which  are  held  by  these  officeholders  for  the 
sole  benefit  of  external  parties,  are  not  reported  on  the  accompanying  financial  statements. 

Basis  of  Presentation 

The  accompanying  financial  statements  present  the  receipts,  disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  of  all  funds  of  Livingston 
County,  Missouri,  and  the  comparisons  of  such  information  with  the  corresponding  budgeted  information  for  all  funds  of  the 
county.  The  funds  presented  are  established  under  statutory  or  administrative  authority,  and  their  operations  are  under  the  control 
of  the  County  Commission  or  an  elected  county  official.  The  General  Revenue  Fund  is  the  county's  general  operation  fund, 
accounting  for  all  financial  resources  except  those  required  to  be  accounted  for  in  another  fund.  The  other  funds  presented 
account  for  financial  resources  whose  use  is  restricted  for  specified  purposes. 

Basis  of  Accounting 

The  financial  statements  were  prepared  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  differ  from 
accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  effects  of  the  variances  between  these  regulatory 
accounting  practices  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not  reasonably 
determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  1  -  Summary  of  Significant  Accounting  Policies  (continued) 

Basis  of  Accounting  (continued) 

As  a  result  of  the  use  of  this  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  certain  assets  (such  as  accounts  receivable  and  capital  assets),  certain 
revenues  (such  as  revenue  for  billed  or  provided  services  not  yet  collected),  certain  liabilities  (such  as  accounts  payable, 
certificates  of  participation  bonds  and  obligations  under  capital  leases)  and  certain  expenditures  (such  as  expenditures  for  goods 
or  services  received  but  not  yet  paid)  are  not  recorded  in  these  financial  statements. 

If  Livingston  County  utilized  the  basis  of  accounting  recognized  as  generally  accepted,  the  fund  financial  statements  for 
governmental  funds  would  use  the  modified  accrual  basis  of  accounting,  while  the  fund  financial  statements  for  proprietary  fund 
types,  if  applicable,  would  use  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting.  All  government-wide  financials  would  be  presented  on  the  accrual 
basis  of  accounting. 

Budget  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  Livingston  County  adopts  a  budget  for  each  governmental  fund.  Budgets  are  prepared  and 
adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

On  or  before  January  15th,  each  elected  officer  and  department  director  will  transmit  to  the  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget 
officer,  the  budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  January  1.  The  proposed 
budget  included  estimated  revenues  and  proposed  expenditures  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures  cannot  exceed 
beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of  appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated 
unencumbered  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as  estimated  revenues  to  be  received.  The  budget  to  actual 
comparisons  in  these  financial  statements,  however,  do  not  present  encumbered  fund  balances,  but  only  compare  budgeted  and 
actual  revenues  and  expenditures.  During  our  audit  we  noted  that  the  County  was  not  in  compliance  with  Missouri  budgetary 
state  statute  Chapter  50  RSMo  with  the  following  funds:  Grant  Fund,  Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund,  and  the  Election  Services  Fund. 
The  Grant  Fund  and  Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund  had  expenditures  exceeding  their  respective  budgets,  and  the  Election  Services 
Fund  was  budgeted  as  a  deficit.  The  County  did  not  adopt  a  budget  for  the  Special  Election  Fund. 

A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment.  Prior  to  its  approval  by  the  County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is 
available  for  public  inspection. 

Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 

Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to  make  necessary  adjustments  to  the 
budget  by  formal  vote  of  the  Commission.  Adjustments  made  during  the  year  are  reflected  in  the  budget  financial  statements. 

Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County  Commission  throughout  the  year.  Individual 
amendments  were  not  material  in  relation  to  the  original  appropriations  which  were  adopted. 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  1  -  Summary  of  Significant  Accounting  Policies  (continued) 

Taxes 

Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1 .  Taxes  are  levied  on  October  1  and  tax  bills  are  mailed  to 
taxpayers  in  November,  at  which  time  they  are  payable.  All  unpaid  property  taxes  become  delinquent  as  of  January  1,  of  the 
following  year. 

The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  taxable  property,  included  within  Livingston  County's  boundaries  for  the  calendar  year 
2012  for  the  purposes  of  taxation  was: 

2012 

Real  Estate  $  115,660,120 

Personal  Property  41,487,737 
Railroad  and  Utilities  11,427,035 

$  168,574,892 

The  tax  levy  per  $100  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  taxable  property  for  the  calendar  year  2012  for  the  purpose  of  County 
taxation  was  as  follows: 

2012 

General  Revenue  Fund  $  0.0300 

Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund  0.1000 

The  County  also  receives  sales  tax  collected  by  the  State  and  remitted  based  on  the  County's  sales  tax  rate  to  the  total  sales  tax 
collected  in  the  County. 

Cash  Deposits  and  Investments 

Deposits  and  investments  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances  for  all  the  County  Treasurer's  Funds  are 
pooled  and  invested  to  the  extent  possible.  Interest  earned  from  such  investments  is  allocated  to  each  of  the  funds  based  on  the 
funds'  average  daily  cash  balance.  Cash  equivalents  include  repurchase  agreements  and  any  other  instruments  with  an  original 
maturity  of  ninety  days  or  less.  State  law  authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in  banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of  funds 
in  bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the  United  States,  other  interest  bearing  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  both  principal  and 
interest  by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  other  government  bonds,  or  time  certificates  of  deposit,  provided, 
however,  that  no  such  investments  shall  be  purchased  at  a  price  in  excess  of  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash  on  deposit  or  time 
certificates  of  deposit  are  required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  (FDIC)  or  collateralized  by 
authorized  investments  held  in  Livingston  County's  name  at  third-party  banking  institutions.  Details  of  these  cash  balances  are 
presented  in  Note  2. 

Interfund  Transactions 

During  the  course  of  operations,  interfund  activity  occurs  for  purposes  of  providing  supplemental  funding,  reimbursements  for 
goods  provided  or  services  rendered,  or  short  and  long-term  financing. 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  1  -  Summary  of  Significant  Accounting  Policies  (continued) 

Interfund  Transactions  (continued) 

Interfund  activities  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers  out"  by  the  disbursing  fund.  However, 
interfund  reimbursements  have  been  eliminated  from  the  financial  statements  in  order  that  reimbursed  expenditures  are  reported 
only  in  the  funds  incurring  the  costs. 

Note  2  -  Deposits  and  Investments 

Livingston  County  maintains  a  cash  and  temporary  investment  pool  that  is  available  for  use  by  all  funds.  Deposits  with  maturities 
greater  than  three  months  are  considered  investments.  Each  fund  type's  portion  of  this  pool  is  displayed  on  the  statement  of 
receipts,  disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  arising  from  cash  transactions  as  "Cash  and  Equivalents". 

Deposits  -  Missouri  statutes  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an  amount  at  least  equal  to 
uninsured  deposits.  At  December  31,  2012,  the  carrying  amount  of  Livingston  County's  deposits  was  $1,086,549  and  the  bank 
balance  was  $1,148,248.  At  December  31,  2012,  100%  of  Livingston  County's  deposits  and  investments  were  covered  by  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Company  (FDIC)  or  were  collateralized. 

The  carrying  values  of  deposits  and  investments  shown  above  are  included  in  the  financial  statements  at  December  31,  2012,  as 
follows: 

Deposits  $  762,262 

Investments  324,287 
Restricted  Cash 


Total  Deposits  &  Investments  as  of  December  3 1 ,  20 1 2  $  1,086,549 


Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Deposits 

For  a  deposit,  custodial  credit  risk  is  the  risk  that  in  the  event  of  a  bank  failure,  the  government's  deposits  may  not  be  returned  to 
it.  Livingston  County's  investment  policy  does  not  include  custodial  credit  risk  requirements.  Livingston  County's  deposits  were 
not  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Investments 

Investment  securities  are  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  if  the  securities  are  uninsured,  are  not  registered  in  the  name  of  the 
government,  and  are  held  by  the  party  that  sold  the  security  to  Livingston  County  or  its  agent  but  not  in  the  government's  name. 
Livingston  County  does  not  have  a  policy  for  custodial  credit  risk  relating  to  investments. 

All  investments,  evidenced  by  individual  securities,  are  registered  in  the  name  of  Livingston  County  or  of  a  type  that  are  not 
exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk. 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  2  -  Deposits  and  Investments  (continued) 

Investment  Interest  Rate  Risk 

Investment  interest  rate  risk  is  the  risk  that  changes  in  interest  rates  will  adversely  affect  the  fair  value  of  an  investment. 
Livingston  County  does  not  have  a  formal  investment  policy  that  limits  investment  maturities  as  a  means  of  managing  its 
exposure  to  fair  value  losses  arising  from  increasing  interest  rates. 

Concentration  of  Investment  Credit  Risk 

Concentration  of  investment  credit  risk  is  required  to  be  disclosed  by  Livingston  County  for  any  single  investment  that  represents 
5%  or  more  of  total  investments  (excluding  investments  issued  by  or  explicitly  guaranteed  by  the  U.  S.  Government,  investments 
in  mutual  funds,  investments  in  external  investment  pools  and  investments  in  other  pooled  investments).  Livingston  County  has 
no  policy  in  place  to  minimize  the  risk  of  loss  resulting  from  over  concentration  of  assets  in  specific  maturity,  specific  issuer  or 
specific  class  of  securities.  Livingston  County's  deposits  were  not  exposed  to  concentration  of  investment  credit  risk  for  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012. 

Note  3  -  Long  Term  Debt 

On  June  22,  2006,  the  County  issued  Certificate  of  Participation  (COP's)  in  the  amount  of  $656,000.  The  maturity  of  the  COP's 
was  June  1,  2021,  and  the  interest  rate  varied  from  4.00%  to  4.70%.  On  April  22,  2012,  the  County  paid  off  the  previous 
Certificates  of  Participation  and  issued  new  Certificates  of  Participation.  The  maturity  of  the  COP's  is  June  1,  2021,  and  the 
interest  rate  is  2.35%. 


Balance  at 

Amount 

Amount 

Balance  at 

Interest  Paid 

Debt 

1/1/2012 

Borrowed 

Repaid 

12/31/2012 

During  Year 

2006  COP's 

$  485,000 

$ 

$  (485,000) 

$ 

$  8,520 

2012  COP's 

460,000 

460,000 

6,726 

Total 

$  485,000 

$  460,000 

$  (485,000) 

$  460,000 

$  15,246 

2012  Amortizations 

Series  2012  Certificates  of  Participation  Schedule 

Year 

Principal 

Interest 

Total 

2013 

$  50,000 

$  10,223 

$  60,223 

2014 

55,000 

8,988 

63,988 

2015 

55,000 

7,696 

62,696 

2016 

55,000 

6,404 

61,404 

2017 

55,000 

5,112 

60,112 

2018-2021 

190,000 

7,520 

197,520 

Total 

$  460.000 

$  45,943 

$  505,943 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012 

Note  4  -  Interfund  Transfers 

Transfers  between  funds  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  are  as  follows: 


2012 


Fund 

Transfers  In 

Transfers  Out 

General  Revenue 

$ 

$  27,772 

Assessment 

15,000 

Planning  and  Zoning 

12,772 

Total 

$  27,772 

$  27,772 

Note  5  -  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS) 

Plan  Description 

Livingston  County  participates  in  the  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS),  an  agent  multiple- 
employer  public  employee  retirement  system  that  acts  as  a  common  investment  and  administrative  agent  for  local  government 
entities  in  Missouri.  LAGERS  is  a  defined  benefit  pension  plan  which  provides  retirement,  disability,  and  death  benefits  to  plan 
members  and  beneficiaries. 

LAGERS  was  created  and  is  governed  by  statute,  section  RSMo.  70.600-  70.755.  As  such,  it  is  the  system's  responsibility  to 
administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the  expressed  intent  of  the  General  Assembly.  The  plan  is  qualified  under  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  Section  401a  and  it  is  tax  exempt. 

The  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  issues  a  publicly  available  financial  report  that  includes  financial 
statements  and  supplementary  information.  That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing  to  LAGERS,  P.O.  Box  1665,  Jefferson  City, 
MO,  65102  or  by  calling  1-800-447-4334. 

Funding  Status 

Livingston  County's  full  time  employees  do  not  contribute  to  the  pension  plan.  The  political  subdivision  is  required  to  contribute 
at  an  actuarially  determined  rate;  the  current  rates  for  2012  are  12.8%  (general)  and  1 1.3%  (police)  of  the  annual  covered  payroll. 
The  contribution  requirements  of  plan  members  are  determined  by  the  governing  body  of  the  political  subdivision.  The 
contribution  provisions  of  the  political  subdivision  are  established  by  state  statute. 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012 

Note  5  -  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS)  (continued) 


Annual  Pension  Cost  (APC)  and  Net  Pension  Obligation  (NPO) 


For  2012,  the  political  subdivision's  annual  pension  cost  of  $159,989  for  the  County  was  not  equal  to  the  actual  contributions  of 
$262,194,  resulting  in  a  credit  towards  future  net  pension  obligations  of  $205,705.  The  2012  annual  required  contribution  (ARC) 
was  determined  as  part  of  the  February  28,  2010  and/or  February  28,  201 1  annual  actuarial  valuation  using  the  entry  age  actuarial 
cost  method.  The  actuarial  assumptions  as  of  February  29,  2012  included  (  a  )  a  rate  of  return  on  the  investment  of  present  and 
future  assets  of  7.25%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  (  b  )  projected  salary  increases  of  3.5%  per  year,  compounded  annually, 
attributable  to  inflation,  (  c  )  additional  projected  salary  increases  ranging  from  0.0%  to  6.0%  per  year,  depending  on  age  and 
division,  attributable  to  seniority/merit,  (  d  )  pre-retirement  mortality  based  on  75%  of  the  RP-2000  Combined  Healthy  Table  set 
back  0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women  and  (  e  )  post-retirement  mortality  based  on  105%  of  the  1994  Group  Annuity 
Mortality  table  projected  to  2000  set  back  0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women.  The  actuarial  value  of  assets  was  determined 
using  techniques  that  smooth  the  effects  of  short-term  volatility  in  the  market  value  of  investments  over  a  five  year  period.  The 
unfunded  actuarial  accrued  liability  is  being  amortized  as  a  level  percentage  of  projected  payroll  on  a  closed  basis.  The 
amortization  period  as  of  February  28,  2010  was  17  years  for  the  General  division  and  16  years  for  the  Police  division.  The 
amortization  period  as  of  February  28,  201 1  was  16  years  for  the  General  division  and  15  years  for  the  Police  division. 


Three  Year  Trend  Information  -  2012 


Annual  Percentage 

Fiscal  Year         Pension  Cost           of  APC  Net  Pension 

Ending  (APC)  Contributed  Obligation 

6/30/2010     '    $        173,555    "      100%  '    $  - 

6/30/2011                 161,676           164%  (103,500) 

6/30/2012                 159,989           164%  (205,705) 

Required  Supplementary  Information  -  Schedule  of  Funding  Progress  2012 


Actuarial 
Valuation 

Date 
2/28/2010 
2/28/2011 
2/28/2012 


(a) 
Actuarial 

Value 
of  Assets 


898,333 
1,004,210 
1,396,911 


(b) 
Entry  Age 
Actuarial 
Accrued 
Liability 
1,826,531 
1,796,135 
2,035,999 


(b-a) 
Unfunded 
Accrued 
Liability 
(UAL) 
928,198 
791,925 
639,088 


(a/b) 
Funded 
Ratio 


49% 
56% 
69% 


(c) 
Annual 
Covered 
Payroll 


1,279,820 
1,159,895 
1,330,190 


f(b-a)/c] 
UAL  as  a 
Percentage  of 
Covered 
Payroll 
73% 
68% 
48% 


Note:  The  above  assets  and  actuarial  accrued  liability  do  not  include  the  assets  and  present  value  of  benefits  associated  with  the 
Benefit  Reserve  Fund  and  Casualty  Reserve  Fund.  The  actuarial  assumptions  were  changed  in  conjunction  with  the  February  28, 
2006  annual  actuarial  valuations.  For  a  complete  description  of  the  actuarial  assumptions  used  in  the  annual  valuations,  please 
contact  the  LAGERS  office  in  Jefferson  City. 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  7  -  County  Employees  Retirement  Fund  (CERF) 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  was  established  by  the  State  of  Missouri  to  provide  pension  benefits  for  County 
officials  and  employees. 

The  Retirement  Fund  is  a  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  defined  benefit  pension  plan  covering  any  county  elective  or  appointed 
officer  or  employee  whose  performance  requires  the  actual  performance  of  duties  during  not  less  than  (1,000)  one  thousand  hours 
per  calendar  year  in  each  county  of  the  state,  except  for  any  city  not  within  a  county  and  any  county  of  the  first  classification 
having  a  charter  form  of  government.  It  does  not  include  county  prosecuting  attorneys  covered  under  Sections  56.800  to  56.840, 
RSMo,  circuit  clerks  and  deputy  circuit  clerks  covered  under  the  Missouri  State  Retirement  System,  county  sheriffs  covered 
under  Section  57.949  to  57.997,  RSMo  and  certain  personnel  not  defined  as  an  employee  per  Section  50.1000(8),  RSMo.  The 
Fund  was  created  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  and  was  effective  August  28,  1994.  The  general  administration  and  the 
responsibility  for  the  proper  operation  of  the  fund  and  the  investment  of  the  fund  are  vested  in  a  board  of  directors  of  eleven 
persons. 

Pension  Benefits 

Beginning  January  1,  1997,  employees  attaining  the  age  of  sixty-two  may  retire  with  full  benefits  with  eight  or  more  years  of 
creditable  service.  The  monthly  benefit  for  County  Employees  is  determined  by  selecting  the  highest  benefit  calculated  using 
three  different  prescribed  formulas  (flat-dollar  amount,  targeted  replacement  ratio  formula,  and  the  prior  plan's  formula).  A  death 
benefit  of  $10,000  will  be  paid  to  the  designated  beneficiary  of  every  active  eligible  member  upon  his  or  her  death.  Upon 
termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  a  deferred  annuity,  payable  at  age  sixty-two.  Early  retirement 
at  age  fifty-five  with  reduced  benefit  is  allowed.  Any  member  with  less  than  eight  years  creditable  service  forfeits  all  rights  in  the 
fund  but  will  be  paid  his  or  her  accumulated  contributions.  The  County  Employee's  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial 
statements. 

Copies  of  these  statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF,  2121  Schotthill  Woods 
Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  1-877-632-2373. 

Funding  Policy 

In  accordance  with  State  Statutes,  the  Plan  is  funded  through  various  fees  collected  by  counties  and  remitted  to  the  CERF. 
Eligible  employees  hired  before  February  2002  have  an  option  to  contribute  0%  of  their  annual  salary,  while  employees  hired 
after  February  2002  are  required  to  contribute  4%  of  their  annual  salary  in  order  to  participate  in  CERF.  During  the  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  2011,  and  2010,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF,  employee  contributions  of  approximately 
$37,178,  $26,202,  and  $26,746,  respectively,  for  the  years  then  ended. 

Note  8  -  Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  Chapter  56.807  RSMo,  Livingston  County  contributes  monthly  to  the  Missouri  Office  of 
Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri  Prosecuting  Attorneys  and  Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System 
Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  State  of  Missouri  is  responsible  for  administration  of  this  plan.  Livingston  County  has  contributed 
$2,244,  $1,840,  and  $0,  respectively,  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  201 1  and  2010. 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Notes  to  the  Financial  Statements 
 For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  

Note  9  -  Post-Employment  Benefits 

Livingston  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully  funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under 
the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  Livingston  County. 

Note  10  -  Claims,  Commitments,  and  Contingencies 

Litigation 

Livingston  County  is  not  involved  in  pending  litigation  as  of  December  31,  2012. 
Compensated  Absences 

The  County  provides  employees  with  up  to  three  weeks  of  paid  vacation  based  upon  the  number  of  years  of  continuous  service. 
Upon  termination  from  county  employment,  an  employee  is  reimbursed  for  unused  vacation  and  overtime,  if  applicable.  Unused 
sick  time  is  not  reimbursed.  These  have  not  been  subjected  to  auditing  procedures. 

Note  11  -  Risk  Management 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction  of  assets;  errors  and 
omissions;  injuries  to  employees  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk  management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize 
losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  There  have  been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year  and 
settlements  have  not  exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  participant  in  a  public  entity  risk  pool  which  is  a  corporate  and  political  body.  The  purpose  of  the  risk 
pool  is  to  provide  liability  protection  to  participating  public  entities,  their  officials,  and  employees.  Annual  contributions  are 
collected  based  on  actuarial  projections  to  produce  sufficient  funds  to  meet  its  obligations,  the  risk  pool  is  empowered  with  the 
ability  to  make  specific  assessments.  Members  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  all  claims  against  the  risk  pool. 

The  County  is  also  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Injured  Workers'  Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund. 
The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through  this  Fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  insurance  coverage  for  Missouri  counties.  The  Fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  is  reinsured 
up  to  the  statutory  limit  through  excess  insurance. 

Note  12  -  Subsequent  Events 

The  County  has  evaluated  events  subsequent  to  December  31,  2012  to  assess  the  need  for  potential  recognition  or  disclosure  in 
the  financial  statements.  Such  events  have  been  evaluated  through  July  5,  2013,  the  date  the  financial  statements  were  available  to 
be  issued.  Based  upon  this  evaluation,  it  was  determined  that  no  subsequent  events  occurred  that  require  recognition  or  additional 
disclosure  in  the  financial  statements. 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER 
FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS 
BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN 
ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


To  the  County  Commission  and 
Officeholders  of  Livingston  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States,  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Livingston  County,  Missouri,  as  of 
and  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements,  which  collectively  comprise  Livingston  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial 
statements  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  July  5,  2013. 

Internal  Control  Over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered 
Livingston  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal 
control)  to  determine  the  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for 
the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the 
purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Livingston  County, 
Missouri's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the 
effectiveness  of  Livingston  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does 
not  allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their 
assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis. 
A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal 
control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the 
entity's  financial  statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a 
timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies, 
in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough 
to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  this  section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal 
control  that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore, 
material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified. 
Given  these  limitations,  during  our  audit  we  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in 
internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses.  However,  material 
weaknesses  may  exist  that  have  not  been  identified.  We  did  identify  a  deficiency  in 
internal  control,  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses 
that  we  consider  to  be  a  significant  deficiency:  2012-1. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Livingston  County, 
Missouri's  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  we  performed 
tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and 
grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect 
on  the  determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion 
on  compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit,  and 
accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our  tests  disclosed  an 
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instance  of  noncompliance  or  other  matter  that  is  required  to  be  reported  under 
Government  Auditing  Standards  and  which  is  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule 
of  findings  and  responses  as  item:  2012-2. 

Livingston  County,  Missouri's  Response  to  Findings 

Livingston  County,  Missouri's  response  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  is 
described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses.  Livingston  County, 
Missouri's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit 
of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal 
control  and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion 
on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an 
integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing 
Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and  compliance.  Accordingly, 
this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

Creve  Coeur,  Missouri 
July  5,  2013 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Findings  and  Responses 
For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012 


Financial  Statement  Findings 

2012  -  1    Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in  place. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  audit  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not  being  identified  by 
County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a  fraud  or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by 
management  without  proper  assessment  procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including  identifying  risks  and  mitigating 
controls. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the  environment,  including  risk  of  fraud 
occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify,  analyze,  and  manage  these  risks. 

Management's  Response:  Livingston  County  has  many  procedures  in  place  to  ensure  that  the  opportunity  for  fraud 
is  very  minimal  if  not  non-existent.  The  Collector-Treasurer  and  the  County  Clerk  work  very  close  with  one  another 
to  ensure  accountability.  The  Collector-Treasurer  and  the  County  Clerk  each  balance  the  monetary  assets  monthly 
and  independently  of  one  another.  This  balancing  process  also  includes  the  taxes  (delinquent  and  distributed). 
Other  areas  of  Risk  Assessment  are  indirectly  addressed  throughout  the  year  while  meeting  with  various  county 
elected  officials.  The  Livingston  County  elected  officials  met  during  January  2013  while  setting  the  2013  fiscal 
budget  and  identified  areas  of  concern  regarding  risk  management.  In  addition,  the  entire  courthouse  and  jail  staff 
(including  county  and  state  employees)  met  to  discuss  various  areas  of  concern  regarding  security,  tornado  and  fire 
preparation.  The  county  plans  to  schedule  ongoing  trainings  and  drills  for  security  purposes,  tornado  and  fire 
preparations.  Currently,  the  county  is  making  improvements  to  the  security  system  and  procedures  within  the 
courthouse,  while  enlisting  the  services  of  a  student  at  Northwest  Missouri  State  University  who  is  majoring  in 
Security  with  the  assistance  of  the  Chillicothe  Fire  Chief  and  43rd  Circuit  Marshall.  This  student  is  working  on  a 
plan  of  action  for  persons  within  the  courthouse  during  a  tornado,  fire,  or  security  threat.  Livingston  County 
officials  plan  to  have  the  proper  procedures  in  place  and  drills  conducted  during  2013. 

2012-2    Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  the  County  did  not  adopt  a  formal  budget  for  the  Special  Election  Fund,  and 
the  Grant  Fund  and  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund  has  expenses  which  exceeded  the  budget. 

Effect:  Missouri  statutes  require  Counties  to  prepare  an  annual  budget  and  expenditures  are  not  to  exceed  the 
budget.  Due  to  exceeding  the  budget  in  a  fund,  the  County  is  in  violation  of  Missouri  Revised  Statutes. 

Cause:  Oversight 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  adopt  a  budget  for  all  funds,  and  periodically  review  its  actual 
expenditures  as  compared  to  budgeted  amounts.  An  amended  budget  should  be  prepared  and  approved  as  necessary 
to  comply  with  statutes. 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Schedule  of  Findings  and  Responses 
For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012 


Financial  Statement  Findings  (continued) 

2012-2  Management's  Response:  All  Funds  have  an  adopted  budget  with  the  exception  of  the  Special  Election  Fund, 
(cont.)  Livingston  County  has  never  adopted  a  formal  budget  for  this  fund.  The  Special  Election  Fund  is  designed  to  be  a 
pass-through  fund  with  revenues  and  expenditures  balancing  to  zero  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year.  The  elections 
expenditures  processed  through  the  Special  Election  Fund  are  fully  reimbursed  by  the  political  sub-division  for 
which  the  county  is  conducting  the  election.  In  addition,  the  -$94.00  shown  in  the  expenditure  line  item  of  the  Grant 
Fund  is  a  credit  to  the  expenditure  line  item.  During  2011  an  expenditure  of  $94.00  was  paid  from  the  Grant  Fund 
and  should  have  been  paid  from  the  Use  Tax  Fund.  In  December  2012,  a  journal  entry  was  processed  to  credit 
$94.00  in  the  Grant  Fund  and  to  debit  $94.00  in  the  Use  Tax  Fund. 


29 


The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Follow-Up  to  Prior  Audit  Findings  for  an  Audit  of  Financial 
Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards 


In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards ,  this  section  reports  the  auditor's  follow-up  on  action  taken  by  Livingston 
County,  Missouri,  on  the  applicable  findings  in  the  prior  audit  report  issued  for  the  two  years  ended  December  31,  201 1. 

Prior  Year  Financial  Statement  Findings 

1 1/10  -  1    Condition:  During  the  current  year,  it  was  necessary  for  the  auditors  of  the  County  to  assist  with  the  preparation  of 
the  external  financial  statements  and  the  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Effect:  Without  the  assistance  of  the  auditors  preparing  the  external  financial  statements,  management  may  be 
unable  to  review  and  take  responsibility  of  the  financial  statements  and  notes. 

Cause:  Due  to  increasing  financial  reporting  requirements,  management  of  the  County  is  unable  to  prepare  the 
external  financial  statements  and  notes  without  the  assistance  of  the  auditors. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  the  County  either  provide  training  to  current  management,  hire  additional  staff 
who  possess  the  accounting  skills  needed  to  prepare  and  review  the  external  financial  statements,  or  contract  with  an 
outside  accountant  to  prepare  and  review  the  external  financial  statements. 

Management's  Response:  Third  class  counties  do  not  have  a  need  or  the  budget  to  support  the  permanent 
employment  of  an  individual  with  the  accounting  skills  to  prepare  or  take  responsibility  for  the  financial  statement  as 
suggested  by  the  auditor.  Nor  do  we  have  the  need  to  contract  with  an  outside  accountant  to  prepare  the  external 
financial  statements.  It  has  been  the  understanding  of  the  County  Commission  and  other  elected  officials  that  this  is 
the  duty  of  the  contracted  auditor;  however,  management  is  open  to  contracting  with  an  independent  accountant  to 
review  the  financial  statement  audit. 

Status:  Management  has  corrected  this  issue. 

1 1/10  -  2    Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  control  has  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  Without  documented  internal  controls,  the  County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place, 
communicated  and  operating  effectively. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  internal  control. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  the  County  develop  the  required  internal  control  documentation.  In  addition,  we 
recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal  control  guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this 
documentation  is  complete,  those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the  controls  and 
ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 

Management's  Response:  Livingston  County  is  in  the  process  of  creating  documented  internal  controls.  Even 
though  Internal  Controls  have  not  been  in  writing,  they  have  been  in  place,  communicated  and  practiced  by  all 
elected  officials  and  staff  for  many  years.  In  fact,  many  efforts  are  made  to  ensure  that  all  parties  involved  recognize 
the  importance  of  accountability  and  consistency.  The  Livingston  County  Internal  Controls  have  worked  effectively 
and  efficiently  for  many  decades. 

Status:  Management  has  corrected  this  issue. 
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The  County  of  Livingston 
Chillicothe,  Missouri 
Follow-Up  to  Prior  Audit  Findings  for  an  Audit  of  Financial 
Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards 


Prior  Year  Financial  Statement  Findings  (continued) 

1 1/10  -  3    Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in  place. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  audit  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not  being  identified  by 
County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a  fraud  or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by 
management  without  proper  assessment  procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including  identifying  risk  and  mitigating 
controls. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the  environment,  including  risk  of  fraud 
occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify,  analyze,  and  manage  these  risks. 

Management's  Response:  Livingston  County  has  many  procedures  in  place  to  ensure  that  the  opportunity  for  fraud 
is  very  minimal  if  not  non-existent.  The  Collector-Treasurer  and  the  County  Clerk  work  very  close  with  one  another 
to  ensure  accountability.  The  Collector-Treasurer  and  the  County  Clerk  each  balance  the  monetary  assets  monthly 
and  independently  of  one  another.  This  balancing  process  also  includes  the  taxes  (delinquent  and  distributed). 
Other  areas  of  Risk  Assessment  are  indirectly  addressed  throughout  the  year  while  meeting  with  various  county 
elected  officials.  The  County  Commission  will  plan  to  meet  annually  during  budget  time  to  discuss  any  areas  of 
concern  with  the  county  elected  officials. 

Status:  Management  has  not  implemented  a  corrective  action  plan;  therefore,  this  finding  is  repeated  in  the  current 
year  at  2012-1. 

1 1/10  -  4   Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  one  fund  in  which  the  County  did  not  adopt  a  formal  budget. 

Effect:  Missouri  statutes  require  Counties  to  prepare  an  annual  budget  and  expenditures  are  not  to  exceed  the 
budget.  Due  to  exceeding  the  budget  in  a  fund  the  County  is  in  violation  of  Missouri  Revised  Statutes. 

Cause:  Oversight 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  adopt  a  budget  for  all  funds,  and  periodically  review  its  actual 
expenditures  as  compared  to  budgeted  amounts.  An  amended  budget  should  be  prepared  and  approved  as  necessary 
to  comply  with  statutes. 

Management's  Response:  All  funds  have  actual  budgets  with  the  exception  of  the  Special  Election  Fund.  This  is  a 
fund  specifically  used  for  elections  which  political  sub-divisions  other  than  the  county  have  and  the  funds  "Pass 
through"  the  fund.  All  revenues  in  this  account  are  received  from  the  political  sub-division  having  an  election  and 
all  expenditures  pay  for  the  expenses  specific  to  that  election. 

Status:  Management  has  not  implemented  a  corrective  action  plan;  therefore,  this  finding  is  repeated  in  the  current 
year  at  2012-2. 
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Prior  Year  Federal  Award  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs 

11/10-5    Condition:  The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA)  contained  errors. 

Criteria:  OMB  Circular  A-133  requires  auditees  to  prepare  an  accurate  SEFA  containing  awards  expended,  CFDA 
title  and  number,  award  number,  name  of  the  Federal  agency,  and  name  of  the  pass-through  entity. 

Cause:  Management  was  unaware  of  the  reporting  requirements  related  to  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal 
Awards. 

Effect:  Federal  expenditures  reported  on  the  SEFA  were  incorrect. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  management  develop  internal  controls  over  reporting  and  consult  with 
outside  accountants  when  needed  to  ensure  an  accurate  SEFA  is  prepared. 

Management's  Response:  The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA)  was  amended  upon  discovery 
of  the  exclusion  of  applicable  funding  and  an  amended  SEFA  was  sent  to  the  State  Auditor's  office.  The  County 
Clerk  made  the  discovery  of  the  funding  exclusion  during  the  time  of  the  external  financial  statement  audit  and 
brought  the  information  to  the  attention  of  the  auditor.  The  State  Auditor  and  contracted  auditor  are  well  aware  of 
the  difficulty  the  Clerk  faces  in  completing  this  schedule  due  to  the  reliance  of  the  information  being  provided  to  the 
Clerk.  Grants  throughout  the  county  are  completed  by  a  variety  of  elected  officials  and  if  the  information  is  not 
provided  to  the  Clerk,  the  SEFA  cannot  be  completed  properly. 

Status:  The  County  was  not  required  by  OMB  Circular  A-133  to  prepare  a  SEFA  for  the  current  year;  therefore,  this 
finding  is  no  longer  valid. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Stoddard  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Stoddard  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the 
State  Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Daniel  Jones  &  Associates,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


August  2013 
Report  No.  2013-071 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission 

The  County  of  Stoddard,  Missouri 

Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Stoddard,  Missouri,  which  comprise 
cash  and  unencumbered  cash  for  each  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  statements  of 
cash  receipts  and  disbursements-budget  and  actual  for  the  years  then  ended,  and  the  related  notes  to  the 
financial  statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial  statements  in 
accordance  with  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  a  financial  reporting  framework  prescribed  or  permitted  by 
Missouri  law  as  described  in  Note  I  of  the  accompanying  financial  statements.  Management  is  also 
responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation 
and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  fraud  or 
error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit.  We  conducted  our 
audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to 
obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in  the 
financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's  judgment,  including  the  assessment  of 
the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial  statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those 
risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal 
control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes  evaluating  the  appropriateness  of 
accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of  significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as 
well  as  evaluating  the  overall  presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide  a  basis  for  our 
audit  opinions. 
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Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  I  of  the  financial  statements,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  basis  of 
financial  reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
Missouri. 

The  effects  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described 
in  Note  I  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S. 
Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  do  not 
present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America, 
the  financial  position  of  each  fund  of  the  County  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  or  changes  in  financial 
position  or  cash  flows  thereof  for  the  year  then  ended. 

Opinions 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects,  the  cash  and 
unencumbered  cash  of  each  fund  of  the  County  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  their  respective  cash 
receipts  and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  for  the  year  then  ended  in  accordance  with  the  financial 
reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law  described  in  Note  I. 

Other  Matters 

Other  Information 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  opinion  on  the  financial  statements  that  collectively 
comprise  the  County  of  Stoddard's  basic  financial  statements.  The  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal 
awards,  as  required  by  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local 
Governments,  and  Non-Profit  Organizations  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  and  is  not  a 
required  part  of  the  basic  financial  statements. 

The  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  the  responsibility  of  management  and  was  derived  from  and 
relates  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements. 
Such  information  has  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  basic  financial 
statements  and  certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing  and  reconciling  such  information  directly 
to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements  or  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  In  our  opinion,  the  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal 
awards  is  fairly  stated,  in  all  material  respects,  in  relation  to  the  basic  financial  statements  as  a  whole. 
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Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  June  25,  2013  on 
our  consideration  of  the  County  of  Stoddard's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  on  our  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters. 
The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  County  of  Stoddard's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  compliance. 

DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

June  25,  2013 
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FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 


THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


FUND 


General  Revenue 
Special  Road  &  Bridge 
Capital  Improvements 
Assessment 
Drainage  Districts 
County  Farm 

Law  Enforcement  Training 
Archives 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Administration 

Sheriffs  Commissary 

Sheriff  Civil  Process 

Essex  Special  Paving  Project 

Collector  Maintenance 

Recorder  Maintenance 

Domestic  Violence 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax 

County  Employee  Retirement 

Sheriff  Donations  Canine  Technology 

Election  Services 

Sheriff  Revolving 

Intangible  Tax 

Court  Cost 

POST  Fund 

Sheriff  Deputy  Supplement  Surcharge 
Inmate  Security 
Mental  Health  Board 
911  Services 
Total 


CASH  AND 
INVESTMENTS 
JANUARY  1,2012 
$  2,138,789.97 
1,002,466.67 
1,632,820.56 
344,543.84 
234,609.42 
23,159.87 
1,090.71 
6,337.59 
13,606.92 
62,301.26 
49,469.78 
53,684.66 
18,809.15 
171,976.64 
13,098.64 
3,939.35 
923.00 
31,328.51 
15,034.83 

1,224.50 
4,886.75 
28,423.46 


1,074.52 
732.90 
296.00 
192.25 
296,580.35 


RECEIPTS 
2012 


4,425,723.63 
1,483,944.00 
132,832.71 
370,056.95 
49,312.83 

2,351.56 
30,205.40 
665.28 
28,927.65 
31,274.83 
24,676.63 

45,749.53 
18,691.99 
3,583.06 
2,500.00 
30,238.60 
321.59 
198,369.77 
1,358.42 
3,101.30 
17,905.06 
37,770.94 
286,737.63 
1,276.92 
8,766.03 
1,382.89 
500.00 
312,671.18 


6,151,402.10 


7,550,896.38 


DISBURSEMENTS 

 2012  

3,680,697.55 
1,461,492.85 
54,399.24 
366,809.89 
44,430.00 

865.30 
18,960.01 
4,239.95 
42,405.13 
51,043.55 
26,256.32 

79,565.70 
3,845.00 
3,600.00 
2,244.00 

14,360.59 
3,854.00 
198,369.77 

6,182.17 
14,474.30 
37,770.94 
286,737.63 
1,272.36 
9,498.93 

100.00 

 322,517.83 

6,735,993.01 


CASH  AND 
INVESTMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012 
$  2,883,816.05 
1,024,917.82 
1,711,254.03 
347,790.90 
239,492.25 
23,159.87 
2,576.97 
17,582.98 
10,032.25 
48,823.78 
29,701.06 
52,104.97 
18,809.15 
138,160.47 
27,945.63 
3,922.41 
1,179.00 
47,206.52 
11,502.42 

2,582.92 
1,805.88 
31,854.22 


1,079.08 

1,678.89 
592.25 
286,733.70 


6,966,305.47 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  3 1 ,  201 1 


FUND 

CASH  AND 
INVESTMENTS 
IANUARY  1,  2011 

RECEIPTS 
2011 

DISBURSEMENTS 
2011 

CASH  AND 
INVESTMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2011 

General  Revenue 

$ 

3,034,841.96 

$ 

4,338,682.08 

$ 

5,234,734.07 

$  2,138,789.97 

Special  Road  &  Bridge 

1,028,878.43 

1,064,578.79 

1,090,990.55 

1,002,466.67 

Capital  Improvements 

293,047.52 

1,639,773.04 

300,000.00 

1,632,820.56 

Assessment 

263,589.78 

422,525.56 

341,571.50 

344,543.84 

Drainage  Districts 

219,446.70 

62,166.12 

47,003.40 

234,609.42 

County  Farm 

26,099.87 

- 

2,940.00 

23,159.87 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

(643.89) 

2,085.71 

351.11 

1,090.71 

Archives 

2,164.90 

19,796.50 

15,623.81 

6,337.59 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

13,468.00 

938.47 

799.55 

13,606.92 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Administration 

56,817.82 

33,683.77 

28,200.33 

62,301.26 

Sheriffs  Commissary 

51,105.36 

56,052.35 

57,687.93 

49,469.78 

Sheriff  Civil  Process 

42,857.53 

26,649.38 

15,822.25 

53,684.66 

Essex  Special  Paving  Project 

90,000.00 

269,170.40 

340,361.25 

18,809.15 

Collector  Maintenance 

165,635.78 

48,433.11 

42,092.25 

171,976.64 

Recorder  Maintenance 

10,479.01 

17,292.79 

14,673.16 

13,098.64 

Domestic  Violence 

3,675.75 

3,663.60 

3,400.00 

3,939.35 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement 

667.00 

2,500.00 

2,244.00 

923.00 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution 

32,172.33 

25,479.14 

26,322.96 

31,328.51 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax 

12,182.34 

5,852.49 

3,000.00 

15,034.83 

County  Employee  Retirement 

192,111.44 

192,111.44 

Sheriff  Donations  Canine  Technology 

4,875.05 

122.35 

3,772.90 

1,224.50 

Election  Services 

4,174.15 

2,743.48 

2,030.88 

4,886.75 

Sheriff  Revolving 

20,249.25 

16,281.84 

8,107.63 

28,423.46 

Intangible  Tax 

37,908.30 

37,908.30 

Court  Cost 

174,707.21 

174,707.21 

POST  Fund 

420.98 

1,116.92 

463.38 

1,074.52 

Sheriff  Deputy  Supplement  Surcharge 

800.25 

9,794.19 

9,861.54 

732.90 

Inmate  Security 

296.00 

296.00 

Mental  Health  Board 

392.25 

200.00 

192.25 

911  Services 

262,756.86 

316,016.46 

282,192.97 

296,580.35 

Total 

$ 

5,640,154.98 

$ 

8,790,421.49 

$ 

8,279,174.37 

$  6,151,402.10 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 


2012  2011 


BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 


Property  taxes  $  -  $  -  $  -  $ 


2  670  000  00 

2  796  321  34 

2,582,600.00 

2,669,344.47 

Tntpr(yovprn  mental 

602  060  00 

708  185  20 

/  WU  ,  1  U^J  .ZA7 

409  1 50  00 

i  W _/  y  l^JW.WW 

779  042  46 

Charges  for  services 

766,400.00 

775,360.23 

809,400.00 

694,947.77 

Interest  Income 

75  000  00 

/     ?  WWW . WW 

22,812.80 

90  000  00 

../W, WWW. WW 

95  880  53 

7J)OOU.J  _7 

Other 

64  950  00 

W'-fj.T'.J  W.  WW 

68  844  06 

40  600  00 

""TW^WWW.WW 

45  266  85 

■-r.7jZ,WW.0.7 

Transfers  in 

54,200.00 

54,200.00 

55,000.00 

54,200.00 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

4,232,610.00 

4,425,723.63 

3,986,750.00 

4,338,682.08 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Coimtv  Commission 

V— -WLllll  y    V_  V  7 1  1 1 1  1 1 1  >  >  1  V  1 1  1 

96  600  00 

7UjUW  ■  WW 

96  252  27 

94  850  00 

.y-r,u,-7w.ww 

93  003  92 

Conntv  Clerk 

1  5 1  502  96 

135  951  11 

l  -J  ^>  ^  J  ^>  1.1  1 

148  503  00 

l1-TU,,-7W-7  .WW 

123  787  37 

T-Mpftionc 

IjlCULlWll^ 

1 1  5  500  00 

1  1J,J WW . \J\J 

in  ^81  40 

111  ,JO  1  .T-W 

1 00  000  00 

1  WW, WWW. WW 

65  209  23 

RnilHitiot;  and  oronnHc 

U  U.1  llllllH  l>  £11111  iilWU.llU& 

304  262  84 

253  039  31 

307  978  40 

257  622  05 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

633,000.00 

629,721.29 

600,000.00 

583,523.42 

County  Treasurer 

211,588.20 

196,163.98 

208,188.20 

181,770.14 

Collector 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

161,642.60 

140,753.41 

130,142.60 

127,868.40 

Circuit  Clerk 

83  400  00 

O  J  i'-r\J\J .  WW 

66  325  99 

UU,JZ.J.77 

74  900  00 

60  725  48 

A  c  cop  i  n  tp  r^irpint  f^oiirt 

Court  Administration 

17,000.00 

8,242.98 

17,000.00 

12,251.17 

T-*i  lhlif  A  H  in  mi  ctmtor 

JT  LIU11U  ^YUlllllll^  11  tlLWl 

94  7^8  00 

94  821  24 

90  942.40 

86  253  69 

Sheriff 

749,060.49 

738,237.05 

716,395.00 

707,857.80 

Jail 

297,508.40 

260,913.72 

283,441.12 

263,458.21 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

187,574.78 

176,015.82 

192,049.26 

175,951.84 

Juvenile  Officer 

180,926.80 

171,077.25 

172,479.12 

159,794.22 

Coroner 

47,070.00 

48,036.92 

35,700.00 

34,801.07 

Building  Improvements  and  Misc. 

Emergency  Management 

38,355.00 

33,215.69 

53,475.00 

61,878.40 

Juvenile  Detention  Services 

279,512.00 

212,053.62 

280,319.60 

216,980.80 

Other 

298,931.00 

268,374.50 

561,311.00 

492,996.86 

Health  and  Welfare 

7,500.00 

7,500.00 

7,500.00 

7,000.00 

Transfers  out 

40,000.00 

32,620.00 

1,550,000.00 

1,522,000.00 

Emergency  fund 

125,000.00 

125,000.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

4,120,673.07 

3,680,697.55 

5,745,174.70 

5,234,734.07 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

111,936.93 

745,026.08 

(1,758,424.70) 

(896,051.99) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

2,138,789.97 

2,138,789.97 

3,034,841.96 

3,034,841.96 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCES,  DECEMBER  3 1  $ 

2,250,726.90  $ 

2,883,816.05 

$          1,276,417.26  $ 

2,138,789.97 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 

6 


THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SPECIAL  ROAD  &  BRIDGE  FUND 


2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 
Property  taxes 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$ 

1,800,000.00 

1  o  n/  \n  r\n 

1 8,000.00 

$ 

1,475,341.44 
8,602.56 

$ 

- 

1,700,000.00 

i  n  r\r\r\  nn 

30,000.00 

$ 

- 

1,041,375.44 
23,203.35 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,818,000.00 

1,483,944.00 

1,730,000.00 

1,064,578.79 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Materials  and  Supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  out 

2,500.00 

1,800,000.00 
54,200.00 

1,045.58 

1,406,247.27 
54,200.00 

2,200.00 

1,700,000.00 
54,200.00 

272.43 

1,036,518.12 
54,200.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,856,700.00 

1,461,492.85 

1,756,400.00 

1,090,990.55 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(38,700.00) 

22,451.15 

(26,400.00) 

(26,411.76) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

1,002,466.67 

1,002,466.67 

1,028,878.43 

1,028,878.43 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

963,766.67 

$ 

1,024,917.82 

$ 

1,002,478.43 

$ 

1,002,466.67 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENTS  FUND 


2012 


2011 


RECEIPTS 
Property  taxes 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 
Other 

Transfers  in 
TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Capital  Improvements  Miscellaneous 
TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 


BUDGET 


10,000.00 
115,000.00 


125,000.00 


54,399.24 


54,399.24 


70,600.76 


1,632,820.56 


ACTUAL 


115,000.00 
17,832.71 


132,832.71 


54,399.24 


54,399.24 


78,433.47 


1,632,820.56 


BUDGET 


10,000.00 
1,615,000.00 


1,625,000.00 


1,500,000.00 


1,500,000.00 


125,000.00 


293,047.52 


ACTUAL 


115,000.00 
24,773.04 
1,500,000.00 


1,639,773.04 


300,000.00 


300,000.00 


1,339,773.04 


293,047.52 


1,703,421.32 


1,711,254.03 


418,047.52 


1,632,820.56 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


ASSESSMENT  FUND 


DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 
Property  taxes 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 
Transfers  in 

- 

325,000.00 
9,000.00 
10,000.00 
8,000.00 

- 

309,030.17 
8,596.30 
3,742.34 
48,688.14 

- 

281,000.00 
8,000.00 
15,000.00 
45,000.00 

- 

360,218.57 
10,324.50 
9,887.24 
42,095.25 

37,700.00 
3,000.00 
5,880.00 

44,039.10 
3,000.00 
2,273.73 

42,200.00 
3,000.00 
5,880.00 

35,721.03 
20,068.53 
6,376.56 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

352,000.00 

370,056.95 

349,000.00 

422,525.56 

46,580.00 

49,312.83 

51,080.00 

62,166.12 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assessor 

Drainage  Districts 

395,936.52 

366,809.89 

404,674.52 

341,571.50 

84,000.00 

44,430.00 

89,000.00 

47,003.40 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

395,936.52 

366,809.89 

404,674.52 

341,571.50 

84,000.00 

44,430.00 

89,000.00 

47,003.40 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(43,936.52) 

3,247.06 

(55,674.52) 

80,954.06 

(37,420.00) 

4,882.83 

(37,920.00) 

15,162.72 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

344,543.84 

344,543.84 

263,589.78 

263,589.78 

234,609.42 

234,609.42 

219,446.70 

219,446.70 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  DECEMBER  3 1 

$  300,607.32  $ 

347,790.90 

$  207,915.26  $ 

344,543.84 

$  197,189.42  $ 

239,492.25 

$  181,526.70  $ 

234,609.42 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


COUNTY  FARM  FUND  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  TRAINING  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$ 

200.00 

$ 

$ 

200.00 

$ 

$ 

2,500.00 
100.00 

$ 

2,345.00 
6.56 

$ 

3,050.00 
100.00 

$ 

1,990.00 
95.71 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

200.00 

200.00 

2,600.00 

2,351.56 

3,150.00 

2,085.71 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Miscellaneous  Expenses 

6,000.00 

10,000.00 

2,940.00 

1,000.00 

865.30 

2,500.00 

351.11 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

6,000.00 

10,000.00 

2,940.00 

1,000.00 

865.30 

2,500.00 

351.11 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(5,800.00) 

(9,800.00) 

(2,940.00) 

1,600.00 

1,486.26 

650.00 

1,734.60 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

23,159.87 

23,159.87 

26,099.87 

26,099.87 

1,090.71 

1,090.71 

(643.89) 

(643.89) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$  17,359.87 

$  23,159.87 

$  16,299.87 

$  23,159.87 

$  2,690.71 

$  2,576.97 

$  6.11 

$  1,090.71 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


ARCHIVES  FUND  PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  TRAINING  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 
Property  taxes 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$ 

29,700.00 

$ 

85.40 
30,120.00 

$ 

17,500.00 

$ 

296.50 
19,500.00 

$ 

600.00 
300.00 

$ 

588.90 
76.38 

$ 

700.00 
250.00 

$ 

527.77 
410.70 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

29,700.00 

30,205.40 

17,500.00 

19,796.50 

900.00 

665.28 

950.00 

938.47 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Archives 

Miscellaneous  Expenses  &  Mileage 

29,693.24 

18,960.01 

19,634.24 

15,623.81 

5,000.00 

4,239.95 

5,000.00 

799.55 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

29,693.24 

18,960.01 

19,634.24 

15,623.81 

5,000.00 

4,239.95 

5,000.00 

799.55 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

6.76 

11,245.39 

(2,134.24) 

4,172.69 

(4,100.00) 

(3,574.67) 

(4,050.00) 

138.92 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

6,337.59 

6,337.59 

2,164.90 

2,164.90 

13,606.92 

13,606.92 

13,468.00 

13,468.00 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$  6,344.35 

$  17,582.98 

$  30.66 

$  6,337.59 

$  9,506.92 

$  10,032.25 

$  9,418.00 

$  13,606.92 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  ADMINISTRATION  FUND  SHERIFF'S  COMMISSARY  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 
Property  taxes 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$ 

35,000.00 
1,800.00 

$ 

28,575.53 
352.12 

$ 

43,000.00 
2,500.00 

$ 

31,593.81 
2,089.96 

$ 

55,000.00 
1,000.00 

$ 

31,023.83 
251.00 

$ 

50,000.00 
2,000.00 

$ 

54,693.32 
1,359.03 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

36,800.00 

28,927.65 

45,500.00 

33,683.77 

56,000.00 

31,274.83 

52,000.00 

56,052.35 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Miscellaneous  Expenses 
Overtime  Payroll 
Secretary  &  Fringe 
Fringe 

Assist.  Prosec.  Atty  Sal.  &  Fringe 
Jail/Prisoner  Supplies 

15,000.00 
6,500.00 
26,500.00 

12,047.46 

2,157.31 
28,200.36 

7,000.00 
21,500.00 

9,212.11 
264.00 
2,907.00 
3,465.42 
12,351.80 

41,000.00 
15,000.00 

37,606.31 
13,437.24 

57,687.93 

42,260.60 
15,427.33 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

48,000.00 

42,405.13 

28,500.00 

28,200.33 

56,000.00 

51,043.55 

57,687.93 

57,687.93 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(11,200.00) 

(13,477.48) 

17,000.00 

5,483.44 

(19,768.72) 

(5,687.93) 

(1,635.58) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

62,301.26 

62,301.26 

56,817.82 

56,817.82 

49,469.78 

49,469.78 

51,105.36 

51,105.36 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$  51,101.26 

$  48,823.78 

$  73,817.82 

$  62,301.26 

$  49,469.78 

$  29,701.06 

$  45,417.43 

$  49,469.78 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 


THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SHERIFF  CIVIL  PROCESS  FUND  ESSEX  SPECIAL  PAVING  PROJECT  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 
Property  taxes 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$ 

25,000.00 
800.00 

$ 

24,391.75 
284.88 

$ 

28,000.00 
1,200.00 

$ 

25,435.51 
1,213.87 

$ 

- 

$ 

- 

$ 

_ 

250,000.00 

$ 

_ 

269,170.40 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

25,800.00 

24,676.63 

29,200.00 

26,649.38 

250,000.00 

269,170.40 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff  Civil  Process 
Engineering  Fees 

46,700.00 

26,256.32 

43,358.12 

15,822.25 

340,361.25 

340,361.25 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

46,700.00 

26,256.32 

43,358.12 

15,822.25 

340,361.25 

340,361.25 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(20,900.00) 

(1,579.69) 

(14,158.12) 

10,827.13 

(90,361.25) 

(71,190.85) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

53,684.66 

53,684.66 

42,857.53 

42,857.53 

18,809.15 

18,809.15 

90,000.00 

90,000.00 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$  32,784.66 

$  52,104.97 

$  28,699.41 

$  53,684.66 

$  18,809.15 

$  18,809.15 

$  (361.25) 

$  18,809.15 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


COLLECTOR  MAINTENANCE  FUND  RECORDER  MAINTENANCE  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

vjd.ic;>  itLA.c;> 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$ 

45,000.00 
3,500.00 

$ 

43,388.76 
2,360.77 

$ 

46,000.00 
5,000.00 

$ 

43,701.99 
4,731.12 

$  : 

20,000.00 
500.00 

5 

18,605.50 
86.49 

$  : 

20,000.00 
1,000.00 

t 

16,918.00 
374.79 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

48,500.00 

45,749.53 

51,000.00 

48,433.11 

20,500.00 

18,691.99 

21,000.00 

17,292.79 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Collector  Maintenance 
Miscellaneous  Expenses 
Transfers  Out 

79,565.70 

30,877.56 
48,688.14 

52,800.00 

42,092.25 

12,932.14 

3,845.00 

14,673.16 

14,673.16 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

79,565.70 

79,565.70 

52,800.00 

42,092.25 

12,932.14 

3,845.00 

14,673.16 

14,673.16 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(31,065.70) 

(33,816.17) 

(1,800.00) 

6,340.86 

7,567.86 

14,846.99 

6,326.84 

2,619.63 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

171,976.64 

171,976.64 

165,635.78 

165,635.78 

13,098.64 

13,098.64 

10,479.01 

10,479.01 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$  140,910.94 

$138,160.47 

$  163,835.78 

$171,976.64 

$  20,666.50  ! 

i  27,945.63 

$16,805.85  ! 

5  13,098.64 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 

14 


THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


DOMESTIC  VIOLENCE  FUND  PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  RETIREMENT  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 
Property  taxes 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$        -  3 

3,400.00 
100.00 

- 

3,552.00 
31.06 

$       -  : 

3,400.00 
150.00 

; 

3,505.00 
158.60 

$      -  ; 
- 

2,500.00 

- 
- 

2,500.00 

$       -  : 
- 

2,500.00 

> 

- 

2,500.00 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

3,500.00 

3,583.06 

3,550.00 

3,663.60 

2,500.00 

2,500.00 

2,500.00 

2,500.00 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Expenses 

Retirement  sent  to  State 

3,600.00 

3,600.00 

3,400.00 

3,400.00 

2,500.00 

2,244.00 

2,500.00 

2,244.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

3,600.00 

3,600.00 

3,400.00 

3,400.00 

2,500.00 

2,244.00 

2,500.00 

2,244.00 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(100.00) 

(16.94) 

150.00 

263.60 

256.00 

256.00 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

3,939.35 

3,939.35 

3,675.75 

3,675.75 

923.00 

923.00 

667.00 

667.00 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$   3,839.35  3 

i  3,922.41 

$   3,825.75  ! 

>  3,939.35 

$     923.00  ; 

i  1,179.00 

$     667.00  : 

>  923.00 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT  RESTITUTION  FUND  PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  DELINQUENT  TAX  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


RT  TDCiFT 

ACTTIAT 

RT  TDCJFT 

ACTTIAT 

RTTDGFT 

ACTTIAT 

RTTDGFT 

ACT1  J  A  T 

RECEIPTS 
Property  taxes 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$ 

28,000.00 
600.00 

$ 

30,049.50 
189.10 

$ 

28,000.00 
1,000.00 

$ 

24,521.65 
957.49 

$ 

4,500.00 
150.00 

$ 

232.50 
89.09 

$ 

3,000.00 
150.00 

$ 

5,440.20 
412.29 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

28,600.00 

30,238.60 

29,000.00 

25,479.14 

4,650.00 

321.59 

3,150.00 

5,852.49 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff  CRLERF 
Miscellaneous  Expenses 

32,000.00 

14,360.59 

33,016.50 

26,322.96 

3,854.00 

3,854.00 

3,000.00 

3,000.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

32,000.00 

14,360.59 

33,016.50 

26,322.96 

3,854.00 

3,854.00 

3,000.00 

3,000.00 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(3,400.00) 

15,878.01 

(4,016.50) 

(843.82) 

796.00 

(3,532.41) 

150.00 

2,852.49 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

31,328.51 

31,328.51 

32,172.33 

32,172.33 

15,034.83 

15,034.83 

12,182.34 

12,182.34 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$27,928.51 

$47,206.52 

$28,155.83 

$31,328.51 

$  15,830.83 

$11,502.42 

$  12,332.34 

S 

15,034.83 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


COUNTY  EMPLOYEE  RETIREMENT  FUND  SHERIFF  DONATIONS  CANINE  TECHNOLOGY  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$ 

45,000.00 
500.00 
150,000.00 

$ 

42,840.21 
74.69 
155,454.87 

$ 

40,000.00 
1,000.00 
169,000.00 

$ 

57,871.94 
138.79 
134,100.71 

$ 

- 

75.00 
1,000.00 

$ 

- 

8.42 
1,350.00 

$ 

- 

150.00 
1,100.00 

$ 

- 

122.35 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

195,500.00 

198,369.77 

210,000.00 

192,111.44 

1,075.00 

1,358.42 

1,250.00 

122.35 

DISBURSEMENTS 
C.E.R.F 
Tech  Purchases 

195,500.00 

198,369.77 

210,000.00 

192,111.44 

2,000.00 

4,785.00 

3,772.90 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

195,500.00 

198,369.77 

210,000.00 

192,111.44 

2,000.00 

4,785.00 

3,772.90 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(925.00) 

1,358.42 

(3,535.00) 

(3,650.55) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

1,224.50 

1,224.50 

4,875.05 

4,875.05 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$  299.50 

$  2,582.92 

$  1,340.05 

$  1,224.50 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


ELECTION  SERVICES  FUND  SHERIFF  REVOLVING  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 
Property  taxes 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$  3 
7,300.00 
50.00 

3,077.38 
23.92 

$          -  3 
5,000.00 

» 

2,587.70 
155.78 

$  3 

14,000.00 
300.00 

17,761.00 
144.06 

$          -  3 

12,000.00 
500.00 

i 

15,710.00 
571.84 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

7,350.00 

3,101.30 

5,000.00 

<~l   *7  A  1     A  CI 

2,743.48 

14,300.00 

17,905.06 

12,500.00 

1  s   r\  0  1    0  A 

16,281.84 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Miscellaneous  Expenses 
HAVA  Expenses 
Training  Expenses 

2,500.00 
1,500.00 
3,200.00 

2,128.99 
1,229.06 
2,824.12 

2,500.00 
1,500.00 
2,100.00 

804.70 
1,041.20 
184.98 

18,900.00 

14,474.30 

20,249.25 

8,107.63 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

7,200.00 

6,182.17 

6,100.00 

2,030.88 

18,900.00 

14,474.30 

20,249.25 

8,107.63 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

150.00 

(3,080.87) 

(1,100.00) 

712.60 

(4,600.00) 

3,430.76 

(7,749.25) 

8,174.21 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

4,886.75 

4,886.75 

4,174.15 

4,174.15 

28,423.46 

28,423.46 

20,249.25 

20,249.25 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  DECEMBER  3 1 

$   5,036.75  5 

i  1,805.88 

$   3,074.15  ! 

>  4,886.75 

$  23,823.46  5 

i  31,854.22 

$  12,500.00  : 

i  28,423.46 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


INTANGIBLE  TAX  FUND  COURT  COST  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

BUDGET  Actual 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes  $ 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest  Income 

Other  45,000.00 
Transfers  in 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  45,000.00  37,770.94  65,000.00  37,908.30  286,737.63  286,737.63  180,000.00  174,707.21 
DISBURSEMENTS 

Court  Costs  ....  286,737.63         286,737.63       180,000.00  174,707.21 

Intangible  Tax  45,000.00         37,770.94         65,000.00         37,908.30   -__   -__   -__   -_ 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  45,000.00         37,770.94         65,000.00         37,908.30         286,737.63         286,737.63       180,000.00  174,707.21 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 


CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31       $  $  $  $  $  -         $  -         $  $ 


37,770.94         65,000.00         37,908.30         286,737.63         286,737.63       180,000.00  174,707.21 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


POST  FUND  SHERIFF  DEPUTY  SUPPLEMENT  SURCHARGE  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

BUDGET  Actual 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes  $-$-$-$-$-$-$-$- 
Sales  taxes  ________ 

Intergovernmental  ________ 

Charges  for  services  1,200.00  1,272.36  1,979.02  1,090.24  - 

Interest  Income  50.00  4.56  100.00  26.68  - 

Other  -  11,000.00  8,766.03         10,199.75  9,794.19 

Transfers  in  ________ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  1,250.00  1,276.92  2,079.02  1,116.92         11,000.00  8,766.03         10,199.75  9,794.19 

DISBURSEMENTS 

POST  Expenses  2,000.00  1,272.36  2,500.00  463.38  - 

Fees  remitted  to  state   -__   -__   -__   -__        11,000.00  9,498.93         11,000.00  9,861.54 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS       "      2,000.00     "      1,272.36  2,500.00  463.38         11,000.00  9,498.93         11,000.00  9,861.54 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (750.00)               4.56  (420.98)  653.54  (732.90)  (800.25)  (67.35) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCES,  JANUARY  1  1,074.52           1,074.52  420.98  420.98  732.90  732.90  800.25  800.25 


CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31       $      324.52      $    1,079.08       $  $    1,074.52      $      732.90      $  $  $  732.90 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


INMATE  SECURITY  FUND  MENTAL  HEALTH  BOARD  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

Actual 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes  $  -  $  -  $  -  $  -  $  -  $  - 

Sales  taxes  -  -  -  - 

Intergovermental  -  -  -  - 

Charges  for  services  ....  500.00  500.00 

Interest  Income  -  2.39  -  ... 

Other  1,000.00  1,380.50  -  296.00  -  - 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS  1,000.00  1,382.89  -  296.00  500.00  500.00 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Miscellaneous  ....  500.00  100.00 


TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  ....  500.00  100.00 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  1,000.00  1,382.89  296.00  400.00  (200.00) 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCES,  JANUARY  1  296.00                 296.00  -                         -                     -                 192.25  -  392.25 


CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31  $       1,296.00       $       1,678.89       $  -  $  296.00       $  $      592.25       $  $  192.25 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


911  SERVICES  FUND 


2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Tariff 

$  277,000.00 

$ 

267,460.43 

$  282,890.00 

$  283,781.25 

Interest  Income 

1,700.00 

2,514.67 

1,755.00 

2,105.64 

Other  (Miscellaneous) 

1,950.00 

42,696.08 

30,294.00 

30,129.57 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

280,650.00 

312,671.18 

314,939.00 

316,016.46 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Engineering  Fees 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Personnel  Expense 

64,000.00 

60,879.13 

61,900.00 

57,578.39 

Contingency 

5,000.00 

5,000.00 

Office  Expense 

73,900.00 

62,520.59 

63,750.00 

60,506.19 

Capital  Projects 

20,500.00 

86,551.80 

60,600.00 

56,948.52 

Travel 

4,500.00 

2,987.79 

3,500.00 

3,100.26 

Professional  Expense 

1,500.00 

637.50 

1,000.00 

950.00 

Contract  Labor 

109,500.00 

108,941.02 

105,000.00 

103,109.61 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

278,900.00 

322,517.83 

300,750.00 

282,192.97 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

1,750.00 

(9,846.65) 

14,189.00 

33,823.49 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

296,580.35 

296,580.35 

262,756.86 

262,756.86 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$  298,330.35 

$ 

286,733.70 

$  276,945.86 

$  296,580.35 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS 
AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
AS  OF  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


GENERAL 
SCHOOL 

TAX  SALE 
SURPLUS 

COMBINED 
ACCUMULATED 
INTEREST 

COMMERCIAL 

PROP 
SURCHARGE 

RECORDER 

COLLECTOR 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 
Investments 

$ 

22,98 

8.27 

$ 

21,405.84 

$  8,026.83 

$  14,973.09 

$ 

21,554.15 

$  14,175,992.95 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

22,98 

8.27 

21,405.84 

8,026.83 

14,973.09 

21,554.15 

14,175,992.95 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

22,98 

8.27 

21,405.84 

8,026.83 

14,973.09 

21,554.15 

14,175,992.95 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 

FUND  BALANCES 

$ 

22,98 

8.27 

$ 

21,405.84 

$  8,026.83 

$  14,973.09 

$ 

21,554.15 

$  14,175,992.95 

TOTAL 

SHERIFF  INMATE  SHERIFF  FIDUCARY  FUNDS 


ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 
Investments 

$ 

3,597.25 

$ 

2,153.93 

$ 

14,270,692.31 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

3,597.25 

2,153.93 

14,270,692.31 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

3,597.25 

2,153.93 

14,270,692.31 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 

FUND  BALANCES 

$ 

3,597.25 

$ 

2,153.93 

$ 

14,270,692.31 

The  accompanying  notes  io  ihe  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  financial  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS 
AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
AS  OF  DECEMBER  31,  201 1 


COMBINED  COMMERCIAL 

GENERAL  TAX  SALE  ACCUMULATED  PROP 

SCHOOL  SURPLUS  INTEREST  SURCHARGE  RECORDER  COLLECTOR 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents                       $          17,110.71  $             27,566.73  $              7,017.18  $                  18,420.10  $                16,838.43  $  13,872,287.13 

Investments   -   -   -   -   -   - 

TOTAL  ASSETS                                         17,110.71  27,566.73  7,017.18  18,420.10  16,838.43  13,872,28717 


LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES 


UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES   17,110.71   27,566.73   7,017.18   18,420.10   16,838.43  13,872,287.13 


TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND             

FUND  BALANCES  $  17,110.71        $  27,566.73       $  7,017.18       $  18,420.10       $  16,838.43       $  13,872,287.13 


TOTAL 

SHERIFF  INMATE  SHERIFF  FIDUCARY  FUNDS 


ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 
Investments 

$ 

6,849.33 

$ 

646.25 

$ 

13,966,735.86 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

6,849.33 

646.25 

13,966,735.86 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

6,849.33 

646.25 

13,966,735.86 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 

FUND  BALANCES 

$ 

6,849.33 

$ 

646.25 

$ 

13,966,735.86 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  financial  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

The  County  of  Stoddard,  Missouri  ("County"),  which  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of 
commissioners,  was  established  in  1835  by  an  Act  of  the  Missouri  Territory.  In  addition  to  the 
three  Commissioners,  there  are  nine  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  County  Clerk,  Treasurer  and 
ex  officio  Collector,  Circuit  Clerk,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Sheriff,  Assessor,  Coroner,  Public 
Administrator  and  Prosecuting  Attorney. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  I,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of 
accounting.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  (GAAP). 

A.  Reporting  Entity 

As  required  by  generally  accepted  accounting  principles,  as  applicable  to  the  regulatory 
basis  of  accounting,  these  financial  statements  present  financial  accountability  of  the 
County. 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts, 
county  recorder,  public  safety,  transportation,  economic  development,  and  social  and 
recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  only  the  county  of  Stoddard  County, 
Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies,  departments, 
and  offices  that  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity. 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation 

The  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted 
by  Missouri  law,  which  include  a  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in 
Cash  and  Investment  Balances  -  All  Governmental  Funds,  a  Comparative  Statement  of 
Receipts  and  Disbursements  -  Budget  and  Actual  -  All  Governmental  Funds,  and  a 
Statement  of  Assets  and  Liabilities  Arising  from  Cash  Transactions  -  Agency  Funds. 

Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds  based 
upon  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending 
activities  are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting  entity  with  self- 
balancing  accounts.  The  following  fund  types  are  used  by  the  County: 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.        SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation  (concluded) 
Governmental  Fund  Types 

Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most  governmental  functions  are  financed. 
The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for  through  governmental 
funds.  The  measurement  focus  is  upon  determination  of  and  changes  in  financial  position 
rather  than  upon  net  income. 

Fiduciary  Fund  Types 

Agency  -  Agency  funds  are  used  to  account  for  assets  held  by  the  County  in  a  trustee 
capacity  as  an  agent  of  individuals,  private  organizations,  other  funds  or  other 
governmental  units.  Agency  funds  are  accounted  for  and  reported  similar  to  the 
governmental  funds.  Agency  funds  are  custodial  in  nature  (assets  equal  liabilities)  and  do 
not  involve  the  measurement  of  results  of  operations.  These  funds  account  for  activities 
of  collections  for  other  taxing  units  by  the  Collector  of  Revenue  and  other  officeholders. 

C.  Basis  of  Accounting 

Basis  of  accounting  determines  when  transactions  are  recorded  in  the  financial  records 
and  reported  on  the  financial  statements. 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting.  This  basis  of 
accounting  recognizes  amounts  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash  and  differs  from 
accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those 
principles  require  revenues  to  be  recognized  when  they  become  available  and  measurable 
or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures  or  expenses  to  be  recognized  when  the  related 
liabilities  are  incurred. 

As  a  result  of  the  use  of  this  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  certain  assets  (such  as 
accounts  receivable  and  capital  assets),  certain  revenues  (such  as  revenue  for  billed  or 
provided  services  not  yet  collected),  certain  liabilities  (such  as  accounts  payable, 
certificates  of  participation  bonds  and  obligations  under  capital  leases)  and  certain 
expenditures  (such  as  expenditures  for  goods  or  services  received  but  not  yet  paid)  are 
not  recorded  in  these  financial  statements. 

If  the  County  utilized  the  basis  of  accounting  recognized  as  generally  accepted,  the  fund 
financial  statements  for  governmental  funds  would  use  the  modified  accrual  basis  of 
accounting,  while  the  fund  financial  statements  for  proprietary  fund  types,  if  applicable, 
would  use  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting.  All  government-wide  financials  would  be 
presented  on  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

D.        Budget  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budgetary  data  reflected  in  the 
financial  statements: 

1.  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County  adopts  a  budget  for  each 
governmental  fund. 

2.  On  or  before  January  15th,  each  elected  officer  and  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the  budget  request 
and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  included  estimated 
revenues  and  proposed  expenditures  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted 
expenditures  cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues 
for  the  year.  Budgeting  of  appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated 
unencumbered  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as  estimated 
revenues  to  be  received.  The  budget  to  actual  comparisons  in  these  financial 
statements,  however,  do  not  present  encumbered  fund  balances,  but  only 
compare  budgeted  and  actual  revenues  and  expenditures. 

4.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment.  Prior  to  its  approval  by 
the  County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is  available  for  public  inspection. 

5.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County 
Commission. 

6.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the 
authority  to  make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  formal  vote  of  the 
Commission.  Adjustments  made  during  the  year  are  reflected  in  the  budget 
information  in  the  financial  statements. 

Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County 
Commission  throughout  the  year.  Individual  amendments  were  not  material  in 
relation  to  the  original  appropriations  which  were  adopted. 

7.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

State  law  requires  that  budgeted  expenditures  not  exceed  budgeted  revenues  plus 
anticipated  beginning  fund  balance.  Section  50.740  RSMo  prohibits 
expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (concluded) 

E.        Property  Taxes 

Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1 .  Taxes  are  levied 
on  October  1  and  tax  bills  are  mailed  to  taxpayers  in  November,  at  which  time  they  are 
payable.  All  unpaid  property  taxes  become  delinquent  as  of  January  1,  of  the  following 
year. 

The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  taxable  property,  included  within  the  County's 
boundaries  for  the  calendar  year  2012  and  201 1,  for  purposes  of  taxation  was: 


2012 

2011 

Real  Estate 

$  240,876,673 

$  237,776,316 

Personal  Property 

126,234,340 

115,004,760 

Railroad  and  Utilities 

47,501,299 

48,537,244 

$  414,612,312 

$  401,318,320 

During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  Commission  approved  a  $.0803  and  $.0800, 
respectively,  tax  levy  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  taxable  property  for  the 
calendar  year  2012  and  201 1,  for  purposes  of  County  taxation,  as  follows: 

2012  2011 
Mental  Health  Board  $         0.0803    $  0.0800 

F.  Cash  and  Investments 

The  County  pools  cash  and  investment  resources  of  various  funds  in  the  County 
Treasurer's  office  in  order  to  facilitate  the  management  of  cash  and  investments.  Cash 
and  investments  applicable  to  a  particular  fund  are  readily  identifiable.  Some  County 
offices  also  hold  cash  and  investments  in  their  own  separate  bank  accounts  as  required  by 
state  statute.  The  balance  in  the  pooled  cash  account  is  available  to  meet  current 
operating  requirements. 

G.  Interfund  Transactions 

During  the  course  of  operations,  numerous  transactions  occur  between  individual  funds 
for  goods  provided  or  services  rendered.  These  receivables  and  payables,  if  applicable, 
are  eliminated  due  to  reporting  the  financial  statements  on  the  regulatory  basis  of 
accounting. 

Legally  required  transfers  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as 
"transfers  out"  by  the  disbursing  fund. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


II.      CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 

The  County  maintains  a  cash  and  temporary  investment  pool  that  is  available  for  use  by  all  funds. 
Each  fund  type's  portion  of  this  pool  is  displayed  as  "Cash  and  Equivalents"  under  each  fund's 
caption.  Deposits  with  maturities  greater  than  three  months  are  considered  investments.  In  addition, 
cash  and  investments  are  separately  held  by  several  of  the  County's  funds.  Investments  of  the  County 
consist  of  certificates  of  deposit  with  local  banking  institutions. 

Deposits  -  Missouri  statutes  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an 
amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits.  At  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  carrying  amount  of 
the  County's  deposits  was  $6,966,305.47  and  $6,151,402.10,  and  the  bank  balance  was 
$15,952,247.49  and  $16,621,014.01,  respectively.  The  total  bank  balances  as  of  December  31,  2012, 
and  2011  were  insured  through  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  and  securities  set  by  the 
County's  financial  institutions. 

SUMMARY  OF  CARRYING  VALUES 

The  carrying  values  of  deposits  and  investments  shown  above  are  included  in  the  financial  statements 
at  December  31,  2012,  as  follows: 

Included  in  the  following  fund  financial  statement  captions: 

Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes 
in  Cash  and  Investment  Balances  - 


Deposits 
Investments 


$  6,866,305.47 
100,000.00 


Total  Deposits  &  Investments  as  of  December  3 1 ,  20 1 2     $  6,966,305.47 


The  carrying  values  of  deposits  and  investments  at  December  31,  2011,  are  as  follows: 


Included  in  the  following  fund  financial  statement  captions: 

Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes 
in  Cash  and  Investment  Balances  - 

Deposits 

Investments 


$  6,051,402.10 
100,000.00 


Total  Deposits  &  Investments  as  of  December  3 1 ,  201 1     $  6,151,402.10 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


II. 


DEPOSITS  AND  INVESTMENTS  (concluded) 


Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Deposits 

For  a  deposit,  custodial  credit  risk  is  the  risk  that  in  the  event  of  a  bank  failure,  the  government' s 
deposits  may  not  be  returned  to  it.  The  County's  investment  policy  does  not  include  custodial 
credit  risk  requirements.  The  County's  deposits  were  not  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  2011. 

Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Investments 

Investment  securities  are  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  if  the  securities  are  uninsured,  are  not 
registered  in  the  name  of  the  government,  and  are  held  by  the  party  who  sold  the  security  to  the 
County  or  its  agent  but  not  in  the  government's  name.  The  County  does  not  have  a  policy  for 
custodial  credit  risk  relating  to  investments.  All  investments,  evidenced  by  individual  securities, 
are  registered  in  the  name  of  the  County  or  of  a  type  that  are  not  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk. 

Investment  Interest  Rate  Risk 

Investment  interest  rate  risk  is  the  risk  that  changes  in  interest  rates  will  adversely  affect  the  fair 
value  of  an  investment.  The  County  does  not  have  a  formal  investment  policy  that  limits 
investment  maturities  as  a  means  of  managing  its  exposure  to  fair  value  losses  arising  from 
increasing  interest  rates. 

Concentration  of  Investment  Credit  Risk 

Concentration  of  investment  credit  risk  is  required  to  be  disclosed  by  the  County  for  any  single 
investment  that  represents  5%  or  more  of  total  investments  (excluding  investments  issued  by  or 
explicitly  guaranteed  by  the  U.S.  Government,  investments  in  mutual  funds,  investments  in 
external  investment  pools  and  investments  in  other  pooled  investments).  The  County  has  no  policy 
in  place  to  minimize  the  risk  of  loss  resulting  from  over  concentration  of  assets  in  specific 
maturity,  specific  issuer  or  specific  class  of  securities.  The  County's  investments  were  not 
exposed  to  concentration  of  investment  credit  risk  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 


2011. 


III. 


LONG-TERM  DEBT 


The  County  has  no  outstanding  long-term  debt. 


IV. 


LEASES 


The  County  has  no  outstanding  leases. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


V.  INTERFUND  TRANSFERS 

Transfers  between  funds  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1  are  as  follows: 


2012  2011 


Transfers 
In 

Transfers 
Out 

Transfers  In 

Transfers 
Out 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$ 

54,200.00 

$ 

32,620.00 

$ 

54,200.00 

$ 

1,522,000.00 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 

54,200.00 

54,200.00 

Assessment  Fund 

48,688.14 

42,092.25 

Capital  Improvements  Fund 

1,500,000.00 

Archives  Fund 

30,120.00 

19,500.00 

Collector  Maintenance  Fund 

48,688.14 

42,092.25 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

2,500.00 

2,500.00 

TOTAL 

$ 

135,508.14 

$ 

135,508.14 

$ 

1,618,292.25 

$ 

1,618,292.25 

Transfers  are  used  to  (1)  move  receipts  from  the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  collect  them  to  the 
fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  disburse  them,  and  (2)  use  unrestricted  receipts  in  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  to  finance  various  programs  accounted  for  in  other  funds  in  accordance  with  budgetary 
authorizations. 


VI.  COUNTY  EMPLOYEES '  RETIREMENT  FUND  (CERF) 

A.      Plan  Description 

CERF  was  established  by  an  act  of  the  Missouri  General  Assembly  effective  August  28, 
1994.  Laws  governing  the  retirement  fund  are  found  in  Sections  50.1000-50.1300  of  the 
Missouri  Revised  Statutes  (RSMo).  The  Board  of  Directors  consists  of  eleven  members,  nine 
of  whom  are  county  employee  participants.  Two  members,  who  have  no  beneficiary  interest 
in  CERF,  are  appointed  by  the  Governor  of  Missouri.  The  Board  of  Directors  has  the 
authority  to  adopt  rules  and  regulations  for  administering  the  system. 

CERF  is  a  mandatory  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  retirement  system  for  each  county  in 
the  state  of  Missouri,  except  any  city  not  within  a  county  (which  excludes  the  City  of  St. 
Louis)  and  counties  of  the  first  classification  with  a  charter  form  of  government.  CERF 
covers  county  elective  or  appointive  officers  or  employees  whose  position  requires  the  actual 
performance  of  duties  not  less  than  1,000  hours  per  year;  including  employees  of  circuit 
courts  located  in  a  first  class,  non-charter  county  which  is  not  participating  in  the  Local 
Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS);  and  does  not  cover  circuit  clerks, 
deputy  circuit  clerks,  county  prosecuting  attorneys,  and  county  sheriffs.  Until  January  1, 
2000,  employees  hired  before  January  1 ,  2000  could  opt  out  of  the  system. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


VI.  COUNTY  EMPLOYEES '  RETIREMENT  FUND  (CERF)  (concluded) 

A.  Plan  Description  (concluded) 

CERF  is  a  defined  benefit  plan  providing  retirement  and  death  benefits  to  its  members.  All 
benefits  vest  after  8  years  of  creditable  service.  Employees  who  retire  on  or  after  age  62  are 
entitled  to  an  allowance  for  life  based  on  the  form  of  payment  selected.  The  normal  form  of 
payment  is  a  single  life  annuity.  Optional  joint  and  survivor  annuity  and  10-year  certain  and 
life  annuity  payments  are  also  offered  to  members  in  order  to  provide  benefits  to  a  named 
survivor  annuitant  after  their  death.  Employees  who  have  a  minimum  of  8  years  of  creditable 
service  may  retire  with  an  early  retirement  benefit  and  receive  a  reduced  allowance  after 
attaining  age  55.  Annual  cost-of-living  adjustments,  not  to  exceed  1%,  are  provided  for 
eligible  retirees  and  survivor  annuitants,  up  to  a  lifetime  maximum  of  50%  of  the  initial  benefit 
which  the  member  received  upon  retirement.  Benefit  provisions  are  fixed  by  state  statute  and 
may  be  amended  only  by  action  of  the  Missouri  Legislature.  Administrative  expenses  for  the 
operation  of  CERF  are  paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the  system. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of  these 
statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF,  2121 
Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  1-573-632-9203. 

B.  Contributions 

Prior  to  January  1,  2003,  participating  county  employees,  except  for  those  who  participated  in 
LAGERS,  were  required  to  make  contributions  equal  to  2%  of  gross  compensation.  Effective 
January  1,  2003,  participating  county  employees  hired  on  or  after  February  25,  2002,  are 
required  to  make  contributions  of  4%  if  they  are  in  a  LAGERS  county  and  contributions  of  6% 
if  they  are  in  a  non-LAGERS  county.  If  an  employee  leaves  covered  employment  before 
attaining  8  years  of  creditable  service,  accumulated  employee  contributions  are  refunded  to  the 
employee.  The  contribution  rate  is  set  by  state  statute  and  may  be  amended  only  by  action  of 
the  Missouri  Legislature.  Counties  may  elect  to  make  all  or  a  portion  of  the  required  4% 
contribution  on  behalf  of  employees.  Total  contributions  remitted  to  CERF  for  the  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  and  2011  were  $26,032.15  and  $17,398.36,  respectively. 

VII.  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  (LAGERS) 

A.        Plan  Description 

Stoddard  County  participates  in  the  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement 
System  (LAGERS),  an  agent  multiple-employer  public  employee  retirement  system  that  acts 
as  a  common  investment  and  administrative  agent  for  local  government  entities  in  Missouri. 
LAGERS  is  a  defined  benefit  pension  plan  which  provides  retirement,  disability,  and  death 
benefits  to  plan  members  and  beneficiaries. 

LAGERS  was  created  and  governed  by  statute,  Section  RSMO  70.600  -  70.755.  As  such,  it 
is  the  system's  responsibility  to  administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the  expressed  intent  of 
the  General  Assembly.  The  plan  is  qualified  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section  401(a) 
and  it  is  tax  exempt. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


VII.      LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  (LAGERS)  (continued) 

A.  Plan  Description  (concluded) 

The  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  issues  a  publicly  available 
financial  report  that  includes  financial  statements  and  required  supplementary  information. 
That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing  to  LAGERS,  P.O.  Box  1665,  Jefferson  City,  MO 
65102  or  by  calling  1-800-447-4334. 

B.  Funding  Status 

Full-time  employees  of  Stoddard  County  do  not  contribute  to  the  pension  plan.  The  June  30th 
statutorily  required  contribution  rates  are  6.1%  (General)  and  6.0%  (Police)  for  2011  and 
7.1%  (General)  and  7.0%  (Police)  for  2012,  of  annual  covered  payroll.  The  contribution 
requirements  of  plan  members  are  determined  by  the  governing  body  of  the  political 
subdivision.  The  contribution  provisions  of  the  political  subdivision  are  established  by  state 
statute. 

C.  Annual  Pension  Cost  (APC)  and  Net  Pension  Obligation  (NPO) 

The  subdivision's  annual  pension  cost  and  net  pension  obligation  for  the  current  years  2012 
and  2011  were  as  follows: 

2012 

Annual  required  contribution  $  132,422 
Interest  on  net  pension  obligation 

Adjustment  to  annual  required  contribution   -_ 

Annual  pension  cost  132,422 

Actual  contributions   132,422 

Increase  (decrease)  in  NPO 

NPO  beginning  of  year   - 

NPO  end  of  year  $ 


The  annual  required  contribution  (ARC)  was  determined  as  part  of  the  February  28,  2010  and 
February  28,  2011  annual  actuarial  valuations  using  the  entry  age  actuarial  cost  method.  The 
actuarial  assumptions  as  of  February  29,  2012,  included:  (a)  a  rate  of  return  on  the  investment  of 
present  and  future  assets  of  7.25%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  (b)  projected  salary  increases  of 
3.5%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  attributable  to  inflation,  (c)  additional  projected  salary 
increases  ranging  from  0.0%  to  6.0%  per  year,  depending  on  age  and  division,  attributable  to 
seniority /merit,  (d)  pre-retirement  mortality  based  on  75%  of  the  RP-2000  Combined  Healthy  table 
set  back  0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women  and  (e)  post-retirement  mortality  based  on  105%  of 
the  1994  Group  Annuity  Mortality  table  set  back  0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women.  The 
actuarial  value  of  assets  was  determined  using  techniques  that  smooth  the  effects  of  short-term 
volatility  in  the  market  value  of  investments  over  a  five-year  period.  The  unfunded  actuarial  accrued 
liability  is  being  amortized  as  a  level  percentage  of  projected  payroll  on  an  open  basis.  The 
amortization  period  as  of  February  28,  2010  was  2  years  for  the  General  division  and  9  years  for  the 
Police  division.  The  amortization  period  as  of  February  28,  2011  was  2  years  for  the  General  division 
and  4  year  for  the  Police  division. 
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VII.      LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  (LAGERS)  (continued) 
C.        Annual  Pension  Cost  (APC)  and  Net  Pension  Obligation  (NPO)  (continued) 

Three- Year  Trend  Information 

Year 

Ended  Annual  Pension  Percentage  of  Net  Pension 

June  30  Cost  (APC)  APC  Contributed  Obligation 

2010  $         86,213  100.0%  $ 

2011  101,692  100.0 

2012  132,422  100.0 


REQUIRED  SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION 
Schedule  of  Funding  Progress 


(b) 

(b-a) 

t(b-a)/c] 

(a) 

Entry  Age 

Unfunded 

UAL  as  a 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Accrued 

(a/b) 

(c)  Annual 

Percentage 

Valuation 

Value  of 

Accrued 

Liability 

Funded 

Covered 

of  Covered 

Date 

Assets 

Liability 

(UAL) 

Ratio 

Payroll 

Payroll 

2/28/2010 

$3,159,290 

$2,986,183 

$  (173,107) 

106% 

$1,827,197 

(9.47)% 

2/28/201 1 

3,286,441 

3,219,984 

(66,457) 

102 

1,761,319 

(3.77) 

2/29/2012 

3,722,070 

3,514,523 

(207,547) 

106 

2,007,424 

(10.34) 

Note:  The  above  assets  and  actuarial  accrued  liability  do  not  include  the  assets  and  present 
value  of  benefits  associated  with  the  Benefit  Reserve  Fund  and  the  Casualty  Reserve  Fund. 
The  actuarial  assumptions  were  changed  in  conjunction  with  the  February  28,  2011  annual 
actuarial  valuations.  For  a  complete  description  of  the  actuarial  assumptions  used  in  the 
annual  valuations,  please  contact  the  LAGERS  office  in  Jefferson  City. 


2011 


Annual  required  contribution  $  101,692 
Interest  on  net  pension  obligation 

Adjustment  to  annual  required  contribution   - 

Annual  pension  cost  101 ,692 

Actual  contributions   101,692 

Increase  (decrease)  in  NPO 

NPO  beginning  of  year   -_ 

NPO  end  of  year  $ 
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VII.      LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  (LAGERS)  (concluded) 

C.        Annual  Pension  Cost  (APC)  and  Net  Pension  Obligation  (NPO)  (concluded) 

The  annual  required  contribution  (ARC)  was  determined  as  part  of  the  February  28,  2009  and 
February  28,  2010  annual  actuarial  valuations  using  the  entry  age  actuarial  cost  method.  The  actuarial 
assumptions  as  of  February  28,  2011  included:  (a)  a  rate  of  return  on  the  investment  of  present  and 
future  assets  of  7.25%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  (b)  projected  salary  increases  of  3.5%  per 
year,  compounded  annually,  attributable  to  inflation,  (c)  additional  projected  salary  increases  ranging 
from  0.0%  to  6.0%  per  year,  depending  on  age  and  division,  attributable  to  seniority/merit,  (d)  pre- 
retirement mortality  based  on  75%  of  the  RP-2000  Combined  Healthy  Table  set  back  0  years  for  men 
and  0  years  for  women  and  (e)  post-retirement  mortality  based  on  105%  of  the  1994  Group  Annuity 
Mortality  table  set  back  0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women.  The  actuarial  value  of  assets  was 
determined  using  techniques  that  smooth  the  effects  of  short-term  volatility  in  the  market  value  of 
investments  over  a  five-year  period.  The  unfunded  actuarial  accrued  liability  is  being  amortized  as  a 
level  percentage  of  projected  payroll  on  an  open  basis.  The  amortization  period  as  of  February  28, 
2009  was  2  years  for  the  General  division  and  4  years  for  the  Police  division.  The  amortization  period 
as  of  February  28,  2010  was  2  years  for  the  General  division  and  9  years  for  the  Police  division. 

Three- Year  Trend  Information 


Year 

Ended  Annual  Pension  Percentage  of  Net  Pension 

June  30  Cost  (APC)  APC  Contributed  Obligation 


2009 

$  85,279 

100.0% 

$ 

2010 

86,213 

100.0 

2011 

101,692 

100.0 

REQUIRED  SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION 

Schedule  of  Funding  Progress 

(b) 

(b-a) 

[(b-a)/c] 

(a) 

Entry  Age 

Unfunded 

UAL  as  a 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Accrued 

(a/b) 

(c)  Annual 

Percentage 

Valuation 

Value  of 

Accrued 

Liability 

Funded 

Covered 

of  Covered 

Date 

Assets 

Liability 

(UAL) 

Ratio 

Payroll 

Payroll 

2/28/2009 

$3,160,811 

$2,979,400  $ 

(181,411) 

106% 

$1,800,171 

(10.08)% 

2/28/2010 

3,159,290 

2,986,183 

(173,107) 

106 

1,827,197 

(9.47) 

2/28/2011 

3,286,441 

3,219,984 

(66,457) 

102 

1,761,319 

(3.77) 

Note:  The  above  assets  and  actuarial  accrued  liability  do  not  include  the  assets  and  present 
value  of  benefits  associated  with  the  Benefit  Reserve  Fund  and  the  Casualty  Reserve  Fund. 
The  actuarial  assumptions  were  changed  in  conjunction  with  February  28,  2011  annual 
actuarial  valuations.  For  a  complete  description  of  the  actuarial  assumptions  used  in  the 
annual  valuations,  please  contact  the  LAGERS  office  in  Jefferson  City. 
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VIII.  POST  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully 
funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the 
County.  The  County  had  one  COBRA  participant  at  December  31,  2012,  and  the  County  had  two 
COBRA  participants  at  December  31,  2011. 

IX.  PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  RETIREMENT  FUND 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  Chapter  56.807  RSMo,  the  County  contributes  monthly  to  the 
Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri  Prosecuting 
Attorneys  and  Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System  Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  State  of  Missouri  is 
responsible  for  administration  of  this  plan.  The  County  has  contributed  $2,244  and  $2,244, 
respectively,  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

X.  CLAIMS  COMMITMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

A.  Litigation 

The  County  is  involved  in  pending  litigation  as  of  the  audit  report  date.  The  financial  impact 
to  the  County  is  considered  immaterial,  if  any. 

B.  Compensated  Absences 

The  County  provides  employees  with  up  to  four  weeks  of  paid  vacation  based  upon  the 
number  of  years  of  continuous  service.  Employees  receive  one  week  of  vacation  after  the 
first  year  of  service,  two  weeks  of  vacation  per  year  after  two  years  of  employment,  three 
weeks  of  vacation  per  year  after  ten  years  of  employment,  and  four  weeks  of  vacation  per 
year  after  twenty  years  of  employment.  Vacation  days  do  not  carry  forward  if  they  are 
unused.  Upon  termination,  an  employee  is  reimbursed  for  any  unused  vacation  days. 
Employees  accrue  one  sick  day  per  month.  The  County  allows  employees  to  have  a 
maximum  of  thirty-five  days.  However,  upon  termination,  employees  do  not  get  reimbursed 
for  sick  leave.  These  have  not  been  subjected  to  auditing  procedures. 

C.  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs 

The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of 
these  grants  are  required  and  certain  costs  may  be  questioned  as  inappropriate  expenditures 
under  the  grant  agreements.  Such  audits  could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the 
grantor  agencies.  Management  believes  that  any  required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary, 
will  be  immaterial.  No  provision  has  been  made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for 
the  potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 
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XI.  RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction  of 
assets;  errors  and  omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk 
management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  Insurance 
is  obtained  from  commercial  insurance  companies.  There  have  been  no  significant  reductions  in 
coverage  from  the  prior  year  and  settlements  have  not  exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  participant  in  a  public  entity  risk  pool  which  is  a  corporate  and  political 
body  created  pursuant  to  state  statute  (Chapter  537.70  RSMo.  1986).  The  purpose  of  the  risk  pool  is 
to  provide  liability  protection  to  participating  public  entities,  their  officials,  and  employees.  Annual 
contributions  are  collected  based  on  actuarial  projections  to  produce  sufficient  funds  to  pay  losses  and 
expenses.  Should  contributions  not  produce  sufficient  funds  to  meet  its  obligations,  the  risk  pool  is 
empowered  with  the  ability  to  make  special  assessments.  Members  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  for 
all  claims  against  the  risk  pool. 

The  County  is  also  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insured  Workers' 
Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through 
this  Fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  for  the  purpose  of  providing  insurance  coverage  for 
Missouri  counties.  The  Fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  is  reinsured  up  to  the 
statutory  limit  through  excess  insurance. 

XII.  SUBSEQUENT  EVENTS 

There  are  no  subsequent  events  to  report  up  to  the  date  of  the  audit  report. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY  SCHEDULES  AND  AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


STATE  COMPLIANCE  SECTION 


THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  STATE  FINDINGS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SCHEDULE  OF  STATE  FINDINGS 

A.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  expenditures  exceeded  those  budgeted  for  the  following: 
County  Employee  Retirement  Fund,  and  the  911  Services  Fund. 

B.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  the  following  fund  was  deficit  budgeted:  Essex  Special 
Paving  Project  Fund. 

C.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  the  following  funds  did  not  have  budgets:  Mental  Health 
Board  Fund  and  Inmate  Security  Fund. 
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FEDERAL  COMPLIANCE  SECTION 


Daniel  Jones 
&  Associates 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND  ON 
COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


Independent  Auditor' s  Report 


To  the  County  Commission 

The  County  of  Stoddard,  Missouri 

We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards  issued 
by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Stoddard 
("County")  as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements,  which  collectively  comprise  the  County's  basic  financial  statements,  and  have  issued  our  report 
thereon  dated  June  25,  2013. 

Internal  Control  Over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control 
over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of 
expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express 
an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management 
or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct, 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in 
internal  control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial 
statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a 
deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness, 
yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first  paragraph  of  this 
section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be  material  weaknesses 
or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were 
not  identified.  Given  these  limitations,  during  our  audit  we  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal  control 
that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses.  However,  material  weaknesses  may  exist  that  have  not  been 
identified.  We  did  identify  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control,  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  questioned  costs  that  we  consider  to  be  significant  deficiencies.  [FS  12/11-01  and  FS  12/11-02] 
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Compliance  and  Other  Matters 


As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  County's  financial  statements  are  free  from 
material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the 
determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those 
provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit,  and  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results 
of  our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under 
Government  Auditing  Standards. 

The  County's  Response  to  Findings 

The  County's  responses  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  are  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  questioned  costs.  The  County's  responses  were  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied 
in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and  compliance  and 
the  result  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control  or 
on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing 
Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and  compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not 
suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

T>eutce€  flatten  &  ftMuycitUe^ 

DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

June  25,  2013 
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&  Associates 

CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE  FOR  EACH  MAJOR  FEDERAL  PROGRAM;  REPORT  ON 
INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  COMPLIANCE;  AND  REPORT  ON 
SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
REQUIRED  BY  OMB  CIRCULAR  A- 133 

Independent  Auditor' s  Report 

To  The  County  Commission 
The  County  of  Stoddard 
Bloomfield,  Missouri 

Report  on  Compliance  for  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

We  have  audited  the  County  of  Stoddard's  ("County")  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements 
described  in  the  OMB  Circular  A-133  Compliance  Supplement  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on 
each  of  the  County's  major  federal  programs  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1.  The  County's 
major  federal  programs  are  identified  in  the  summary  of  auditor's  results  section  of  the  accompanying 
schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs. 

Management's  Responsibility 

Management  is  responsible  for  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grants 
applicable  to  its  federal  programs. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  compliance  for  each  of  the  County's  major  federal  programs 
based  on  our  audit  of  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  We  conducted  our  audit  of 
compliance  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America;  the 
standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States;  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments, 
and  Non-Profit  Organizations.  Those  standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133  require  that  we  plan  and  perform 
the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  noncompliance  with  the  types  of  compliance 
requirements  referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  a  major  federal  program 
occurred.  An  audit  includes  examining,  on  a  test  basis,  evidence  about  the  County's  compliance  with  those 
requirements  and  performing  such  other  procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

We  believe  that  our  audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion  on  compliance  for  each  major  federal 
program.  However,  our  audit  does  not  provide  a  legal  determination  of  the  County's  compliance. 
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Opinion  on  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

In  our  opinion,  the  County  complied,  in  all  material  respects,  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements 
referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  each  of  its  major  federal  programs  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

Other  Matters 

The  results  of  our  auditing  procedures  disclosed  an  instance  of  noncompliance,  which  is  required  to  be 
reported  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A- 133  and  which  is  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  questioned  costs  as  item  SA  12/11-01.  Our  opinion  on  each  major  federal  program  is  not 
modified  with  respect  to  this  matter. 

The  County's  response  to  the  noncompliance  finding  identified  in  our  audit  is  described  in  the  accompanying 
schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  The  County's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing 
procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  compliance  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  response. 

Report  on  Internal  Control  Over  Compliance 

Management  of  the  County  is  responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining  effective  internal  control  over 
compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  In  planning  and  performing  our 
audit  of  compliance,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  over  compliance  with  the  types  of 
requirements  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  each  major  federal  program  to  determine  the 
auditing  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on 
compliance  for  each  major  federal  program  and  to  test  and  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  in 
accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-133,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness 
of  internal  control  over  compliance.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
County's  internal  control  over  compliance. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  over 
compliance  does  not  allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal 
program  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or 
combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility 
that  material  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  will  not  be 
prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over 
compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance  with  a  type 
of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness  in  internal  control 
over  compliance,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  compliance  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  this  section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  compliance 
that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant 
deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  We  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over 
compliance  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses.  However,  we  identified  a  certain  deficiency  in 
internal  control  over  compliance,  as  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs 
as  item  SA  12/11-01,  that  we  consider  to  be  a  significant  deficiency. 

The  County's  response  to  the  internal  control  over  compliance  finding  identified  in  our  audit  is  described  in 
the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  The  County's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the 
auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  compliance  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the 
response. 


42 


The  purpose  of  this  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of 
internal  control  over  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing  based  on  the  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A- 
133.  Accordingly,  this  report  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

Report  on  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  Required  by  OMB  Circular  A-133 

We  have  audited  the  financial  statements  of  the  County  as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which  collectively  comprise  the  County's  basic 
financial  statements.  We  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  June  25,  2013,  which  contained  unmodified 
opinions  on  those  financial  statements.  Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  opinions  on  the 
financial  statements  that  collectively  comprise  the  basic  financial  statements.  The  accompanying  schedule  of 
expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  as  required  by  OMB  Circular 
A-133  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the  basic  financial  statements.  Such  information  is  the  responsibility  of 
management  and  was  derived  from  and  relates  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to 
prepare  the  basic  financial  statements.  The  information  has  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied 
in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and  certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing  and  reconciling 
such  information  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial 
statements  or  to  the  basic  financial  statements  themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with 
auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  In  our  opinion,  the  schedule  of 
expenditure  of  federal  awards  is  fairly  stated  in  all  material  respects  in  relation  to  the  basic  financial 
statements  as  a  whole. 


T>clh4c£  flatten  &  ftMuycitUe^ 


DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

June  25,  2013 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


FEDERAL  GRANTOR  /  PASS-THROUGH  GRANTOR  PROGRAM 
 TITLE  

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR 

Direct  Program: 

PILT  -  Payment  in  Lieu  of  Taxes 

National  Wildlife  Refuge  Fund 
U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Passed  Through  State: 
State  Department  of  Economic  Development 

Community  Development  Block  Grant/State  Program 
Missouri  Department  of  Social  Services 

Homeless  Prevention  and  Rapid  Re-Housing  Program 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Passed  Through  State: 
Highway  and  Transportation  Commission: 
Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOMELAND  SECURITY 

Passed  Through  State: 
Missouri  State  Emergency  Management  Agency 
Presidentially  Declared  Disaster  Grant 
Emergency  Management  Performance  Grant 

TOTAL  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 


FEDERAL  PASS-THROUGH 

CFDA  ENTITY  12/31/2012  12/31/2011 

NUMBER  NUMBER         EXPENDITURES  EXPENDITURES 


15.226  N/A  $         1,747.00       $  1,711.00 

15.659  N/A  13,778.00  12,857.00 


14.228  2008-DI-68  40,574.00  25,000.00 


14.257  ER1610061A  12,498.71  58,284.13 


20.205          BRO-103(46)                        -  441.35 
BRO-123(50)  2,381.65 

BRO- 103(55)              406,519.69  38,863.04 

408,901.34  39,304.39 


97.036       DR  1980  PA  FED  23,849.02 

97.042           EMPG2010                         -  6,719.96 

EMPG2011                         -  11,750.00 

EMPG2012   7,493.47   -_ 

7,493.47  18,469.96 


$     508,841.54       $  155,626.48 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NOTE  1  -  BASIS  OF  PRESENTATION 


A.  Purpose  of  Schedule  and  Reporting  Entity 

The  accompanying  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  has  been  prepared  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A- 133.  This  circular  requires  a  schedule  that  provides  total  federal 
awards  expended  for  each  major  program  and  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance  (CFDA) 
number  or  other  identifying  number  when  the  CFDA  information  is  not  available. 


The  schedule  includes  all  federal  awards  administered  by  Stoddard  County,  Missouri. 


B.  Basis  of  Presentation 


OMB  Circular  A-133  includes  these  definitions,  which  govern  the  contents  of  the  schedule: 

Federal  financial  assistance  means  assistance  that  non-Federal  entities  receive  or  administer  in  the 
form  of  grants,  loans,  loan  guarantees,  property  (including  donated  surplus  property),  cooperative 
agreements,  interest  subsidies,  insurance,  food  commodities,  direct  appropriations,  and  other 
assistance,  but  does  not  include  amounts  received  as  reimbursement  for  services  rendered  to 
individuals. 


Federal  award  means  Federal  financial  assistance  and  Federal  cost-reimbursement  contracts  that  non- 
Federal  entities  receive  directly  from  Federal  awarding  agencies  or  indirectly  from  pass-through 
entities.  It  does  not  include  procurement  contracts,  under  grants  or  contracts,  used  to  buy  goods  or 
services  from  vendors. 


Accordingly,  the  schedule  includes  expenditures  of  both  cash  and  noncash  awards. 


C.  Basis  of  Accounting 


The  schedule  is  presented  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  which  recognizes  amounts  only  when 
disbursed  in  cash. 


NOTE  2  -  SUB-RECIPIENTS 


The  County  provided  federal  awards  to  sub-recipients  during  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  2011. 
The  sub-recipients  are  as  follows: 


Name  of  Program 


National  Wildlife  Refuge  Fund 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  Fund 

Homeless  Prevention  and  Rapid 
Re-Housing 
Total 


CFDA 

15.659 
15.659 


14.257 


Subrecipient 


2012 


2011 


Duck  Creek  Township 
Puxico  School  District 

Delta  Area  Economic 
Oppurtunity  Corporation 


$  6,889.00 
6,889.00 

12,498.71 


$  6,428.50 
6,428.50 

58,284.13 


$26,276.71  $71,141.13 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SUMMARY  OF  AUDITOR'S  RESULTS 
A.        Financial  Statements 

1.  Type  of  auditor's  report  issued:   Unmodified  -  Regulatory  Basis 

2.  Internal  control  over  financial  reporting: 


B. 


a.  Material  weakness(es)  identified? 

2012 

Yes 

X 

No 

2011 

Yes 

X 

No 

b.  Significant  deficiencies  identified? 

2012 

X 

Yes 

None 

2011 

X 

Yes 

None 

3. 

Noncompliance  material  to  financial 
statements  noted? 

2012 

Yes 

X 

No 

2011 

Yes 

X 

No 

Federal  Awards 

1. 

Internal  control  over  major  programs: 

a.  Material  weakness(es)  identified? 

2012 

Yes 

X 

JNo 

2011 

Yes 

X 

No 

b.  Significant  deficiencies  identified? 

2012 

X 

Yes 

None 

2011 

X 

Yes 

None 

2. 

Type  of  auditor's  report  issued  on  compliance  for 
major  programs: 

2012 
2011 

-  Unmodified 

-  Unmodified 

3. 

Any  audit  findings  disclosed  that  are  required  to 
be  reported  in  accordance  with  section  510  (a)  of 
Circular  A- 13 31 

2012 

X 

Yes 

No 

2011 

X 

Yes 

No 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SUMMARY  OF  AUDITOR'S  RESULTS  (concluded) 
B.        Federal  Awards  (concluded) 

4.    Identification  of  major  programs: 

CFDA 

Year              x T     ,     .  .                   Name  of  Federal  Program  or  Cluster 
  Number(s)   fe  


20 1 2/20 1 1  20  205  Department  of  Transportation  -  Highway  Planning 

and  Construction 

5.  Dollar  threshold  used  to  distinguish  between  type  A  and  type  B  programs:     $  300,000 

6.  Auditee  qualified  as  low -risk  auditee?  2012  Yes       X  No 

2011  Yes       X  No 

II.        FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

FS  12/11-01  Criteria:  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal 
Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending 
on  or  after  December  15,  2009,  as  amended  by  SAS  No.  122  Statements  on 
Auditing  Standards:  Clarification  and  Recodification,  considers  inadequate 
documentation  of  the  components  of  internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant 
deficiency. 

Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Context:    During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  that  internal  control 
documentation  has  not  been  prepared. 


Effect:  SAS  122  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal 
control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency.  Without  documented  internal  controls, 
the  County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place,  communicated  and 
operating  effectively. 

Cause:  The  County  did  not  prepare  the  required  documentation. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal 
control  documentation.  In  addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal 
control  guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this  documentation 
is  complete,  those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the 
controls  and  ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  has  started 
researching  the  COSO  internal  control  guidance  and  will  begin  the  process  of  internal 
control  documentation  in  the  County  Clerk's  (Joe  Watson)  office  with  a  completion 
date  of  February  2014.  The  County  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  (573)568-3339. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


H.        FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (continued) 

FS  12/11-02  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place 
by  an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They 
are  part  of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of 
financial  reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in 
place. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  there  were  no  formal  fraud 
risk  assessments  implemented. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not 
being  identified  by  County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a 
fraud  or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by  management  without  proper  assessment 
procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including 
identified  risks  and  mitigating  controls. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the 
environment,  including  risk  of  fraud  occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify, 
analyze  and  manage  these  risks. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  will 
address  fraud  risk  assessment  specifically  in  the  Sheriffs  office  and  the  Collector's 
office.  The  Sheriff  and  Collector  will  be  requested  to  assess  their  procedures  and 
report  to  the  County  Commission  by  Dec.  31,  2013.  The  Prosecutor,  Recorder, 
Assessor,  and  Clerk  will  be  requested  to  report  to  the  County  Commission  by 
February  2014.  The  County  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  (573)568-3339. 

III.       FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEARS 
ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 

The  following  findings,  recommendations,  and  questioned  costs  are  the  results  of  the  single  audit  of 
Stoddard  County,  Missouri  for  the  fiscal  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011.  Each  finding  is 
referenced  with  a  two-digit  number  representing  the  fiscal  years  audited,  an  "SA"  to  indicate  that  it  is 
a  single  audit  finding,  and  a  sequential  number.  The  findings  are  presented  by  federal  program  and 
are  classified  according  to  federal  and  state  department,  type  of  compliance  requirement,  category  of 
internal  control  weakness,  and  category  of  noncompliance. 

A.        Category  of  Internal  Control  Weakness 

If  the  finding  represents  a  weakness  in  internal  control,  one  of  the  following  designations  will 
appear: 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STODDARD 
BLOOMFIELD,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


III.       FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEARS 
ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011  (continued) 

A.        Category  of  Internal  Control  Weakness  (concluded) 


1.  Significant  Deficiency:  A  significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance 
is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance 
with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  that  is  less  severe  than  a 
material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  yet  important  enough  to  merit 
attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

2.  Material  Weakness:  A  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a 
deficiency,  or  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  such 
that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  material  noncompliance  with  a  type  of 
compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and 
corrected,  on  a  timely  basis. 


B.        Category  of  Noncompliance  Findings 

If  the  finding  represents  an  instance  of  noncompliance,  one  of  the  following  designations  will 
appear: 


1.  Material  Noncompliance:  A  material  noncompliance  finding  is  a  finding  related  to  a 
major  federal  program  which  discusses  conditions  representing  noncompliance  with 
federal  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  or  grants,  the  effects  of  which  have  a  material 
effect  in  relation  to  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  or  audit  objective  identified  in 
OMB  Circular  A- 133  Compliance  Supplement. 

2.  Questioned  Cost  Finding:  A  questioned  cost  finding  is  a  finding  which  discusses 
known  or  likely  questioned  costs  that  are  greater  than  $10,000  for  a  type  of 
compliance  requirement,  unless  the  conditions  giving  rise  to  the  questioned  costs  are 
otherwise  reported  as  a  material  noncompliance  finding. 

C.        Federal  Award  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs 

SA  12/11-01  Federal  Grantor:  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Other  Information  Pass-Through  Grantor:    Missouri  Department  of  Transportation 

Significant  Deficiency     Federal  CFDA  Number:  20.205 

Program  Title:  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

Information  on  the  federal  program:  The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 
contained  errors. 

Criteria:  OMB  Circular  A- 133  requires  the  auditee  to  prepare  the  Schedule  of  Federal 
Expenditures  and  Awards. 


Condition:  Through  auditing  procedures,  we  were  able  to  correct  and  support  the  amounts 
reported  on  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA).  Prior  to  these 
corrections,  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA)  was  prepared  with 
incorrect  financial  information. 
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III.       FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEARS 
ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011  (continued) 

C.        Federal  Award  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs  (concluded) 

SA  12/11-01     Questioned  Costs:  Not  applicable 

Context:  During  the  audit  of  federal  programs  we  discovered  a  number  of  errors  related  to 
the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA). 

Effect:  No  control  monitoring  or  control  over  federal  expenditures  reporting,  as  required  by 
Governmental  Accounting  and  Financial  Reporting  Standards. 

Cause:  Adequate  emphasis  was  not  placed  on  the  preparation  of  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures 
of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA). 

Recommendation:  The  County  should  implement  procedures  to  ensure  that  the  SEFA  is 
prepared  in  accordance  with  federal  requirements.  The  County  should  continue  in  its  efforts 
to  establish  an  accounting  system  that  will  capture  grant  transactions  in  a  manner  sufficient  to 
readily  report  the  necessary  information  required  on  the  SEFA.  The  cost  center  listing  that 
identifies  federal  expenditures  should  be  defined  and  cross  matched  in  a  table  that  is  updated 
monthly  by  a  designee  of  the  County  Clerk's  Office. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  OMB  Circular  A- 133  is  being 
reviewed  and  training  sessions  will  be  initiated  on  October  1,  2013  in  the  County  Clerk's  (Joe 
Watson)  office.  The  completion  goal  is  December  31,  2013.  The  training  will  focus  on 
capturing  grant  transactions  in  a  manner  sufficient  to  readily  report  the  necessary  information 
required  on  the  SEFA.  Included  in  the  training  will  be  proper  communications  with  other 
departments  to  ensure  they  are  transmitting  the  information  required  on  the  SEFA  to  the 
County  Clerk.  The  County  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  (573)  568-3339. 
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I.         PRIOR  YEAR  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

FS  10/09-01  Criteria:  Auditors  may  continue  to  assist  clients  with  the  preparation  of  the  financial 
statements  now  and  in  the  future.  However,  under  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards 
(SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal  Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an 
Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending  on  or  after  December  15,  2009, 
conditions  necessitating  the  entity's  auditor  to  provide  such  assistance  is  at  least 
indicative  of  a  significant  deficiency.  SAS  No.  115  supersedes  SAS  No.  112. 

Condition:  During  the  current  year,  auditors  of  the  County  assisted  with  the 
preparation  of  the  financial  statements  and  the  notes  to  financial  statements. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  that  we  will  be  assisting 
the  County  with  the  preparation  of  their  audited  financial  statements  and  footnotes. 

Effect:  Auditors  may  continue  to  assist  clients  with  the  preparation  of  the  financial 
statements  now  and  in  the  future.  However,  SAS  115  indicates  that  conditions 
necessitate  the  entity's  auditor  to  provide  such  assistance  is  at  least  indicative  of  a 
significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  financial  reporting. 

Cause:  Management  did  not  prepare  the  financial  statements  or  the  notes  to  financial 
statements. 

Recommendation :  Due  to  the  changing  standards,  the  County  may  wish  to  consider 
alternatives  available  that  would  eliminate  this  situation. 

Status:  Management  has  corrected  this  finding  and  has  the  skills  and  knowledge  to 
prepare  the  financial  statements. 

FS  10/09-02  Criteria:  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal 
Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending 
on  or  after  December  15,  2009,  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the 
components  of  internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency. 

Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  that  internal  control 
documentation  has  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  SAS  115  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal 
control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency.  Without  documented  internal  controls, 
the  County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place,  communicated  and 
operating  effectively. 

Cause:  The  County  did  not  prepare  the  required  documentation. 
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I.         PRIOR  YEAR  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (continued) 

FS  10/09-02  Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal 
control  documentation.  In  addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal 
control  guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this  documentation 
is  complete,  those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the 
controls  and  ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 

Status:  Management  has  not  implemented  appropriate  corrective  action.  See  finding 
at  FS  12/11-01. 

FS  10/09-03  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place 
by  an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They 
are  part  of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of 
financial  reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in 
place. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  there  were  no  formal  fraud 
risk  assessments  implemented. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not 
being  identified  by  County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a 
fraud  or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by  management  without  proper  assessment 
procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including 
identified  risks  and  mitigating  controls. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the 
environment,  including  risk  of  fraud  occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify, 
analyze  and  manage  these  risks. 

Status:  Management  has  not  implemented  appropriate  corrective  action.  See  finding 
at  FS  12/11-02. 

FS  10/09-04  Criteria:  The  Internal  Revenue  Service  requires  employers  to  withhold  taxes  from 
employee  wages.  It  also  requires  employers  to  pay  the  liability  portion  for  the 
employer's  portion  of  social  security  and  medicare  taxes. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  that  the  Federal  941s  were  not  completed 
correctly. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  that  Federal  941s  were  not 
completed  correctly. 

Effect:  Failure  to  properly  complete  the  Federal  941s  could  cause  the  County 
additional  tax  liability,  penalties  or  interest  owed. 
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I.         PRIOR  YEAR  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (continued) 

FS  10/09-04  Cause:  Management  has  not  properly  trained  staff  on  how  to  complete  the  Federal 
941  Form. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  County  employees  receive  appropriate 
training  in  the  preparation  of  tax  documents  or  obtain  outside  services. 

Status:  Management  has  implemented  an  appropriate  corrective  action  plan  and 
corrected  the  finding  in  the  current  audit  period. 

FS  10/09-05  Criteria:  Bank  reconciliations  must  properly  be  prepared  monthly  on  a  timely  basis 
by  the  Sheriff's  office. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  discovered  that  bank  reconciliations  were  not 
prepared  properly  for  the  Sheriff's  General  account  and  Inmate  account. 

Context:  This  deficiency  became  apparent  through  our  testing  of  the  Sheriff's 
General  and  Inmate  cash  accounts  and  related  reconciliations. 

Effect:  Errors  may  go  undetected  if  proper  controls  are  not  in  place  to  review  cash 
transactions. 

Cause:  Management  does  not  place  adequate  emphasis  upon  reviewing  cash 
transactions  and  preparing  accurate  reconciliations. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  Sheriff's  office  properly  reconcile  its 
accounts  on  a  monthly  basis  and  monitor  the  reconciliations  to  be  sure  they  are  being 
properly  prepared.  These  reconciliations  will  ensure  meaningful  and  accurate 
financial  statements. 

Status:  Management  has  implemented  an  appropriate  corrective  action  plan  and 
corrected  the  finding  in  the  current  audit  period. 

FS  10/09-06  Criteria:  SAS  No.  55,  Consideration  of  Internal  Control  in  a  Financial  Statement 
Audit,  as  amended  by  SAS  No.  78,  Consideration  of  Internal  Control  in  a  Financial 
Statement  Audit:  An  Amendment  to  SAS  No.  55. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  certain  instances  in  the  Recorder's  office  that 
cause  concern.  First,  the  Recorder  is  able  to  perform  all  cash  receipts  and 
disbursement  duties.  Second,  the  Recorder  only  issues  receipts  for  cash.  The 
Recorder  must  also  issue  receipts  for  checks  received  or  any  other  type  of  payment 
allowable  by  the  office.  Lastly,  receipts  issued  are  not  pre-numbered,  which  is 
another  deficiency  in  internal  controls. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  that  the  Recorder  is  able  to 
perform  all  cash  receipts  and  disbursement  duties,  and  does  not  issue  receipts  for 
checks  received,  only  for  cash.  Also,  the  receipts  issued  were  not  pre-numbered. 
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I.         PRIOR  YEAR  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (continued) 

FS  10/09-06      Effect:     Sound  internal  controls  require  segregation  of  duties  in  the  office. 

Segregation  of  duties  is  critical  to  effective  internal  controls  because  it 
reduces  the  risk  of  mistakes  and  inappropriate  actions.  Other  areas  of  internal 
control  require  the  issuing  and  recording  of  all  receipts  for  payments  received 
regardless  of  the  type  of  payment  collected.  Receipts  should  be  pre-numbered  as 
well,  so  payments  can  be  tracked.  If  such  internal  controls  are  ignored,  fraud  or 
inefficiencies  can  occur  in  the  office. 

Cause:  The  Recorder  has  not  implemented  sound  internal  controls  in  the  office. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  Recorder  segregate  duties  in  her  office  if 
possible  as  well  as  issue  and  record  receipts  for  all  payments  collected  in  the  office. 
Also,  the  Recorder  of  Deeds  should  have  pre-numbered  receipts  so  payments  may  be 
tracked. 

Status:  Management  has  implemented  an  appropriate  corrective  action  plan  and 
corrected  the  finding  in  the  current  audit  period. 

FS  10/09-07  Criteria:  SAS  No.  55,  Consideration  of  Internal  Control  in  a  Financial  Statement 
Audit,  as  amended  by  SAS  No.  78,  Consideration  of  Internal  Control  in  a  Financial 
Statement  Audit:  An  Amendment  to  SAS  No.  55. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  certain  instances  in  the  Treasurer's  and 
Collector's  offices.  First,  the  office  clerk  is  able  to  perform  all  duties  of  the  cash 
receipts  and  disbursement  process.  Second,  disbursements  of  court  cost  monies 
distributed  by  the  Treasurer's  and  Collector's  offices  require  no  approval  or  dual 
authorization  for  approving  disbursements. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  that  the  office  clerk  is  able 
to  perform  all  duties  of  the  cash  receipts  and  disbursement  process.  Also, 
disbursement  of  court  costs  monies  distributed  require  no  approval  or  dual 
authorization  for  approving  disbursements. 

Effect:  Failure  to  segregate  duties  and  require  approval  or  dual  authorization  for 
approving  disbursements  shows  a  lack  of  internal  controls. 

Cause:  The  Treasurer  and  Collector  have  not  implemented  sound  internal  controls  in 
their  offices. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  Treasurer's  and  Collector's  offices 
require  approval  or  dual  authorization  for  approving  disbursements  and  segregate 
duties  in  their  offices. 

Status:  Management  has  implemented  an  appropriate  corrective  action  plan  and 
corrected  the  finding  in  the  current  audit  period. 
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II.        PRIOR  YEAR  FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 


SA  10/09-01  Federal  Grantor:  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Other  Information  Pass-Through  Grantor:  Missouri  Department  of  Transportation 

Significant  Deficiency     Federal  CFDA  Number:  20.205 

Program  Title:  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

Information  on  the  federal  program:  The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 
contained  errors. 

Criteria:  OMB  Circular  A- 133  requires  the  audi  tee  to  prepare  the  Schedule  of  Federal 
Expenditures  and  Awards. 

Condition:  Through  auditing  procedures,  we  were  able  to  correct  and  support  the  amounts 
reported  on  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA).  Prior  to  these 
corrections,  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA)  was  prepared  with 
incorrect  financial  information. 


Questioned  Costs:  Not  applicable 

Context:  During  the  audit  of  federal  programs  we  discovered  a  number  of  errors  related  to 
the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA). 

Effect:  No  control  monitoring  or  control  over  federal  expenditures  reporting,  as  required  by 
Governmental  Accounting  and  Financial  Reporting  Standards. 

Cause:  Adequate  emphasis  was  not  placed  on  the  preparation  of  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures 
of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA). 

Recommendation:  The  County  should  implement  procedures  to  ensure  that  the  SEFA  is 
prepared  in  accordance  with  federal  requirements.  The  County  should  continue  in  its  efforts 
to  establish  an  accounting  system  that  will  capture  grant  transactions  in  a  manner  sufficient  to 
readily  report  the  necessary  information  required  on  the  SEFA.  The  cost  center  listing  that 
identifies  federal  expenditures  should  be  defined  and  cross  matched  in  a  table  that  is  updated 
monthly  by  a  designee  of  the  County  Clerk's  Office. 

Status:  Management  has  not  implemented  an  appropriate  corrective  action.  See  finding  at  SA 
12/11-01. 
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H.        PRIOR  YEAR  FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  (concluded) 

SA  10/09-02  Federal  Grantor:  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Davis-Bacon  Pass-Through  Grantor:  Missouri  Department  of  Transportation 

Significant  Deficiency     Federal  CFDA  Number:  20.205 

Program  Title:  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

Information  on  the  federal  program:  The  County  was  non  compliant  with  the  minimum 
wage  rates  set  forth  by  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 

Criteria:  The  compliance  matrix  to  OMB  Circular  A- 133  requires  that  recipients  of  Highway 
Planning  and  Construction  funding  must  document  their  compliance  with  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act. 

Condition:  We  noted  an  instance  of  non  compliance  with  the  Davis  Bacon  Act. 
Questioned  Costs:  Not  applicable 

Context:  During  our  testing  of  a  sample  of  Davis  Bacon  wages  we  noted  instances  of  non 
compliance. 

Effect:  The  County  was  non  compliant  with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 
Cause:  Unknown. 

Recommendation:  The  County  should  review  all  Davis-Bacon  wage  reports  and  review  them 
for  compliance  with  Federal  minimum  wage  rates  set  by  the  Department  of  Labor  by  job 
classification  and  the  date  of  the  work. 

Status:  Management  has  implemented  an  appropriate  corrective  action  plan  and  corrected  the 
finding  in  the  current  audit  period. 
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June  25,  2013 

To  the  Board  of  Commissioners 
County  of  Stoddard 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  regulatory  based  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Stoddard 
(the  "County")  as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  December  31,  2011,  in  accordance  with 
auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  we  considered  the  County's  internal 
control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  as  a  basis  for  designing  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate 
in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the 
purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do 
not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  and 
was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or 
significant  deficiencies  and,  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not 
identified.  However,  as  discussed  below,  we  identified  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider 
to  be  significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management 
or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies  in 
internal  control,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial 
statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  We  did  not  identify  any 
deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 

A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe 
than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We 
consider  the  following  deficiencies  in  the  County's  internal  control  to  be  significant  deficiencies  as  noted  in 
section  I: 

Our  comments  concerning  internal  control  and  other  significant  matters  are  presented  as  follows: 

I.  Deficiencies  Considered  to  be  Significant 

II.  Information  Required  by  Professional  Standards 

The  County's  management  has  provided  written  responses  to  the  findings  in  this  report  that  were  identified  in 
our  audit.  These  responses  have  not  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the 
financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  them. 

This  communication  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  the  County  Commission,  County  Office 
Holders,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor  and  federal  agencies  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by 
anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties. 

Very  truly  yours, 


DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 
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I. 


DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 


FS  12/11-01  Criteria:  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal 
Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending 
on  or  after  December  15,  2009,  as  amended  by  SAS  No.  122  Statements  on  Auditing 
Standards:  Clarification  and  Recodification,  considers  inadequate  documentation  of 
the  components  of  internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency. 

Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  that  internal  control 
documentation  has  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  SAS  122  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal 
control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency.  Without  documented  internal  controls, 
the  County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place,  communicated  and 
operating  effectively. 

Cause:  The  County  did  not  prepare  the  required  documentation. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal 
control  documentation.  In  addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal 
control  guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this  documentation 
is  complete,  those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the 
controls  and  ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  has  started 
researching  the  COSO  internal  control  guidance  and  will  begin  the  process  of  internal 
control  documentation  in  the  County  Clerk's  (Joe  Watson)  office  with  a  completion 
date  of  February  2014.  The  County  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  (573)568-3339. 

FS  12/11-02  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place 
by  an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They 
are  part  of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of 
financial  reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in 
place. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  there  were  no  formal  fraud 
risk  assessments  implemented. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not 
being  identified  by  County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a 
fraud  or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by  management  without  proper  assessment 
procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including 
identified  risks  and  mitigating  controls. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the 
environment,  including  risk  of  fraud  occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify, 
analyze  and  manage  these  risks. 


I.         DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT  (concluded) 

FS  12/11-02  Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  will 
address  fraud  risk  assessment  specifically  in  the  Sheriffs  office  and  the  Collector's 
office.  The  Sheriff  and  Collector  will  be  requested  to  assess  their  procedures  and 
report  to  the  County  Commission  by  Dec.  31,  2013.  The  Prosecutor,  Recorder, 
Assessor,  and  Clerk  will  be  requested  to  report  to  the  County  Commission  by 
February  2014.  The  County  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  (573)568-3339. 


SA  12/11-01  Federal  Grantor:  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Other  Information  Pass-Through  Grantor:  Missouri  Department  of  Transportation 

Significant  Deficiency     Federal  CFDA  Number:  20.205 

Program  Title:  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

Information  on  the  federal  program:  The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 
contained  errors. 

Criteria:  OMB  Circular  A- 133  requires  the  auditee  to  prepare  the  Schedule  of  Federal 
Expenditures  and  Awards. 

Condition:  Through  auditing  procedures,  we  were  able  to  correct  and  support  the  amounts 
reported  on  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA).  Prior  to  these 
corrections,  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA)  was  prepared  with 
incorrect  financial  information. 


Questioned  Costs:  Not  applicable 

Context:  During  the  audit  of  federal  programs  we  discovered  a  number  of  errors  related  to 
the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA). 

Effect:  No  control  monitoring  or  control  over  federal  expenditures  reporting,  as  required  by 
Governmental  Accounting  and  Financial  Reporting  Standards. 

Cause:  Adequate  emphasis  was  not  placed  on  the  preparation  of  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures 
of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA). 

Recommendation:  The  County  should  implement  procedures  to  ensure  that  the  SEFA  is 
prepared  in  accordance  with  federal  requirements.  The  County  should  continue  in  its  efforts 
to  establish  an  accounting  system  that  will  capture  grant  transactions  in  a  manner  sufficient  to 
readily  report  the  necessary  information  required  on  the  SEFA.  The  cost  center  listing  that 
identifies  federal  expenditures  should  be  defined  and  cross  matched  in  a  table  that  is  updated 
monthly  by  a  designee  of  the  County  Clerk's  Office. 


Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  OMB  Circular  A- 133  is  being 
reviewed  and  training  sessions  will  be  initiated  on  October  1,  2013  in  the  County  Clerk's  (Joe 
Watson)  office.  The  completion  goal  is  December  31,  2013.  The  training  will  focus  on 
capturing  grant  transactions  in  a  manner  sufficient  to  readily  report  the  necessary  information 
required  on  the  SEFA.  Included  in  the  training  will  be  proper  communications  with  other 
departments  to  ensure  they  are  transmitting  the  information  required  on  the  SEFA  to  the 
County  Clerk.  The  County  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  (573)  568-3339. 


INFORMATION  REQUIRED  BY  PROFESSIONAL  STANDARDS 

Our  Responsibilities  under  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Auditing  Standards  and  Government 
Auditing  Standards 

Professional  standards  require  that  we  provide  you  with  information  about  our  responsibilities  under 
generally  accepted  auditing  standards,  Government  Auditing  Standards  and  OMB  Circular  A- 133,  as  well 
as  certain  information  related  to  the  planned  scope  and  timing  of  our  audit.  We  have  communicated  such 
information  in  our  letter  to  you  dated  April  16,  2013.  Professional  standards  also  require  that  we 
communicate  to  you  the  following  information  related  to  our  audit. 

Significant  Audit  Findings 

Qualitative  Aspects  of  Accounting  Practices 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  selection  and  use  of  appropriate  accounting  policies.  The  significant 
accounting  policies  used  by  the  County  are  described  in  Note  I  to  the  financial  statements.  No  new 
accounting  policies  were  adopted  and  the  application  of  existing  policies  was  not  changed  during  the 
2012-2011  fiscal  years.  We  noted  no  transactions  entered  into  by  the  governmental  unit  during  the  year 
for  which  there  is  a  lack  of  authoritative  guidance  or  consensus.  All  significant  transactions  have  been 
recognized  in  the  financial  statements  in  the  proper  period. 

Accounting  estimates  are  an  integral  part  of  the  financial  statements  prepared  by  management  and  are 
based  on  management's  knowledge  and  experience  about  past  and  current  events  and  assumptions  about 
future  events.  Certain  accounting  estimates  are  particularly  sensitive  because  of  their  significance  to  the 
financial  statements  and  because  of  the  possibility  that  future  events  affecting  them  may  differ 
significantly  from  those  expected.  Due  to  the  County  applying  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  no 
estimates  are  made  during  the  preparation  of  financial  statements. 

The  financial  statement  disclosures  are  neutral,  consistent,  and  clear. 

Difficulties  Encountered  in  Performing  the  Audit 

We  encountered  no  significant  difficulties  in  dealing  with  management  in  performing  and  completing  our 
audit. 

Corrected  and  Uncorrected  Misstatements 

Professional  standards  require  us  to  accumulate  all  known  and  likely  misstatements  identified  during  the 
audit,  other  than  those  that  are  clearly  trivial,  and  communicate  them  to  the  appropriate  level  of 
management.  Management  has  corrected  all  such  misstatements.  In  addition,  none  of  the  misstatements 
detected  as  a  result  of  audit  procedures  and  corrected  by  management  were  material,  either  individually  or 
in  the  aggregate,  to  each  opinion  unit' s  financial  statements  taken  as  a  whole. 

Disagreements  with  Management 

For  purposes  of  this  letter,  a  disagreement  with  management  is  a  financial  accounting,  reporting,  or 
auditing  matter,  whether  or  not  resolved  to  our  satisfaction,  that  could  be  significant  to  the  financial 
statements  or  the  auditor's  report.  We  are  pleased  to  report  that  no  such  disagreements  arose  during  the 
course  of  our  audit. 

Management  Representations 

We  have  requested  certain  representations  from  management  that  are  included  in  the  management 
representation  letter  dated  June  25,  2013. 


INFORMATION  REQUIRED  BY  PROFESSIONAL  STANDARDS  (concluded) 

Management  Consultations  with  Other  Independent  Accountants 

In  some  cases,  management  may  decide  to  consult  with  other  accountants  about  auditing  and  accounting 
matters,  similar  to  obtaining  a  "second  opinion"  on  certain  situations.  If  a  consultation  involves 
application  of  an  accounting  principle  to  the  County's  financial  statements  or  a  determination  of  the  type 
of  auditor's  opinion  that  may  be  expressed  on  those  statements,  our  professional  standards  require  the 
consulting  accountant  to  check  with  us  to  determine  that  the  consultant  has  all  the  relevant  facts.  To  our 
knowledge,  there  were  no  such  consultations  with  other  accountants. 

Other  Audit  Findings  or  Issues 

We  generally  discuss  a  variety  of  matters,  including  the  application  of  accounting  principles  and  auditing 
standards,  with  management  each  year  prior  to  retention  as  the  governmental  unit's  auditors.  However, 
these  discussions  occurred  in  the  normal  course  of  our  professional  relationship  and  our  responses  were 
not  a  condition  to  our  retention. 

Other  Matters 

With  respect  to  the  supplementary  information  accompanying  the  financial  statements,  we  made  certain 
inquiries  of  management  and  evaluated  the  form,  content,  and  methods  of  preparing  the  information  to 
determine  that  the  information  complies  with  a  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  the  method  of  preparing  it 
has  not  changed  from  the  prior  period,  and  the  information  is  appropriate  and  complete  in  relation  to  our 
audit  of  the  financial  statements.  We  compared  and  reconciled  the  supplementary  information  to  the 
underlying  accounting  records  used  to  prepare  the  financial  statements  or  to  the  financial  statements 
themselves. 

We  noted  during  our  audit  certain  matters  that  were  not  considered  to  be  significant  deficiencies  or 
material  weaknesses.  Several  county  offices  have  limited  numbers  of  staff  which  inherently  increases  the 
risk  of  misstatement.  Office  holders  appear  to  have  mitigating  controls  in  place  to  lower  these  risks  to  an 
acceptable  level  but  the  commission  does  need  to  be  aware  of  these  risks  and  offices  need  to  remain 
vigilant  in  deterring  the  potential  for  erroneous  or  fraudulent  activity. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Mercer  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Mercer  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the  State 
Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Daniel  Jones  &  Associates,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


August  2013 
Report  No.  2013-072 
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CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission 
The  County  of  Mercer,  Missouri 

Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Mercer,  Missouri,  which 
comprise  cash  and  unencumbered  cash  for  each  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related 
statements  of  cash  receipts  and  disbursements  and  disbursements-budget  and  actual  for  the  years  then 
ended,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial  statements  in 
accordance  with  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  a  financial  reporting  framework  prescribed  or 
permitted  by  Missouri  law  as  described  in  Note  I  of  the  accompanying  financial  statements.  Management 
is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the 
preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether 
due  to  fraud  or  error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit.  We 
conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards, 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform 
the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material 
misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in 
the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's  judgment,  including  the 
assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial  statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error. 
In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation 
and  fair  presentation  of  the  financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in 
the  circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's 
internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes  evaluating  the 
appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of  significant  accounting  estimates 
made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall  presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide  a  basis  for 
our  audit  opinions. 
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Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  I  of  the  financial  statements,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  basis  of 
financial  reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
Missouri. 

The  effects  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described 
in  Note  I  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S. 
Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  do  not 
present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America, 
the  financial  position  of  each  fund  of  the  County  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  or  changes  in  financial 
position  or  cash  flows  thereof  for  the  years  then  ended. 

Opinions 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects,  the  cash  and 
unencumbered  cash  of  each  fund  of  the  County  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  their  respective  cash 
receipts  and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  for  the  year  then  ended  in  accordance  with  the  financial 
reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law  described  in  Note  I. 

Other  Matters 

Other  Information 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  opinion  on  the  financial  statements  that  collectively 
comprise  the  County  of  Mercer's  basic  financial  statements.  The  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards, 
as  required  by  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A- 133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and 
Non-Profit  Organizations  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the 
basic  financial  statements. 

The  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  the  responsibility  of  management  and  was  derived  from  and 
relates  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements. 
Such  information  has  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  basic  financial 
statements  and  certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing  and  reconciling  such  information  directly 
to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements  or  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  In  our  opinion,  the  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal 
awards  is  fairly  stated,  in  all  material  respects,  in  relation  to  the  basic  financial  statements  as  a  whole. 
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Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  June  25,  2013  on 
our  consideration  of  the  County  of  Mercer's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  on  our  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters. 
The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  County  of  Mercer's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  compliance. 

DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

June  25,  2013 
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FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 


THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


FUND 

CASH 
JANUARY  1,  2012 

RECEIPTS 
2012 

DISBURSEMENTS 
2012 

CASH 
DECEMBER  31,  2012 

General  Revenue  ! 

£               532,612.27  $ 

874,389.21 

$  743,341.11 

$  663,660.37 

Special  Road  &  Bridge 

216,200.09 

1,036,716.03 

1,074,027.94 

178,888.18 

Use  Tax 

15,816.18 

130,919.50 

38,535.40 

108,200.28 

Assessment 

14,766.99 

101,670.17 

93,729.79 

22,707.37 

LEA 

4,187.64 

8,673.35 

106.68 

12,754.31 

PA  Training 

1,212.42 

183.50 

641.53 

754.39 

PA  Bad  Check 

15.52 

6,164.44 

6,050.71 

129.25 

Recreation  District 

95,478.81 

131,200.60 

122,603.99 

104,075.42 

Recorder  Trust 

- 

140.00 

140.00 

- 

LE  Sales  Tax 

29,019.07 

131,391.31 

149,157.51 

11,252.87 

CERF 

340.95 

25,899.49 

25,395.03 

845.41 

LLEBG 

6.07 

- 

- 

6.07 

Restitution 

8,898.56 

2,741.98 

5,541.78 

6,098.76 

Sheriffs  Special 

11,692.31 

7,995.98 

7,610.60 

12,077.69 

Recorder's  Special 

7,039.78 

3,578.24 

5,185.38 

5,432.64 

LEPC 

10,868.16 

1,353.09 

9,515.07 

Tax  Maintenance 

8,528.45 

7,308.52 

7,079.75 

8,757.22 

Sheriffs  Revolving 

5,208.65 

2,405.35 

541.34 

7,072.66 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

466.60 

1,120.58 

1,427.38 

159.80 

FEMA 

1,492.49 

99,319.65 

100,812.14 

LEPC  Siren 

1,029.73 

1,029.73 

Lindley  Twp. 

70,396.68 

66,831.65 

3,565.03 

Senior  Citizens 

15,035.71 

28,190.22 

27,352.00 

15,873.93 

Deputy  Sheriff 

4,889.64 

5,145.70 

(256.06) 

Inmate  Security 

586.00 

576.00 

1,162.00 

Juvenile  Fund 

2,036.49 

64.15 

2,100.64 

TOTAL 

5               982,538.94  $ 

2,675,934.59 

$  2,483,640.23 

$  1,174,833.30 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2011 


FUND 

CASH 
JANUARY  1,  2011 

RECEIPTS 
2011 

DISBURSEMENTS 
2011 

CASH 
DECEMBER  3 1 ,  20 1 1 

General  Revenue  ! 

&                431,720.10  $ 

840,130.72 

$  739,238.55 

$  532,612.27 

Special  Road  &  Bridge 

184,172.49 

994,025.96 

961,998.36 

216,200.09 

Use  Tax 

~ 

15,816.18 

15,816.18 

Assessment 

7,087.88 

103,726.99 

96,047.88 

14,766.99 

LEA 

3,504.11 

683.53 

4,187.64 

PA  Training 

1,171.09 

253.20 

211.87 

1,212.42 

PA  Bad  Check 

597.95 

7,230.97 

7,813.40 

15.52 

Recreation  District 

96,200.01 

132,912.80 

133,634.00 

t  \  r—       a  i—i  o  ill 

95,478.81 

Recorder  Trust 

~ 

145.00 

145.00 

" 

LE  Sales  Tax 

20,427.66 

138,807.48 

130,216.07 

29,019.07 

CERF 

441.32 

r-\  /-\    SAC    f\  A 

22,645.94 

rtr\  /—its'   1  1 

22,746.31 

340.95 

LLEBG 

6.07 

6.07 

Restitution 

8,666.84 

5,532.49 

c  o  r\r\  T7 

5,300.77 

8,898.56 

Sheriffs  Special 

6,320.10 

11,893.00 

6,520.79 

11,692.31 

Recorder's  Special 

5,053.25 

3,440.12 

1,453.59 

7,039.78 

LEPC 

4,720.03 

8,178.74 

2,030.61 

10,868.16 

Tax  Maintenance 

7,792.94 

8,194.94 

7,459.43 

8,528.45 

Sheriffs  Revolving 

5,170.82 

1,744.90 

1,707.07 

5,208.65 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

1,024.78 

1,367.97 

1,926.15 

466.60 

FEMA 

218,600.50 

476,687.96 

693,795.97 

1,492.49 

LEPC  Siren 

4,948.00 

1,000.00 

4,918.27 

1,029.73 

Lindley  Twp. 

170,123.91 

170,123.91 

Senior  Citizens 

11,132.82 

28,521.14 

24,618.25 

15,035.71 

Deputy  Sheriff 

Inmate  Security 

586.00 

586.00 

Juvenile  Fund 

1,958.98 

77.51 

2,036.49 

TOTAL 

5              1,020,717.74  $ 

2,973,727.45 

$  3,011,906.25 

$  982,538.94 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 


2012  2011 


RT  TDfiFT 

A  PTT  T  A  T 

ri  inriPT 

APTTTAT 

Property  Taxes 

$  135,000.00 

$  128,211.10 

S  133,800.00 

$  135,372.82 

Sales  Taxes 

300,000.00 

291,530.29 

290,000.00 

303,983.27 

Intergovernmental 

216,267.00 

218,023.31 

204,231.00 

218,464.37 

Charges  for  Services 

76,200.00 

75,401.95 

73,325.00 

76,148.78 

Interest 

22,000.00 

22,857.91 

15,000.00 

23,466.40 

Other 

68,016.40 

98,364.65 

80,370.00 

42,695.08 

Transfers  In 

40,000.00 

40,000.00 

40,000.00 

40,000.00 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

857,483.40 

874,389.21 

836,726.00 

840,130.72 

DTSRT IR  SFMFNTS 

County  Commission 

68,060.00 

67,862.54 

68,010.00 

67,370.30 

County  Clerk 

99,408.75 

89,845.67 

97,415.46 

90,824.26 

Elections 

43,360.00 

40,444.95 

16,245.00 

16,316.88 

Buildings  and  Grounds 

89,720.00 

60,923.24 

90,074.61 

90,520.19 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 

93,400.00 

92,569.05 

86,200.00 

84,517.33 

County  Treasurer 

60,132.62 

53,574.54 

59,912.50 

57,655.80 

Collector 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Circuit  Clerk 

12,455.53 

9,852.81 

12,508.31 

11,100.71 

f^niift  A Hmini Qtr^tinti 

7,723.50 

1,709.24 

7,674.07 

4,361.22 

Public  Administrator 

24,790.00 

24,411.40 

24,220.00 

23,700.74 

Sheriff 

158,096.66 

153,700.18 

128,837.53 

130,889.16 

Jail 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

68,397.69 

68,328.85 

68,933.02 

66,879.95 

Juvenile  Officer 

14,956.00 

3,952.06 

14,956.00 

1,914.91 

Coroner 

8,240.00 

8,239.92 

8,000.00 

8,000.00 

Court  Reporter 

780.00 

64.22 

797.40 

100.10 

Other 

Other  County  Government 

83,600.00 

66,803.87 

88,000.00 

79,039.80 

Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1,251.00 

1,058.57 

28,225.00 

6,047.20 

Transfers  Out 

Emergency  Fund 

25,724.50 

25,101.78 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

860,096.25 

743,341.11 

825,110.68 

739,238.55 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(2,612.85) 

131,048.10 

11,615.32 

100,892.17 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

532,612.27 

532,612.27 

431,720.10 

431,720.10 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  529,999.42 

$  663,660.37 

$  443,335.42 

$  532,612.27 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SPECIAL  ROAD  &  BRIDGE  FUND 


2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

S 

$ 

$  62.86 

$ 

Sales  Taxes 

75,000.00 

72,865.41 

70,000.00 

75,988.24 

Intergovernmental 

1,265,623.75 

914,862.41 

1,116,482.74 

845,787.93 

Charges  for  Services 

21,658.65 

21,905.74 

30,322.53 

49,404.74 

Interest 

4,000.00 

6,486.49 

3,700.00 

9,020.54 

Other 

21,800.00 

20,595.98 

16,500.00 

13,824.51 

Transfers  In 

- 

- 

- 

- 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,388,082.40 

1,036,716.03 

1,237,068.13 

994,025.96 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

no  nic  "71 
92,326.  /3 

92,93o.93 

99,63  /. 60 

no  too  on 

9a,  /S2.20 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 

26,800.00 

24,237.44 

23,720.00 

23,967.61 

Supplies 

46,733.34 

37,066.28 

47,808.34 

49,530.10 

Insurance 

6,000.00 

5,668.54 

6,000.00 

5,890.48 

Road  &  Bridge  Materials 

317,491.29 

309,051.04 

351,918.50 

325,125.21 

Equipment  Repairs 

18,000.00 

18,356.05 

40,000.00 

26,956.89 

Rentals 

Equipment  Purchases 

52,420.20 

53,274.23 

51,420.20 

50,814.91 

R&B  Construction 

8,500.00 

865.00 

Other  Expenditures 

875,400.00 

493,435.43 

633,476.51 

340,065.96 

Transfers  Out 

40,000.00 

40,000.00 

40,000.00 

40,000.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,475,171.56 

1,074,027.94 

1,302,481.15 

961,998.36 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(87,089.16) 

(37,311.91) 

(65,413.02) 

32,027.60 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

216,200.09 

216,200.09 

184,172.49 

184,172.49 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  129,110.93 

$  178,888.18 

$  118,759.47 

$  216,200.09 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


USE  TAX  FUND 


 2012    2011  

BUDGET                 ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS                                                           ~                             '  "~~  " 

Property  Taxes                              $  $                  -  $                  -  $ 

Sales  Taxes                                          50,000.00               130,919.50  -  15,816.18 

Intergovernmental                                            -                            -  -  - 

Charges  for  Services                                         -                            -  -  - 

Interest                                                          -                            -  -  - 

Other                                                            -                            -  -  - 
Transfers  In  - 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS  50,000.00  130,919.50  -  15,816.18 


DISBURSEMENTS 

911  Addressing  60,000.00  38,535.40 
Vehicle  Purchase 
Other  Expenses 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  60,000.00  38,535.40 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (10,000.00)  92,384.10  -  15,816.18 

CASH,  JANUARY  1   15,816.18   15,816.18   -__   - 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $           5,816.18  $        108,200.28  $                 -  $  15,816.18 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


ASSESSMENT  FUND  LEA  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

JTlUJJClLy  IdACa 

Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  In 

97,872.00 
1,100.00 
1,300.00 

- 

99,228.60 
1,119.50 
1,322.07 

- 

94,796.00 
500.00 
1,000.00 

- 

_ 

101,224.77 
1,132.80 
1,369.42 

- 

7,300.00 
- 

8,461.31 
212.04 

- 

350.00 
- 

c 
p 

683.53 
- 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

100,272.00 

101,670.17 

96,296.00 

103,726.99 

7,300.00 

8,673.35 

350.00 

683.53 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Materials  and  Supplies 
Mileage  and  Training 
Other  Expenses 
Transfers  Out 

69,699.09 
18,325.00 
4,200.00 
1,620.00 
14,084.00 

61,591.77 
16,085.57 
3,167.62 
726.06 
12,158.77 

70,578.04 
13,275.00 
3,100.00 
1,820.00 
8,031.19 

67,146.89 
15,840.41 
3,219.15 
1,849.78 
7,991.65 

1,000.00 
1,000.00 

106.68 

1,000.00 
1,000.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

107,928.09 

93,729.79 

96,804.23 

96,047.88 

2,000.00 

106.68 

2,000.00 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(7,656.09) 

7,940.38 

(508.23) 

7,679.11 

5,300.00 

8,566.67 

(1,650.00) 

683.53 

CASH,  IANUARY  1 

14,766.99 

14,766.99 

7,087.88 

7,087.88 

4,187.64 

4,187.64 

3,504.11 

3,504.11 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$      7,110.90  ! 

6  22,707.37 

$      6,579.65  S 

>  14,766.99 

$  9,487.64 

S  12,754.31 

$    1,854.11  : 

t  4,187.64 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


PA  TRAINING  FUND  PA  BAD  CHECK  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET         ACTUAL         BUDGET         ACTUAL  BUDGET         ACTUAL         BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes                           $  -         $          -          $                    $  $-$-$-$- 

Sales  Taxes  -  - 

Intergovernmental  ____  ____ 

Charges  for  Services  -                152.30                 -                210.71  5,800.00           5,352.78  6,000.00  5,803.10 

Interest  -                 31.20                 -                 42.49  28.00                9.61  60.00  29.51 

Other  -  1,372.00             802.05  1,010.00  1,398.36 

Transfers  In  ________ 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS  -  183.50  -  253.20  7,200.00  6,164.44  7,070.00  7,230.97 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Rent/Misc  -  7,215.52  6,050.71  7,200.00  7,813.40 

Training  -  641.53  -  211.87  - 

Transfers  Out  -  - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS   -  641.53   -                211.87  7,215.52  6,050.71  7,200.00  7,813.40 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS                                 -  (458.03) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1                          1,212.42  1,212.42  1,171.09 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $    1,212.42  $      754.39  $  1,171.09 


41.33  (15.52)  113.73  (130.00)  (582.43) 

1,171.09  15.52  15.52  597.95  597.95 

$    1,212.42         $         0.00      $      129.25       $      467.95       $  15.52 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


RECREATION  DISTRICT  FUND  RECORDER  TRUST  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  In 

$ 

120,000.00 
- 

$ 

128,102.42 

3,098.18 
- 

$ 

120,000.00 
- 

$ 

132,912.80 
- 

- 

$ 

- 

- 

$ 

140.00 
- 

$ 

- 

- 

$ 

145.00 
- 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

120,000.00 

131,200.60 

120,000.00 

132,912.80 

- 

140.00 

- 

145.00 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Materials  and  Supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  Out 

195,000.00 

122,603.99 

204,616.91 

133,634.00 

140.00 

145.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

195,000.00 

122,603.99 

204,616.91 

133,634.00 

140.00 

145.00 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(75,000.00) 

8,596.61 

(84,616.91) 

(721.20) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

95,478.81 

95,478.81 

96,200.01 

96,200.01 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  20,478.81 

$  104,075.42 

$  11,583.10 

$  95,478.81 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


LE  SALES  TAX  FUND  CERF 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


D\JUVJtl  1 

ALIUAL 

D\JUVJtl  1 

A  PTT  TAT 

1  UAL 

RT  TrTfilnT 

a  r"ri  T  A I 

rt  TrrfiiHT 

a  r"ri  T  A I 

KECElr  1  ^ 

Property  laxes 

» 

$ 

* 

* 

Sales  Taxes 

130,000.00 

128,117.92 

125,000.00 

132,778.21 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  Services 

D,ZJJ.ZJ 

£  AO  A  on 

Interest 

1,000.00 

834.47 

550.00 

1,153.45 

11.68 

8.92 

Other 

7,500.00 

2,438.92 

3,000.00 

4,875.82 

_ 

19,632.56 

_ 

16,213.02 

Transfers  In 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

138,500.00 

131,391.31 

128,550.00 

138,807.48 

25,899.49 

22,645.94 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

119,157.51 

119,424.04 

113,983.67 

106,851.35 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 

Materials  and  Supplies 

Services  and  Other 

25,395.03 

22,746.31 

Capital  Outlay 

Jail 

30,000.00 

29,733.47 

18,800.00 

23,364.72 

Transfers  Out 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

149,157.51 

149,157.51 

132,783.67 

130,216.07 

25,395.03 

22,746.31 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(10,657.51) 

(17,766.20) 

(4,233.67) 

8,591.41 

504.46 

(100.37) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

29,019.07 

29,019.07 

20,427.66 

20,427.66 

340.95 

340.95 

441.32 

441.32 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  18,361.56 

$  11,252.87 

$  16,193.99 

$  29,019.07 

$  340.95 

$  845.41 

$  441.32 

$  340.95 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


LLEBG  FUND  RESTITUTION  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET         ACTUAL         BUDGET         ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes                           $  -$  -$                    $          -            $  -$-$-$- 

Sales  Taxes  -  - 

Intergovernmental  -  - 

Charges  for  Services  -  -  465.97 

Interest  -  -                    -                    -  -  241.98  -  316.52 

Other  -  -  2,500.00  -  4,750.00 

Transfers  In  ____  ____ 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS  -  -  2,741.98  -  5,532.49 


DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Materials  and  Supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
To  Agency  Funds 
Transfers  Out 


TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 


5,541.78 


5,300.77 


5,541.78 


5,300.77 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  -  -  (2,799.80)  -  231.72 

CASH,  IANUARY  1  6.07  6.07  6.07  6.07  8,898.56  8,898.56  8,666.84  8,666.84 


CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $         6.07      $         6.07      $         6.07      $         6.07         $      8,898.56      $   6,098.76      $    8,666.84      $  8,898.56 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


 SHERIFF'S  SPECIAL  FUND    RECORDER'S  SPECIAL  FUND  

 2012    2011    2012    2011  

BUDGET         ACTUAL         BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET         ACTUAL         BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes                             $-$-$-$  -  $-$-$-$- 

Sales  Taxes  ____  ____ 

Intergovernmental  ____  ____ 

Charges  for  Services  9,200.00           7,624.45            8,500.00           9,588.13  3,000.00           3,417.25           2,500.00  3,196.25 

Interest  350.00             371.53              180.00             392.98  200.00              160.99              160.00  243.87 

Other  -                     -                      -              1,911.89  - 

Transfers  In  ________ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  9,550.00           7,995.98            8,680.00          11,893.00  3,200.00           3,578.24           2,660.00  3,440.12 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  -  - 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  -  - 

Materials  and  Supplies  -  6,879.00  5,185.38  5,580.00  1,453.59 

Training  and  Other  21,242.31  7,610.60  15,000.10  6,520.79  - 

Capital  Outlay  -  - 

Construction  -  - 

Transfers  Out  -  - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  21,242.31  7,610.60  15,000.10  6,520.79  6,879.00  5,185.38  5,580.00  1,453.59 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (11,692.31)  385.38  (6,320.10)  5,372.21  (3,679.00)         (1,607.14)         (2,920.00)  1,986.53 

CASH,  JANUARY  1  11,692.31  11,692.31  6,320.10  6,320.10  7,039.78  7,039.78  5,053.25  5,053.25 


CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $  -  $  12,077.69       $  -  $  11,692.31         $    3,360.78       $    5,432.64       $    2,133.25       $  7,039.78 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


LEPC  FUND  TAX  MAINTENANCE  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET         ACTUAL         BUDGET         ACTUAL  BUDGET         ACTUAL         BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes  $-$-$-$  -  $-$-$-$- 

Sales  Taxes  -  - 

Intergovernmental  -  7,500.00  6,966.43  6,900.00  7,745.90 

Charges  for  Services  -  - 

Interest  -  400.00  342.09  210.00  449.04 

Other  -  -  -  7,178.74  - 

Transfers  In  -  -  4,103.45  1,000.00  - 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS  -  -  4,103.45  8,178.74  7,900.00  7,308.52  7,110.00  8,194.94 


DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Materials  and  Supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 
Construction 
Transfers  Out 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 


1,100.00 


1,353.09 


1,353.09 


2,030.61 


2,030.61 


',100.00 


7,079.75 


7,079.75 


7,700.00 


7,700.00 


7,459.43 


7,459.43 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  -  (1,353.09)  4,103.45  6,148.13  (1,200.00)  228.77  (590.00)  735.51 

CASH,  IANUARY  1  10,868.16  10,868.16  4,720.03  4,720.03  8,528.45  8,528.45  7,792.94  7,792.94 


CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $  10,868.16       $    9,515.07       $    8,823.48       $  10,868.16         $    7,328.45       $    8,757.22       $    7,202.94       $  8,528.45 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SHERIFF'S  REVOLVING  FUND  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  TRAINING  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET         ACTUAL         BUDGET         ACTUAL  BUDGET         ACTUAL         BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes                                $  -  $                    $                    $                      $  $-$-$- 

Sales  Taxes  -  - 

Intergovernmental  -  - 

Charges  for  Services  1,500.00  2,210.00          2,000.00           1,530.00               800.00  607.97             765.00  834.00 

Interest  200.00  195.35             100.00             214.90                 30.00  12.61  20.00  33.97 

Other  -  500.00  500.00             500.00  500.00 

Transfers  In  ________ 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS  1,700.00  2,405.35  2,100.00  1,744.90  1,330.00  1,120.58  1,285.00  1,367.97 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  ____  ____ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  -  - 

Training  -  1,796.60  1,427.38  2,219.78  1,926.15 

Services  and  Other  6,908.65  541.34           7,270.82  1,707.07  - 

Capital  Outlay  -  - 

Construction  -  - 

Transfers  Out   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  6,908.65  541.34           7,270.82  1,707.07  1,796.60  1,427.38  2,219.78  1,926.15 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (5,208.65)  1,864.01  (5,170.82)  37.83  (466.60)  (306.80)  (934.78)  (558.18) 

CASH,  IANUARY  1  5,208.65  5,208.65  5,170.82  5,170.82  466.60  466.60  1,024.78  1,024.78 


CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $  -         $   7,072.66      $  -         $   5,208.65         $  -         $      159.80      $       90.00      $  466.60 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


FEMA  FUND  LEPC  SIREN  FUND 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  In 
TOTAL  RECEIPTS 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

$         -         $  - 

$          -         $  - 

$  $ 

$          -         $  - 

99,400.00  99,319.65 

473,888.34  476,687.96 

4,103.45  1,000.00 

99,400.00  99,319.65 

473,888.34  476,687.96 

4,103.45  1,000.00 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  ....  .... 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  -  - 

Materials  and  Supplies  -  - 

Services  and  Other  100,892.49       100,812.14        692,488.84        693,795.97  .... 

Capital  Outlay  -  - 

Other  ....  1,029.73  1,029.73  9,051.45  4,918.27 

Transfers  Out   -__   -__   -__   -__   -__   __   -__   - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  100,892.49       100,812.14        692,488.84        693,795.97  1,029.73  1,029.73  9,051.45  4,918.27 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS                          (1,492.49)  (1,492.49)  (218,600.50) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1                             1,492.49  1,492.49  218,600.50 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $         -  $         -  $ 


(217,108.01)  (1,029.73)         (1,029.73)         (4,948.00)  (3,918.27) 

218,600.50  1,029.73  1,029.73  4,948.00  4,948.00 

$    1,492.49         $  -$-$-$  1,029.73 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


 LINDLEY  TWP.  FUND    SENIOR  CITIZENS  FUND  

 2012    2011    2012    2011  

BUDGET        ACTUAL        BUDGET        ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL         BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes  $18,600.00 
Sales  Taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 

Other  48,231.65 
Transfers  In 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  66,831.65         70,396.68       174,125.77       170,123.91  28,000.00  28,190.22  26,000.00  28,521.14 


$22,165.02       $22,700.00       $18,689.79         $    28,000.00       $  28,190.22       $  26,000.00       $  28,521.14 


48,231.66       151,425.77  151,434.12 


DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Materials  and  Supplies 

Services  and  Other  - 
Capital  Outlay 

Other  66,831.65  66,831.65  174,125.77 

Transfers  Out   -__   -__   - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  66,831.65  66,831.65  174,125.77 


200.00  500.00  56.25 

170,123.91  29,404.00  27,352.00  31,000.00  24,562.00 

170,123.91  29,604.00  27,352.00  31,500.00  24,618.25 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  -  3,565.03 

CASH,  JANUARY  1   -    - 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $         -  $  3,565.03  $ 


(1,604.00)  838.22  (5,500.00)  3,902.89 

 -__  15,035.71  15,035.71  11,132.82  11,132.82 

$  $    13,431.71       $  15,873.93       $    5,632.82       $  15,035.71 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


 DEPUTY  SHERIFF  FUND    INMATE  SECURITY  FUND  

 2012    2011    2012    2011  

BUDGET        ACTUAL        BUDGET        ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL         BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 


Property  Taxes 

Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  In 
TOTAL  RECEIPTS 


3,909.61  4,889.64 


3,909.61  4,889.64 


576.00 


586.00 


576.00 


586.00 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  3,909.61  5,145.70 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 

Materials  and  Supplies 

Services  and  Other 

Capital  Outlay 

Other 

Transfers  Out   -__   - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  3,909.61  5,145.70 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  -  (256.06)  -  -  -  576.00  -  586.00 

CASH,  JANUARY  1  586.00  586.00 


CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $  $    (256.06)      $  $  $       586.00       $    1,162.00       $  $  586.00 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


 JUVENILE  FUND  

 2012    2011  

BUDGET         ACTUAL         BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes  $-$-$-$- 
Sales  Taxes  .... 
Intergovernmental  .... 

Charges  for  Services  2,030.00 

Interest  50.00  64.15  -  77.51 

Other  .... 
Transfers  In  .... 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  2,080.00  64.15  -  77.51 


DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Materials  and  Supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Capital  Outlay 

Other  2,000.00 
Transfers  Out   - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  2,000.00 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  80.00  64.15                 -  77.51 

CASH,  JANUARY  1  2,036.49  2,036.49           1,958.98  1,958.98 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $   2,116.49  $   2,100.64  $    1,958.98  $  2,036.49 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS 
AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
AS  OF  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Collector                  Recorders  Prosecutors  Unclaimed 

Funds                      Funds  Funds  Fees  Fund 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents                                               $      3,571,328.74  $          3,486.50  _$  585.74  _$  807.51 


Total  Assets  3,571,328.74  3,486.50  585.74  807.51 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES  .... 


UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES  3,571,328.74   3,486.50   585.74   807.51 


TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 

FUND  BALANCES  $      3,571,328.74        $  3,486.50        $  585.74        $  807.51 


Grand  Total 

Criminal  Surplus  Agency 

Costs  Fund  Tax  Fund  Funds 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents  _$  -__      $  3,295.67        $  3,579,504.16 


Total  Assets  -  3,295.67  3,579,504.16 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES 


UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES   -   3,295.67  3,579,504.16 


TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 

FUND  BALANCES  $  -  $  3,295.67        $  3,579,504.16 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS 
AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
AS  OF  DECEMBER  3 1 ,  20 1 1 


Collector                  Recorders  Prosecutors  Unclaimed 
 Funds                       Funds  Funds  Fees  Fund 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents                                               $      3,263,312.22  $          2,916.25  J  29.90      J  792.69 


Total  Assets  3,263,312.22  2,916.25  29.90  792.69 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  - 


UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES  3,263,312.22  2,916.25  29.90  792.69 


TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 

FUND  BALANCES  $      3,263,312.22        $  2,916.25        $  29.90        $  792.69 


Grand  Total 


Criminal 
Costs  Fund 

Surplus 
Tax  Fund 

Agency 
Funds 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 

$ 

$ 

5,194.52 

$ 

3,272,245.58 

Total  Assets 

5,194.52 

3,272,245.58 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

5,194.52 

3,272,245.58 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 
FUND  BALANCES 

$ 

$ 

5,194.52 

$ 

3,272,245.58 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

The  County  of  Mercer,  Missouri  ("County"),  which  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of 
commissioners,  was  established  in  1845  by  an  Act  of  the  Missouri  Territory.  In  addition  to  the  three 
board  members,  there  are  eight  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County  Clerk,  Collector  of 
Revenue/Treasurer,  Coroner,  Circuit  Clerk/Recorder  of  Deeds,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public 
Administrator,  and  Sheriff. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  I,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of 
accounting.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  (GAAP). 

A.  Reporting  Entity 

As  required  by  generally  accepted  accounting  principles,  as  applicable  to  the  regulatory  basis 
of  accounting,  these  financial  statements  present  financial  accountability  of  the  County. 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts,  county 
recorder,  police  protection,  transportation,  economic  development,  social  and  human 
services,  and  cultural  and  recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  only  the  primary  government  of  Mercer 
County,  Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies, 
departments,  and  offices  that  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity. 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation 

The  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by 
Missouri  Law,  which  include  a  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in  Cash- 
All  Governmental  Funds,  a  Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts  and  Disbursements  -  Budget 
and  Actual  -  All  Governmental  Funds,  and  a  Statement  of  Assets  and  Liabilities  Arising  from 
Cash  Transactions  -  Agency  Funds. 

Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds  based  upon  the 
purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities  are 
controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting  entity  with  self-balancing  accounts. 
The  following  fund  types  are  used  by  the  County: 

Governmental  Fund  Types 

Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most  governmental  functions  are  financed.  The 
County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for  through  governmental  funds.  The 
measurement  focus  is  upon  determination  of  and  changes  in  financial  position  rather  than 
upon  net  income. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation  (concluded) 
Fiduciary  Fund  Types 

Agency  -  Agency  funds  are  used  to  account  for  assets  held  by  the  County  in  a  trustee  capacity 
as  an  agent  of  individuals,  private  organizations,  other  funds  or  other  governmental  units. 
Agency  funds  are  accounted  for  and  reported  similar  to  the  governmental  funds.  Agency 
funds  are  custodial  in  nature  (assets  equal  liabilities)  and  do  not  involve  the  measurement  of 
results  of  operations.  These  funds  account  for  activities  of  collections  for  other  taxing  units 
by  the  Collector  of  Revenue  and  other  agency  operations. 

C.  Basis  of  Accounting 

Basis  of  accounting  determines  when  transactions  are  recorded  in  the  financial  records  and 
reported  on  the  financial  statements. 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting.  This  basis  of 
accounting  recognizes  amounts  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash  and  differs  from 
accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

As  a  result  of  the  use  of  this  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  certain  assets  (such  as  accounts 
receivable  and  capital  assets),  certain  revenues  (such  as  revenue  for  billed  or  provided 
services  not  yet  collected),  certain  liabilities  (such  as  accounts  payable,  certificates  of 
participation  bonds  and  obligations  under  capital  leases)  and  certain  expenditures  (such  as 
expenditures  for  goods  or  services  received  but  not  yet  paid)  are  not  recorded  in  these 
financial  statements. 

If  the  County  utilized  the  basis  of  accounting  recognized  as  generally  accepted,  the  fund 
financial  statements  for  governmental  funds  would  use  the  modified  accrual  basis  of 
accounting,  while  the  fund  financial  statements  for  proprietary  fund  types,  if  applicable, 
would  use  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting.  All  government-wide  financials  would  be 
presented  on  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting. 

D.  Budget  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budgetary  data  reflected  in  the 
financial  statements: 

1.         In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County  adopts  a  budget  for  each 
governmental  fund. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.    SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

D.  Budget  and  Budgetary  Accounting  (concluded) 

2.  On  or  before  January  15th,  each  elected  officer  and  department  director  will  transmit 
to  the  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the  budget  request  and  revenue 
estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  included  estimated  revenues 
and  proposed  expenditures  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures  cannot 
exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting 
of  appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  unencumbered  fund  balance  at  the 
beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as  estimated  revenues  to  be  received.  The  budget  to 
actual  comparisons  in  these  financial  statements,  however,  do  not  present 
encumbered  fund  balances,  but  only  compare  budgeted  and  actual  revenues  and 
expenditures. 

4.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment.  Prior  to  its  approval  by  the 
County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is  available  for  public  inspection. 

5.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County 
Commission. 

6.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the 
authority  to  make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  formal  vote  of  the 
Commission.  Adjustments  made  during  the  year  are  reflected  in  the  budget 
information  in  the  financial  statements. 

Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County 
Commission  throughout  the  year.  Individual  amendments  were  not  material  in 
relation  to  the  original  appropriations  which  were  adopted. 

7.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

E.  Property  Taxes 

Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1 .  Taxes  are  levied  on 
October  1  and  tax  bills  are  mailed  to  taxpayers  in  November,  at  which  time  they  are  payable. 
All  unpaid  property  taxes  become  delinquent  as  of  January  1 ,  of  the  following  year. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.    SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (concluded) 

E.        Property  Taxes  (concluded) 

The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  taxable  property,  included  within  the  County's 
boundaries  for  the  calendar  year  2012  and  201 1,  for  purposes  of  taxation  was: 


2012 

2011 

Real  Estate 

$  30,880,150 

$  30,416,368 

Personal  Property 

19,859,176 

18,451,027 

Railroad  and  Utilities 

10,751,664 

10,341,970 

$  61,490,990 

$  59,209,365 

During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  Commission  approved  a  $0.3144  and  $0.3282  tax  levy, 
respectively,  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  taxable  property  for  the  calendar  year 
2012  and  2011,  for  purpose  of  County  taxation,  as  follows: 


2012  2011 


General  Revenue  Fund 

$ 

0.2644 

$ 

0.2782 

Senior  Citizens  Fund 

0.0500 

0.0500 

$ 

0.3144 

$ 

0.3282 

F.         Cash  Deposits  and  Investments 

Deposits  and  investments  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances  for 
all  the  County  Treasurer  Funds  are  pooled  and  invested  to  the  extent  possible.  Interest  earned 
from  such  investments  is  allocated  to  each  of  the  funds  based  on  the  funds'  average  daily 
cash  balance.  Cash  equivalents  include  repurchase  agreements  and  any  other  instruments 
with  an  original  maturity  of  ninety  days  or  less.  State  law  authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in 
banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of  funds  in  bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the 
United  States,  other  interest  bearing  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  both  principal  and  interest 
by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  other  government  bonds,  or  time 
certificates  of  deposit,  provided,  however,  that  no  such  investment  shall  be  purchased  at  a 
price  in  excess  of  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash  on  deposit  or  time  certificates  of  deposit  are 
required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  (FDIC)  or  collateralized 
by  authorized  investments  held  in  the  County's  name  at  third-party  banking  institutions. 
Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in  Note  II. 

G.  Interfund  Transactions 

During  the  course  of  operations,  numerous  transactions  occur  between  individual  funds  for 
goods  provided  or  services  rendered.  These  receivables  and  payables,  if  applicable,  are 
eliminated  due  to  reporting  the  financial  statements  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting. 

Legally  required  transfers  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers 
out"  by  the  disbursing  fund. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


H.        DEPOSITS  AND  INVESTMENTS 

The  County  maintains  a  cash  and  temporary  investment  pool  that  is  available  for  use  by  all  funds. 
Deposits  with  maturities  greater  than  three  months  are  considered  investments.  Each  fund  type's 
portion  of  this  pool  is  displayed  as  "Cash  and  Investments"  under  each  fund's  caption. 

Deposits  -  Missouri  statutes  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an 
amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits.  At  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  carrying  amount  of 
the  County's  deposits  was  $1,174,833.30  and  $982,538.94  and  the  bank  balance  was  $4,867,180.95, 
and  $4,364,458.04,  respectively.  The  total  bank  balance  as  of  December  31,  2012,  and  December  31, 
2011,  was  insured  through  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  and  securities  set  by  the 
County's  financial  institutions. 

Summary  of  Carrying  Values 

The  carrying  values  of  deposits  and  investments  shown  above  are  included  in  the  financial  statements 
at  December  31,  2012,  as  follows: 

Included  in  the  following  fund  financial  statement  captions: 

Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and 
Changes  in  Cash: 

Deposits  and  Cash  Equivalents  $  1,174,833.30 

Investments   -_ 

Total  Deposits  &  Investments  as  of  December  31,  2012  $  1,174,833.30 


The  carrying  values  of  deposits  and  investments  at  December  31,  2011,  are  as  follows: 

Included  in  the  following  fund  financial  statement  captions: 

Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and 
Changes  in  Cash: 

Deposits  and  Cash  Equivalents 

Investments 

Total  Deposits  &  Investments  as  of  December  31,  2011 


Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Deposits 

For  a  deposit,  custodial  credit  risk  is  the  risk  that  in  the  event  of  a  bank  failure,  the  government's 
deposits  may  not  be  returned  to  it.  The  County's  investment  policy  does  not  include  custodial  credit 
risk  requirements.  The  County's  deposits  were  not  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  for  the  years 
ended  December  31,  2012,  and  2011. 

Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Investments 

Investment  securities  are  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  if  the  securities  are  uninsured,  are  not 
registered  in  the  name  of  the  government,  and  are  held  by  the  party  who  sold  the  security  to  the 
County  or  its  agent  but  not  in  the  government's  name.  The  County  does  not  have  a  policy  for 
custodial  credit  risk  relating  to  investments. 


$  982,538.94 


$  982,538.94 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


H.        DEPOSITS  AND  INVESTMENTS  (concluded) 
Investment  Interest  Rate  Risk 

Investment  interest  rate  risk  is  the  risk  that  changes  in  interest  rates  will  adversely  affect  the  fair  value 
of  an  investment.  The  County  does  not  have  a  formal  investment  policy  that  limits  investment 
maturities  as  a  means  of  managing  its  exposure  to  fair  value  losses  arising  from  increasing  interest 
rates. 

Concentration  of  Investment  Credit  Risk 

Concentration  of  investment  credit  risk  is  required  to  be  disclosed  by  the  County  for  any  single 
investment  that  represents  5%  or  more  of  total  investments  (excluding  investments  issued  by  or 
explicitly  guaranteed  by  the  U.S.  Government,  investments  in  mutual  funds,  investments  in  external 
investment  pools  and  investments  in  other  pooled  investments).  The  County  has  no  policy  in  place  to 
minimize  the  risk  of  loss  resulting  from  over  concentration  of  assets  in  specific  maturity,  specific 
issuer  or  specific  class  of  securities.  The  County's  deposits  were  not  exposed  to  concentration  of 
investment  credit  risk  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1. 

IE.       CAPITAL  LEASES 

On  December  20,  2007,  Mercer  County  Road  and  Bridge  entered  into  a  municipal  lease  agreement 
with  Farmers  Bank  of  Northern  Missouri  for  one  Komatsu  DL200LL-8  Trac-Hoe,  with  a  purchase 
price  of  $140,300  requiring  one  down  payment  at  signing  for  $27,500  and  five  annual  payments  of 
$26,238.33  beginning  12/20/08  and  ending  12/20/12.  The  interest  rate  is  5.25%  and  the  equipment 
has  a  purchase  option  of  $1  at  the  end  of  the  lease  term. 

On  October  24,  2008,  Mercer  County  entered  into  a  lease  agreement  with  Deere  Credit,  Inc.  for  one 
2001  JD  310S  Backhoe,  with  a  purchase  price  of  $45,500  requiring  5  annual  payments  of  $10,359.05 
from  3/24/09  through  4/24/13.  The  interest  rate  is  5.50%  and  the  equipment  has  a  purchase  option  of 
$1  at  the  end  of  the  lease  term. 

On  February  1,  2009,  Mercer  County  Sheriff's  Department  entered  into  a  lease  agreement  with  Grand 
River  Mutual  Telephone  Corporation  for  the  right  to  install,  maintain  and  operate  certain  equipment 
on  a  Tower  and  adjacent  building  owned  and  operated  by  GRMTC  at  Princeton,  MO  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  Two-Way  Radio  Dispatch  and  associated  dispatch  related  services.  Rent  is  $35  per 
month  payable  in  advance  and  billed  on  the  Sheriff  Department's  telephone  bill.  The  lease  term  shall 
terminate  on  the  5th  anniversary  of  the  effective  date  unless  otherwise  terminated  as  provided  therein. 
The  Sheriff  s  Department  shall  have  the  right  to  extend  the  term  for  5  successive  5  year  periods  on 
the  same  terms  and  conditions.  The  agreement  shall  automatically  be  extended  for  each  successive 
renewal  term  unless  the  Sheriff's  Department  notifies  the  GRMTC  of  its  intention  not  to  renew  prior 
to  commencement  of  the  succeeding  renewal  term. 

On  May  24,  2010,  Mercer  County  entered  into  a  lease  agreement  with  Deere  Credit,  Inc.  for  one  2000 
JD  672CH  Motorgrader,  for  a  purchase  price  of  $69,500,  requiring  10  semi-annual  payments  of 
$6,911.41  starting  5/25/10  through  10/25/15.  FG  85  A  Motorgrader  was  traded  in  for  $10,000 
thereby  having  to  only  finance  $59,500.  The  interest  rate  is  4.95%  and  the  equipment  has  a  purchase 
option  of  $1  at  the  end  of  the  lease  term. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


m.       CAPITAL  LEASES  (continued) 

As  of  December  31,  2012,  the  unpaid  principal  balances  for  capital  leases  were  $48,330.91.  The 
payments  for  the  lease  purchase  agreement  of  the  County  are  as  follows. 


Description 


2007  Trac-Hoe 
2001  Backhoe 
Antenna  Site 
Motorgrader 


Balance 
12/31/2011 
24,888.12 
19,089.17 
875.00 
49,555.22 


Additions 


Payments 
$  (24,888.12) 
(9,282.25) 
(420.00) 
(11,486.23) 


Balance 
12/31/2012 

9,806.92 
455.00 
38,068.99 


Interest 
Paid 


$  1,303.05 
92.01 


393.45 


TOTAL 


$      94,407.51  $ 


$  (46,076.60)     $      48,330.91      $  1,788.51 


As  of  December  31,  2012,  the  schedule  of  future  payments  for  the  capital  leases  of  the  County  are  as 
follows: 

Year  Ending 

December  31,  Interest  Principal  Total 


2013  $  342.78 

2014  192.61 

2015  84.50 

2016  

$  619.89 


$  22,293.75  $  22,636.53 
12,715.04  12,907.65 
13,321.03  13,405.53 

 L09  L09 

$    48,330.91      $  48,950.80 


As  of  December  31,  2011,  the  unpaid  principal  balances  for  capital  leases  were  $94,407.51.  The 
future  payments  for  the  lease  purchase  agreements  of  the  County  are  as  follows. 


Description 


2007  Trac-Hoe 
2001  Backhoe 
Antenna  Site 
Motorgrader 

TOTAL 


Balance 

12/31/2010  Additions 
$      48,656.00  $ 
27,875.81 
1,295.00 
59,500.00 

~$     137,326.81      $  ~ 


Balance 
12/31/2011 


24,888.12 
19,089.17 
875.00 
49,555.22 


Interest 
Paid 


$  2,470.45 
134.36 


Payments 
$  (23,767.88) 
(8,786.64) 
(420.00) 
(9,944.78) 

$  (42,919.30)"    $      94,407.51~    $  3,091.48 


486.67 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


m.       CAPITAL  LEASES  (concluded) 

As  of  December  31,  201 1,  the  schedule  of  future  payments  for  the  capital  leases  of  the  County  are  as 
follows: 


Year  Ended 

December  3 1 ,           Interest             Principal  Total 

2012  ~$     1,788.51  $    46,076.60  ~$  47,865.11 

2013  342.78          22,293.75  22,636.53 

2014  192.61           12,715.04  12,907.65 

2015  84.41           13,321.12  13,405.53 

2016   -  1.00   L00 

$     2,408.31  $    94,407.51  $  96,815.82 


IV.       OPERATING  LEASES 

On  October  22,  2009,  the  County  entered  into  an  operating  lease  with  Xerox  for  a  W5135  Copier 
W/HCTT.  Half  of  the  total  monthly  payment  of  $79.80  is  paid  out  of  the  General  Revenue  Fund  and 
the  other  half  is  paid  out  of  the  Recorder's  Special  Fund.  The  lease  is  for  60  months. 

The  future  payments  for  operating  leases  entered  into  by  the  County  for  the  year  ended  December  3 1 , 
2012,  are  as  follows: 

Year  Ending 

December  3 1   Copier  

2013  $  957.60 

2014   798.00 

$  1,755.60 


The  future  payments  for  operating  leases  entered  into  by  the  County  for  the  year  ended  December  3 1 , 
2011,  are  as  follows: 

Year  Ending 

December  31   Copiers 

2012  $  957.60 

2013  957.60 

2014   798.00 

$  2,713.20 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


V.        INTERFUND  TRANSFERS 

Transfers  between  funds  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011  are  as  follows: 


2012  2011 


TRANSFERS 

TRANSFERS 

TRANSFERS 

TRANSFERS 

IN 

OUT 

IN 

OUT 

General  Revenue 

$  40,000.00 

$ 

$  40,000.00 

$ 

Special  Road  &  Bridge 

40,000.00 

40,000.00 

TOTAL 

$  40,000.00 

$  40,000.00 

$  40,000.00 

$  40,000.00 

Transfers  are  used  to  (1)  move  receipts  from  the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  collect  them  to 
the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  disburse  them,  and  (2)  use  unrestricted  receipts  in  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  to  finance  various  programs  accounted  for  in  other  funds  in  accordance  with 
budgetary  authorizations. 


VI.       COUNTY  EMPLOYEES '  RETIREMENT  FUND  (CERF) 

A.        Plan  Description 

CERF  was  established  by  an  act  of  the  Missouri  General  Assembly  effective  August  28, 
1994.  Laws  governing  the  retirement  fund  are  found  in  Sections  50.1000-50.1300  of  the 
Missouri  Revised  Statutes  (RSMo).  The  Board  of  Directors  consists  of  eleven  members,  nine 
of  whom  are  county  employee  participants.  Two  members,  who  have  no  beneficiary  interest 
in  CERF,  are  appointed  by  the  Governor  of  Missouri.  The  Board  of  Directors  has  the 
authority  to  adopt  rules  and  regulations  for  administering  the  system. 

CERF  is  a  mandatory  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  retirement  system  for  each  county  in 
the  state  of  Missouri,  except  any  city  not  within  a  county  (which  excludes  the  City  of  St. 
Louis)  and  counties  of  the  first  classification  with  a  charter  form  of  government.  CERF 
covers  county  elective  or  appointive  officers  or  employees  whose  position  requires  the  actual 
performance  of  duties  not  less  than  1,000  hours  per  year;  including  employees  of  circuit 
courts  located  in  a  first  class,  non-charter  county  which  is  not  participating  in  the  Local 
Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS);  and  does  not  cover  circuit  clerks, 
deputy  circuit  clerks,  county  prosecuting  attorneys,  and  county  sheriffs.  Until  January  1, 
2000,  employees  hired  before  January  1,  2000  could  opt  out  of  the  system.  CERF  is  a 
defined  benefit  plan  providing  retirement  and  death  benefits  to  its  members.  All  benefits  vest 
after  8  years  of  creditable  service.  Employees  who  retire  on  or  after  age  62  are  entitled  to  an 
allowance  for  life  based  on  the  form  of  payment  selected.  The  normal  form  of  payment  is  a 
single  life  annuity.  Optional  joint  and  survivor  annuity  and  10-year  certain  and  life  annuity 
payments  are  also  offered  to  members  in  order  to  provide  benefits  to  a  named  survivor 
annuitant  after  their  death.  Employees  who  have  a  minimum  of  8  years  of  creditable  service 
may  retire  with  an  early  retirement  benefit  and  receive  a  reduced  allowance  after  attaining 
age  55.  Annual  cost-of-living  adjustments,  not  to  exceed  1%,  are  provided  for  eligible 
retirees  and  survivor  annuitants,  up  to  a  lifetime  maximum  of  50%  of  the  initial  benefit  which 
the  member  received  upon  retirement.  Benefit  provisions  are  fixed  by  state  statute  and  may 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
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NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
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VI. 


COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  FUND  (CERF)  (concluded) 


A. 


Plan  Description  (concluded) 


be  amended  only  by  action  of  the  Missouri  Legislature.  Administrative  expenses  for  the 
operation  of  CERF  are  paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the  system. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of 
these  statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF, 
2121  Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  1-573-632-9203. 

B.  Contributions 

Prior  to  January  1,  2003,  participating  county  employees,  except  for  those  who  participated  in 
LAGERS,  were  required  to  make  contributions  equal  to  2%  of  gross  compensation.  Effective 
January  1,  2003,  participating  county  employees  hired  on  or  after  February  25,  2002  are 
required  to  make  contributions  of  4%  if  they  are  in  a  LAGERS  county  and  contributions  of 
6%  if  they  are  in  a  non-LAGERS  county.  If  an  employee  leaves  covered  employment  before 
attaining  8  years  of  creditable  service,  accumulated  employee  contributions  are  refunded  to 
the  employee. 

The  contribution  rate  is  set  by  state  statute  and  may  be  amended  only  by  action  of  the 
Missouri  Legislature.  During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF, 
employee  contributions  of  approximately  $30,851.53  and  $30,186.72,  respectively,  for  the 
years  then  ended. 

VII.  PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  RETIREMENT  FUND 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  Chapter  56.807  RSMo,  the  County  contributes  monthly  to  the 
Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri  Prosecuting 
Attorneys  and  Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System  Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  State  of  Missouri  is 
responsible  for  administration  of  this  plan.  The  County  has  contributed  $2,244.00  and  $2,244.00, 
respectively,  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

VIII.  POST  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully 
funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the 
County.  There  were  no  participants  at  December  31,  2012  and  no  participants  at  December  31,  201 1. 


IX. 


CLAIMS  COMMITMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES 


A. 


Litigation 


The  County  is  involved  in  litigation  as  of  the  audit  report  date.  The  first  case  is  being 
defended  in  federal  court  by  the  County's  insurance  carrier.  No  estimate  is  available  at  this 
time  of  claims  to  be  paid  out,  if  any.  The  second  case  involves  a  dispute  over  road  issues  and 
tax  problems.  This  claim  is  under  $3,000  and  a  motion  to  dismiss  has  been  filed. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


IX.  CLAIMS  COMMITMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES  (concluded) 

B.  Compensated  Absences  (Vacation  and  Sick  Time) 

Mercer  County  provides  employees  with  up  to  three  weeks  of  paid  vacation  based  upon  the 
number  of  years  of  continuous  service.  Upon  termination  from  county  employment,  an 
employee  is  not  reimbursed  for  unused  vacation  and  overtime.  Sick  time  is  paid  for  at  a  rate 
of  50%  for  any  unused  sick  pay  up  to  120  hours  at  the  end  of  every  year.  These  have  not  been 
subjected  to  auditing  procedures. 

C.  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs 

The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of 
these  grants  are  required  and  certain  costs  may  be  questioned  as  inappropriate  expenditures 
under  the  grant  agreements.  Such  audits  could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the 
grantor  agencies.  Management  believes  that  any  required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary, 
will  be  immaterial.  No  provision  has  been  made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for 
the  potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 

X.  SUBSEQUENT  EVENTS 

There  are  no  subsequent  events  to  report  as  of  the  audit  report  date. 

XI.  RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction  of 
assets;  errors  and  omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk 
management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  There  have 
been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year  and  settlements  have  not  exceeded 
coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  participant  in  a  public  entity  risk  pool  which  is  a  corporate  and  political 
body  created  pursuant  to  state  statute  (Chapter  537.70  RSMo.  1986).  The  purpose  of  the  risk  pool  is 
to  provide  liability  protection  to  participating  public  entities,  their  officials,  and  employees.  Annual 
contributions  are  collected  based  on  actuarial  projections  to  produce  sufficient  funds  to  pay  losses  and 
expenses.  Should  contributions  not  produce  sufficient  funds  to  meet  its  obligations,  the  risk  pool  is 
empowered  with  the  ability  to  make  special  assessments.  Members  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  for 
all  claims  against  the  risk  pool. 

The  County  is  also  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insured  Workers' 
Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through 
this  Fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  for  the  purpose  of  providing  insurance  coverage  for 
Missouri  counties.  The  Fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  is  reinsured  up  to 
the  statutory  limit  through  excess  insurance. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY  SCHEDULES 
AND 

AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


STATE  COMPLIANCE  SECTION 


THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  STATE  FINDINGS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SCHEDULE  OF  STATE  FINDINGS 

I.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  actual  expenses  exceeded  budgeted  expenses  for  the  PA 
Training  Fund,  PA  Bad  Check  Fund,  Recorder  Trust  Fund,  CERF,  Restitution  Fund,  LEPC  Fund  and 
the  FEMA  Fund. 

II.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  actual  expenses  exceeded  budgeted  expenses  for  the  PA 
Training  Fund,  Recorder  Trust  Fund,  CERF,  Restitution  Fund,  LEPC  Fund  and  the  Deputy  Sheriff 
Fund. 

III.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  there  is  no  budget  for  the  PA  Training  Fund,  Recorder  Trust 
Fund,  CERF,  Restitution  Fund,  LEPC  Fund  and  the  Inmate  Security  Fund. 

IV.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  201 1,  there  is  no  budget  for  the  PA  Training  Fund,  Recorder  Trust 
Fund,  CERF,  Restitution  Fund  and  the  Inmate  Security  Fund. 

V.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  the  Deputy  Sheriff  Fund  had  a  negative  fund  balance. 
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FEDERAL  COMPLIANCE  SECTION 


Daniel  Jones 
&  Associates 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND  ON 
COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


Independent  Auditor' s  Report 


To  the  County  Commission 
The  County  of  Mercer,  Missouri 

We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards  issued 
by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Mercer  ("County") 
as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements, 
which  collectively  comprise  the  County's  basic  financial  statements,  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon  dated 
June  25,  2013. 

Internal  Control  Over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control 
over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of 
expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express 
an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management 
or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct, 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in 
internal  control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial 
statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a 
deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness, 
yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first  paragraph  of  this 
section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be  material  weaknesses 
or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were 
not  identified.  Given  these  limitations,  during  our  audit  we  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal  control 
that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses.  However,  material  weaknesses  may  exist  that  have  not  been 
identified.  We  did  identify  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control,  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  questioned  costs  that  we  consider  to  be  significant  deficiencies.  [FS  12/11-01,  FS  12/11-02,  FS 
12/1 1-03,  FS  12/1 1-04,  FS  12/1 1-05] 
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Compliance  and  Other  Matters 


As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  County's  financial  statements  are  free  from 
material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the 
determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those 
provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit,  and  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results 
of  our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under 
Government  Auditing  Standards. 

The  County's  Response  to  Findings 

The  County's  responses  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  are  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  questioned  costs.  The  County's  responses  were  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied 
in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and  compliance  and 
the  result  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control  or 
on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing 
Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and  compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not 
suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

T>eutce£  (fatted  &  /taaocitUe^ 

DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

June  25,  2013 
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Daniel  Jones 
&  Associates 

CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE  FOR  EACH  MAJOR  FEDERAL  PROGRAM; 

REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  COMPLIANCE; 
AND  REPORT  ON  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL 
AWARDS  REQUIRED  BY  OMB  CIRCULAR  A- 133 

Independent  Auditor' s  Report 

To  The  County  Commission 
The  County  of  Mercer,  Missouri 

Report  on  Compliance  for  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

We  have  audited  the  County  of  Mercer's  ("the  County")  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance 
requirements  described  in  the  OMB  Circular  A-133  Compliance  Supplement  that  could  have  a  direct  and 
material  effect  on  each  of  the  County's  major  federal  programs  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
2011.  The  County's  major  federal  programs  are  identified  in  the  summary  of  auditor's  results  section  of  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs. 

Management's  Responsibility 

Management  is  responsible  for  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grants 
applicable  to  its  federal  programs. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  compliance  for  each  of  the  County's  major  federal  programs 
based  on  our  audit  of  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  We  conducted  our  audit  of 
compliance  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America;  the 
standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States;  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments, 
and  Non-Profit  Organizations.  Those  standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133  require  that  we  plan  and  perform 
the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  noncompliance  with  the  types  of  compliance 
requirements  referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  a  major  federal  program 
occurred.  An  audit  includes  examining,  on  a  test  basis,  evidence  about  the  County's  compliance  with  those 
requirements  and  performing  such  other  procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

We  believe  that  our  audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion  on  compliance  for  each  major  federal 
program.  However,  our  audit  does  not  provide  a  legal  determination  of  the  County's  compliance. 


3510  JEFFCO  BOULEVARD  •  SUITE  200  •  ARNOLD,  MISSOURI  6301 0-3999  •  636-464-1330  •  FAX  636-464-3076 


37 


Opinion  on  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

In  our  opinion,  the  County  complied,  in  all  material  respects,  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements 
referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  each  of  its  major  federal  programs  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

Report  on  Internal  Control  Over  Compliance 

Management  of  the  County  is  responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining  effective  internal  control  over 
compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  In  planning  and  performing  our 
audit  of  compliance,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  over  compliance  with  the  types  of 
requirements  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  each  major  federal  program  to  determine  the 
auditing  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on 
compliance  for  each  major  federal  program  and  to  test  and  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  in 
accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-133,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness 
of  internal  control  over  compliance.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
County's  internal  control  over  compliance. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  over 
compliance  does  not  allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal 
program  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or 
combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility 
that  material  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  will  not  be 
prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over 
compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance  with  a  type 
of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness  in  internal  control 
over  compliance,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  compliance  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  this  section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  compliance 
that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies.  We  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal 
control  over  compliance  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses.  However,  material  weaknesses  may  exist 
that  have  not  been  identified. 

The  purpose  of  this  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of 
internal  control  over  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing  based  on  the  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A- 
133.  Accordingly,  this  report  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

Report  on  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  Required  by  OMB  Circular  A-133 

We  have  audited  the  financial  statements  of  the  County  as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which  collectively  comprise  the  County's  basic 
financial  statements.  We  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  June  25,  2013,  which  contained  an  unmodified 
opinion  on  those  financial  statements.  Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  opinion  on  the 
financial  statements  that  collectively  comprise  the  basic  financial  statements.  The  accompanying  schedule  of 
expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  as  required  by  OMB  Circular 
A-133  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the  basic  financial  statements.  Such  information  is  the  responsibility  of 
management  and  was  derived  from  and  relates  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to 
prepare  the  basic  financial  statements.  The  information  has  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied 
in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and  certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing  and  reconciling 
such  information  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial 
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statements  or  to  the  basic  financial  statements  themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with 
auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  In  our  opinion,  the  schedule  of 
expenditure  of  federal  awards  is  fairly  stated  in  all  material  respects  in  relation  to  the  basic  financial 
statements  as  a  whole. 

DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

June  25,  2013 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


FEDERAL  PASS-THROUGH 
CFDA  ENTITY 

FEDERAL  GRANTOR  /  PASS-THROUGH  GRANTOR  PROGRAM  TITLE        NUMBER  NUMBER 


DECEMBER  31, 


2012 
EXPENDITURES 


2011 
EXPENDITURES 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Passed  Through  the  Missouri  Highway  and  Transportation 
Commission 


Highway  Planning  and  Construetion 


Total  Department  of  Transportation 
Election  Assistance  Commission 

Passed  Through  the  State  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  State 
Help  America  Vote  Act  Requirements  Payments 
Total  Election  Assistance  Commission 
U.S.  Department  of  Homeland  Security 
Passed  through  the  State  Department  of  Public  Safety 
Presidentially  Declared  Disaster  Grant 


20.205 
20.205 
20.205 
20.205 
20.205 


90.401 


BRO-B065(28) 
BRO-B065(29) 
BRO-B065(30) 
BRO-B065(31) 
IBRD-990(253) 


2,027.17 
225,485.21 

2,758.25 
239,041.52 
23,881.28 


493,193.43 


1,398.21 


1,398.21 


110,535.38 
31,081.41 
208,191.67 


349,808.46 


2,618.21 


97.036 


FEMA  1934-DR-MO 


693,795.97 


Total  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES 


494,591.64 


693,795.97 


1,046.222.64 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NOTE  1  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

A.  Purpose  of  Schedule  and  Reporting  Entity 

The  accompanying  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  has  been  prepared  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A- 133.  This  circular  requires  a  schedule  that  provides  total  federal 
awards  expended  for  each  major  program  and  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance  (CFDA) 
number  or  other  identifying  number  when  the  CFDA  information  is  not  available. 

The  schedule  includes  all  federal  awards  administered  by  Mercer  County,  Missouri. 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation 

OMB  Circular  A-133  includes  these  definitions,  which  govern  the  contents  of  the  schedule: 

Federal  financial  assistance  means  assistance  that  non-Federal  entities  receive  or  administer  in  the 
form  of  grants,  loans,  loan  guarantees,  property  (including  donated  surplus  property),  cooperative 
agreements,  interest  subsidies,  insurance,  food  commodities,  direct  appropriations,  and  other 
assistance,  but  does  not  include  amounts  received  as  reimbursement  for  services  rendered  to 
individuals. 

Federal  award  means  Federal  financial  assistance  and  Federal  cost-reimbursement  contracts  that  non- 
Federal  entities  receive  directly  from  Federal  awarding  agencies  or  indirectly  from  pass-through 
entities.  It  does  not  include  procurement  contracts,  under  grants  or  contracts,  used  to  buy  goods  or 
services  from  vendors. 

Accordingly,  the  schedule  includes  expenditures  of  both  cash  and  noncash  awards.  Mercer  County 
had  no  instances  of  noncash  awards  for  the  years  ending  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

C.  Basis  of  Accounting 

The  schedule  is  presented  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  which  recognizes  amounts  only  when 
disbursed  in  cash. 

NOTE  2  -  SUBRECIPIENTS 

The  County  did  provide  federal  awards  to  subrecipients  for  the  Disaster  Grants  -  Public  Assistance 
(Presidentially  Declared  Disasters)  during  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011  as  follows: 


Township 

2011 

Somerset 

$  88,188.98 

Marion 

64,953.02 

Lindley 

122,825.77 

Harrison 

3,859.82 

Morgan 

47,339.29 

Ravanna 

16,570.57 

Medicine 

91,893.08 

Washington 

103,816.72 

Madison 

51,748.85 

Total 

$  591,196.10 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SUMMARY  OF  AUDITOR'S  RESULTS 
A.        Financial  Statements 

1.  Type  of  auditor's  report  issued:   Unmodified  -  Regulatory  Basis 

2.  Internal  control  over  financial  reporting: 


B. 


a.  Any  material  weakness(es)  identified? 


2012 
2011 


Yes 
Yes 


b.  Any  significant  deficiencies  identified  that  are 

not  considered  to  be  material  weaknesses?  2012  X  Yes 


2011  X  Yes 


3. 


Any  noncompliance  material  to  financial 
statements  noted? 


2012 


Yes 


2011 


Yes 


Federal  Awards 

1.    Internal  control  over  major  programs: 
Any  material  weakness(es)  identified? 


2.    Any  significant  deficiencies  identified  that  are  not 
considered  to  be  material  weaknesses? 


2012 
2011 

2012 
2011 


Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 


X  No 


X  No 


None  Reported 
None  Reported 


X  No 


X  No 


X  No 


X  No 


X  None  Reported 
X  None  Reported 


3.  Type  of  auditor's  report  issued  on  compliance  for     2012  -  Unmodified 
major  programs: 

2011  -Unmodified 

4.  Any  audit  findings  disclosed  that  are  required  to 
be  reported  in  accordance  with  section  510  (a)  of 

Circular  A- 1331  2012       Yes       X  No 


2011 


Yes 


X  No 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SUMMARY  OF  AUDITOR'S  RESULTS  (concluded) 


B. 


Federal  Awards  (concluded) 

5.    Identification  of  major  programs: 


Year 


2012/2011 
2012/2011 


CFDA 
Number(s) 

20.205 
97.036 


Name  of  Federal  Program  or  Cluster 

Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

Disaster  Grant  -  Public  Assistance  (Presidentially 
Declared  Disaster) 


6.  Dollar  threshold  used  to  distinguish  between  type  A  and  type  B  programs:     $  300,000 

7.  Auditee  qualified  as  low -risk  auditee?  2012  Yes       X  No 

2011 


Yes 


X  No 


H.        FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

FS  12/11-01  Criteria:  Amounts  recorded  for  cash  and  fund  balances  must  be  reconciled  to  the  financial 
statements  monthly  and  in  a  timely  manner.  Reviewing  account  balances  ensures  that 
sufficient  funds  are  available  for  approved  expenditures. 

Condition:  We  noted  a  negative  cash  balance  in  the  Deputy  Sheriff  Fund  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012. 

Context:  This  deficiency  became  apparent  through  our  testing  of  the  cash  accounts  and  the 
related  reconciliations. 


Effect:  Sufficient  funds  are  not  available  to  cover  all  outstanding  checks  of  this  fund. 

Cause:  Expenditures  exceeded  the  revenues  and  budget  limitations  of  this  fund. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  special  revenue  funds  be  held  to  their  budget  limitations 
and  available  fund  balance. 


Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  Deputy  Sheriff  Fund  has 
to  pay  out  payroll  and  then  get  reimbursed  from  the  State  of  Missouri  after  their  receipt  of 
proper  documentation  of  payout  on  27th  day  of  following  month.  That  is  why  there  is  a 
negative  balance  at  end  of  year  until  reimbursement  the  following  month.  County  Clerk,  Judy 
Hamilton,  will  do  a  reverse  accrual  or  a  reverse  transaction  at  end  of  year  from  General 
Revenue  Fund  to  Deputy  Sheriff  Fund  to  offset  this  at  end  of  year.  The  expected  completion 
date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  County  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  660-748-3425. 

FS  12/11-02  Criteria:  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal  Control 
Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending  on  or  after 
December  15,  2009,  as  amended  by  SAS  No.  122  Statements  on  Auditing  Standards: 
Clarification  and  Recodification,  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of 
internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


H.        FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (continued) 

FS  12/11-02    Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Context:  During  walkthroughs,  the  County  informed  us  that  internal  control  documentation 
had  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  SAS  122  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal  control  to 
be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency.  Without  documented  internal  controls,  the  County  may  not 
be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place,  communicated  and  operating  effectively. 

Cause:  The  County  did  not  prepare  the  required  documentation. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal  control 
documentation.  In  addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal  control  guidance  and 
tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this  documentation  is  complete,  those  charged  with 
governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the  controls  and  ensure  they  are  operating 
effectively. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk's  (Judy 
Hamilton)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to  document  their 
internal  control  structure  and  risk  assessment  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework.  The 
expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  County  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is 
660-748-3425. 

FS  12/11-03  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place  by  an 
organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They  are  part  of  the 
overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of  financial  reporting, 
effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with  applicable  laws  and 
regulations. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in  place. 

Context:  During  walkthroughs,  the  County  informed  us  that  the  necessary  risk  assessment 
documentation  had  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not  being 
identified  by  County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a  fraud  or 
irregularity  may  go  undetected  by  management  without  proper  assessment  procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including  identified 
risks  and  mitigating  controls. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the  environment, 
including  risk  of  fraud  occurring,  by  performing  assessments  to  identify,  analyze,  and  manage 
these  risks. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk's  (Judy 
Hamilton)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to  document  their 
internal  control  structure  and  risk  assessment  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework.  The 
expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  County  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is 
660-748-3425. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


H.        FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (concluded) 

FS  12/11-04    Criteria:  Bank  reconciliations  must  be  prepared  monthly  on  a  timely  basis  by  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  office. 

Condition:  We  noted  that  there  were  no  bank  reconciliations  for  the  Prosecuting  Attorney' s 
office. 

Context:  This  deficiency  became  apparent  through  our  testing  of  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's 
cash  accounts  and  the  related  reconciliations. 

Effect:  Errors  may  go  undetected  if  proper  controls  are  not  in  place  to  review  cash 
transactions. 

Cause:  Management  does  not  place  adequate  emphasis  upon  reviewing  cash  transactions  and 
preparing  accurate  reconciliations. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  prepare  monthly 
bank  reconciliations  and  adjustments  to  the  cash  accounts. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's 
(John  Young)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  a  written  monthly  bank  reconciliation  to 
review  all  monthly  cash  transactions.  The  expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013. 
The  phone  number  for  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  is  660-748-3332. 

FS  12/1 1-05    Criteria:  All  revenue  received  by  the  County  must  be  properly  receipted. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  that  the  Financial  Institution  Tax  revenue  was  not 
properly  receipted  and  disbursed  through  the  Collector/Treasurer's  office. 

Context:  During  the  testing  of  revenues,  we  noted  that  the  Financial  Institution  Tax  was  not 
properly  receipted  by  the  County. 

Effect:  Revenue  could  be  improperly  stated  if  receipts  are  not  maintained  for  all  revenue 
transactions. 

Cause:  Management  did  not  properly  receipt  Financial  Institution  Tax  revenue  when  received. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  Collector/Treasurer's  office  receipt  all  revenue  as  it 
is  received. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  Treasurer/Collector's 
(Susan  Moore)  office  will  take  measures  to  ensure  that  all  ACH  Tax  Deposits  are  properly 
receipted  into  the  Collector  computer  system  when  received  in  the  Collector's  Bank  Account; 
this  will  consist  of  having  a  check  list  of  all  expected  ACH's  made  and  a  folder  to  hold  copies 
of  ACH  receipted  deposits.  This  will  be  implemented  starting  with  the  2013  Tax  Collecting 
season,  November  1,  2013.  The  Collector/Treasurer's  office  phone  number  is  660-748-3435. 

III.       FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 

There  were  no  single  audit  findings  noted  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  MERCER 
PRINCETON,  MISSOURI 
SUMMARY  SCHEDULE  OF  PRIOR  YEAR  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 

DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.  FOLLOW-UP  PRIOR  YEAR  FINDINGS 

There  was  no  audit  performed  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  December  31,  2010,  and  2009,  therefore  we 
have  no  prior  year  audit  findings  to  report. 

II.  FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 

There  was  no  audit  performed  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  December  31,  2010,  and  2009,  therefore  we 
have  no  prior  year  audit  findings  to  report. 
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Daniel  Jones 
&  Associates 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


June  25,  2013 

To  the  Board  of  Commissioners 
County  of  Mercer 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  regulatory  based  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Mercer  (the 
"County")  as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  December  31,  2011,  in  accordance  with  auditing 
standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  over 
financial  reporting  (internal  control)  as  a  basis  for  designing  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of 
expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an 
opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  and  was 
not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant 
deficiencies  and,  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified. 
However,  as  discussed  below,  we  identified  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be 
significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management  or 
employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies  in  internal 
control,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial  statements 
will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  We  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal 
control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 

A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe 
than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We  consider 
the  following  deficiencies  in  the  County's  internal  control  to  be  significant  deficiencies  as  noted  in  section  I: 

Our  comments  concerning  internal  control  and  other  significant  matters  are  presented  as  follows: 

I.  Deficiencies  Considered  to  be  Significant 

II.  Information  Required  by  Professional  Standards 

The  County's  management  has  provided  written  responses  to  the  findings  in  this  report  that  were  identified  in  our 
audit.  These  responses  have  not  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial 
statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  them. 

This  communication  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  the  County  Commission,  County  Office 
Holders,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor  and  federal  agencies  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by 
anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties. 

Very  truly  yours, 


DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 


3510  JEFFCO  BOULEVARD  •  SUITE  200  •  ARNOLD,  MISSOURI  63010-3999  •  636-464-1330  •  FAX  636-464-3076 


I. 


DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 


FS  12/1 1-01  Criteria:  Amounts  recorded  for  cash  and  fund  balances  must  be  reconciled  to  the  financial 
statements  monthly  and  in  a  timely  manner.  Reviewing  account  balances  ensures  that 
sufficient  funds  are  available  for  approved  expenditures. 

Condition:  We  noted  a  negative  cash  balance  in  the  Deputy  Sheriff  Fund  for  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012. 

Context:  This  deficiency  became  apparent  through  our  testing  of  the  cash  accounts  and 
the  related  reconciliations. 

Effect:  Sufficient  funds  are  not  available  to  cover  all  outstanding  checks  of  this  fund. 

Cause:  Expenditures  exceeded  the  revenues  and  budget  limitations  of  this  fund. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  special  revenue  funds  be  held  to  their  budget 
limitations  and  available  fund  balance. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  Deputy  Sheriff 
Fund  has  to  pay  out  payroll  and  then  get  reimbursed  from  the  State  of  Missouri  after  their 
receipt  of  proper  documentation  of  payout  on  27th  day  of  following  month.  That  is  why 
there  is  a  negative  balance  at  end  of  year  until  reimbursement  the  following  month. 
County  Clerk,  Judy  Hamilton,  will  do  a  reverse  accrual  or  a  reverse  transaction  at  end  of 
year  from  General  Revenue  Fund  to  Deputy  Sheriff  Fund  to  offset  this  at  end  of  year. 
The  expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  County  Clerk's  office  phone 
number  is  660-748-3425. 

FS  12/11-02  Criteria:  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal 
Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending  on 
or  after  December  15,  2009,  as  amended  by  SAS  No.  122  Statements  on  Auditing 
Standards:  Clarification  and  Recodification,  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the 
components  of  internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency. 

Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Context:  During  walkthroughs,  the  County  informed  us  that  internal  control 
documentation  had  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  SAS  122  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal 
control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency.  Without  documented  internal  controls,  the 
County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place,  communicated  and  operating 
effectively. 

Cause:  The  County  did  not  prepare  the  required  documentation. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal  control 
documentation.  In  addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal  control 
guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this  documentation  is  complete, 
those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the  controls  and 
ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 


I. 


DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT  (continued) 


FS  12/11-02  Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk's 
(Judy  Hamilton)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to 
document  their  internal  control  structure  and  risk  assessment  in  conformity  with  the 
COSO  framework.  The  expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  County 
Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  660-748-3425. 

FS  12/11-03  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place  by 
an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They  are  part 
of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of  financial 
reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with  applicable 
laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in  place. 

Context:  During  walkthroughs,  the  County  informed  us  that  the  necessary  risk 
assessment  documentation  had  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not 
being  identified  by  County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a  fraud 
or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by  management  without  proper  assessment  procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including 
identified  risks  and  mitigating  controls. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the 
environment,  including  risk  of  fraud  occurring,  by  performing  assessments  to  identify, 
analyze,  and  manage  these  risks. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk's 
(Judy  Hamilton)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to 
document  their  internal  control  structure  and  risk  assessment  in  conformity  with  the 
COSO  framework.  The  expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  County 
Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  660-748-3425. 

FS  12/11-04  Criteria:  Bank  reconciliations  must  be  prepared  monthly  on  a  timely  basis  by  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney's  office. 

Condition:  We  noted  that  there  were  no  bank  reconciliations  for  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  office. 

Context:  This  deficiency  became  apparent  through  our  testing  of  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  cash  accounts  and  the  related  reconciliations. 

Effect:  Errors  may  go  undetected  if  proper  controls  are  not  in  place  to  review  cash 
transactions. 

Cause:  Management  does  not  place  adequate  emphasis  upon  reviewing  cash  transactions 
and  preparing  accurate  reconciliations. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  prepare 
monthly  bank  reconciliations  and  adjustments  to  the  cash  accounts. 


I. 


DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT  (concluded) 


FS  12/11-04  Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  (John  Young)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  a  written  monthly  bank 
reconciliation  to  review  all  monthly  cash  transactions.  The  expected  completion  date  is 
December  31,  2013.  The  phone  number  for  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  is  660-748- 
3332. 

FS  12/1 1-05      Criteria:  All  revenue  received  by  the  County  must  be  properly  receipted. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  that  the  Financial  Institution  Tax  revenue  was  not 
properly  receipted  and  disbursed  through  the  Collector/Treasurer's  office. 

Context:  During  the  testing  of  revenues,  we  noted  that  the  Financial  Institution  Tax  was 
not  properly  receipted  by  the  County. 

Effect:  Revenue  could  be  improperly  stated  if  receipts  are  not  maintained  for  all  revenue 
transactions. 

Cause:  Management  did  not  properly  receipt  Financial  Institution  Tax  revenue  when 
received. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  Collector/Treasurer's  office  receipt  all 
revenue  as  it  is  received. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The 
Treasurer/Collector's  (Susan  Moore)  office  will  take  measures  to  ensure  that  all  ACH 
Tax  Deposits  are  properly  receipted  into  the  Collector  computer  system  when  received  in 
the  Collector's  Bank  Account;  this  will  consist  of  having  a  check  list  of  all  expected 
ACH's  made  and  a  folder  to  hold  copies  of  ACH  receipted  deposits.  This  will  be 
implemented  starting  with  the  2013  Tax  Collecting  season,  November  1,  2013.  The 
Collector/Treasurer's  office  phone  number  is  660-748-3435. 

II.       INFORMATION  REQUIRED  BY  PROFESSIONAL  STANDARDS 

Our  Responsibilities  under  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Auditing  Standards  and  Government 
Auditing  Standards 

Professional  standards  require  that  we  provide  you  with  information  about  our  responsibilities  under 
generally  accepted  auditing  standards,  Government  Auditing  Standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  as  well 
as  certain  information  related  to  the  planned  scope  and  timing  of  our  audit.  We  have  communicated  such 
information  in  our  letter  to  you  dated  April  4,  2013.  Professional  standards  also  require  that  we 
communicate  to  you  the  following  information  related  to  our  audit. 

Significant  Audit  Findings 

Qualitative  Aspects  of  Accounting  Practices 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  selection  and  use  of  appropriate  accounting  policies.  The  significant 
accounting  policies  used  by  the  County  are  described  in  Note  I  to  the  financial  statements.  No  new 
accounting  policies  were  adopted  and  the  application  of  existing  policies  was  not  changed  during  the 
2012-2013  fiscal  year.  We  noted  no  transactions  entered  into  by  the  governmental  unit  during  the  year 
for  which  there  is  a  lack  of  authoritative  guidance  or  consensus.  All  significant  transactions  have  been 
recognized  in  the  financial  statements  in  the  proper  period. 


INFORMATION  REQUIRED  BY  PROFESSIONAL  STANDARDS  (continued) 

Significant  Audit  Findings  (concluded) 

Qualitative  Aspects  of  Accounting  Practices(  concluded) 

Accounting  estimates  are  an  integral  part  of  the  financial  statements  prepared  by  management  and  are 
based  on  management's  knowledge  and  experience  about  past  and  current  events  and  assumptions  about 
future  events.  Certain  accounting  estimates  are  particularly  sensitive  because  of  their  significance  to  the 
financial  statements  and  because  of  the  possibility  that  future  events  affecting  them  may  differ 
significantly  from  those  expected.  Due  to  the  County  applying  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  no 
estimates  are  made  during  the  preparation  of  financial  statements. 

The  financial  statement  disclosures  are  neutral,  consistent,  and  clear. 

Difficulties  Encountered  in  Performing  the  Audit 

We  encountered  no  significant  difficulties  in  dealing  with  management  in  performing  and  completing  our 
audit. 

Corrected  and  Uncorrected  Misstatements 

Professional  standards  require  us  to  accumulate  all  known  and  likely  misstatements  identified  during  the 
audit,  other  than  those  that  are  clearly  trivial,  and  communicate  them  to  the  appropriate  level  of 
management.  Management  has  corrected  all  such  misstatements.  In  addition,  none  of  the  misstatements 
detected  as  a  result  of  audit  procedures  and  corrected  by  management  were  material,  either  individually  or 
in  the  aggregate,  to  each  opinion  unit' s  financial  statements  taken  as  a  whole. 

Disagreements  with  Management 

For  purposes  of  this  letter,  a  disagreement  with  management  as  a  financial  accounting,  reporting,  or 
auditing  matter,  whether  or  not  resolved  to  our  satisfaction,  that  could  be  significant  to  the  financial 
statements  or  the  auditor's  report.  We  are  pleased  to  report  that  no  such  disagreements  arose  during  the 
course  of  our  audit. 

Management  Representations 

We  have  requested  certain  representations  from  management  that  are  included  in  the  management 
representation  letter  dated  June  25,  2013. 

Management  Consultations  with  Other  Independent  Accountants 

In  some  cases,  management  may  decide  to  consult  with  other  accountants  about  auditing  and  accounting 
matters,  similar  to  obtaining  a  "second  opinion"  on  certain  situations.  If  a  consultation  involves 
application  of  an  accounting  principle  to  the  County's  financial  statements  or  a  determination  of  the  type 
of  auditor's  opinion  that  may  be  expressed  on  those  statements,  our  professional  standards  require  the 
consulting  accountant  to  check  with  us  to  determine  that  the  consultant  has  all  the  relevant  facts.  To  our 
knowledge,  there  were  no  such  consultations  with  other  accountants. 

Other  Audit  Findings  or  Issues 

We  generally  discuss  a  variety  of  matters,  including  the  application  of  accounting  principles  and  auditing 
standards,  with  management  each  year  prior  to  retention  as  the  governmental  unit's  auditors.  However, 
these  discussions  occurred  in  the  normal  course  of  our  professional  relationship  and  our  responses  were 
not  a  condition  to  our  retention. 


INFORMATION  REQUIRED  BY  PROFESSIONAL  STANDARDS  (concluded) 

Other  Matters 

With  respect  to  the  supplementary  information  accompanying  the  financial  statements,  we  made  certain 
inquiries  of  management  and  evaluated  the  form,  content,  and  methods  of  preparing  the  information  to 
determine  that  the  information  complies  with  a  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  the  method  of  preparing  it 
has  not  changed  from  the  prior  period,  and  the  information  is  appropriate  and  complete  in  relation  to  our 
audit  of  the  financial  statements.  We  compared  and  reconciled  the  supplementary  information  to  the 
underlying  accounting  records  used  to  prepare  the  financial  statements  or  to  the  financial  statements 
themselves. 

We  noted  during  our  audit  certain  matters  that  were  not  considered  to  be  significant  deficiencies  or 
material  weaknesses.  Several  county  offices  have  limited  numbers  of  staff  which  inherently  increases  the 
risk  of  misstatement.  Office  holders  appear  to  have  mitigating  controls  in  place  to  lower  these  risks  to  an 
acceptable  level  but  the  commission  does  need  to  be  aware  of  these  risks  and  offices  need  to  remain 
vigilant  in  deterring  the  potential  for  erroneous  or  fraudulent  activity. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Mike  Downing,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Economic  Development 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2012-65, 
Missouri  Quality  Jobs  Tax  Incentive  Program,  issued  in  July  2012,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up 
Team  to  Effect  Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1.  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  department  about  the  follow-up 
review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  department,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to 
develop  a  timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As 
part  of  the  AFTER  work  conducted,  we  focused  on  the  recommendations  which  were  within  the 
department's  control  and  requested  the  department  to  provide  a  written  status  to  selected  findings.  Various 
supporting  documents  were  requested  to  verify  the  department's  provided  status.  This  report  is  a  summary 
of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially  completed  during  July  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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Quality  Jobs  Tax  Incentive  Program 
Follow-Up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 
Status  of  Findings 

1 .      Program  Data  Data  usec^  to  Pr°ject  the  economic  impact  of  the  Missouri  Quality  Jobs 

(MQJ)  program  were  significantly  overstated.  Significant  weaknesses  also 
existed  in  the  manner  in  which  actual  program  data  was  obtained, 
maintained,  verified,  and  reported  to  the  legislature.  Actual  program  data 
was  not  timely  and  was  not  verified  to  ensure  accuracy  and  compliance  with 
program  requirements,  and  therefore,  the  data  presented  to  the  public  and 
the  legislature  was  outdated  and  not  reliable. 


1 . 1   Program  activity 
projections 


Recommendation 


Status 


Program  activity  projections  reported  to  the  General  Assembly  regarding  the 
economic  impact  of  the  program  appeared  significantly  overstated. 

The  number  of  jobs  expected  to  be  created  as  reported  by  companies  had 
been  overstated.  Approximately  40  percent  of  approved  projects  failed  to 
meet  minimum  number  of  job  created  or  retained  requirements  resulting  in 
the  expiration  of  the  projects. 

The  projected  amount  companies  would  invest  as  a  result  of  the  program 
appeared  significantly  overstated  in  the  MQJ  annual  report.  Based  on 
information  from  the  Customer  Management  System  (CMS),  companies  had 
only  reported  actual  investments  of  approximately  22.3  percent  of  the 
projected  total  amount  as  of  February  2012. 

The  total  projected  amount  of  tax  incentives  may  have  been  significantly 
overstated  in  the  MQJ  annual  report.  The  projected  amount  of  tax  incentives 
through  2018  for  projects  approved  as  of  December  31,  2011,  was  $501 
million.  However,  according  to  the  2012  MQJ  annual  report,  cumulative  tax 
incentives  expected  on  all  projects  receiving  benefits  in  201 1  over  the  next  5 
years  (through  2016)  were  expected  to  be  $149  million. 

The  method  in  which  economic  impact  was  calculated  overstates  the 
economic  benefits  of  the  program.  Actual  program  activity  has  historically 
been  significantly  lower  than  projected. 

The  Department  of  Economic  Development  (DED)  establish  procedures  to 
ensure  the  economic  benefit  projections  reported  to  the  General  Assembly 
reflect  a  realistic  assessment  of  program  performance. 

Partially  Implemented 

The  economic  impact  projections  reported  on  the  2013  tax  credit  activity 
report  continue  to  use  jobs,  investment  and  tax  incentive  estimates  that  are 
overstated.  However,  based  on  our  review  of  the  2012  MQJ  annual  report, 
which  was  completed  in  March  2013,  the  DED  has  made  attempts  to  include 
language  clarifying  the  actual  and  projected  jobs  and  economic  impact 
expected  from  the  credit.  According  to  department  officials,  the  annual 
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Quality  Jobs  Tax  Incentive  Program 
Follow-up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 
Status  of  Findings 


report  will  continue  to  be  improved  to  include  more  clear  and  specific 
language  to  communicate  program  activity  to  the  public  and  legislature. 

1.2    Verification  of  The  DED  did  not  require  companies  to  provide  payroll  information  to 

withholding  information  suPPort  tne  amount  of  withholdings  retained  for  each  new  employee.  Six  of 

eight  project  files  with  retained  withholdings  did  not  contain  documentation 
to  support  the  amount  of  withholdings  retained  for  new  employees. 

When  actual  withholding  documentation  was  not  submitted,  DED  personnel 
estimated  the  amount  of  total  withholdings  they  believed  should  have  been 
withheld  for  a  project.  If  actual  reported  withholdings  significantly 
exceeded  DED  estimates,  DED  officials  stated  they  investigated  the 
discrepancy.  However,  we  noted  two  projects  where  the  DED  did  not 
investigate  significant  discrepancies. 


Recommendation 
Status 


1.3   Annual  report 
timeliness 


Recommendation 
Status 


1 .4  Tax  credit  activity 
report 


The  DED  obtain  company  payroll  information  to  verify  the  amount  of  state 
income  taxes  withheld  for  each  new  employee  is  appropriate. 

Partially  Implemented 

DED  officials  do  not  believe  the  verification  of  withholding  amounts  is  a 
high  risk  issue,  but  indicated  the  department  implemented  a  procedure  to 
require  withholding  reports  on  companies  that  withhold  20  percent  more 
than  the  amount  DED  estimates. 

The  DED  had  not  established  a  timely  deadline  for  businesses  to  submit  the 
MQJ  annual  report  required  by  state  law.  DED  policy  did  not  require  the 
annual  report  to  be  submitted  until  November  30  of  the  following  year.  As  a 
result,  if  a  project  was  not  eligible  or  businesses  withheld  an  inappropriate 
amount,  the  DED  may  not  have  been  aware  of  the  issue  for  nearly  2  years. 

The  DED  establish  procedures  to  require  companies  receiving  MQJ 
program  incentives  to  submit  annual  reports  in  a  more  timely  manner. 

Not  Implemented 

The  DED  has  not  changed  the  November  30  deadline.  However,  according 
to  DED  officials,  the  DED  has  implemented  new  policies  and  procedures  to 
track  which  reports  are  due  in  a  given  month  and  notify  those  companies 
that  reports  are  due.  In  the  event  a  second  reminder  is  necessary,  DED 
policy  now  requires  a  phone  call  in  addition  to  a  second  written  notice. 

The  amount  of  tax  incentives  reported  on  the  tax  credit  activity  report  were 
understated.  According  to  tax  credit  activity  reports  covering  fiscal  years 
2008  to  2011,  tax  incentives  redeemed  and  retained  totaled  $52.9  million. 
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Recommendation 
Status 


However,  according  to  information  in  the  CMS,  actual  redemptions  and 
retentions  for  the  same  timeframe  were  approximately  $58.7  million. 

The  primary  reason  for  the  difference  was  that  the  DED  did  not  update  prior 
year  data  to  reflect  actual  activity  when  the  next  year's  tax  credit  activity 
report  was  prepared.  In  addition,  a  DED  official  said  some  of  the  difference 
was  due  to  timing  between  when  the  tax  credit  activity  report  was  prepared 
and  when  the  tax  incentives  were  issued  by  the  DED  and/or  retained  by  the 
companies  and  companies  making  adjustments  to  the  amount  of 
withholdings  retained,  and  because  prior  to  calendar  year  2010  the  DED  did 
not  revise  the  tax  credit  activity  report  to  reflect  the  adjustments  made. 

The  DED  ensure  tax  incentive  redemption  data  reported  on  the  tax  credit 
activity  report  is  accurate  and  reflects  actual  program  costs. 

Not  Implemented 


Our  review  of  the  DED  January  2013  Report  on  Missouri  Tax  Credits 
showed  the  tax  credits  redeemed  in  fiscal  year  2011  and  2010  had  not  been 
updated  from  the  prior  report  amounts.  While  DED  officials  stated  they 
would  begin  reconciling  Department  of  Revenue  redemption  data  to  the  tax 
activity  reports,  this  does  not  appear  to  have  taken  place  for  the  2013 
reports.  As  a  result,  redemptions  of  the  MQJ  credit  on  the  tax  activity  report 
remain  understated. 


1.5  Data  accuracy 


Recommendation 
Status 


The  DED  did  not  ensure  key  project  data  entered  in  the  CMS  was  accurate, 
reliable,  and  complete.  Our  scans  of  DED  project  data  files  identified 
instances  of  incorrect  authorized  credit  amounts,  industry  codes,  number  of 
jobs,  average  wages,  annual  report  status,  and  investment  data  within  the 
CMS. 

The  DED  establish  procedures  to  ensure  data  entered  in  the  CMS  is 
accurate,  complete,  and  reliable. 

Implemented 


According  to  DED  officials,  new  procedures  have  been  put  into  place  to 
verify  the  accuracy  of  CMS  data,  including  performing  analytical  reviews  of 
system  data  for  anomalies,  and  additional  oversight  of  new  staff  to  ensure 
accuracy. 


2.2    Oversight  and  The  DED  had  not  ensured  base  employment  was  consistently  calculated  or 

Verification  of  Business  ProPerly  documented  in  project  files.  For  three  of  the  ten  projects  tested,  the 
g  DED  did  not  have  sufficient  documentation  in  the  project  files  to  support 

base  employment.  In  addition,  for  one  project,  the  DED  did  not  use  the 
Employment  same  methodology  as  the  other  projects  when  calculating  base  employment. 
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Recommendation  The  DED  ensure  base  employment  is  consistently  calculated  and  properly 

documented. 

Status  Implemented 

The  DED  has  developed  a  form  and  checklist  to  ensure  base  employment  is 
calculated  consistent  with  state  law.  The  DED  indicated  this  documentation 
is  maintained  in  the  project  file  for  review. 


2.3   Oversight  and 

Verification  of  Business 
Data  -  Site  Visits 


Recommendation 


The  DED  did  not  adequately  document  monitoring  procedures  performed 
during  site  visits.  For  nine  of  ten  projects  reviewed,  limited  or  no 
documentation  was  available  to  support  details  of  the  visit.  The  DED  did  not 
document  how  many  and  which  employees  were  selected  for  verification,  or 
the  specific  payroll  information  reviewed. 

The  DED  ensure  site  visits  of  participating  companies  are  properly 
documented. 


Status 


Partially  Implemented 


The  DED  has  expanded  the  documentation  maintained  in  its  site  visit  files 
to  include  a  more  detailed  description  of  the  procedures  performed. 
However,  the  documentation  still  does  not  include  any  copies  of  company 
payroll  documents  reviewed  or  indicate  which  employee  records  were 
reviewed. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
City  of  Diamond,  Missouri 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2013-07, 
City  of  Diamond,  issued  in  January  2013,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect 
Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1.  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  city  about  the  follow-up  review 
on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  city,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  supporting  documentation  submitted  by  city  officials  and  held 
meetings  with  city  officials.  Documentation  provided  by  the  city  included  the  2013  budget,  bank 
statements,  receipt  and  deposit  records,  disbursement  reports,  and  open  and  closed  meeting  minutes.  This 
report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially  completed  during  July 


2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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Follow-Up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 
Status  of  Findings 


1.1   City  Sales  Tax 


Recommendation 


Status 


The  city  did  not  allocate  a  portion  of  sales  tax  revenue  to  parks  and 
recreation  as  originally  provided  in  a  city  ordinance  at  the  time  the  one -half 
cent  sales  tax  issue  was  approved  by  voters.  The  city  collected 
approximately  $35,000  in  sales  tax  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012, 
which,  based  upon  city  calculations,  would  have  resulted  in  approximately 
$8,750  for  parks  and  recreation.  While  city  officials  believed  the  city  was 
not  legally  required  to  follow  the  restriction,  they  did  not  obtain 
documentation  to  indicate  legal  counsel  was  consulted. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  consult  legal  counsel  to  determine  if  the  city  is 
legally  authorized  to  amend  the  original  sales  tax  ordinance  to  eliminate  the 
parks  and  recreation  restriction,  and  if  applicable,  calculate  the  amount  of 
park  and  recreation  revenue  for  prior  years  and  transfer  that  amount  from 
the  city's  General  Fund  to  a  fund  restricted  for  parks  and  recreation. 

Implemented 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  approved  a  resolution  in  March  2013  to  allocate  1/8 
cent  of  the  general  sales  tax  to  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Fund.  As  of  May 
31,  2013,  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Fund  had  received  $1,955.  The  city  did 
not  calculate  the  amount  not  transferred  to  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Fund  in 
prior  years  based  upon  a  written  legal  opinion  from  their  attorney. 


1.2  Tax  Exempt  Lease 


Recommendation 


Status 


A  tax  exempt  lease  agreement  in  the  city's  name  totaling  $11,173  was  used 
to  finance  a  copy  machine  for  the  private  law  office  of  the  city's  attorney. 
There  was  no  documentation  to  indicate  the  Board  approved  this  obligation. 
This  arrangement  potentially  obligated  the  city  to  pay  the  lease  and  resulted 
in  sales  taxes  and  income  taxes  not  being  paid  related  to  this  transaction. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  instruct  the  city's  attorney  to  correct  the  filings  he 
has  made  with  the  IRS,  bank,  and  copier  company,  and  provide 
documentation  to  the  city  to  support  these  corrections. 

Implemented 

The  city  attorney  refinanced  the  copier  lease  obligation  in  the  name  of  his 
law  firm  in  May  2013. 


2. 1    Disbursement  Approval  Some  disbursements  were  not  properly  approved  and  supported  by  adequate 
and  Documentation  documentation.  Although  the  Board  approved  a  list  of  disbursements  each 

meeting,  the  list  was  not  always  complete,  and  in  some  instances  not 
retained. 
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Follow-up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 
Status  of  Findings 


Recommendation  The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  documentation  is  maintained  for  all 

disbursements  and  the  list  of  disbursements  approved  at  the  monthly  Board 
meeting  is  complete  and  retained. 

Status  Implemented 


According  to  the  City  Clerk  invoices  are  now  maintained  for  all 
disbursements.  Invoices,  along  with  a  copy  of  the  check,  are  filed  together 
by  vendor  name.  A  list  of  disbursements  approved  by  the  Board  is  now 
included  in  the  board  meeting  minutes. 


2.3    Procurement  Procedures  The  city  did  not  always  comply  with  city  code  requiring  city  officials  to 

advertise  for  bids  for  items  or  services  costing  more  than  $5,000. 


Recommendation 
Status 


The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  bids  are  solicited  in  accordance  with  city 
code. 

Implemented 

The  city  complied  with  city  code  in  2013  by  soliciting  bids  for  a  lawn 
mower,  brush  hog,  building  materials,  and  auditing  services. 


3 . 1   Segregation  of  Duties 


Recommendation 


The  duties  of  receiving,  recording  and  depositing  all  monies  were  primarily 
performed  by  the  City  Collector.  Additionally,  the  City  Collector  was 
responsible  for  billing  and  tracking  all  utility  and  property  tax  accounts, 
which  included  posting  adjustments  to  customer  utility  accounts. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  adequately  segregate  the  duties  of  the  City 
Collector.  If  this  is  not  possible,  at  a  minimum,  the  Board  should  perform 
and  document  the  review  of  the  City  Collector's  work. 


Status 


Implemented 


The  City  Clerk  is  now  responsible  for  sending  utility  billings  and  reviewing 
the  daily  receipt  records  and  deposits  prepared  by  the  City  Collector.  The 
City  Clerk  documents  her  review  by  initialing  the  deposit  slip  and  receipt 
record.  Additionally,  monthly  reports  of  tax  and  utility  collections  are  now 
submitted  to  the  Board  of  Aldermen. 


3.2  Receipting  and 

Depositing  Procedures 


Recommendation 


Receipt  slips  were  not  issued  for  some  payments  and  receipt  slips  did  not 
always  correctly  document  the  method  of  payment.  Additionally,  receipts 
were  not  deposited  timely,  receipts  were  not  issued  in  numerical  order,  all 
copies  of  voided  receipt  slips  were  not  retained,  and  receipts  were  not 
always  deposited  into  the  proper  city  bank  account. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  all  monies 
received,  the  composition  is  documented  correctly  on  receipt  slips,  all 
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monies  are  deposited  intact  in  the  proper  city  bank  account  and  in  a  timely 
manner,  and  the  composition  of  receipts  is  reconciled  to  the  composition  of 
deposits.  Additionally,  the  Board  should  ensure  the  numerical  sequence  of 
receipt  slips  is  accounted  for  properly  and  all  copies  of  voided  receipt  slips 
are  retained. 

Implemented 

According  to  the  City  Clerk,  all  monies  received  are  recorded  in  manual 
receipt  books  or  computerized  receipt  records.  The  method  of  payment  is 
included  on  receipt  records  and  reconciled  to  deposits,  and  deposits  are  now 
made  intact  daily  into  the  correct  city  bank  account.  The  numerical 
sequence  of  receipt  numbers  is  accounted  for  and  voided  receipt  slips  are 
retained. 


3.3  Recording  Procedures 


Recommendation 


Status 


Monies  received  are  not  always  posted  to  the  city's  computer  system  timely, 
and  the  computer  system  allowed  receipt  transactions  to  be  posted  to  prior 
periods. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  receipts  are  posted  to  the  computer  system 
timely  and  contact  the  programmer  to  determine  if  control  features  can  be 
incorporated  into  the  computer  system  to  prevent  receipts  from  being 
recorded  in  a  prior  period.  If  software  changes  cannot  be  made,  the  back 
dated  transaction  report  should  be  generated  and  reviewed  periodically. 

Partially  Implemented 


According  to  the  City  Clerk,  receipts  are  now  posted  to  the  computer  system 
daily.  The  City  Clerk  indicated  she  consulted  with  the  programmer  to 
determine  if  control  features  can  be  incorporated  into  the  computer  system 
to  prevent  receipts  from  being  recorded  in  a  prior  period  and  determined 
that  while  such  controls  can  be  put  in  place  the  controls  can  be  overridden 
by  herself  and  the  City  Collector  because  both  have  administrative  rights  in 
the  computer  system.  According  to  the  City  Clerk,  a  back  dated  receipt 
would  be  included  on  month  end  reports  and  would  be  caught. 


8.1   Open  Meetings 


Recommendation 


Minutes  were  not  prepared  for  some  open  meetings,  and  meeting  minutes 
did  not  always  contain  some  necessary  information. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  maintain  complete  and  accurate  minutes  for  open 
meetings. 
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Status  Implemented 

The  City  Clerk  indicated  complete  and  accurate  minutes  are  now  maintained 
for  all  open  meetings  and  contain  all  required  information.  Board  meeting 
minutes  for  May  and  June  2013  contained  adequate  detail  of  discussion  and 
votes. 


8.2  Closed  Meetings 


Recommendation 


Status 


Open  meeting  minutes  did  not  record  a  roll  call  vote  to  enter  closed  session 
or  a  specific  reason  for  entering  into  closed  session,  closed  meeting  minutes 
were  not  prepared  for  some  closed  meetings,  and  some  issues  discussed  in 
closed  meetings  were  not  allowable  under  the  Sunshine  Law.  In  addition,  a 
closed  meeting  was  held  although  not  listed  on  the  meeting  agenda. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  the  vote  to  close  a  session  is  documented  in 
the  open  minutes,  along  with  the  reason  for  closing  the  session.  In  addition, 
the  Board  should  ensure  only  allowable  subjects  are  discussed  in  closed 
session,  minutes  are  maintained  for  all  closed  sessions,  and  reasonable 
notice  is  given  for  all  meetings. 

Implemented 


According  to  the  City  Clerk  minutes  of  all  closed  meetings  are  maintained 
and  the  Sunshine  Law  is  followed.  We  reviewed  closed  meeting  minutes  for 
April  2013  with  no  concerns  noted. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Daviess  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Daviess  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the 
State  Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Daniel  Jones  &  Associates,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


August  2013 
Report  No.  2013-075 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission 
The  County  of  Daviess,  Missouri 

Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Daviess,  Missouri,  which  comprise 
cash  and  unencumbered  cash  for  each  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  statements  of 
cash  receipts  and  disbursements  and  disbursements-budget  and  actual  for  the  years  then  ended,  and  the  related 
notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial  statements  in 
accordance  with  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  a  financial  reporting  framework  prescribed  or  permitted 
by  Missouri  law  as  described  in  Note  I  of  the  accompanying  financial  statements.  Management  is  also 
responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation 
and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  fraud  or 
error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit.  We  conducted  our 
audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to 
obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in  the 
financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's  judgment,  including  the  assessment  of 
the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial  statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those 
risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal 
control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes  evaluating  the  appropriateness  of 
accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of  significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as 
well  as  evaluating  the  overall  presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide  a  basis  for  our 
audit  opinions. 
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Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  I  of  the  financial  statements,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  basis  of 
financial  reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
Missouri. 

The  effects  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described 
in  Note  I  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S. 
Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  do  not 
present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America, 
the  financial  position  of  each  fund  of  the  County  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  or  changes  in  financial 
position  or  cash  flows  thereof  for  the  years  then  ended. 

Basis  for  Qualified  Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

The  County  was  unable  to  provide  the  bank  reconciliation  for  the  Senate  Bill  40' s  Fund.  We  were  unable  to 
determine  the  reconciled  cash  balance  as  a  reconciliation  between  cash  balance  and  bank  balance.  Since  we 
were  unable  to  determine  the  cash  balance  of  the  Senate  Bill  40  Fund,  we  used  the  book  balances  of 
$245,747.97  and  $262,484.06  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  respectively. 

Qualified  Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  except  for  the  effects  of  the  matter  described  in  the  Basis  for  Qualified  Opinion  paragraph,  the 
financial  statements  referred  to  above  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects,  the  cash  and  unencumbered  cash 
of  each  fund  of  the  County  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  their  respective  cash  receipts  and 
disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  for  the  year  then  ended  in  accordance  with  the  financial  reporting 
provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law  described  in  Note  I. 

Emphasis  of  Matter 

As  described  in  Note  XI,  the  County  of  Daviess  has  converted  from  a  modified  cash  (GASB  34)  basis  of 
accounting  to  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  which  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted 
in  the  United  States  of  America,  as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  December  31,  2011. 

As  described  in  Note  XII,  due  to  a  statutory  change  effective  August  28,  2010,  the  County's  Central  Dispatch 
Emergency  Services  Fund  is  considered  a  legally  separate  political  subdivision  and  is  no  longer  included  in 
the  audit  of  the  County. 

As  described  in  Note  XIII,  the  General  Revenue  Fund  beginning  balance  was  decreased  by  $9,394  to  correct 
the  prior  year's  ending  balance  for  a  certificate  of  deposit.  The  School  Bond  Forfeitures  Fund  and  the 
Prosecutor's  Forfeitures  Fund  balances  were  increased  by  $5,851.96  and  $331.45,  respectively,  due  to  being 
left  off  of  the  prior  year's  report. 
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Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 


In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  July  3,  2013  on  our 
consideration  of  the  County  of  Daviess's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  on  our  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters. 
The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  County  of  Daviess's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  compliance. 


DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

July  3,  2013 
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FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 


THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


FUND 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS 
JANUARY  1,2012 

RECEIPTS 

2012 

DISBURSEMENTS 
2012 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$                  1,595,448.91  $ 

930,066.94 

$  931,622.67 

$  1,593,893.18 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 

134,158.85 

979,997.26 

987,415.75 

126,740.36 

Assessment  Fund 

32,110.44 

171,921.25 

170,751.35 

33,280.34 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund 

37,370.74 

327,029.35 

335,721.16 

28,678.93 

Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 

824.66 

3,199.43 

2,576.45 

1,447.64 

Sheriffs  Civil  Fund 

2,572.18 

13,903.98 

10,365.69 

6,110.47 

Prosecutor's  Training  Fund 

442.00 

803.97 

1,045.35 

200.62 

Election  Services  Fund 

5,726.62 

1,291.70 

3,500.00 

3,518.32 

Collector's  Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

45,179.82 

13,819.47 

15,025.14 

43,974.15 

Frazier  Trust  Fund 

16,505.25 

104.00 

418.39 

16,190.86 

May's  Estate  Fund 

8,132.69 

46.15 

4,920.00 

3,258.84 

Care  Center  Lease  Fund 

204,486.71 

66,823.76 

10,335.69 

260,974.78 

Domestic  Violence  Fund 

325.16 

225.39 

540.53 

10.02 

Jackson  Township  Grant  Maintenance  Fund 

65,970.01 

23,961.22 

- 

89,931.23 

Capital  Improvements  Fund 

122,352.40 

9,004.32 

23,763.18 

107,593.54 

Veteran's  Memorial  Fund 

13,180.00 

199.69 

148.28 

13,231.41 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Commission  Fund 

13,511.06 

13.78 

8,653.23 

4,871.61 

Sheriffs  Forfeiture  Fund 

0.37 

- 

- 

0.37 

Law  Enforcement  Post  Fund 

1,802.84 

1,420.52 

1,409.65 

1,813.71 

Law  Enforcement  Grant  Fund 

175.17 

12,157.71 

11,466.96 

865.92 

Senior  Services  Fund 

23,401.07 

55,565.32 

54,225.00 

24,741.39 

Inmate  Security  Fund 

3,095.67 

3,185.88 

2,899.58 

3,381.97 

Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund 

4,869.31 

4,853.59 

4,886.90 

4,836.00 

Prosecutor's  Check  Processing  Fund 

21,120.15 

7,797.34 

8,162.05 

20,755.44 

School  Bond  Forfeitures  Fund 

15,122.51 

8,784.99 

21,806.65 

2,100.85 

Prosecutor's  Delinquent  Tax  Fund 

1.64 

1.64 

Prosecutor's  Forfeitures  Fund 

333.15 

1.25 

334.40 

Deputy  Sheriff  Supplemental  Salary  Fund 

15,030.31 

12,764.37 

2,265.94 

Senate  Bill  40  Fund 

262,484.06 

81,179.04 

97,915.13 

245,747.97 

Recorder  User  Fee  Fund 

20,145.48 

4,175.09 

1,264.91 

23,055.66 

Recorder  Tech  Fund 

4,168.77 

2,656.59 

5,053.95 

1,771.41 

TOTAL 

$                  2,655,017.69  $ 

2,739,219.29 

$  2,728,658.01 

$  2,665,578.97 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  201 1 


CASH  &  INVESTMENTS  RECEIPTS  DISBURSEMENTS       CASH  &  INVESTMENTS 


FUND 

JANUARY  1,2011 

2011 

2011 

DECEMBER  31,  2011 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$             1,647,275.60  $ 

852,943.31  $ 

904,770.00 

$  1,595,448.91 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 

155,746.60 

1,034,576.71 

1,056,164.46 

134,158.85 

Assessment  Fund 

39,502.62 

157,792.31 

165,184.49 

32,110.44 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund 

19,908.56 

314,896.35 

297,434.17 

37,370.74 

Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 

875.71 

2,921.63 

2,972.68 

824.66 

Sheriffs  Civil  Fund 

(61.93) 

9,481.75 

6,847.64 

2,572.18 

Prosecutor's  Training  Fund 

198.18 

729.23 

485.41 

442.00 

Election  Services  Fund 

4,708.72 

1,075.54 

57.64 

5,726.62 

Collector's  Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

44,117.14 

14,210.45 

13,147.77 

45,179.82 

Frazier  Trust  Fund 

16,779.71 

235.38 

509.84 

16,505.25 

May's  Estate  Fund 

8,009.03 

123.66 

- 

8,132.69 

Care  Center  Lease  Fund 

156,202.30 

54,919.81 

6,635.40 

204,486.71 

Domestic  Violence  Fund 

10.02 

315.14 

- 

325.16 

Jackson  Township  Grant  Maintenance  Fund 

47,797.98 

18,172.03 

- 

65,970.01 

Capital  Improvements  Fund 

178,358.15 

5,020.41 

61,026.16 

122,352.40 

Veteran's  Memorial  Fund 

12,682.95 

618.05 

121.00 

13,180.00 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Commission  Fund 

5,085.27 

11,054.53 

2,628.74 

13,511.06 

Sheriffs  Forfeiture  Fund 

0.37 

0.37 

Law  Enforcement  Post  Fund 

1,779.81 

1,353.63 

1,330.60 

1,802.84 

Law  Enforcement  Grant  Fund 

485.16 

10,869.98 

11,179.97 

175.17 

Senior  Services  Fund 

23,160.03 

52,030.04 

51,789.00 

23,401.07 

Inmate  Security  Fund 

2,962.69 

2,894.48 

2,761.50 

3,095.67 

Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund 

448.70 

4,420.61 

4,869.31 

Prosecutor's  Check  Processing  Fund 

18,282.53 

11,015.06 

8,177.44 

21,120.15 

School  Bond  Forfeitures  Fund 

5,851.96 

9,270.55 

15,122.51 

Prosecutor's  Delinquent  Tax  Fund 

1.64 

1.64 

Prosecutor's  Forfeitures  Fund 

331.45 

1.70 

333.15 

Deputy  Sheriff  Supplemental  Salary  Fund 

Senate  Bill  40  Fund 

289,489.84 

62,776.07 

89,781.85 

262,484.06 

Recorder  User  Fee  Fund 

39,169.19 

4,296.29 

23,320.00 

20,145.48 

Recorder  Tech  Fund 

3,551.15 

2,713.35 

2,095.73 

4,168.77 

TOTAL 

$             2,722,711.13  $ 

2,640,728.05  $ 

2,708,421.49 

$  2,655,017.69 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 


2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

$            130,000.00  $ 

138,335.26 

$            152,600.00  $ 

132,201.47 

Sales  Taxes 

285,000.00 

306,727.16 

260,000.00 

283,975.07 

Intergovernmental 

595,890.00 

84,039.38 

568,220.00 

77,088.14 

Charges  for  Services 

280,355.00 

304,725.98 

280,250.00 

290,791.08 

Interest 

15,000.00 

9,467.21 

40,000.00 

21,971.86 

Other 

56,100.00 

85,501.95 

91,450.00 

40,921.73 

Transfers  In 

1,270.00 

5,993.96 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,362,345.00 

930,066.94 

1,392,520.00 

852,943.31 

DISBURSEMENTS 

County  Commission 

91,034.04 

88,296.86 

87,484.04 

84,006.29 

County  Clerk 

90,463.00 

88,085.67 

89,530.00 

84,104.58 

Elections 

76,050.00 

72,510.81 

22,600.00 

18,800.94 

Buildings  and  Grounds 

110,500.00 

77,698.32 

113,000.00 

86,456.11 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 

83,303.22 

81,732.60 

94,536.91 

73,085.30 

County  Treasurer 

73,873.00 

72,893.74 

72,004.00 

70,897.29 

Collector 

7,800.00 

9,126.54 

10,000.00 

7,390.72 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

73,437.00 

72,748.40 

67,748.00 

65,667.04 

Circuit  Clerk 

27,850.00 

24,512.95 

30,690.00 

29,817.08 

Court  Administration 

29,000.00 

14,315.48 

53,010.00 

28,619.33 

Public  Administrator 

32,609.00 

30,251.44 

30,417.00 

28,929.18 

Shpriff 
OllCIlll 

7sn  on 

J7,  /  JU.UVJ 

74?  on 

4Q  i  on  on 

00,J70.  LYJ 

Jail 

33,000.00 

17,525.82 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

88,215.00 

82,248.63 

89,774.00 

87,974.95 

Juvenile  Officer 

14,851.10 

10,663.82 

12,151.08 

7,397.03 

Coroner 

29,823.00 

19,842.39 

29,573.00 

18,054.02 

Emergency  Fund 

200,000.00 

17,623.25 

200,000.00 

20,700.00 

Other  General  County  Govt 

649,000.00 

121,244.89 

621,775.00 

100,423.42 

Public  Health  and  Welfare  Services 

2,000.00 

19,004.00 

2,049.00 

Transfers  Out 

132,300.00 

8,084.88 

55,000.00 

4,275.80 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,851,858.36 

931,622.67 

1,780,397.03 

904,770.00 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(489,513.36) 

(1,555.73) 

(387,877.03) 

(51,826.69) 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

1,595,448.91 

1,595,448.91 

1,647,275.60 

1,647,275.60 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$          1,105,935.55  $ 

1,593,893.18 

$          1,259,398.57  $ 

1,595,448.91 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SPECIAL  ROAD  AND  BRIDGE  FUND  ASSESSMENT  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


r  i  t  r  r     '  [ 

BUDLrLl 

A  /■"['!  TAT 

AC 1  UAL 

T  ,  t  '  T  1  /  '  1  T 

A  1  T  [ TAT 

AC  1  UAL 

f  1  t  '[  ,T'  [  'T 

A  1  T  [ TAT 

AC 1  UAL 

bUDOLl 

A  T  '  F  [  TAT 

AC1  UAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

1,037,560.00 

964,267.70 

1,032,900.00 

993,360.11 

137,845.92 

137,206.28 

146,888.00 

136,612.50 

Charges  for  Services 

4,000.00 

1,123.41 

1,500.00 

600.00 

23.67 

40.00 

32.31 

Interest 

1,000.00 

708.18 

1,000.00 

1,159.68 

1,100.00 

Other 

14,750.00 

13,897.97 

30,800.00 

39,456.92 

27,906.12 

1,000.00 

21,147.50 

Transfers  In 

50,000.00 

50,000.00 

22,000.00 

6,785.18 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,107,310.00 

979,997.26 

1,116,200.00 

1,034,576.71 

160,945.92 

171,921.25 

147,928.00 

157,792.31 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Supplies 

35,500.00 

27,816.92 

29,000.00 

28,983.00 

40,999.00 

24,795.96 

36,499.00 

19,304.64 

Road  and  Bridge  Construction 

1,003,000.00 

774,346.38 

1,018,500.00 

837,763.55 

Equipment  Repairs 

20,000.00 

20,007.87 

20,000.00 

28,035.78 

Insurance 

10,000.00 

7,308.00 

10,000.00 

8,678.00 

2,000.00 

1,762.00 

2,500.00 

1,823.00 

Salaries 

1 14,200.00 

113,548.72 

114,000.00 

110,941.94 

122,358.00 

119,345.35 

121,175.00 

120,780.80 

Benefits 

38,936.30 

34,132.26 

34,221.00 

31,345.29 

25,560.39 

24,848.04 

24,322.89 

23,276.05 

Other  Expenses 

7,250.00 

5,176.57 

8,100.00 

10,416.90 

Transfers  Out 

4,840.00 

5,079.03 

4,840.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,233,726.30 

987,415.75 

1,238,661.00 

1,056,164.46 

190,917.39 

170,751.35 

184,496.89 

165,184.49 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(126,416.30) 

(7,418.49) 

(122,461.00) 

(21,587.75) 

(29,971.47) 

1,169.90 

(36,568.89) 

(7,392.18) 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

134,158.85 

134,158.85 

155,746.60 

155,746.60 

32,110.44 

32,110.44 

39,502.62 

39,502.62 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$  7,742.55 

$  126,740.36 

$  33,285.60 

$  134,158.85 

$  2,138.97 

$  33,280.34 

$  2,933.73 

$  32,110.44 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT  SALES  TAX  FUND 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT  TRAINING  FUND 

2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Sale  Taxe 

$ 

285,000.00 

$  306,731.18 

$      260,000.00  $ 

283,978.79 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Charges  for  Services 

3,200.00 

3,525.00 

3,900.00 

3,188.00 

3,000.00 

3,198.00 

2,900.00 

2,921.63 

Interg  o  vern  ment  3i 

216.60 

100.00 

38.08 

- 

- 

- 

24.18 

30.00 

29.59 

- 

1.43 

- 

Other 

13,400.00 

11,315.39 

16,000.00 

25,600.09 

- 

- 

- 

Ti'iinsfers  In 

8,000.00 

5,217.00 

2,061.80 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

309,600.00 

327,029.35 

280,030.00 

314,896.35 

3,000.00 

3,199.43 

2,900.00 

2,921.63 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

213,789.20 

209,612.25 

187,130.90 

186,950.22 

- 

Benefits 

Equipment 

1,000.00 

1,062.00 

1,000.00 

909.57 

47,000.00 

54,021.16 

58,000.00 

64  856  56 

Office 

9,500.00 

8,581.44 

16,100.00 

9,113.92 

Other 

12,760.00 

13,990.00 

13,190.00 

10,534.37 

3,800.00 

2,576.45 

3,750.00 

2,972.68 

Insurance 

55,554.87 

45,271.22 

17,815.51 

16,920.57 

Prisoner  Costs 

7,300.00 

3,183.09 

6,300.00 

4,271.86 

Transfers  Out 

3,877.10 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

346,904.07 

335,721.16 

299,536.41 

297,434.17 

3,800.00 

2,576.45 

3,750.00 

2,972.68 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(37,304.07) 

(8,691.81) 

(19,506.41) 

17,462.18 

(800.00) 

622.98 

(850.00) 

(51.05) 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

37,370.74 

37,370.74 

19,908.56 

19,908.56 

824.66 

824.66 

875.71 

875.71 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

s 

66.67 

$  28,678.93 

$           402.15  $ 

37,370.74 

$ 

24.66  $ 

1,447.64 

$ 

25.71  $ 

824.66 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 


THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SHERIFF'S  CIVIL  FUND  PROSECUTOR'S  TRAINING  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  Services  $     8,500.00      $   12,563.25       $   12,000.00      $     9,480.00         $      600.00      $       803.73       $        800.00      $  729.03 
Intergovernmental  ____  __  __ 

Interest  -  3.05  -  1.75  -  0.24  -  0.20 

Other  -  1,337.68  -  -  -  -  - 

Transfers  In  ________ 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS  8,500.00  13,903.98  12,000.00  9,481.75  600.00  803.97  800.00  729.23 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  ____  __  __ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  ____  __  __ 

Equipment  11,000.00  10,365.69  11,900.00  6,847.64  -  - 

Other   -    -    -    -   600.00  1,045.35  800.00  485.41 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  11,000.00  10,365.69  11,900.00  6,847.64  600.00  1,045.35  800.00  485.41 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (2,500.00)  3,538.29  100.00            2,634.11                    -  (241.38)  -  243.82 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1  2,572.18  2,572.18  (61.93)              (61.93)              442.00  442.00   198.18  198.18 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31  $        72.18  $     6,110.47  $         38.07  $     2,572.18  $      442.00  $       200.62      $         198.18  $  442.00 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


ELECTION  SERVICES  FUND  COLLECTOR'S  TAX  MAINTENACE  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


T3UUL1L  1 

A  (""FT  T  A I 
AL  1  UAL, 

£>UULiL  I 

A  (""FT  TAT 
AL  1  UAL, 

rt  Trunin t 

D  U  Uuc  1 

A  C'TT  TAT 
AL  1  UAL, 

T5TTTV"1T3T 

A  PTT  TAT 
AL 1 UAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$  1,400.00 
- 

$  1,288.17 
- 

3.53 

$  650.00 

■ 

5.00 

$  1,070.24 
- 

5.30 

$ 

15,000.00 
125.00 

$ 

13,644.41 
175.06 

$ 

15,500.00 
zUU.UU 

$ 

14,077.83 
1 32.62 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,400.00 

1,291.70 

655.00 

1,075.54 

15,125.00 

13,819.47 

15,700.00 

14,210.45 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Materials  and  Supplies 
Services  and  Other 
Transfers  Out 

4,500.00 

3,500.00 

4,100.00 

57.64 

29,450.00 

15,025.14 

28,250.00 

13,147.77 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

4,500.00 

3,500.00 

4,100.00 

57.64 

29,450.00 

15,025.14 

28,250.00 

13,147.77 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(3,100.00) 

(2,208.30) 

(3,445.00) 

1,017.90 

(14,325.00) 

(1,205.67) 

(12,550.00) 

1,062.68 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

5,726.62 

5,726.62 

4,708.72 

4,708.72 

45,179.82 

45,179.82 

44,117.14 

44,117.14 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$  2,626.62 

$  3,518.32 

$  1,263.72 

$  5,726.62 

$30,854.82 

$  43,974.15 

$31,567.14 

$  45,179.82 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


FRAZIER  TRUST  FUND  MAY'S  ESTATE  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

201) 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 
Transfers  In 

$     200.00  ! 
- 

i  104.00 
- 

$  300.00 
- 

$  235.38 
- 

$  75.00 
- 

$  46.15 
- 

$  250.00 
- 

$  123.66 
- 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

200.00 

104.00 

300.00 

235.38 

75.00 

46.15 

250.00 

123.66 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Supplies  and  Equipment 
Transfers  Out 

1,200.00 

418.39 

1,000.00 

509.84 

8,000.00 

4,920.00 

8,000.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,200.00 

418.39 

1,000.00 

509.84 

8,000.00 

4,920.00 

8,000.00 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(1,000.00) 

(314.39) 

(700.00) 

(274.46) 

(7,925.00) 

(4,873.85) 

(7,750.00) 

123.66 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

16,505.25 

16,505.25 

16,779.71 

16,779.71 

8,132.69 

8,132.69 

8,009.03 

8,009.03 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$  15,505.25 

5  16,190.86 

$  16,079.71 

$  16,505.25 

$  207.69 

$  3,258.84 

$  259.03 

$  8,132.69 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


 CARE  CENTER  LEASE  FUND    DOMESTIC  VIOLENCE  FUND  

 2012    2011    2012    2011  

BUDGET  ACTUAL         BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET        ACTUAL        BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  $-$-$-$  $  $  $  $ 

Charges  for  Services  72,000.00  66,000.00  54,000.00  54,000.00  300.00  225.00  400.00  315.00 

Interest  750.00  823.76  -  919.81  -  0.39  -  0.14 

Other  -  .... 

Transfers  In   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   - 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  72,750.00  66,823.76  54,000.00  54,919.81  300.00  225.39  400.00  315.14 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  -  ... 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  -  ... 

Materials  and  Supplies  20,000.00  10,335.69  20,000.00  6,635.40 

Services  and  Other  ....  600.00  540.53  400.00 

Other  ....  ... 

Transfers  Out   -   -   -   -   -   -   - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  20,000.00  10,335.69  20,000.00  6,635.40  600.00  540.53  400.00 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  52,750.00  56,488.07  34,000.00  48,284.41  (300.00)  (315.14)  -  315.14 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1  204,486.71  204,486.71  156,202.30  156,202.30  325.16  325.16  10.02  10.02 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31  $257,236.71  $260,974.78  $190,202.30  $204,486.71  $       25.16  $       10.02  $       10.02  $  325.16 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


JACKSON  TOWNSHIP  GRANT  MAINTENANCE  FUND  CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENTS  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$  980.00 
12,000.00 
300.00 

4,840.00 

$  980.00 
18,000.00 
211.22 
4,770.00 

$  980.00 
600.00 
4,840.00 

$  5,820.00 
12,000.00 
352.03 

$ 

200.00 
50,000.00 

$ 

8,556.17 
448.15 

$ 

300.00 
4,500.00 

$ 

4,761.26 
259.15 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

18,120.00 

23,961.22 

6,420.00 

18,172.03 

50,200.00 

9,004.32 

4,800.00 

5,020.41 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Materials  and  Supplies 
Improvements 
Transfers  Out 

10,000.00 

10,000.00 

50,000.00 

23,763.18 

75,000.00 

61,026.16 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

10,000.00 

10,000.00 

50,000.00 

23,763.18 

75,000.00 

61,026.16 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

8,120.00 

23,961.22 

(3,580.00) 

18,172.03 

200.00 

(14,758.86) 

(70,200.00) 

(56,005.75) 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

65,970.01 

65,970.01 

47,797.98 

47,797.98 

122,352.40 

122,352.40 

178,358.15 

178,358.15 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$  74,090.01 

$  89,931.23 

$  44,217.98 

$  65,970.01 

$  122,552.40 

$  107,593.54 

$  108,158.15 

$  122,352.40 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


VETERAN'S  MEMORIAL  FUND  LOCAL  EMERGENCY  PLANNING  COMMISSION  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Inter/governmental 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  In 

* 

100.00 
500.00 

79.69 
120.00 

$ 

300.00 
500.00 

t 

178.05 
440.00 

- 

13.78 

c  a  ^  A  nn  nn 
ch  4j,4UU.UU 

- 

<t   11  r\A  n  a  i 
13.92 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

600.00 

199.69 

800.00 

618.05 

13.78 

45,400.00 

11,054.53 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment  and  Other 
Transfers  Out 

500.00 

148.28 

500.00 

121.00 

8,653.23 

45,600.00 

2,628.74 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

500.00 

148.28 

500.00 

121.00 

8,653.23 

45,600.00 

2,628.74 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

100.00 

51.41 

300.00 

497.05 

(8,639.45) 

(200.00) 

8,425.79 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

13,180.00 

13,180.00 

12,682.95 

12,682.95 

13,511.06 

13,511.06 

5,085.27 

5,085.27 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$  13,280.00 

$13,231.41 

$  12,982.95 

$13,180.00 

$  13,511.06 

$  4,871.61 

$  4,885.27 

$  13,511.06 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


SHERIFF'S  FORFEITURE  FUND  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  POST  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

Charges  for  Services 
Intergovernmental 

«c 

- 

- 

9 

1,000.00 

3,000.00 

j>  1U.cS/ 

1,409.65 

<t       /in  nn 

3>  4U.UU 

1,350.00 

1,330.60 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,000.00 

3,000.00 

1,420.52 

1,390.00 

1,353.63 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Supplies  and  Other 
Construction 
Transfers  Out 

1,000.00 

3,000.00 

1,409.65 

3,000.00 

1,330.60 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,000.00 

3,000.00 

1,409.65 

3,000.00 

1,330.60 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

10.87 

(1,610.00) 

23.03 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

0.37 

0.37 

0.37 

0.37 

1,802.84 

1,802.84 

1,779.81 

1,779.81 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$  0.37 

$  0.37 

$  0.37 

$  0.37 

$  1,802.84 

$  1,813.71 

$  169.81 

$  1,802.84 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


 LAW  ENFORCEMENT  GRANT    SENIOR  SERVICES  FUND  

 2012    2011    2012    20U  

BUDGET         ACTUAL  BUDGET         ACTUAL  BUDGET           ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental                                           $  13,500.00       $  12,156.04  $  13,500.00       $  10,866.52  $             -          $           -  $             -  $  - 

Property  Taxes                                                          -  54,000.00  54,347.98  55,000.00  51,918.47 

Interest                                                                    -                    1.67  -                    3.46  -                    13.15  20.00  14.43 

Other                                                                 -  -  1,204.19 

Transfers  In   __   __   __   __   __   __   __   97.14 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS                                      13,500.00         12,157.71  13,500.00         10,869.98  54,000.00          55,565.32  55,020.00  52,030.04 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment  and  Other  13,500.00         11,452.89         13,500.00         11,179.97  -  -  97.14 

Senior  Services  ....  55,000.00  54,225.00  54,902.86  51,789.00 

Transfers  Out   __  14.07   __   __   __   __   __   - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  13,500.00         11,466.96         13,500.00         11,179.97  55,000.00  54,225.00  55,000.00  51,789.00 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  -  690.75  -  (309.99)  (1,000.00)  1,340.32  20.00  241.04 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  IANUARY  1  175.17  175.17  485.16  485.16  23,401.07  23,401.07  23,160.03  23,160.03 


CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31  $      175.17      $      865.92      $     485.16      $      175.17        $    22,401.07      $  24,741.39      $    23,180.03      $  23,401.07 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


INMATE  SECURITY  FUND  SHERIFF'S  REVOLVING  FUND 


2012  2011  2012 


BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes  $-$-$-$  -  $  -$-$-$- 

Intergovernmental  ____  ____ 

Interest  -  2.38  -  2.48  -  3.59  -  2.61 

Charges  for  Services  3,000.00  3,183.50  2,700.00  2,892.00  2,000.00  4,850.00  4,000.00  4,418.00 

Transfers  In  ________ 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS  3,000.00  3,185.88  2,700.00  2,894.48  2,000.00  4,853.59  4,000.00  4,420.61 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Supplies  and  Other  6,000.00  2,899.58  3,000.00            2,761.50  5,000.00  4,886.90  4,000.00 
Developmentally  Disabled  Board                                   -  - 
Transfers  Out                                                           -  - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  6,000.00  2,899.58  3,000.00            2,761.50  5,000.00  4,886.90  4,000.00 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (3,000.00)  286.30  (300.00)  132.98  (3,000.00)  (33.31)  4,420.61 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1  3,095.67  3,095.67  2,962.69  2,962.69  4,869.31  4,869.31  448.70  448.70 


CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31  $        95.67       $     3,381.97       $     2,662.69       $     3,095.67         $      1,869.31       $    4,836.00      $       448.70      $  4,869.31 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


PROSECUTOR'S  CHECK  PROCESSING  FUND  SCHOOL  BOND  FORFEITURES  FUND 


2012  2011 


BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes  $-$-$-$  -  $  -$-$-$- 

Intergovernmental  ____  ____ 

Interest  -  20.33  -  18.77  -  4.99  -  10.55 

Charges  for  Services  10,000.00  7,777.01  8,000.00  10,996.29  10,000.00  8,780.00  20,000.00  9,260.00 

Transfers  In  ________ 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS  10,000.00  7,797.34  8,000.00  11,015.06  10,000.00  8,784.99  20,000.00  9,270.55 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Supplies  and  Other  10,000.00  8,162.05  8,000.00  8,177.44  20,000.00  21,806.65  20,000.00 

Developmentally  Disabled  Board                                   -  - 

Transfers  Out                                                           -  - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  10,000.00  8,162.05  8,000.00  8,177.44  20,000.00  21,806.65  20,000.00 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  -  (364.71)  -  2,837.62  (10,000.00)        (13,021.66)  -  9,270.55 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  IANUARY  1  21,120.15  21,120.15  18,282.53  18,282.53  15,122.51  15,122.51  5,851.96  5,851.96 


CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31  $  21,120.15       $  20,755.44      $   18,282.53       $  21,120.15         $      5,122.51       $    2,100.85       $    5,851.96       $  15,122.51 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


 PROSECUTOR'S  DELINQUENT  TAX  FUND    PROSECUTOR'S  FORFEITURES  FUND  

 2012    20U    2012    2011  

BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes                                              $-$-$-$           -  $  -$.$.$. 

Intergovernmental  ____  ____ 

Interest  -                      -                      -                      -  -                    1.25                  -  1.70 

Charges  for  Services  ____  ____ 

Transfers  In  ........ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  -                      -                      -                      -  -                    1.25                  -  1.70 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Supplies  and  Other 
Developmentally  Disabled  Board 
Transfers  Out 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS                                                   -                      -                      -                      -                         -                    1.25                  -  1.70 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1   1.64   1.64   1.64   1.64   333.15              333.15              331.45  331.45 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31           $          1.64      $          1.64  $          1.64      $          1.64  $        333.15  $       334.40  $       331.45  $  333.15 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


DEPUTY  SHERIFF  SUPPLEMENTAL  SALARY  FUND  SENATE  BILL  40  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Interest 

Transfers  In 

$ 

- 

$ 

10,832.04 
4  198  27 

$ 

- 

$ 

- 

$  90,000.00 
4,000.00 
- 

$  78,755.11 

2,423.93 
- 

$  83,000.00 
3,000.00 
- 

$  59,266.73 
3,509.34 
- 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

15,030.31 

94,000.00 

81,179.04 

86,000.00 

62,776.07 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

Developmentally  Disabled  Board 
Transfers  Out 

12,670.17 
94.20 

347,630.00 

97,915.13 

367,200.00 

89,781.85 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

12,764.37 

347,630.00 

97,915.13 

367,200.00 

89,781.85 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

2,265.94 

(253,630.00) 

(16,736.09) 

(281,200.00) 

(27,005.78) 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

262,484.06 

262,484.06 

289,489.84 

289,489.84 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

$  2,265.94 

$ 

$ 

$  8,854.06 

$  245,747.97 

$  8,289.84 

$  262,484.06 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 

COMPARITIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  &  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


RECORDER  USER  FEE  FUND  RECORDER  TECH  FUND 


RECEIPTS 

Sales  Taxes                                                  $  -  $                 -  $                 -  $  $-$-$-$- 

Charges  for  Services  -  -  -  -  --  -- 

Intergovernmental  -  -  -  -  --  -- 

Interest  350.00  119.09  650.00  434.29  3.00                  2.84                  4.00  3.60 

Other  3,150.00  4,056.00  3,500.00  3,862.00  2,500.00             2,653.75             2,246.00  2,709.75 

Transfers  In  -------- 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  3,500.00  4,175.09  4,150.00  4,296.29  2,503.00             2,656.59             2,250.00  2,713.35 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 
Benefits 
Equipment 
Travel  Expense 
Office 
Other 
Insurance 
Transfers  Out 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 


5,053.95  33,500.00 


1,264.91  20,000.00  23,320.00  5,500.00  5,053.95  33,500.00  2,095.73 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (16,500.00)               2,910.18              (15,850.00)             (19,023.71)  (2,997.00)  (2,397.36)  (31,250.00)  617.62 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  1ANUARY  1                      20,145.48  20,145.48  39,169.19  39,169.19  4,168.77  4,168.77  3,551.15  3,551.15 

CASH  &  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31  $          3,645.48       $        23,055.66       $        23,319.19       $        20,145.48  $       1,171.77  $       1,771.41  $    (27,698.85)  $  4,168.77 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS 
AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
AS  OF  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Collector 
Funds 

Prosecuting 
Attorney 

Recorders 
Funds 

Sheriff 
Funds 

Fines 
Funds 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 

$ 

3,350,641.38 

$ 

19,891.97 

$ 

$ 

$  52,868.21 

Investments 
Other  Investments 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Investments 

Total  Assets 

3,350,641.38 

19,891.97 

- 

52,868.21 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

3,350,641.38 

19,891.97 

52,868.21 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 
FUND  BALANCES 

$ 

3,350,641.38 

$ 

19,891.97 

$ 

$ 

$  52,868.21 

Criminal 
Costs 

Overplus 
Funds 

CERF 

Grand  Total 
Agency 
Funds 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 

$ 

2,305.50 

$ 

3,014.15 

$ 

5,338.17 

$  3,434,059.38 

Investments 
Other  Investments 

- 

1,856.19 

- 

1,856.19 

Total  Investments 

1,856.19 

1,856.19 

Total  Assets 

2,305.50 

4,870.34 

5,338.17 

3,435,915.57 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

2,305.50 

4,870.34 

5,338.17 

3,435,915.57 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 
FUND  BALANCES 

$ 

2,305.50 

$ 

4,870.34 

$ 

5,338.17 

$  3,435,915.57 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS 
AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
AS  OF  DECEMBER  31,  201 1 


Collector 
Funds 

Prosecuting 
Attorney 

Recorders 
Funds 

Sheriff 
Funds 

Fines 
Funds 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 

$ 

3,415,525.46 

$ 

25,965.42 

$ 

$ 

$  59,914.70 

Investments 
Other  Investments 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Investments 

Total  Assets 

3,415,525.46 

25,965.42 

- 

59,914.70 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

3,415,525.46 

25,965.42 

59,914.70 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 
FUND  BALANCES 

$ 

3,415,525.46 

S 

25,965.42 

$ 

$ 

$  59,914.70 

Criminal 
Costs 

Overplus 
Funds 

CERF 

Grand  Total 
Agency 
Funds 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 

$ 

2,148.50 

$ 

2,044.28 

$ 

5,719.35 

$  3,511,317.71 

Investments 
Other  Investments 

- 

1,845.55 

- 

1,845.55 

Total  Investments 

1,845.55 

1,845.55 

Total  Assets 

2,148.50 

3,889.83 

5,719.35 

3,513,163.26 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

2,148.50 

3,889.83 

5,719.35 

3,513,163.26 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 
FUND  BALANCES 

$ 

2,148.50 

$ 

3,889.83 

$ 

5,719.35 

$  3,513,163.26 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

The  County  of  Daviess,  Missouri  ("County"),  which  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of 
commissioners,  was  established  in  1836  by  an  Act  of  the  Missouri  Territory.  In  addition  to  the 
three  Commissioners,  there  are  nine  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  County  Clerk, 
Collector/Treasurer,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Sheriff,  Assessor,  Coroner,  Circuit  Clerk,  Public 
Administrator  and  Prosecuting  Attorney. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  I,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of 
accounting.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  (GAAP). 

A.  Reporting  Entity 

As  required  by  generally  accepted  accounting  principles,  as  applicable  to  the  regulatory 
basis  of  accounting,  these  financial  statements  present  financial  accountability  of  the 
County. 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts, 
county  recorder,  public  safety,  transportation,  economic  development,  and  social  and 
recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  only  the  county  of  Daviess  County, 
Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies,  departments, 
and  offices  that  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity. 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation 

The  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted 
by  Missouri  law,  which  include  a  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in 
Cash  and  Investment  Balances  -  All  Governmental  Funds,  a  Comparative  Statement  of 
Receipts  and  Disbursements  -  Budget  and  Actual  -  All  Governmental  Funds,  and  a 
Statement  of  Assets  and  Liabilities  Arising  from  Cash  Transactions  -  Agency  Funds. 

Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds  based 
upon  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending 
activities  are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting  entity  with  self- 
balancing  accounts.  The  following  fund  types  are  used  by  the  County: 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.        SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation  (concluded) 
Governmental  Fund  Types 

Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most  governmental  functions  are  financed. 
The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for  through  governmental 
funds.  The  measurement  focus  is  upon  determination  of  and  changes  in  financial  position 
rather  than  upon  net  income. 

Fiduciary  Fund  Types 

Agency  -  Agency  funds  are  used  to  account  for  assets  held  by  the  County  in  a  trustee 
capacity  as  an  agent  of  individuals,  private  organizations,  other  funds  or  other 
governmental  units.  Agency  funds  are  accounted  for  and  reported  similarly  to  the 
governmental  funds.  Agency  funds  are  custodial  in  nature  (assets  equal  liabilities)  and  do 
not  involve  the  measurement  of  results  of  operations.  These  funds  account  for  activities 
of  collections  for  other  taxing  units  by  the  Collector  of  Revenue  and  other  officeholders. 

C.  Basis  of  Accounting 

Basis  of  accounting  determines  when  transactions  are  recorded  in  the  financial  records 
and  reported  on  the  financial  statements. 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting.  This  basis  of 
accounting  recognizes  amounts  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash  and  differs  from 
accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those 
principles  require  revenues  to  be  recognized  when  they  become  available  and  measurable 
or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures  or  expenses  to  be  recognized  when  the  related 
liabilities  are  incurred. 

As  a  result  of  the  use  of  this  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  certain  assets  (such  as 
accounts  receivable  and  capital  assets),  certain  revenues  (such  as  revenue  for  billed  or 
provided  services  not  yet  collected),  certain  liabilities  (such  as  accounts  payable, 
certificates  of  participation  bonds  and  obligations  under  capital  leases)  and  certain 
expenditures  (such  as  expenditures  for  goods  or  services  received  but  not  yet  paid)  are 
not  recorded  in  these  financial  statements. 

If  the  County  utilized  the  basis  of  accounting  recognized  as  generally  accepted,  the  fund 
financial  statements  for  governmental  funds  would  use  the  modified  accrual  basis  of 
accounting,  while  the  fund  financial  statements  for  proprietary  fund  types,  if  applicable, 
would  use  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting.  All  government-wide  financial  statements 
would  be  presented  on  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

D.        Budget  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budgetary  data  reflected  in  the 
financial  statements: 

1.  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County  adopts  a  budget  for  each 
governmental  fund. 

2.  On  or  before  January  15th,  each  elected  officer  and  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the  budget  request 
and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated 
revenues  and  proposed  expenditures  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted 
expenditures  cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues 
for  the  year.  Budgeting  of  appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated 
unencumbered  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as  estimated 
revenues  to  be  received.  The  budget  to  actual  comparisons  in  these  financial 
statements,  however,  do  not  present  encumbered  fund  balances,  but  only 
compare  budgeted  and  actual  revenues  and  expenditures. 

4.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment.  Prior  to  its  approval  by 
the  County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is  available  for  public  inspection. 

5.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County 
Commission. 

6.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the 
authority  to  make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  formal  vote  of  the 
Commission.  Adjustments  made  during  the  year  are  reflected  in  the  budget 
information  in  the  financial  statements. 

Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County 
Commission  throughout  the  year.  Individual  amendments  were  not  material  in 
relation  to  the  original  appropriations  which  were  adopted. 

7.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

State  law  requires  that  budgeted  expenditures  not  exceed  budgeted  revenues  plus 
anticipated  beginning  fund  balance.  Section  50.740  RSMo  prohibits  expenditures 
in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (concluded) 

E.        Property  Taxes 

Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1 .  Taxes  are  levied 
on  October  1  and  tax  bills  are  mailed  to  taxpayers  in  November,  at  which  time  they  are 
payable.  All  unpaid  property  taxes  become  delinquent  as  of  January  1,  of  the  following 
year. 

The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  taxable  property,  included  within  the  County's 
boundaries  for  the  calendar  year  2012  and  201 1,  for  purposes  of  taxation  was: 


2012 

2011 

Real  Estate 

$ 

79,316,584 

$  76,833,785 

Personal  Property 

25,865,006 

24,975,755 

Railroad  and  Utilities 

7,440,189 

7,085,195 

$ 

112,621,779 

$  108,894,735 

During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  Commission  approved  a  $0.2400  and  $0.2500  tax 
levy  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  taxable  property  for  the  calendar  year 
2012  and  2011,  for  purpose  of  County  taxation,  as  follows: 


2012 

2011 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$ 

.1200 

$ 

.1200 

Senate  Bill  40  Fund 

.0700 

.0800 

Senior  Services  Fund 

.0500 

.0500 

$ 

.2400 

$ 

.2500 

F.  Cash  and  Investments 

The  County  pools  cash  and  investment  resources  of  various  funds  in  the  County 
Treasurer's  office  in  order  to  facilitate  the  management  of  cash  and  investments.  Cash 
and  investments  applicable  to  a  particular  fund  are  readily  identifiable.  Some  County 
offices  also  hold  cash  and  investments  in  their  own  separate  bank  accounts  as  required  by 
state  statute.  The  balance  in  the  pooled  cash  account  is  available  to  meet  current 
operating  requirements.  Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in  Note  II. 

G.  Interfund  Transactions 

During  the  course  of  operations,  numerous  transactions  occur  between  individual  funds 
for  goods  provided  or  services  rendered.  These  receivables  and  payables,  if  applicable, 
are  eliminated  due  to  reporting  the  financial  statements  on  the  regulatory  basis  of 
accounting. 

Legally  required  transfers  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as 
"transfers  out"  by  the  disbursing  fund. 


27 


THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


H.      CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 

Deposits  with  maturities  greater  than  three  months  are  considered  investments.  In  addition,  cash  and 
investments  are  separately  held  by  several  of  the  County's  funds.  Investments  of  the  County  consist  of 
certificates  of  deposit  with  local  banking  institutions. 

Deposits  -  Missouri  statutes  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an 
amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits.  At  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  carrying  amount  of  the 
County's  deposits  was  $2,665,578.97  and  $2,655,017.69  and  the  bank  balance  was  $5,895,504.88  and 
$5,790,653.28,  respectively.  As  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  County's  deposits  were  properly 
pledged  by  FDIC  insurance  and  pledged  securities. 

SUMMARY  OF  CARRYING  VALUES 

The  County  maintains  a  cash  and  temporary  investment  pool  that  is  available  for  use  by  all  funds.  Each 
fund  type's  portion  of  this  pool  is  displayed  as  "Cash  and  Equivalents"  under  each  fund's  caption. 

Carrying  values  of  deposits  and  investments  shown  above  are  included  in  the  financial  statements  at 
December  31,  2012,  as  follows: 

Included  in  the  following  fund  financial  statement  captions: 

Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in  Cash 

and  Investments  -  Governmental  Funds: 

Deposits  $  985,842.76 

Investments  1,679,736.21 

Total  Governmental  Funds  2,665,578.97 

Statement  of  Assets  and  Liabilities  Arising  From  Cash 

Transactions  -  Agency  Funds: 

Deposits  3,434,059.38 

Investments  1,856.19 


Total  Agency  Funds  3,435,915.57 

Total  Deposits  and  Investments  as  of  December  31,2012  $  6,101,494.54 

The  carrying  values  of  deposits  and  investments  at  December  31,  2011,  are  as  follows: 
Included  in  the  following  fund  financial  statement  captions: 

Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in  Cash 

and  Investments  -  Governmental  Funds: 

Deposits  $  921,945.38 

Investments  1,733,072.31 

Total  Governmental  Funds  2,655,017.69 

Statement  of  Assets  and  Liabilities  Arising  From  Cash 

Transactions  -  Agency  Funds: 

Deposits  3,511,317.71 

Investments  1,845.55 


Total  Agency  Funds  3,513,163.26 
Total  Deposits  and  Investments  as  of  December  31,  201 1  $  6,168,180.95 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


II.  CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS  (concluded) 
Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Deposits 

For  a  deposit,  custodial  credit  risk  is  the  risk  that  in  the  event  of  a  bank  failure,  the  government's 
deposits  may  not  be  returned  to  it.  The  County's  investment  policy  does  not  include  custodial  credit 
risk  requirements.  The  County's  deposits  were  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  for  the  years  ended 
December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Investments 

Investment  securities  are  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  if  the  securities  are  uninsured,  are  not 
registered  in  the  name  of  the  government,  and  are  held  by  the  party  who  sold  the  security  to  the 
County  or  its  agent  but  not  in  the  government's  name.  The  County  does  not  have  a  policy  for 
custodial  credit  risk  relating  to  investments.  All  investments,  evidenced  by  individual  securities,  are 
registered  in  the  name  of  the  County  or  of  a  type  that  are  not  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk. 

Investment  Interest  Rate  Risk 

Investment  interest  rate  risk  is  the  risk  that  changes  in  interest  rates  will  adversely  affect  the  fair  value 
of  an  investment.  The  County  does  not  have  a  formal  investment  policy  that  limits  investment 
maturities  as  a  means  of  managing  its  exposure  to  fair  value  losses  arising  from  increasing  interest 
rates. 

Concentration  of  Investment  Credit  Risk 

Concentration  of  investment  credit  risk  is  required  to  be  disclosed  by  the  County  for  any  single 
investment  that  represents  5%  or  more  of  total  investments  (excluding  investments  issued  by  or 
explicitly  guaranteed  by  the  U.S.  Government,  investments  in  mutual  funds,  investments  in  external 
investment  pools  and  investments  in  other  pooled  investments).  The  County  has  no  policy  in  place  to 
minimize  the  risk  of  loss  resulting  from  over  concentration  of  assets  in  specific  maturity,  specific 
issuer  or  specific  class  of  securities.  The  County's  investments  were  not  exposed  to  concentration  of 
investment  credit  risk  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


III.       INTERFUND  TRANSFERS 

Transfers  between  funds  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011  are  as  follows: 

2012  2011 


Transfers  In  Transfers  Out  Transfers  In  Transfers  Out 


General  Revenue  Fund               $  1,270.00    $  8,084.88    $  5,993.96    $  4,275.80 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund                          -  5,079.03 

Assessment  Fund  6,785.18 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund  5,217.00  -  2,061.80  3,877.10 

Law  Enforcement  Grant  Fund                            -  14.07 

Senior  Services  Fund                                       -  -  97.14 
Deputy  Sheriff  Supplemental 

Salary  Fund   -_   94.20   -_   - 


TOTAL  $  13,272.18    $  13,272.18    $  8,152.90    $  8,152.90 


Transfers  are  used  to  (1)  move  receipts  from  the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  collect  them 
to  the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  disburse  them,  and  (2)  use  unrestricted  receipts  in  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  to  finance  various  programs  accounted  for  in  other  funds  in  accordance  with 
budgetary  authorizations. 

IV.       COUNTY  EMPLOYEES '  RETIREMENT  FUND  (CERF) 

A.        Plan  Description 

CERF  was  established  by  an  act  of  the  Missouri  General  Assembly  effective  August  28, 
1994.  Laws  governing  the  retirement  fund  are  found  in  Sections  50.1000-50.1300  of  the 
Missouri  Revised  Statutes  (RSMo).  The  Board  of  Directors  consists  of  eleven  members,  nine 
of  whom  are  county  employee  participants.  Two  members,  who  have  no  beneficiary  interest 
in  CERF,  are  appointed  by  the  Governor  of  Missouri.  The  Board  of  Directors  has  the 
authority  to  adopt  rules  and  regulations  for  administering  the  system. 

CERF  is  a  mandatory  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  retirement  system  for  each  county  in 
the  state  of  Missouri,  except  any  city  not  within  a  county  (which  excludes  the  City  of  St. 
Louis)  and  counties  of  the  first  classification  with  a  charter  form  of  government.  CERF 
covers  county  elective  or  appointive  officers  or  employees  whose  position  requires  the  actual 
performance  of  duties  not  less  than  1,000  hours  per  year;  including  employees  of  circuit 
courts  located  in  a  first  class,  non-charter  county  which  is  not  participating  in  the  Local 
Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS);  and  does  not  cover  circuit  clerks, 
deputy  circuit  clerks,  county  prosecuting  attorneys,  and  county  sheriffs.  Until  January  1, 
2000,  employees  hired  before  January  1,  2000  could  opt  out  of  the  system.  CERF  is  a 
defined  benefit  plan  providing  retirement  and  death  benefits  to  its  members.  All  benefits  vest 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


IV.  COUNTY  EMPLOYEES '  RETIREMENT  FUND  (CERF)  (continued) 

A.  Plan  Description  (continued) 

after  8  years  of  creditable  service.  Employees  who  retire  on  or  after  age  62  are  entitled  to  an 
allowance  for  life  based  on  the  form  of  payment  selected.  The  normal  form  of  payment  is  a 
single  life  annuity.  Optional  joint  and  survivor  annuity  and  10-year  certain  and  life  annuity 
payments  are  also  offered  to  members  in  order  to  provide  benefits  to  a  named  survivor 
annuitant  after  their  death.  Employees  who  have  a  minimum  of  8  years  of  creditable  service 
may  retire  with  an  early  retirement  benefit  and  receive  a  reduced  allowance  after  attaining 
age  55.  Annual  cost-of-living  adjustments,  not  to  exceed  1%,  are  provided  for  eligible 
retirees  and  survivor  annuitants,  up  to  a  lifetime  maximum  of  50%  of  the  initial  benefit  which 
the  member  received  upon  retirement.  Benefit  provisions  are  fixed  by  state  statute  and  may 
be  amended  only  by  action  of  the  Missouri  Legislature.  Administrative  expenses  for  the 
operation  of  CERF  are  paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the  system. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of 
these  statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF, 
2121  Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  1-573-632-9203. 

B.  Contributions 

Prior  to  January  1,  2003,  participating  county  employees,  except  for  those  who  participated  in 
LAGERS,  were  required  to  make  contributions  equal  to  2%  of  gross  compensation.  Effective 
January  1,  2003,  participating  county  employees  hired  on  or  after  February  25,  2002  are 
required  to  make  contributions  of  4%  if  they  are  in  a  LAGERS  county  and  contributions  of 
6%  if  they  are  in  a  non-LAGERS  county.  If  an  employee  leaves  covered  employment  before 
attaining  8  years  of  creditable  service,  accumulated  employee  contributions  are  refunded  to 
the  employee. 

The  contribution  rate  is  set  by  state  statute  and  may  be  amended  only  by  action  of  the 
Missouri  Legislature.  During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF, 
employee  contributions  of  approximately  $37,475.61  and  $34,375.71,  respectively,  for  the 
years  then  ended. 

V.  PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  RETIREMENT  FUND 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  Chapter  56.807  RSMo,  the  County  contributes  monthly  to  the 
Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri  Prosecuting 
Attorneys  and  Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System  Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  State  of  Missouri  is 
responsible  for  administration  of  this  plan.  The  County  has  contributed  $1,683  and  $2,244, 
respectively,  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


VI.  POST  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully 
funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the 
County.  There  was  one  participant  for  COBRA  at  December  31,  2012  and  one  participant  at 
December  31,  2011. 

VII.  CLAIMS,  COMMITMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

A.  Litigation 

The  County  is  not  currently  involved  in  pending  litigation  at  December  31,  2012. 

B.  Compensated  Absences 

The  County  provides  employees  with  up  to  four  weeks  of  paid  vacation  based  upon  the 
number  of  years  of  continuous  service.  Vacation  days  do  not  carry  forward  if  they  are 
unused.  Upon  termination,  an  employee  will  be  reimbursed  for  any  unused  vacation  days. 
Employees  earn  3.75  or  4  hours  of  sick  leave  per  month  depending  on  their  normal  day.  The 
County  allows  employees  to  carry  forward  sick  leave  however,  an  employee  will  not  be 
reimbursed  for  unused  sick  leave.  These  have  not  been  subjected  to  auditing  procedures. 

C.  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs 

The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of 
these  grants  are  required  and  certain  costs  may  be  questioned  as  inappropriate  expenditures 
under  the  grant  agreements.  Such  audits  could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the 
grantor  agencies.  Management  believes  that  any  required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary, 
will  be  immaterial.  No  provision  has  been  made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for 
the  potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 

VIII.  RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction  of 
assets;  errors  and  omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk 
management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  Insurance 
is  obtained  from  commercial  insurance  companies.  There  have  been  no  significant  reductions  in 
coverage  from  the  prior  year  and  settlements  have  not  exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  participant  in  a  public  entity  risk  pool,  which  is  a  corporate  and  political 
body  created  pursuant  to  state  statute  (Chapter  537.70  RSMo.  1986).  The  purpose  of  the  risk  pool  is 
to  provide  liability  protection  to  participating  public  entities,  their  officials,  and  employees.  Annual 
contributions  are  collected  based  on  actuarial  projections  to  produce  sufficient  funds  to  pay  losses  and 
expenses.  Should  contributions  not  produce  sufficient  funds  to  meet  its  obligations,  the  risk  pool  is 
empowered  with  the  ability  to  make  special  assessments.  Members  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  for 
all  claims  against  the  risk  pool. 
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IX.  RISK  MANAGEMENT  (concluded) 

The  County  is  also  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insured  Workers' 
Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through 
this  fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  for  the  purpose  of  providing  insurance  coverage  for 
Missouri  counties.  The  fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  is  reinsured  up  to  the 
statutory  limit  through  excess  insurance. 

X.  SUBSEQUENT  EVENTS 

There  are  no  subsequent  events  to  report  up  to  the  date  of  the  audit  report. 

XI.  ACCOUNTING  CHANGE 

For  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  December  31,  2011,  the  County  has  elected  to  change  its 
accounting  method  from  a  modified  cash  basis  to  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting.  This  basis 
recognizes  assets,  liabilities,  fund  balance,  receipts,  and  disbursements  when  they  result  from  cash 
transactions  with  a  provision  for  investments  and  settlements  pending  (if  applicable).  The  regulatory 
basis  differs  from  the  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and  is 
described  in  Note  I  of  the  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

XII.  CENTRAL  DISPATCH  EMERGENCY  SERVICES  FUND 

Due  to  a  statutory  change  effective  August  28,  2010,  the  County's  Central  Dispatch  Emergency 
Services  Fund  is  considered  a  legally  separate  political  subdivision  and  is  no  longer  included  in  the 
audit  of  the  County. 

XIII.  PRIOR  PERIOD  ADJUSTMENT 

The  General  Revenue  Fund  beginning  balance  at  January  1,  2011,  was  decreased  by  $9,394  to  correct 
prior  year's  ending  balance  for  a  certificate  of  deposit.  Also,  the  School  Bond  Forfeitures  Fund  and 
Prosecutor' s  Forfeitures  Fund  were  left  off  of  the  prior  year  report.  These  funds  have  been  included 
in  the  current  year's  report  and  increase  beginning  fund  balance  at  January  1,  2011,  by  $5,851.96  for 
the  School  Bond  Forfeitures  Fund  and  $331.45  for  the  Prosecutor's  Forfeitures  Fund. 
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STATE  COMPLIANCE  SECTION 


THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  STATE  FINDINGS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SCHEDULE  OF  STATE  FINDINGS 

I.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  actual  expenditures  exceeded  those  budgeted  in  the 
Prosecutor's  Training  Fund  and  School  Bond  Forfeitures  Fund. 

II.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  actual  expenditures  exceeded  those  budgeted  in  the 
Prosecutor' s  Check  Processing  Fund  and  Recorder  User  Fee  Fund. 

III.  The  Local  Emergency  Planning  Commission  Fund  and  the  Deputy  Sheriff  Supplemental  Salary 
Fund  did  not  have  budgets  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

IV.  The  Prosecutor's  Delinquent  Tax  Fund  and  the  Prosecutor's  Forfeitures  Fund  did  not  have 
budgets  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  December  31,  2011. 
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Daniel  Jones 
&  Associates 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND  ON 
COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


Independent  Auditor' s  Report 


To  the  County  Commission 
The  County  of  Daviess,  Missouri 

We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards  issued 
by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Daviess  ("County") 
as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements, 
which  collectively  comprise  the  County's  basic  financial  statements,  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon  dated 
July  3,  2013. 

Internal  Control  Over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control 
over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of 
expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express 
an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  and 
was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or 
significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not 
identified.  However,  as  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses,  we  identified 
certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses  and  significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management 
or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct, 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in 
internal  control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial 
statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  We  consider  the  deficiencies 
described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses  to  be  material  weaknesses.  [FS  12/11-03 
and  FS  12/11-04]. 

A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe 
than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We 
consider  the  deficiencies  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses  to  be  significant 
deficiencies.  [FS  12/11-01  and  FS  12/11-02] 
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Compliance  and  Other  Matters 


As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  County's  financial  statements  are  free  from 
material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the 
determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those 
provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit,  and  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results 
of  our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under 
Government  Auditing  Standards. 

The  County's  Response  to  Findings 

The  County's  responses  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  are  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  responses.  The  County's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the 
audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and  compliance  and 
the  result  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control  or 
on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing 
Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and  compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not 
suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

July  3,  2013 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

FS  12/11-01  Criteria:  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal 
Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending 
on  or  after  December  15,  2009,  as  amended  by  SAS  No.  122  Statements  on 
Auditing  Standards:  Clarification  and  Recodification,  considers  inadequate 
documentation  of  the  components  of  internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant 
deficiency. 

Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Context:  During  walkthroughs,  the  County  informed  us  that  internal  control 
documentation  had  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  SAS  122  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal 
control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency.  Without  documented  internal  controls, 
the  County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place,  communicated  and 
operating  effectively. 

Cause:  The  County  did  not  prepare  the  required  documentation. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal 
control  documentation.  In  addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal 
control  guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this  documentation 
is  complete,  those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the 
controls  and  ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk' s 
(Sally  Black)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to 
document  their  internal  control  structure  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework. 
The  expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  Clerk's  office  phone 
number  is  660-663-2641. 

FS  12/11-02  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place 
by  an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They 
are  part  of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of 
financial  reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  the  walkthroughs  of  the  County,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud 
risk  assessment  in  place. 

Context:  During  walkthroughs,  the  County  informed  us  that  the  necessary  risk 
assessment  documentation  had  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not 
being  identified  by  County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a 
fraud  or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by  management  without  proper  assessment 
procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including 
identified  risks  and  mitigating  controls. 
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SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES 
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I.         FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (continued) 

FS  12/11-02  Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the 
environment,  including  risk  of  fraud  occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify, 
analyze  and  manage  these  risks. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk' s 
(Sally  Black)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to 
document  their  internal  control  structure  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework. 
The  expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  Clerk's  office  phone 
number  is  660-663-2641. 

FS  12/11-03  Criteria:  Bank  reconciliations  must  be  prepared  monthly  on  a  timely  basis  by  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney's  office. 

Condition:  We  noted  that  there  were  no  bank  reconciliations  for  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  office. 

Context:  This  deficiency  became  apparent  through  our  testing  of  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  cash  accounts  and  the  related  reconciliations. 

Effect:  Errors  may  go  undetected  if  proper  controls  are  not  in  place  to  review  cash 
transactions. 

Cause:  Management  does  not  place  adequate  emphasis  upon  reviewing  cash 
transactions  and  preparing  accurate  reconciliations. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  prepare 
monthly  bank  reconciliations  and  adjustments  to  the  cash  accounts. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  (Andrea  Gibson)  office  will  consider  the  auditor's  recommendation  and 
attempt  to  begin  reconciling  bank  statements  in  a  timely  manner  in  the  2013  fiscal 
year.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  phone  number  is  660-663-4129. 

FS  12/11-04  Criteria:  Bank  reconciliations  must  be  prepared  monthly  on  a  timely  basis  by  the 
Senate  Bill  40' s  office. 

Condition:  We  noted  that  there  were  no  bank  reconciliations  for  the  Senate  Bill  40' s 
office. 

Context:  This  deficiency  became  apparent  through  our  testing  of  the  Senate  Bill  40' s 
cash  accounts  and  the  related  reconciliations. 

Effect:  Errors  may  go  undetected  if  proper  controls  are  not  in  place  to  review  cash 
transactions. 

Cause:  Management  does  not  place  adequate  emphasis  upon  reviewing  cash 
transactions  and  preparing  accurate  reconciliations. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIESS 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (concluded) 

FS  12/11-04      Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  Senate  Bill  40's  office  prepare  monthly 
bank  reconciliations  and  adjustments  to  the  cash  accounts. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  Senate  Bill  40' s 
office  (Brenda  Wright)  will  consider  the  auditor's  recommendation  and  attempt  to 
begin  reconciling  bank  statements  in  a  timely  manner  in  the  2013  fiscal  year. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  DAVIES 
GALLATIN,  MISSOURI 
SUMMARY  SCHEDULE  OF  PRIOR  YEAR  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         PRIOR  YEAR  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

There  were  no  prior  year  audit  findings  related  to  internal  control  and  compliance. 
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MEMBERS  OF 
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AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


July  3,  2013 

To  the  Board  of  Commissioners 
County  of  Daviess 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  regulatory  based  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Daviess  (the 
"County")  as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  December  31,  2011,  in  accordance  with  auditing 
standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  over 
financial  reporting  (internal  control)  as  a  basis  for  designing  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of 
expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an 
opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  and  was 
not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant 
deficiencies  and,  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified. 
However,  as  discussed  below,  we  identified  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be 
significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management  or 
employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct, 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies  in  internal 
control,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial  statements 
will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  We  consider  the  following  deficiencies  in  the 
County's  internal  control  to  be  material  weaknesses  as  noted  in  section  I: 

A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe 
than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We  consider 
the  following  deficiencies  in  the  County's  internal  control  to  be  significant  deficiencies  as  noted  in  section  II: 

Our  comments  concerning  internal  control  and  other  significant  matters  are  presented  as  follows: 

I.  Deficiencies  Considered  to  be  Material 

II.  Deficiencies  Considered  to  be  Significant 

III.  Information  Required  by  Professional  Standards 

The  County' s  management  has  provided  written  responses  to  the  findings  in  this  report  that  were  identified  in  our 
audit.  These  responses  have  not  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial 
statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  them. 

This  communication  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  the  County  Commission,  County  Office 
Holders,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor  and  federal  agencies  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by 
anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties. 

Very  truly  yours, 


DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 
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I.         DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  MATERIAL 

FS  12/11-03      Criteria:  Bank  reconciliations  must  be  prepared  monthly  on  a  timely  basis  by  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney's  office. 

Condition:  We  noted  that  there  were  no  bank  reconciliations  for  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  office. 

Context:  This  deficiency  became  apparent  through  our  testing  of  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  cash  accounts  and  the  related  reconciliations. 

Effect:  Errors  may  go  undetected  if  proper  controls  are  not  in  place  to  review  cash 
transactions. 

Cause:  Management  does  not  place  adequate  emphasis  upon  reviewing  cash  transactions 
and  preparing  accurate  reconciliations. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  prepare 
monthly  bank  reconciliations  and  adjustments  to  the  cash  accounts. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  (Andrea  Gibson)  office  will  consider  the  auditor's  recommendation  and 
attempt  to  begin  reconciling  bank  statements  in  a  timely  manner  in  the  2013  fiscal  year. 
The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  phone  number  is  660-663-4129. 

FS  12/11-04      Criteria:  Bank  reconciliations  must  be  prepared  monthly  on  a  timely  basis  by  the  Senate 
Bill  40' s  office. 

Condition:  We  noted  that  there  were  no  bank  reconciliations  for  the  Senate  Bill  40' s 
office. 

Context:  This  deficiency  became  apparent  through  our  testing  of  the  Senate  Bill  40' s 
cash  accounts  and  the  related  reconciliations. 

Effect:  Errors  may  go  undetected  if  proper  controls  are  not  in  place  to  review  cash 
transactions. 

Cause:  Management  does  not  place  adequate  emphasis  upon  reviewing  cash  transactions 
and  preparing  accurate  reconciliations. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  Senate  Bill  40' s  office  prepare  monthly  bank 
reconciliations  and  adjustments  to  the  cash  accounts. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  Senate  Bill  40' s 
office  (Brenda  Wright)  will  consider  the  auditor's  recommendation  and  attempt  to  begin 
reconciling  bank  statements  in  a  timely  manner  in  the  2013  fiscal  year. 


DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 


FS  12/11-01  Criteria:  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal 
Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending  on 
or  after  December  15,  2009,  as  amended  by  SAS  No.  122  Statements  on  Auditing 
Standards:  Clarification  and  Recodification,  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the 
components  of  internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency. 

Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Context:  During  walkthroughs,  the  County  informed  us  that  internal  control 
documentation  had  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  SAS  122  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal 
control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency.  Without  documented  internal  controls,  the 
County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place,  communicated  and  operating 
effectively. 

Cause:  The  County  did  not  prepare  the  required  documentation. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal  control 
documentation.  In  addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal  control 
guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this  documentation  is  complete, 
those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the  controls  and 
ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk's 
(Sally  Black)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to  document 
their  internal  control  structure  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework.  The  expected 
completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  660-663- 
2641. 

FS  12/11-02  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place  by 
an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They  are  part 
of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of  financial 
reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with  applicable 
laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  the  walkthroughs  of  the  County,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud 
risk  assessment  in  place. 

Context:  During  walkthroughs,  the  County  informed  us  that  the  necessary  risk 
assessment  documentation  had  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not 
being  identified  by  County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a  fraud 
or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by  management  without  proper  assessment  procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including 
identified  risks  and  mitigating  controls. 

Recommendation:  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the 
environment,  including  risk  of  fraud  occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify, 
analyze  and  manage  these  risks. 


II. 


DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT  (continued) 


FS  12/11-02  Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk's 
(Sally  Black)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to  document 
their  internal  control  structure  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework.  The  expected 
completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  660-663- 
2641. 

III.      INFORMATION  REQUIRED  BY  PROFESSIONAL  STANDARDS 

Our  Responsibilities  under  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Auditing  Standards  and  Government 
Auditing  Standards 

Professional  standards  require  that  we  provide  you  with  information  about  our  responsibilities  under 
generally  accepted  auditing  standards,  Government  Auditing  Standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  as  well 
as  certain  information  related  to  the  planned  scope  and  timing  of  our  audit.  We  have  communicated  such 
information  in  our  letter  to  you  dated  April  29,  2013.  Professional  standards  also  require  that  we 
communicate  to  you  the  following  information  related  to  our  audit. 

Significant  Audit  Findings 

Qualitative  Aspects  of  Accounting  Practices 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  selection  and  use  of  appropriate  accounting  policies.  The  significant 
accounting  policies  used  by  the  County  are  described  in  Note  I  to  the  financial  statements.  No  new 
accounting  policies  were  adopted  and  the  application  of  existing  policies  was  not  changed  during  the 
2012-2013  fiscal  year.  We  noted  no  transactions  entered  into  by  the  governmental  unit  during  the  year 
for  which  there  is  a  lack  of  authoritative  guidance  or  consensus.  All  significant  transactions  have  been 
recognized  in  the  financial  statements  in  the  proper  period. 

Accounting  estimates  are  an  integral  part  of  the  financial  statements  prepared  by  management  and  are 
based  on  management's  knowledge  and  experience  about  past  and  current  events  and  assumptions  about 
future  events.  Certain  accounting  estimates  are  particularly  sensitive  because  of  their  significance  to  the 
financial  statements  and  because  of  the  possibility  that  future  events  affecting  them  may  differ 
significantly  from  those  expected.  Due  to  the  County  applying  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  no 
estimates  are  made  during  the  preparation  of  financial  statements. 

The  financial  statement  disclosures  are  neutral,  consistent,  and  clear. 

Difficulties  Encountered  in  Performing  the  Audit 

We  encountered  no  significant  difficulties  in  dealing  with  management  in  performing  and  completing  our 
audit. 

Corrected  and  Uncorrected  Misstatements 

Professional  standards  require  us  to  accumulate  all  known  and  likely  misstatements  identified  during  the 
audit,  other  than  those  that  are  clearly  trivial,  and  communicate  them  to  the  appropriate  level  of 
management.  Management  has  corrected  all  such  misstatements.  In  addition,  none  of  the  misstatements 
detected  as  a  result  of  audit  procedures  and  corrected  by  management  were  material,  either  individually  or 
in  the  aggregate,  to  each  opinion  unit's  financial  statements  taken  as  a  whole. 

Disagreements  with  Management 

For  purposes  of  this  letter,  a  disagreement  with  management  as  a  financial  accounting,  reporting,  or 
auditing  matter,  whether  or  not  resolved  to  our  satisfaction,  that  could  be  significant  to  the  financial 
statements  or  the  auditor's  report.  We  are  pleased  to  report  that  no  such  disagreements  arose  during  the 
course  of  our  audit. 


INFORMATION  REQUIRED  BY  PROFESSIONAL  STANDARDS  (concluded) 

Management  Representations 

We  have  requested  certain  representations  from  management  that  are  included  in  the  management 
representation  letter  dated  July  3,  2013. 

Management  Consultations  with  Other  Independent  Accountants 

In  some  cases,  management  may  decide  to  consult  with  other  accountants  about  auditing  and  accounting 
matters,  similar  to  obtaining  a  "second  opinion"  on  certain  situations.  If  a  consultation  involves 
application  of  an  accounting  principle  to  the  County's  financial  statements  or  a  determination  of  the  type 
of  auditor's  opinion  that  may  be  expressed  on  those  statements,  our  professional  standards  require  the 
consulting  accountant  to  check  with  us  to  determine  that  the  consultant  has  all  the  relevant  facts.  To  our 
knowledge,  there  were  no  such  consultations  with  other  accountants. 

Other  Audit  Findings  or  Issues 

We  generally  discuss  a  variety  of  matters,  including  the  application  of  accounting  principles  and  auditing 
standards,  with  management  each  year  prior  to  retention  as  the  governmental  unit's  auditors.  However, 
these  discussions  occurred  in  the  normal  course  of  our  professional  relationship  and  our  responses  were 
not  a  condition  to  our  retention. 

Other  Matters 

With  respect  to  the  supplementary  information  accompanying  the  financial  statements,  we  made  certain 
inquiries  of  management  and  evaluated  the  form,  content,  and  methods  of  preparing  the  information  to 
determine  that  the  information  complies  with  a  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  the  method  of  preparing  it 
has  not  changed  from  the  prior  period,  and  the  information  is  appropriate  and  complete  in  relation  to  our 
audit  of  the  financial  statements.  We  compared  and  reconciled  the  supplementary  information  to  the 
underlying  accounting  records  used  to  prepare  the  financial  statements  or  to  the  financial  statements 
themselves. 

We  noted  during  our  audit  certain  matters  that  were  not  considered  to  be  significant  deficiencies  or 
material  weaknesses.  Several  county  offices  have  limited  numbers  of  staff  which  inherently  increases  the 
risk  of  misstatement.  Office  holders  appear  to  have  mitigating  controls  in  place  to  lower  these  risks  to  an 
acceptable  level  but  the  commission  does  need  to  be  aware  of  these  risks  and  offices  need  to  remain 
vigilant  in  deterring  the  potential  for  erroneous  or  fraudulent  activity. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Ste.  Genevieve  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Ste.  Genevieve  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of 
the  State  Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Daniel  Jones  &  Associates,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


August  2013 
Report  No.  2013-076 
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CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission 

The  County  of  Ste.  Genevieve,  Missouri 

Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Ste.  Genevieve,  Missouri, 
which  comprise  cash  and  unencumbered  cash  for  each  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the 
related  statements  of  cash  receipts  and  disbursements  and  disbursements-budget  and  actual  for  the  years 
then  ended,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial  statements  in 
accordance  with  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  a  financial  reporting  framework  prescribed  or 
permitted  by  Missouri  law  as  described  in  Note  I  of  the  accompanying  financial  statements.  Management 
is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the 
preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether 
due  to  fraud  or  error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit.  We 
conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards, 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform 
the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material 
misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in 
the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's  judgment,  including  the 
assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial  statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error. 
In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation 
and  fair  presentation  of  the  financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in 
the  circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's 
internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes  evaluating  the 
appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of  significant  accounting  estimates 
made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall  presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide  a  basis  for 
our  audit  opinion. 
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Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  I  of  the  financial  statements,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  basis  of  the 
financial  reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
Missouri. 

The  effects  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described 
in  Note  I  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S. 
Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  do  not 
present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America, 
the  financial  position  of  each  fund  of  the  County  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  or  changes  in  financial 
position  or  cash  flows  thereof  for  the  years  then  ended. 

Opinions 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects,  the  cash  and 
unencumbered  cash  of  each  fund  of  the  County  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  their  respective  cash 
receipts  and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  for  the  years  then  ended  in  accordance  with  the  financial 
reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law  described  in  Note  I. 

Other  Matters 

Other  Information 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  opinion  on  the  financial  statements  that  collectively 
comprise  the  County  of  Ste.  Genevieve's  basic  financial  statements.  The  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal 
awards,  as  required  by  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local 
Governments,  and  Non-Profit  Organizations  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  and  is  not  a 
required  part  of  the  basic  financial  statements. 

The  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  the  responsibility  of  management  and  was  derived  from  and 
relates  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements. 
Such  information  has  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  basic  financial 
statements  and  certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing  and  reconciling  such  information  directly 
to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements  or  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  In  our  opinion,  the  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal 
awards  is  fairly  stated,  in  all  material  respects,  in  relation  to  the  basic  financial  statements  as  a  whole. 
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Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  July  5,  2013  on  our 
consideration  of  the  County  of  Ste.  Genevieve's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  on  our  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters. 
The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  County  of  Ste.  Genevieve's  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  and  compliance. 

DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

July  5,  2013 
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FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 


THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


FUND 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 
JANUARY  1,  2012 

RECEIPTS 
2012 

DISBURSEMENTS 
2012 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$                         929,971.97  $ 

7,233,990.78 

$  7,790,125.84 

$  373,836.91 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 

330,780.51 

2,500,332.58 

2,520,023.58 

311,089.51 

Assessment  Fund 

326,821.97 

657,384.10 

814,573.09 

169,632.98 

Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 

15,493.18 

17,595.84 

24,530.86 

8,558.16 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 

5,753.79 

2,886.91 

1,964.25 

6,676.45 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution  Fund 

98,232.52 

108,450.32 

129,595.88 

77,086.96 

911  Emergency  Fund 

26,425.11 

452,646.11 

408,652.34 

70,418.88 

Victims  of  Domestic  Violence  Fund 

6,743.62 

13,970.98 

13,351.18 

7,363.42 

TIF  Fund 

- 

529,180.90 

529,180.90 

- 

PA  Bad  Check  Fund 

9,795.37 

6,546.69 

5,318.87 

11,023.19 

CAFA  Fund 

4,515.45 

5.13 

4,162.37 

358.21 

PA  Delinquent  Fund 

3,920.06 

5,188.13 

9.73 

9,098.46 

Sheriff  Revolving  Fund 

16,665.10 

10,399.15 

14,905.56 

12,158.69 

Recorder  Fund 

51,111.07 

19,491.15 

20,232.95 

50,369.27 

Community  Center  Sales  Tax  Fund 

377,639.39 

1,124,608.52 

1,105,080.05 

397,167.86 

Community  Center  Operating  Fund 

2,388.48 

755,993.35 

758,381.83 

- 

Sheriff  Fees  Fund 

13,848.50 

29,784.64 

20,015.81 

23,617.33 

LjUC^ltll  LilCv^  L1U11  1  U11L1 

50  914.47 

50  914.47 

Election  Services  Fund 

7,459.36 

5,533.01 

4,923.20 

8,069.17 

Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

26,227.84 

25,788.29 

34,637.17 

17,378.96 

K-9  Fund 

2,079.01 

1,188.49 

1,888.76 

1,378.74 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund 

1,998,998.39 

1,998,998.39 

Inmate  Security  Fund 

13,993.35 

11,485.49 

16,704.83 

8,774.01 

Capital  Improvements  Fund 

52,527.07 

1,260,680.74 

780,347.70 

532,860.11 

Repairs  and  Upkeep  Property  Fund 

22,444.51 

10,072.97 

4,446.04 

28,071.44 

Senior  Services  Board  Fund 

125,773.83 

148,483.90 

139,658.41 

134,599.32 

Mental  Health  Board  Fund 

311,343.43 

438,442.54 

376,144.37 

373,641.60 

SB40  Board  Fund 

224,551.86 

533,789.66 

434,041.96 

324,299.56 

Mental  Health  Repairs  and  Upkeep  Fund 

271,451.06 

1,470.33 

5,295.10 

267,626.29 

Special  Road  Fund 

2,018.03 

2,018.03 

TOTAL 

$                       3,277,957.41  $ 

17,957,321.59 

$  18,010,123.52 

$  3,225,155.48 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  3 1,  201 1 


FUND 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 
JANUARY  1,  2011 

RECEIPTS 
2011 

DISBURSEMENTS 
2011 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2011 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$                          359,425.76  $ 

5,821,626.58 

$  5,251,080.37 

$  929,971.97 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 

634,099.01 

2,380,610.83 

2,683,929.33 

330,780.51 

Assessment  Fund 

426,578.30 

498,252.07 

598,008.40 

326,821.97 

Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 

11,848.44 

13,648.64 

10,003.90 

15,493.18 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 

4,683.21 

2,574.09 

1,503.51 

5,753.79 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution  Fund 

31,121.81 

113,330.68 

46,219.97 

98,232.52 

911  Emergency  Fund 

25,221.34 

550,836.57 

549,632.80 

26,425.11 

Victims  of  Domestic  Violence  Fund 

4,187.13 

11,750.00 

9,193.51 

6,743.62 

TIF  Fund 

- 

427,568.62 

427,568.62 

- 

PA  Bad  Check  Fund 

4,962.33 

12,721.01 

7,887.97 

9,795.37 

CAFA  Fund 

7,519.80 

44.69 

3,049.04 

4,515.45 

PA  Delinquent  Fund 

949.29 

2,981.45 

10.68 

3,920.06 

Sheriff  Revolving  Fund 

13,443.87 

8,465.00 

5,243.77 

16,665.10 

Recorder  Fund 

60,322.90 

25,056.51 

34,268.34 

51,111.07 

Community  Center  Sales  Tax  Fund 

274,599.54 

1,725,503.43 

1,622,463.58 

377,639.39 

Community  Center  Operating  Fund 

358.25 

771,905.52 

769,875.29 

2,388.48 

Sheriff  Fees  Fund 

13,216.70 

26,117.71 

25,485.91 

13,848.50 

Special  Election  Fund 

23,737.62 

23,737.62 

Election  Services  Fund 

9,678.18 

4,281.34 

6,500.16 

7,459.36 

Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

I  Q  1  QO  OQ 

OQ  OQQ  0« 

00  06.1  AO 
ZZ,Z0J.4Z 

Ofi.  001  SiA 
ZO,ZZ  /  .54 

K-9  Fund 

2,914.47 

1,004.42 

1,839.88 

2,079.01 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund 

1,462,228.68 

1,462,228.68 

Inmate  Security  Fund 

14,046.22 

10,046.10 

10,098.97 

13,993.35 

Capital  Improvements  Fund 

74,101.96 

440,925.89 

462,500.78 

52,527.07 

Repairs  and  Upkeep  Property  Fund 

10,072.76 

50,105.12 

37,733.37 

22,444.51 

Senior  Services  Board  Fund 

102,145.67 

142,023.00 

118,394.84 

125,773.83 

Mental  Health  Board  Fund 

225,770.52 

468,126.00 

382,553.09 

311,343.43 

SB40  Board  Fund 

183,395.10 

445,793.98 

404,637.22 

224,551.86 

Mental  Health  Repairs  and  Upkeep  Fund 

284,908.06 

13,457.00 

271,451.06 

Special  Road  Fund 

65,755.47 

65,755.47 

TOTAL 

$                        2,513,854.84  $ 

15,821,228.06 

$  15,057,125.49 

$  3,277,957.41 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 


2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 


Property  Taxes 

$ 

892,500.00  $ 

888,895.86  $ 

918,000.00  $ 

898,419.93 

Sales  Taxes 

900,000.00 

870,941.46 

800,000.00 

922,619.38 

Intergovernmental 

5,398,200.50 

4,530,881.16 

2,744,027.12 

3,160,837.70 

Charges  for  Services 

464,200.00 

536,095.96 

480,689.06 

501,248.42 

Interest 

7,000.00 

4,901.29 

7,000.00 

6,564.30 

Other 

303,303.72 

320,077.77 

277,294.49 

241,936.85 

Transfers  In 

130,970.31 

82,197.28 

106,500.00 

90,000.00 

tUt  AL  KECE1F  t  o 

q  no*;  i  "7/1 

n  oil  oon  "7Q 

J, 333, Ml). 0/ 

3,SZl,OZO.jS 

DISBURSEMENTS 

County  Commission 

161,490.21 

160,704.48 

147,049.59 

146,463.03 

County  Clerk 

174,876.47 

172,047.09 

162,642.86 

162,254.23 

Elections 

165,014.00 

152,027.57 

10,500.00 

6,537.88 

Buildings  and  Grounds 

127,715.64 

109,789.23 

140,954.98 

120,630.87 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 

County  Treasurer 

105,120.74 

103,477.87 

96,129.91 

96,869.11 

Collector 

158,122.96 

149,071.93 

146,712.27 

133,755.82 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

147,117.02 

138,750.29 

133,666.05 

136,767.24 

Circuit  Clerk 

41,613.00 

34,174.63 

27,690.34 

24,419.20 

Court  Administration 

18,690.36 

10,548.64 

15,049.58 

17,613.50 

Public  Administrator 

49,130.00 

58,809.09 

48,587.58 

41,817.62 

Sheriff 

Jail 

2,577,270.50 

2,916,379.37 

2,423,841.01 

2,573,692.15 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

318,051.61 

330,086.88 

319,028.40 

312,175.00 

Juvenile  Officer 

69,827.50 

69,827.52 

63,419.80 

63,419.80 

Coroner 

54,446.54 

39,758.61 

50,004.33 

51,592.88 

Emergency  Fund 

176,288.09 

77,965.18 

160,005.32 

55,942.67 

Other  General  County  Govt 

923,991.44 

1,989,116.67 

900,047.39 

783,041.49 

Public  Health  and  Welfare  Services 

Transfers  Out 

3,588,302.92 

1,277,590.79 

659,613.75 

524,087.88 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

8,857,069.00 

7,790,125.84 

5,504,943.16 

5,251,080.37 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(760,894.47) 

(556,135.06) 

(171,432.49) 

570,546.21 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

929,971.97 

929,971.97 

359,425.76 

359,425.76 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

169,077.50  $ 

373,836.91  $ 

187,993.27  $ 

929,971.97 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


SPECIAL  ROAD  AND  BRIDGE  FUND  ASSESSMENT  FUND 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes                                                   $     477,000.00  $     483,930.75  $     477,500.00  $     481,952.52  $  $  $  $ 

Sales  Taxes  900,000.00  870,598.66  128,000.00  728,964.36  - 

Intergovernmental  802,100.00  822,992.09  816,500.00  831,673.44  285,000.00  261,205.60  382,592.00  243,349.18 

Charges  for  Services  -  -  -  - 

Interest  4,400.00  2,416.20  6,000.00  4,507.34  3,000.00  1,372.12  3,500.00  3,262.34 

Other  624,528.00  320,394.88  962,336.00  333,513.17  631,883.18  394,806.38  443,500.00  251,640.55 

Transfers  In  ________ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  2,808,028.00  2,500,332.58  2,390,336.00  2,380,610.83  919,883.18  657,384.10  829,592.00  498,252.07 


DISBURSEMENTS 


Supplies 

550,000.00 

618,607.00 

715,000.00 

674,316.25 

27,300.00 

10,685.47 

28,800.00 

26,291.73 

Road  and  Bridge  Construction 

805,000.00 

551,808.24 

996,451.71 

660,868.84 

Equipment  Repairs 

50,000.00 

46,078.47 

50,000.00 

90,509.92 

Equipment  Purchases 

322,393.00 

241,611.44 

259,461.00 

351,057.00 

63,098.00 

75,340.69 

24,500.00 

8,518.89 

Insurance 

47,562.00 

49,335.50 

38,000.00 

37,171.00 

10,102.00 

10,102.00 

5,586.00 

5,586.00 

Salaries 

393,289.54 

380,212.88 

338,273.08 

351,197.88 

253,124.42 

217,914.67 

225,558.18 

216,088.77 

Benefits 

119,863.25 

107,290.83 

96,304.01 

100,637.46 

46,375.01 

34,278.84 

46,374.05 

40,544.90 

Other  Expenses 

485,041.00 

390,857.00 

292,409.49 

338,170.98 

711,950.00 

466,251.42 

581,500.00 

300,978.11 

Transfers  Out 

154,470.31 

134,222.22 

130,000.00 

80,000.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,927,619.10 

2,520,023.58 

2,915,899.29 

2,683,929.33 

1,111,949.43 

814,573.09 

912,318.23 

598,008.40 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS                                                  (119,591.10)  (19,691.00)  (525,563.29)           (303,318.50)  (192,066.25)  (157,188.99)  (82,726.23)  (99,756.33) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1                        330,780.51  330,780.51  634,099.01             634,099.01  326,821.97  326,821.97  426,578.30  426,578.30 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31  $     211,189.41  $      311,089.51  $     108,535.72  $      330,780.51  $     134,755.72  $   169,632.98  $  343,852.07  $  326,821.97 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


 LAW  ENFORCEMENT  TRAINING  FUND    PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  TRAINING  FUND  

 2012    201J    2012    2011  

BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Sales  Taxes                                                       $  -  $                 -  $                 -  $  .$.$.$.$- 

Charges  for  Services  12,000.00  17,555.64  12,000.00  13,590.90                 2,500.00               2,873.23               1,800.00  2,505.51 

Intergovernmental  -  -  -  -                           --  -- 

Interest  58.00  40.20  70.00  57.74                      7.00                   13.68                    7.00  11.29 

Other  -  -  -  -                           -                         -                         -  57.29 

Transfers  In  -------- 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  12,058.00  17,595.84  12,070.00  13,648.64               2,507.00             2,886.91              1,807.00  2,574.09 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  -  -  -  - 

Benefits  -  -  -  - 

Equipment  -  -  -  -                           --  -- 

Mileage  and  Training  25,015.00  24,530.86  23,000.00  10,003.90                 8,260.79               1,964.25  4,000.00  1,503.51 

Office  -  -  -  ----- 

Other  -  -  -  ----- 

Insurance  -  -  -  ..... 

Prisoner  Costs  -  -  -  ..... 

Transfers  Out   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  25,015.00  24,530.86  23,000.00  10,003.90                 8,260.79               1,964.25  4,000.00  1,503.51 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (12,957.00)  (6,935.02)  (10,930.00)  3,644.74              (5,753.79)  922.66  (2,193.00)  1,070.58 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS.  JANUARY  1  15,493.18  15,493.18  11,848.44  11,848.44               5,753.79  5,753.79  4,683.21  4,683.21 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS.  DECEMBER  31  $          2,536.18  $          8,558.16       $  918.44  $         15,493.18  $  -  $       6,676.45  $       2,490.21  $  5,753.79 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 


THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT  RESTITUTION  FUND  91 1  EMERGENCY  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  Services 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$  290,000.00 

$  287,559.30 

$  391,127.49 

$  339,665.08 

Intergovernmental 

100,000.00 

103,260.35 

100,000.00 

107,157.15 

150,000.00 

164,998.92 

150,000.00 

192,776.39 

Interest 

390.00 

597.97 

100.00 

390.33 

50.09 

140.00 

37.47 

Other 

5,784.00 

4,592.00 

4,000.00 

5,783.20 

; 

37.80 

38,562.63 

18,357.63 

Transfers  In 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

106,174.00 

108,450.32 

104,100.00 

113,330.68 

440,000.00 

452,646.11 

579,830.12 

550,836.57 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

51,000.00 

20,000.00 

29,000.00 

20,000.00 

73,690.99 

85,055.48 

Mileage  and  Training 

8,500.00 

2,634.75 

9,500.00 

4,203.84 

Equipment 

64,000.00 

48,399.85 

3,500.00 

3,500.00 

15,000.00 

6,595.41 

109,500.00 

56,509.08 

Payments  to  St.  Francois  County 

425,000.00 

401,937.18 

407,291.00 

396,513.07 

Other 

79,906.00 

58,561.28 

57,000.00 

18,516.13 

119.75 

13,700.00 

11,555.17 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

203,406.00 

129,595.88 

99,000.00 

46,219.97 

440,000.00 

408,652.34 

604,181.99 

549,632.80 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(97,232.00) 

(21,145.56) 

5,100.00 

67,110.71 

43,993.77 

(24,351.87) 

1,203.77 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

98,232.52 

98,232.52 

31,121.81 

31,121.81 

26,425.11 

26,425.11 

25,221.34 

25,221.34 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$  1,000.52 

$  77,086.96 

$  36,221.81 

$  98,232.52 

$  26,425.11 

$  70,418.88 

$  869.47 

$  26,425.11 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


VICTIMS  OF  DOMESTIC  VIOLENCE  FUND  TIF  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$ 

12,000.00 
7.50 

$ 

13,962.00 
8.98 

$ 

10,000.00 
3.50 

$ 

11,743.00 
7.00 

$  275,000.00 
176,000.00 

$  352,227.30 

1,646.68 
175,306.92 

$250,140.00 
118,000.00 

$276,910.79 
150,657.83 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

12,007.50 

13,970.98 

10,003.50 

11,750.00 

451,000.00 

529,180.90 

368,140.00 

427,568.62 

DISBURSEMENTS 

T.I.F.  FEES 
Services  and  Other 
Transfers  Out 

11,011.00 

13,351.18 

10,000.00 

9,193.51 

451,000.00 

529,180.90 

368,140.00 

427,568.62 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

11,011.00 

13,351.18 

10,000.00 

9,193.51 

451,000.00 

529,180.90 

368,140.00 

427,568.62 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

996.50 

619.80 

3.50 

2,556.49 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

6,743.62 

6,743.62 

4,187.13 

4,187.13 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$  7,740.12 

$  7,363.42 

$  4,190.63 

$  6,743.62 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


PA  BAD  CHECK  FUND  CAFA  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET         ACTUAL         BUDGET         ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL         BUDGET  ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Interest  $       25.00      $       25.94      $  -  $       20.73         $  45.00      $         5.13       $       100.00      $  44.69 

Charges  for  Services  2,500.00  5,600.75  9,500.00         10,959.81  .... 

Other  1,750.00  920.00  1,320.00  1,740.47  2,000.00  2,000.00 

Transfers  In  ________ 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS  4,275.00  6,546.69         10,820.00         12,721.01  2,045.00  5.13  2,100.00  44.69 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Supplies  and  Equipment  14,070.37  5,318.87         10,400.00  7,887.97  4,500.00  4,162.37  5,300.00  3,049.04 

Transfers  Out  ____  ____ 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  14,070.37  5,318.87         10,400.00  7,887.97  4,500.00  4,162.37  5,300.00  3,049.04 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (9,795.37)  1,227.82  420.00  4,833.04  (2,455.00)         (4,157.24)  (3,200.00)  (3,004.35) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1  9,795.37  9,795.37  4,962.33  4,962.33  4,515.45  4,515.45  7,519.80  7,519.80 


CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31  $  $  11,023.19       $   5,382.33       $   9,795.37         $      2,060.45       $      358.21       $     4,319.80      $  4,515.45 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 


1 1 


THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


PA  DELINQUENT  FUND  SHERIFF  REVOLVING  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET         ACTUAL         BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental                                              $           -  $  -  $           -  $           -  $-$-$-$- 

Charges  for  Services  2,000.00  5,175.32  494.00  2,981.45  5,000.00         10,324.00  8,000.00  8,382.75 

Interest                                                                     25.00  12.81  -  -  85.00  75.15  -  82.25 

Other                                                                          -  - 

Transfers  In  ........ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  2,025.00  5,188.13  494.00  2,981.45  5,085.00         10,399.15  8,000.00  8,465.00 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  ____  ____ 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits  ____  ____ 

Materials  and  Supplies  5,945.06                 9.73            1,000.00                10.68  21,011.00         14,905.56         16,000.00  5,243.77 

Services  and  Other  ____  ____ 

Other  ....  .... 

Transfers  Out  ....  .... 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS                                    5,945.06   9.73            1,000.00   10.68  21,011.00         14,905.56         16,000.00  5,243.77 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (3,920.06)  5,178.40  (506.00)  2,970.77  (15,926.00)         (4,506.41)         (8,000.00)  3,221.23 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  IANUARY  1  3,920.06  3,920.06  949.29  949.29  16,665.10         16,665.10         13,443.87  13,443.87 


CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31  $  -  $     9,098.46      $       443.29       $     3,920.06         $      739.10      $  12,158.69       $   5,443.87       $  16,665.10 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


RECORDER  FUND  COMMUNITY  CENTER  SALES  TAX  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$  250,000.00 

$  252,622.51 

$  435,000.00 

$  455,125.00 

Sales  Tax 

828,000.00 

870,840.97 

800,000.00 

922,500.22 

Charges  for  Services 

7,400.00 

9,151.00 

8,600.00 

7,284.00 

Interest 

275.00 

238.90 

950.00 

490.26 

1,200.00 

1,145.04 

1,200.00 

1,353.21 

Other 

4,350.00 

10,101.25 

18,100.00 

17,282.25 

- 

- 

1,125,000.00 

346,525.00 

Transfers  In 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

12,025.00 

19,491.15 

£.  CA  C\i\ 

27,650.00 

25,056.51 

1,079,200.00 

i           una  n 

1,124,608.52 

2,361,200.00 

1    TIC   PAfl     A  "> 

1,725,503.43 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Materials  and  Supplies 

33,300.00 

20,232.95 

48,015.00 

34,268.34 

Principal 

525,000.00 

524,999.60 

480,000.00 

480,000.00 

Interest 

173,811.25 

173,739.57 

155,616.00 

155,562.46 

Insurance 

20,000.00 

49,849.35 

20,000.00 

14,888.00 

Equipment 

100,000.00 

80,147.86 

100,000.00 

665,965.05 

Improvements 

1,260,000.00 

Transfers  Out 

344,800.00 

276,343.67 

354,300.00 

306,048.07 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

33,300.00 

20,232.95 

48,015.00 

34,268.34 

1,163,611.25 

1,105,080.05 

2,369,916.00 

1,622,463.58 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(21,275.00) 

(741.80) 

(20,365.00) 

(9,211.83) 

(84,411.25) 

19,528.47 

(8,716.00) 

103,039.85 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

51,111.07 

51,111.07 

60,322.90 

60,322.90 

377,639.39 

377,639.39 

274,599.54 

274,599.54 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  3 1 

$  29,836.07 

$  50,369.27 

$  39,957.90 

$  51,111.07 

$  293,228.14 

$  397,167.86 

$  265,883.54 

$  377,639.39 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


COMMUNITY  CENTER  OPERATING  FUND 

SHERIFF  FEES  FUND 

2012 

2011 

20! 

12 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$  $ 

246,600.00 

9 1  (S  600  00 
314,800.00 

283,560.13 
23.77 
196  065  78 
276,343.67 

$ 

281,100.00 

1 87  600  00 

324,300.00 

$ 

256,620.11 
15.49 
909  991  85 
306,048.07 

$ 

25,000.00 
106.00 
550.00 

$ 

29,047.66 
84.02 
652  96 

$  -  $ 
$  26,000.00  $ 

333.30 

450  00 

25,321.70 
109.01 
687.00 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

778,000.00 

755,993.35 

793,000.00 

771,905.52 

25,656.00 

29,784.64 

26,783.30 

26,117.71 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment  and  Other 
Operations  of  Community  Center 
Transfers  Out 

267,400.00 
510,600.00 

269,854.38 
457,029.10 
31,498.35 

300,700.00 
492,300.00 

290,396.11 
449,657.38 
29,821.80 

35,025.00 

20,015.81 

40,000.00 

25,485.91 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

778,000.00 

758,381.83 

793,000.00 

769,875.29 

35,025.00 

20,015.81 

40,000.00 

25,485.91 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(2,388.48) 

2,030.23 

(9,369.00) 

9,768.83 

(13,216.70) 

631.80 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

2,388.48 

2,388.48 

358.25 

358.25 

13,848.50 

13,848.50 

13,216.70 

13,216.70 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$     2,388.48  } 

$  358.25 

$  2,388.48 

$  4,479.50 

$  23,617.33 

$  $ 

13,848.50 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


SPECIAL  ELECTION  FUND  ELECTION  SERVICES  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

Chargers  for  Services 

Intergovernmental 

Other 

$            -          $  - 
55,000.00  50,914.47 

$          -  $ 
26,000.00  23,737.62 

$       -  : 

8,297.50 

i  24.75 

4,218.66 
1,289.60 

$          -          $  - 
4,792.00  4,281.34 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

55,000.00  50,914.47 

26,000.00  23,737.62 

8,297.50 

5,533.01 

4,792.00  4,281.34 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Supplies  and  Other  55,000.00  50,914.47  26,000.00  23,737.62  7,515.00  4,923.20  7,215.00  6,500.16 
Construction                                                                    -  - 

Transfers  Out   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS                                 55,000.00          50,914.47         26,000.00          23,737.62            7,515.00  4,923.20          7,215.00  6,500.16 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 


782.50 
7,459.36 
$  8,241.86 


609.81 
7,459.36 


(2,423.00)  (2,218.82) 
9,678.18  9,678.18 


8,069.17      $  7,255.18 


7,459.36 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


TAX  MAINTENANCE  FUND  K-9  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Property  Tax  Revenues 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$   27,500.00  $ 
- 

.  25,788.29 
- 

$   27,000.00  5 
- 

;  29,298.98 
- 

$             -  ! 
- 

1,004.00 

f 

- 

3.49 
1,185.00 

$             -  ! 
- 

2,000.00 

i 

- 

1,004.42 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

27,500.00 

25,788.29 

27,000.00 

29,298.98 

1,004.00 

1,188.49 

2,000.00 

1,004.42 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment  and  Other 
Transfers 

39,500.00 
5,000.00 

29,637.17 
5,000.00 

32,000.00 
12,500.00 

12,263.42 
10,000.00 

3,016.00 

1,888.76 

4,914.47 

1,839.88 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

44,500.00 

34,637.17 

44,500.00 

22,263.42 

3,016.00 

1,888.76 

4,914.47 

1,839.88 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(17,000.00) 

(8,848.88) 

(17,500.00) 

7,035.56 

(2,012.00) 

(700.27) 

(2,914.47) 

(835.46) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  IANUARY  1 

26,227.84 

26,227.84 

19,192.28 

19,192.28 

2,079.01 

2,079.01 

2,914.47 

2,914.47 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  3 1 

$     9,227.84  $ 

.  17,378.96 

$      1,692.28  3 

;  26,227.84 

$         67.01  : 

i  1,378.74 

$ 

f  2,079.01 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT  SALES  TAX  FUND  INMATE  SECURITY  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

KEL-EiF 1  i 

Sales  Taxes 

$  920,000.00 

$  870,746.98 

$  800,000.00 

$  910,802.56 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Intergovernmental 

98,700.00 

349,061.95 

73,500.00 

75,133.03 

9,000.00 

1 1,443.00 

7,000.00 

9,942.00 

Interest 

100.00 

152.19 

50.00 

135.97 

105.00 

42.49 

100.00 

104.10 

Charges  for  Services 

24,000.00 

21,159.96 

11,500.00 

22,770.86 

Other 

25,100.00 

32,420.90 

31,600.00 

24,849.16 

Transfers  In 

668,076.00 

725,456.41 

568,613.75 

428,537.10 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,735,976.00 

1,998,998.39 

1,485,263.75 

1,462,228.68 

9,105.00 

11,485.49 

7,100.00 

10,046.10 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Supplies  and  Other 

1,612,193.35 

1,943,713.14 

1,485,263.75 

1,406,943.43 

23,013.00 

16,704.83 

21,000.00 

10,098.97 

Developmentally  Disabled  Board 

Transfers  Out 

123,782.65 

55,285.25 

55,285.25 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,735,976.00 

1,998,998.39 

1,485,263.75 

1,462,228.68 

23,013.00 

16,704.83 

21,000.00 

10,098.97 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(13,908.00) 

(5,219.34) 

(13,900.00) 

(52.87) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

13,993.35 

13,993.35 

14,046.22 

14,046.22 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$  85.35 

$  8,774.01 

$  146.22 

$  13,993.35 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENTS  FUND  REPAIRS  AND  UPKEEP  PROPERTY  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  In 

$ 

_ 

200.00 
309,685.92 
814,418.65 

$ 

_ 

360.50 
749,684.24 
510,636.00 

$         -  3 

_ 

304,045.61 
100,427.87 

_ 

201.20 

A  An  "T1.1  to 

440,724.69 

$ 

_ 

- 

10,000.00 

i 

_ 

72.97 
10,000.00 

$            -  i 

_ 

- 

30,000.00 

20,000.00 
105.12 

30,000.00 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,124,304.57 

1,260,680.74 

404,473.48 

440,925.89 

10,000.00 

10,072.97 

30,000.00 

50,105.12 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Supplies  and  Other 
Repairs  and  Upkeep 
Transfers  Out 

1,110,836.00 

780,347.70 

462,500.78 

462,500.78 

10,000.00 

4,446.04 

38,562.63 

19.38 
37,713.99 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,110,836.00 

780,347.70 

462,500.78 

462,500.78 

10,000.00 

4,446.04 

38,562.63 

37,733.37 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

13,468.57 

480,333.04 

(58,027.30) 

(21,574.89) 

5,626.93 

(8,562.63) 

12,371.75 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  IANUARY  1 

52,527.07 

52,527.07 

74,101.96 

74,101.96 

22,444.51 

22,444.51 

10,072.76 

10,072.76 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  3 1 

$  65,995.64 

$  532,860.11 

$   16,074.66  1 

I  52,527.07 

$    22,444.51  ! 

i  28,071.44 

$     1,510.13  S 

;  22,444.51 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


SENIOR  SERVICES  BOARD  FUND  MENTAL  HEALTH  BOARD  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Interest 

Charges  for  Services 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$ 

$ 

- 

135,746.57 
797.90 
11,939.43 

$ 

$ 

- 

110,178.80 
916.65 
30,927.55 

$              -  $ 
340,030.00 
2,305.00 

89,500.00 

345,167.00 
2,293.54 

90,982.00 

$ 

$ 

345,600.00 
2,500.00 

85,368.00 

349,118.00 
2,017.00 

116,991.00 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

148,483.90 

142,023.00 

431,835.00 

438,442.54 

433,468.00 

468,126.00 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Senior  Services 

Developmentally  Disabled  Board 
Transfers  Out 

139,658.41 

118,394.84 

395,600.00 

376,144.37 

395,300.00 

382,553.09 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

139,658.41 

118,394.84 

395,600.00 

376,144.37 

395,300.00 

382,553.09 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

8,825.49 

23,628.16 

36,235.00 

62,298.17 

38,168.00 

85,572.91 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

125,773.83 

125,773.83 

102,145.67 

102,145.67 

311,343.43 

311,343.43 

225,770.52 

225,770.52 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

125,773.83  $ 

134,599.32 

$ 

102,145.67  $ 

125,773.83 

$     347,578.43  $ 

373,641.60 

$ 

263,938.52  $ 

311,343.43 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


SB40  BOARD  FUND  MENTAL  HEALTH  REPAIRS  AND  UPKEEP  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Interest 

Charges  for  Serviees 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$  225,000.00 
250.00 
52,000.00 

$  224,623.29 

229.14 
256,058.57 
52,878.66 

$  215,000.00 
200.00 
50,000.00 

$  222,606.30 

258.81 
167,462.78 
55,466.09 

$  1,540.00 

$  1,470.33 

$ 

275,000.00 

$          8 1 1 .00 
284,097.06 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

277,250.00 

533,789.66 

265,200.00 

445,793.98 

1,540.00 

1,470.33 

275,000.00 

284,908.06 

DISBURSEMENTS 

SB  40 

Developmentally  Disabled  Board 
Transfers  Out 

453,534.91 

434,041.96 

424,036.91 

404,637.22 

40,000.00 

5,295.10 

30,000.00 

13,457.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

453,534.91 

434,041.96 

424,036.91 

404,637.22 

40,000.00 

5,295.10 

30,000.00 

13,457.00 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(176,284.91) 

99,747.70 

(158,836.91) 

41,156.76 

(38,460.00) 

(3,824.77) 

245,000.00 

271,451.06 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1 

224,551.86 

224,551.86 

183,395.10 

183,395.10 

271,451.06 

271,451.06 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  3 1 

$  48,266.95 

$  324,299.56 

$  24,558.19 

$  224,551.86 

$  232,991.06 

$  267,626.29 

$  245,000.00 

$  271,451.06 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  3 1,  2012  AND  201 1 


SPECIAL  ROAD  FUND 


2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL  BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

$  $ 

$ 

$ 

Intergovernmental 

2,018.03 

65,755.47 

Interest 

Charges  for  Services 

Other 

Transfers  In 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

2,018.03 

65,755.47 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Other 

2,018.03 

65,755.47 

Transfers  Out 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,018.03 

65,755.47 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JANUARY  1   __   __   - 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  DECEMBER  31  $                    -  $                    -  $  -  $ 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
STATEMENTS  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS 
AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
AS  OF  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Collector  Prosecuting              Recorders                 Sheriff  Schools  Mineral  Area 
 Funds   Attorney                  Funds                     Funds    Funds    College 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents                                             J  20,132.84  _$  94.80  $         16.505.00  $         48,020.42       _$  __    _$  - 


Investments 
Other  Investments 
Total  Investments 


Total  Assets  20,132.84  94.80  16,505.00  48,020.42 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES  - 


UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES   20.132.84   94.80   16.505.00   48,020.42 


TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 

FUND  BALANCES  $  20.132.84        $  94.80        $         16.505.00        $         48,020.42        $  -  $ 


School  Library  Hospital  Health  Dept.  CERF  Fees 

Principal  Fund  Fund  Operating  Fund  Fund  Fund 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents  $  290.837.00       _$  -__    J  -__     _$  -__     J  -__    J  2,492.30 


Investments 
Other  Investments 
Total  Investments 


Total  Assets  290,837.00  -  -  2,492.30 


LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES 


UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

290,837.00 

2,492.30 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 
FUND  BALANCES 

$ 

290,837.00 

$ 

$  1 

$ 

$ 

2,492.30 

Grand  Total 

City                    Ambulance                Surtax                 Unclaimed  Agency 
 Funds  Funds  Funds  Fees  Funds   Funds  

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents  J  __     _$  __      $  7,536.01       _$  __     J  385,618.37 


Investments 
Other  Investments 
Total  Investments 


Total  Assets  -  -  7,536.01  -  385,618.37 


LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES 


UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

7,536.01 

385,618.37 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 
FUND  BALANCES 

$ 

$  $ 

7,536.01  $ 

$ 

385,618.37 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
(the  Primary  Government) 
STATEMENTS  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS 
AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
AS  OF  DECEMBER  3 1,  201 1 


Collector  Prosecuting              Recorders                 Sheriff  Schools  Mineral  Area 
 Funds   Attorney                  Funds                     Funds    Funds    College 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents                                               $        2.716,845.88  _$  108.23  $         13.851.50  $  35,307.34       _$  -__    J  - 


Investments 
Other  Investments 
Total  Investments 


Total  Assets  2,716,845.88  108.23  13.851.50  35,307.34 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES  - 


UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES  2,716,845.88   108.23   13.851.50   35,307.34 


TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 

FUND  BALANCES  $        2,716,845.88         $  108.23        $         13.851.50        $  35,307.34        $  -  $ 


School  Library  Hospital  Health  Dept.  CERF  Fees 

Principal  Fund  Fund  Operating  Fund  Fund  Fund 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents  $  251.175.31       _$  __    J  __     _$  __     J  __    J  2,312.14 


Investments 
Other  Investments 
Total  Investments 


Total  Assets  251,175.31  -  -  2,312.14 


LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES 


UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

251,175.31 

2,312.14 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 
FUND  BALANCES 

$ 

251,175.31 

$ 

$  i 

$ 

$ 

2,312.14 

Grand  Total 

City                    Ambulance                Surtax                 Unclaimed  Agency 
 Funds  Funds  Funds  Fees  Funds   Funds  

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents  J  -__     _$  -__      $         17.311.15       _$  38.66        $  3,036,950.21 


Investments 
Other  Investments 
Total  Investments 


TotalAssets  -  -  17,311.15  38.66  3,036,950.21 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  - 


UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES   -   -   17,311.15   38.66   3,036,950.21 


TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 

FUND  BALANCES  $  -  $  -  $         17.311.15         $  38.66        $  3,036,950.21 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

The  County  of  Ste.  Genevieve,  Missouri  ("County"),  which  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of 
commissioners,  was  established  in  1812  by  an  Act  of  the  Missouri  Territory.  In  addition  to  the  three 
board  members,  there  are  ten  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County  Clerk,  Collector  of 
Revenue,  Coroner,  Circuit  Clerk,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public  Administrator, 
Sheriff,  and  Treasurer. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  I,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of 
accounting.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  (GAAP). 

A.  Reporting  Entity 

As  required  by  generally  accepted  accounting  principles,  as  applicable  to  the  regulatory  basis 
of  accounting,  these  financial  statements  present  financial  accountability  of  the  County. 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts,  county 
recorder,  police  protection,  transportation,  economic  development,  social  and  human 
services,  and  cultural  and  recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  only  the  primary  government  of  Ste. 
Genevieve  County,  Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions, 
agencies,  departments,  and  offices  that  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity. 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation 

The  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by 
Missouri  Law,  which  include  a  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in  Cash 
and  Investment  Balances-  All  Governmental  Funds,  a  Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts 
and  Disbursements  -  Budget  and  Actual  -  All  Governmental  Funds,  and  a  Statement  of 
Assets  and  Liabilities  Arising  from  Cash  Transactions  -  Agency  Funds. 

Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds  based  upon  the 
purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities  are 
controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting  entity  with  self-balancing  accounts. 
The  following  fund  types  are  used  by  the  County: 

Governmental  Fund  Types 

Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most  governmental  functions  are  financed.  The 
County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for  through  governmental  funds.  The 
measurement  focus  is  upon  determination  of  and  changes  in  financial  position  rather  than 
upon  net  income. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation  (concluded) 
Fiduciary  Fund  Types 

Agency  -  Agency  funds  are  used  to  account  for  assets  held  by  the  County  in  a  trustee  capacity 
as  an  agent  of  individuals,  private  organizations,  other  funds  or  other  governmental  units. 
Agency  funds  are  accounted  for  and  reported  similar  to  the  governmental  funds.  Agency 
funds  are  custodial  in  nature  (assets  equal  liabilities)  and  do  not  involve  the  measurement  of 
results  of  operations.  These  funds  account  for  activities  of  collections  for  other  taxing  units 
by  the  Collector  of  Revenue  and  other  agency  operations. 

C.  Basis  of  Accounting 

Basis  of  accounting  determines  when  transactions  are  recorded  in  the  financial  records  and 
reported  on  the  financial  statements. 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting.  This  basis  of 
accounting  recognizes  amounts  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash  and  differs  from 
accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

As  a  result  of  the  use  of  this  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  certain  assets  (such  as  accounts 
receivable  and  capital  assets),  certain  revenues  (such  as  revenue  for  billed  or  provided 
services  not  yet  collected),  certain  liabilities  (such  as  accounts  payable,  certificates  of 
participation  bonds  and  obligations  under  capital  leases)  and  certain  expenditures  (such  as 
expenditures  for  goods  or  services  received  but  not  yet  paid)  are  not  recorded  in  these 
financial  statements. 

If  the  County  utilized  the  basis  of  accounting  recognized  as  generally  accepted,  the  fund 
financial  statements  for  governmental  funds  would  use  the  modified  accrual  basis  of 
accounting,  while  the  fund  financial  statements  for  proprietary  fund  types,  if  applicable, 
would  use  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting.  All  government-wide  financials  would  be 
presented  on  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting. 

D.  Budget  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budgetary  data  reflected  in  the 
financial  statements: 

1.         In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County  adopts  a  budget  for  each 
governmental  fund. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.    SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

D.  Budget  and  Budgetary  Accounting  (concluded) 

2.  On  or  before  January  15th,  each  elected  officer  and  department  director  will  transmit 
to  the  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the  budget  request  and  revenue 
estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  included  estimated  revenues 
and  proposed  expenditures  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures  cannot 
exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting 
of  appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  unencumbered  fund  balance  at  the 
beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as  estimated  revenues  to  be  received.  The  budget  to 
actual  comparisons  in  these  financial  statements,  however,  do  not  present 
encumbered  fund  balances,  but  only  compare  budgeted  and  actual  revenues  and 
expenditures. 

4.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment.  Prior  to  its  approval  by  the 
County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is  available  for  public  inspection. 

5.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County 
Commission. 

6.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the 
authority  to  make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  formal  vote  of  the 
Commission.  Adjustments  made  during  the  year  are  reflected  in  the  budget 
information  in  the  financial  statements. 

Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County 
Commission  throughout  the  year.  Individual  amendments  were  not  material  in 
relation  to  the  original  appropriations  which  were  adopted. 

7.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

E.  Property  Taxes 

Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1 .  Taxes  are  levied  on 
October  1  and  tax  bills  are  mailed  to  taxpayers  in  November,  at  which  time  they  are  payable. 
All  unpaid  property  taxes  become  delinquent  as  of  January  1 ,  of  the  following  year. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.    SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 


Property  Taxes  (concluded) 

The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  taxable  property,  included  within  the  County's 
boundaries  for  the  calendar  year  2012  and  201 1,  for  purposes  of  taxation  was: 

2012  2011 


Real  Estate  $  290,162,460        $  287,281,080 

Personal  Property  88,872,783  79,984,454 

Railroad  and  Utilities  22,587,342  22,482,365 


$  401,622,585       $  389,747,899 


During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  Commission  approved  a  $0.6844  and  $0.6706  tax  levy 
respectively  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  taxable  property  for  the  calendar  year 
2012  and  2011,  for  purpose  of  County  taxation,  as  follows: 


2012  2011 

General  Revenue                     $        0.2463  $  0.2393 

Special  Road  and  Bridge                     0.2519  0.2470 

SB40  Board                                   0.0600  0.0600 

Senior  Services  Board                        0.0300  0.0300 

Mental  Health  Board                         0.0962  0.0943 


$       0.6844       $  0.6706 


F.         Cash  Deposits  and  Investments 

Deposits  and  investments  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances  for 
all  the  County  Treasurer  Funds  are  pooled  and  invested  to  the  extent  possible.  Interest  earned 
from  such  investments  is  allocated  to  each  of  the  funds  based  on  the  funds'  average  daily 
cash  balance.  Cash  equivalents  include  repurchase  agreements  and  any  other  instruments 
with  an  original  maturity  of  ninety  days  or  less.  State  law  authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in 
banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of  funds  in  bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the 
United  States,  other  interest  bearing  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  both  principal  and  interest 
by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  other  government  bonds,  or  time 
certificates  of  deposit,  provided,  however,  that  no  such  investment  shall  be  purchased  at  a 
price  in  excess  of  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash  on  deposit  or  time  certificates  of  deposit  are 
required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  (FDIC)  or  collateralized 
by  authorized  investments  held  in  the  County's  name  at  third-party  banking  institutions. 
Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in  Note  II. 
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STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (concluded) 

G.  Interfund  Transactions 

During  the  course  of  operations,  numerous  transactions  occur  between  individual  funds  for 
goods  provided  or  services  rendered.  These  receivables  and  payables,  if  applicable,  are 
eliminated  due  to  reporting  the  financial  statements  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting. 

Legally  required  transfers  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers 
out"  by  the  disbursing  fund. 


II.        DEPOSITS  AND  INVESTMENTS 


The  County  maintains  a  cash  and  temporary  investment  pool  that  is  available  for  use  by  all  funds. 
Deposits  with  maturities  greater  than  three  months  are  considered  investments.  Each  fund  type's 
portion  of  this  pool  is  displayed  as  "Cash  and  Investments"  under  each  fund's  caption. 

Deposits  -  Missouri  statutes  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an 
amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits.  At  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  carrying  amount  of 
the  County's  deposits  and  investments  was  $3,225,155.48  and  $3,277,957.41,  and  the  bank  balance 
was  $13,311,606.03  and  $12,986,756.64  respectively.  The  total  bank  balance  as  of  December  31, 
2012,  and  December  31,  2011,  was  insured  through  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  and 
securities  set  by  the  County's  financial  institutions. 


Summary  of  Carrying  Values 


The  carrying  values  of  deposits  and  investments  shown  above  are  included  in  the  financial  statements 
at  December  31,  2012,  as  follows: 

Included  in  the  following  fund  financial  statement  captions: 

Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and 
Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments: 

Deposits  and  Cash  Equivalents  $  3,035,155.48 
Investments  190,000.00 

Total  Deposits  and  Investments  as  of  December  31,  2012  $  3,225,155.48 


The  carrying  values  of  deposits  and  investments  at  December  31,  2011,  are  as  follows: 

Included  in  the  following  fund  financial  statement  captions: 

Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and 
Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments: 

Deposits  and  Cash  Equivalents  $  3,277,957.41 

Investments   - 

Total  Deposits  and  Investments  as  of  December  3 1 ,  201 1  $  3,277,957.41 


28 


THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


H.        DEPOSITS  AND  INVESTMENTS  (concluded) 
Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Deposits 

For  a  deposit,  custodial  credit  risk  is  the  risk  that  in  the  event  of  a  bank  failure,  the  government's 
deposits  may  not  be  returned  to  it.  The  County's  investment  policy  does  not  include  custodial  credit 
risk  requirements.  The  County's  deposits  were  not  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  for  the  years 
ended  December  31,  2012,  and  2011. 

Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Investments 

Investment  securities  are  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  if  the  securities  are  uninsured,  are  not 
registered  in  the  name  of  the  government,  and  are  held  by  the  party  who  sold  the  security  to  the 
County  or  its  agent  but  not  in  the  government's  name.  The  County  does  not  have  a  policy  for 
custodial  credit  risk  relating  to  investments. 

Investment  Interest  Rate  Risk 

Investment  interest  rate  risk  is  the  risk  that  changes  in  interest  rates  will  adversely  affect  the  fair  value 
of  an  investment.  The  County  does  not  have  a  formal  investment  policy  that  limits  investment 
maturities  as  a  means  of  managing  its  exposure  to  fair  value  losses  arising  from  increasing  interest 
rates. 

Concentration  of  Investment  Credit  Risk 

Concentration  of  investment  credit  risk  is  required  to  be  disclosed  by  the  County  for  any  single 
investment  that  represents  5%  or  more  of  total  investments  (excluding  investments  issued  by  or 
explicitly  guaranteed  by  the  U.S.  Government,  investments  in  mutual  funds,  investments  in  external 
investment  pools  and  investments  in  other  pooled  investments).  The  County  has  no  policy  in  place  to 
minimize  the  risk  of  loss  resulting  from  over  concentration  of  assets  in  specific  maturity,  specific 
issuer  or  specific  class  of  securities.  The  County's  deposits  were  not  exposed  to  concentration  of 
investment  credit  risk  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1. 

III.       LONG-TERM  DEBT 

On  June  1,  2008,  the  County  issued  Certificates  of  Participation  (COPs)  in  the  amount  of  $5,320,000. 
The  maturity  of  the  COPs  is  February  1,  2018  with  a  varying  interest  rate  between  3.50%  and  4.15%. 
United  Missouri  Bank  (UMB)  is  the  holder  of  these  COPs.  The  issuance  was  for  the  purpose  of 
refunding  the  1998  Certificates  of  Participation's  outstanding  balance.  The  2008  debt  was  for  the 
purpose  of  refinancing  the  costs  of  constructing  and  equipping  a  community  center  including 
recreational  facilities  and  site  improvements. 

On  June  1,  2011,  the  County  issued  Certificates  of  Participation  (COPs)  in  the  amount  of  $950,000. 
The  maturity  of  the  COPs  is  February  1,  2021  with  an  interest  rate  of  4.05%.  United  Missouri  Bank 
(UMB)  is  the  holder  of  these  COPs.  The  2011  debt  was  issued  for  the  purpose  of  funding  an  addition 
to  the  community  center  project. 
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LONG-TERM  DEBT  (continued) 

As  of  December  31,  2012,  the  unpaid  principal  balance  of  the  Certificates  of  Participation  was 
$4,290,000.  The  future  payments  for  the  COPs  of  the  County  are  as  follows: 

Balance  Balance  Interest 

Description  12/31/2011  Additions  Payments  12/31/2012  Paid 


Series  2008  COPs  $  3,865,000.00  $ 
Series  2011  COPs  950,000.00  _ 

TOTAL  $     4,815,000.00  $ 


$    500,000.00      $     3,365,000.00      $  135,842.50 

25,000.00  925,000.00  37,968.75 

$    525,000.00      $     4,290,000.00      $  173,811.25 


December  31,   Interest    Principal    Total  

2013  ~$         106,365.00  ~$  560,000.00  ~$  666,365.00 

2014  103,065.00  580,000.00  683,065.00 

2015  101,040.00  600,000.00  701,040.00 

2016  98,913.75  625,000.00  723,913.75 

2017  96,686.25  645,000.00  741,686.25 
2018-2021   148,121.25  1,280,000.00  1,428,121.25 

$         654,191.25  $      4,290,000.00  $  4,944,191.25 


As  of  December  31,  2011,  the  unpaid  principal  balance  of  the  Certificates  of  Participation  was 
$4,815,000.  The  future  payments  for  the  COPs  of  the  County  are  as  follows. 

Balance  Balance  Interest 

Description                12/31/2010              Additions              Payments  12/31/2011  Paid 

Series  2008  COPs  $  4,345,000.00  $  -  $  480,000.00  $  3,865,000.00  $  151,532.50 
Series  2011  COPs   -  950,000.00   -  950,000.00  4,061.25 


TOTAL  $     4,345,000.00      $    950,000.00      $    480,000.00      $     4,815,000.00      $  155,593.75 


Year  Ending 

December  3 1 ,  Interest   Principal    Total  

2012  ~$     173,811.25  ~$  525,000.00  ~$  698,811.25 

2013  106,365.00  560,000.00  666,365.00 

2014  103,065.00  580,000.00  683,065.00 

2015  101,040.00  600,000.00  701,040.00 

2016  98,913.75  625,000.00  723,913.75 
2017-2021  244,807.50  1,925,000.00  2,169,807.50 
2022-2024 


828,002.50       $     4,815,000.00       $  5,643,002.50 
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III.  LONG-TERM  DEBT  (concluded) 

The  County  entered  into  a  line  of  credit  up  to  $800,000  dated  March  22,  2010  with  an  interest  rate  of 
4.375%  to  finance  the  construction  of  the  detention  center  project.  The  outstanding  principal  was 
originally  due  in  full  on  December  22,  2010.  No  minimum  principal  or  interest  payments  were  due 
until  this  date.  At  December  22,  2010  the  outstanding  principal  of  $656,170.99  was  renewed  by  the 
bank  until  its  payment  at  June  28,  2012. 

The  County  entered  into  a  line  of  credit  up  to  $6,500,000  dated  June  21,  2012,  with  an  interest  rate  of 
4.0%  to  finance  the  construction  of  the  detention  center  project.  The  outstanding  principal  was 
originally  due  in  full  on  June  21,  2013. 

IV.  INTERFUND  TRANSFERS 

Transfers  between  funds  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011  are  as  follows: 

2012  2011 


TRANSFERS       TRANSFERS  TRANSFERS  TRANSFERS 

IN  OUT  IN  OUT 


General  Revenue  $  82,197.28  $    1,277,590.79  $     90,000.00  $  524,087.88 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  -  134,222.22  -  80,000.00 

Tax  Maintenance  -  5,000.00  -  10,000.00 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  725,456.41  55,285.25  428,537.10  55,285.25 

TIF  175,306.92  -  150,657.83 

Repairs  and  Upkeep  Property  10,000.00  -  30,000.00 

Community  Center  Operating  276,343.67  31,498.35  306,048.07  29,821.80 

Community  Center  Sales  Tax  -  276,343.67  -  306,048.07 

Capital  Improvements  510,636.00  -  -  - 

TOTAL  $  1,779,940.28     $  1,779,940.28  $1,005,243.00  $  1,005,243.00 

Transfers  are  used  to  (1)  move  receipts  from  the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  collect  them  to 
the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  disburse  them,  and  (2)  use  unrestricted  receipts  in  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  to  finance  various  programs  accounted  for  in  other  funds  in  accordance  with 
budgetary  authorizations. 

V.        LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  (LAGERS) 

A.        Plan  Description 

Ste.  Genevieve  County  participates  in  the  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement 
System  (LAGERS),  an  agent  multiple-employer  public  employee  retirement  system  that  acts 
as  a  common  investment  and  administrative  agent  for  local  government  entities  in  Missouri. 
LAGERS  is  a  defined  benefit  pension  plan  which  provides  retirement,  disability,  and  death 
benefits  to  plan  members  and  beneficiaries. 
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V.        LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  (LAGERS)  (continued) 

A.  Plan  Description  (concluded) 

LAGERS  was  created  and  governed  by  statute,  Section  RSMO  70.600  -  70.755.  As  such,  it 
is  the  system's  responsibility  to  administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the  expressed  intent  of 
the  General  Assembly.  The  plan  is  qualified  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section  401(a) 
and  it  is  tax  exempt. 

The  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  issues  a  publicly  available 
financial  report  that  includes  financial  statements  and  required  supplementary  information. 
That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing  to  LAGERS,  P.O.  Box  1665,  Jefferson  City,  MO 
65102  or  by  calling  1-800-447-4334. 

B.  Funding  Status 

Full-time  employees  of  Ste.  Genevieve  County  contribute  4%  of  their  gross  pay  to  the 
pension  plan.  The  June  30th  statutorily  required  contribution  rates  are  4.6%  (General)  and 
5.6%  (Police)  for  2012  and  3.6%  (General)  and  5.5%  (Police)  for  2011,  of  annual  covered 
payroll.  The  contribution  requirements  of  plan  members  are  determined  by  the  governing 
body  of  the  political  subdivision.  The  contribution  provisions  of  the  political  subdivision  are 
established  by  state  statute. 

C.  Annual  Pension  Cost  (APC)  and  Net  Pension  Obligation  (NPO) 

The  subdivision's  annual  pension  cost  and  net  pension  obligation  for  the  current  years  2012 
and  2011  were  as  follows: 


2012 


Annual  required  contribution 

$ 

224,123 

Interest  on  net  pension  obligation 

7,296 

Adjustment  to  annual  required  contribution 

(6,343) 

Annual  pension  cost 

225,076 

Actual  contributions 

(175,488) 

Increase  (decrease)  in  NPO 

49,588 

NPO  beginning  of  year 

100,641 

NPO  end  of  year 

$ 

150,229 

The  annual  required  contribution  (ARC)  was  determined  as  part  of  the  February  28,  2010  and 
February  28,  2011  annual  actuarial  valuations  using  the  entry  age  actuarial  cost  method.  The 
actuarial  assumptions,  as  of  February  29,  2012,  included:  (a)  a  rate  of  return  on  the 
investment  of  present  and  future  assets  of  7.25%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  (b) 
projected  salary  increases  of  3.5%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  attributable  to  inflation, 
(c)  additional  projected  salary  increases  ranging  from  0.0%  to  6.0%  per  year,  depending  on 
age  and  division,  attributable  to  seniority /merit,  (d)  pre-retirement  mortality  based  on  75%  of 
the  RP-2000  Combined  Healthy  table  set  back  0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women  and  (e) 
post-retirement  mortality  based  on  105%  of  the  1994  Group  Annuity  Mortality  table  set  back 
0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women.  The  actuarial  value  of  assets  was  determined  using 
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V.        LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  (LAGERS)  (continued) 

C.        Annual  Pension  Cost  (APC)  and  Net  Pension  Obligation  (NPO)  (continued) 

techniques  that  smooth  the  effects  of  short-term  volatility  in  the  market  value  of  investments 
over  a  five-year  period.  The  unfunded  actuarial  accrued  liability  is  being  amortized  as  a  level 
percentage  of  projected  payroll  on  an  open  basis.  The  amortization  period  as  of  February  28, 
2010  was  30  years  for  the  General  division  and  25  years  for  the  Police  division.  The 
amortization  period  as  of  February  28,  2011  was  30  years  for  the  General  division  and  17 
years  for  the  Police  division. 

Three- Year  Trend  Information 


Year 

Ended  Annual  Pension  Percentage  of  Net  Pension 

June  30                Cost  (APC)  APC  Contributed  Obligation 

2010  $         139,557  "   72.7%  $  38,099 

2011  198,237  68.5  100,641 

2012  225,076  78.0  150,229 


REQUIRED  SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION 
Schedule  of  Funding  Progress 


(b) 

(b-a) 

[(b-a)/c] 

(a) 

Entry  Age 

Unfunded 

UAL  as  a 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Accrued 

(a/b) 

(c)  Annual 

Percentage 

Valuation 

Value  of 

Accrued 

Liability 

Funded 

Covered 

of  Covered 

Date 

Assets 

Liability 

(UAL) 

Ratio 

Payroll 

Payroll 

2/28/2010 

$3,770,638 

$4,199,491 

$  428,853 

90% 

$3,522,867 

12% 

2/28/2011 

4,317,484 

4,867,087 

549,603 

89 

3,399,315 

16 

2/29/2012 

4,788,518 

5,235,291 

446,773 

91 

3,704,037 

12 

Note:  The  above  assets  and  actuarial  accrued  liability  do  not  include  the  assets  and  present 
value  of  benefits  associated  with  the  Benefit  Reserve  Fund  and  the  Casualty  Reserve  Fund. 
The  actuarial  assumptions  were  changed  in  conjunction  with  February  28,  2011  annual 
actuarial  valuations.  For  a  complete  description  of  the  actuarial  assumptions  used  in  the 
annual  valuations,  please  contact  the  LAGERS  office  in  Jefferson  City. 

2011 


Annual  required  contribution 

$ 

197,518 

Interest  on  net  pension  obligation 

2,857 

Adjustment  to  annual  required  contribution 

(2,138) 

Annual  pension  cost 

198,237 

Actual  contributions 

(135,695) 

Increase  (decrease)  in  NPO 

62,542 

NPO  beginning  of  year 

38,099 

NPO  end  of  year 

$ 

100,641 
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V.        LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  (LAGERS)  (concluded) 


C.        Annual  Pension  Cost  (APC)  and  Net  Pension  Obligation  (NPO)  (concluded) 


The  annual  required  contribution  (ARC)  was  determined  as  part  of  the  February  28,  2009  and 
February  28,  2010  annual  actuarial  valuations  using  the  entry  age  actuarial  cost  method.  The 
actuarial  assumptions  as  of  February  28,  2011  included:  (a)  a  rate  of  return  on  the 
investment  of  present  and  future  assets  of  7.25%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  (b) 
projected  salary  increases  of  3.5%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  attributable  to  inflation, 
(c)  additional  projected  salary  increases  ranging  from  0.0%  to  6.0%  per  year,  depending  on 
age  and  division,  attributable  to  seniority/merit,  (d)  pre-retirement  mortality  based  on  75%  of 
the  RP-2000  Combined  Healthy  table  set  back  0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women  and  (e) 
post-retirement  mortality  based  on  105%  the  1994  Group  Annuity  Mortality  table  set  back  0 
years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women.  The  actuarial  value  of  assets  was  determined  using 
techniques  that  smooth  the  effects  of  short-term  volatility  in  the  market  value  of  investments 
over  a  five-year  period.  The  unfunded  actuarial  accrued  liability  is  being  amortized  as  a  level 
percentage  of  projected  payroll  on  an  open  basis.  The  amortization  period  as  of  February  28, 
2009  was  30  years  for  the  General  division  and  30  years  for  the  Police  division.  The 
amortization  period  as  of  February  28,  2010  was  30  years  for  the  General  division  and  25 
years  for  the  Police  division. 


Three- Year  Trend  Information 


Year 

Ended  Annual  Pension  Percentage  of  Net  Pension 

June  30  Cost  (APC)  APC  Contributed  Obligation 

2009  $     "    80,324  "    100.0%  $  - 

2010  139,557  72.7  38,099 

2011  198,237  68.5  100,641 


REQUIRED  SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION 
Schedule  of  Funding  Progress 


(b) 

(b-a) 

[(b-a)/c] 

(a) 

Entry  Age 

Unfunded 

UAL  as  a 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Accrued 

(a/b) 

(c)  Annual 

Percentage 

Valuation 

Value  of 

Accrued 

Liability 

Funded 

Covered 

of  Covered 

Date 

Assets 

Liability 

(UAL) 

Ratio 

Payroll 

Payroll 

2/28/2009 

$4,136,854 

$4,296,528 

$  159,674 

96% 

$3,351,283 

5% 

2/28/2010 

3,770,638 

4,199,491 

428,853 

90 

3,522,867 

12 

2/28/2011 

4,317,484 

4,867,087 

549,603 

89 

3,399,315 

16 

Note:  The  above  assets  and  actuarial  accrued  liability  do  not  include  the  assets  and  present 
value  of  benefits  associated  with  the  Benefit  Reserve  Fund  and  the  Casualty  Reserve  Fund. 
The  actuarial  assumptions  were  changed  in  conjunction  with  February  28,  2011  annual 
actuarial  valuations.  For  a  complete  description  of  the  actuarial  assumptions  used  in  the 
annual  valuations,  please  contact  the  LAGERS  office  in  Jefferson  City. 
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VI.       COUNTY  EMPLOYEES '  RETIREMENT  FUND  (CERF) 

A.        Plan  Description 

CERF  was  established  by  an  act  of  the  Missouri  General  Assembly  effective  August  28, 
1994.  Laws  governing  the  retirement  fund  are  found  in  Sections  50.1000-50.1300  of  the 
Missouri  Revised  Statutes  (RSMo).  The  Board  of  Directors  consists  of  eleven  members,  nine 
of  whom  are  county  employee  participants.  Two  members,  who  have  no  beneficiary  interest 
in  CERF,  are  appointed  by  the  Governor  of  Missouri.  The  Board  of  Directors  has  the 
authority  to  adopt  rules  and  regulations  for  administering  the  system. 

CERF  is  a  mandatory  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  retirement  system  for  each  county  in 
the  state  of  Missouri,  except  any  city  not  within  a  county  (which  excludes  the  City  of  St. 
Louis)  and  counties  of  the  first  classification  with  a  charter  form  of  government.  CERF 
covers  county  elective  or  appointive  officers  or  employees  whose  position  requires  the  actual 
performance  of  duties  not  less  than  1,000  hours  per  year;  including  employees  of  circuit 
courts  located  in  a  first  class,  non-charter  county  which  is  not  participating  in  the  Local 
Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS);  and  does  not  cover  circuit  clerks, 
deputy  circuit  clerks,  county  prosecuting  attorneys,  and  county  sheriffs. 

Until  January  1,  2000,  employees  hired  before  January  1,  2000  could  opt  out  of  the  system. 
CERF  is  a  defined  benefit  plan  providing  retirement  and  death  benefits  to  its  members.  All 
benefits  vest  after  8  years  of  creditable  service.  Employees  who  retire  on  or  after  age  62  are 
entitled  to  an  allowance  for  life  based  on  the  form  of  payment  selected.  The  normal  form  of 
payment  is  a  single  life  annuity.  Optional  joint  and  survivor  annuity  and  10-year  certain  and 
life  annuity  payments  are  also  offered  to  members  in  order  to  provide  benefits  to  a  named 
survivor  annuitant  after  their  death.  Employees  who  have  a  minimum  of  8  years  of  creditable 
service  may  retire  with  an  early  retirement  benefit  and  receive  a  reduced  allowance  after 
attaining  age  55.  Annual  cost-of-living  adjustments,  not  to  exceed  1%,  are  provided  for 
eligible  retirees  and  survivor  annuitants,  up  to  a  lifetime  maximum  of  50%  of  the  initial 
benefit  which  the  member  received  upon  retirement.  Benefit  provisions  are  fixed  by  state 
statute  and  may  be  amended  only  by  action  of  the  Missouri  Legislature.  Administrative 
expenses  for  the  operation  of  CERF  are  paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the  system. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of 
these  statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF, 
2121  Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  1-573-632-9203. 

B.  Contributions 

Prior  to  January  1,  2003,  participating  county  employees,  except  for  those  who  participated  in 
LAGERS,  were  required  to  make  contributions  equal  to  2%  of  gross  compensation.  Effective 
January  1,  2003,  participating  county  employees  hired  on  or  after  February  25,  2002  are 
required  to  make  contributions  of  4%  if  they  are  in  a  LAGERS  county  and  contributions  of 
6%  if  they  are  in  a  non-LAGERS  county.  If  an  employee  leaves  covered  employment  before 
attaining  8  years  of  creditable  service,  accumulated  employee  contributions  are  refunded  to 
the  employee. 

The  contribution  rate  is  set  by  state  statute  and  may  be  amended  only  by  action  of  the 
Missouri  Legislature.  During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF, 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


VI.  COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  FUND  (CERF)  (concluded) 

B.  Contributions(concluded 

employee  contributions  of  approximately  $338,424.15  and  $352,611.78,  respectively,  for  the 
years  then  ended. 

VII.  PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  RETIREMENT  FUND 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  Chapter  56.807  RSMo,  the  County  contributes  monthly  to  the 
Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri  Prosecuting 
Attorneys  and  Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System  Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  State  of  Missouri  is 
responsible  for  administration  of  this  plan.  The  County  has  contributed  $7,106.00  and  $7,752.00, 
respectively,  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

XIII.     POST  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully 
funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the 
County.  There  were  five  participants  at  December  31,  2012  and  five  participants  at  December  31, 
2011. 

IX.       CLAIMS  COMMITMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

A.  Litigation 

The  County  was  involved  in  pending  litigation  as  of  the  audit  report  date.  The  open  cases 
relate  to  assessment  appeals  which  the  County  is  vigorously  contesting.  Should  an 
unfavorable  outcome  occur,  the  liability  of  the  County  will  be  to  refund  a  portion  of  its 
property  taxes  collected. 

B.  Compensated  Absences  (Vacation  and  Sick  Time) 

Ste.  Genevieve  County  provides  employees  with  up  to  four  weeks  of  paid  vacation  based 
upon  the  number  of  years  of  continuous  service. 

Regular  full-time  employees  who  have  completed  no  less  than  (10)  years  of  service  with  the 
County  and  who  are  eligible  to  retire  and  do  not  retire  shall  receive  compensation  for  50%  of 
accumulated  unused  sick  time  leave. 

Regular  full-time  employees  who  have  completed  ten  (10)  years  of  service  with  the  County 
who  are  permanently  laid  off,  or  leave  voluntarily  (quit)  shall  receive  compensation  for  up  to 
33  1/3%  of  accumulated  unused  sick  time,  which  in  no  case  may  exceed  one  month's  pay. 

Regular  full-time  employees  whose  job  position  is  eliminated  within  their  employment 
period,  shall  receive  compensation  for  50%  of  accumulated  unused  sick  time  leave,  which  in 
no  case  may  exceed  one  month's  pay. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


IX. 


CLAIMS  COMMITMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES  (concluded) 


B. 


Compensated  Absences  (Vacation  and  Sick  Time)  (concluded) 


In  the  event  of  separation  due  to  death  of  a  full-time  employee  with  no  less  than  ten  (10) 
years  of  service,  compensation  shall  be  made  to  the  employee's  estate  at  the  rate  of  50%  for 
any  accumulated  unused  sick  time,  which  in  no  case  may  exceed  one  month's  pay. 


C. 


Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs 


The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of 
these  grants  are  required  and  certain  costs  may  be  questioned  as  inappropriate  expenditures 
under  the  grant  agreements.  Such  audits  could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the 
grantor  agencies.  Management  believes  that  any  required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary, 
will  be  immaterial.  No  provision  has  been  made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for 
the  potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 


X.  SUBSEQUENT  EVENTS 

There  are  no  subsequent  events  to  report  as  of  the  audit  report  date. 

XI.  RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction  of 
assets;  errors  and  omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk 
management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  There  have 
been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year  and  settlements  have  not  exceeded 
coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  participant  in  a  public  entity  risk  pool  which  is  a  corporate  and  political 
body  created  pursuant  to  state  statute  (Chapter  537.70  RSMo.  1986).  The  purpose  of  the  risk  pool  is 
to  provide  liability  protection  to  participating  public  entities,  their  officials,  and  employees.  Annual 
contributions  are  collected  based  on  actuarial  projections  to  produce  sufficient  funds  to  pay  losses  and 
expenses.  Should  contributions  not  produce  sufficient  funds  to  meet  its  obligations,  the  risk  pool  is 
empowered  with  the  ability  to  make  special  assessments.  Members  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  for 
all  claims  against  the  risk  pool. 

The  County  is  also  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insured  Workers' 
Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through 
this  Fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  for  the  purpose  of  providing  insurance  coverage  for 
Missouri  counties.  The  Fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  is  reinsured  up  to 
the  statutory  limit  through  excess  insurance. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY  SCHEDULES 
AND 

AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


STATE  COMPLIANCE  SECTION 


THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  STATE  FINDINGS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SCHEDULE  OF  STATE  FINDINGS 

I.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  actual  expenses  exceeded  budgeted  expenses  for  the  Victims 
of  Domestic  Violence  Fund,  TIF  Fund,  Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund,  Senior  Services  Board 
Fund,  and  the  Special  Road  Fund. 

II.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  actual  expenses  exceeded  budgeted  expenses  for  the  TIF 
Fund,  Senior  Services  Board  Fund,  and  the  Special  Road  Fund. 

III.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  the  following  funds  did  not  have  budgets:  Senior  Services 
Board  and  the  Special  Road  Fund. 

IV.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  the  following  funds  did  not  have  budgets:  Senior  Services 
Board  and  the  Special  Road  Fund. 
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FEDERAL  COMPLIANCE  SECTION 


Daniel  Jones 
&  Associates 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND  ON 
COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


Independent  Auditor' s  Report 


To  the  County  Commission 

The  County  of  Ste.  Genevieve,  Missouri 

We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards  issued 
by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Ste.  Genevieve 
("County")  as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements,  which  collectively  comprise  the  County's  basic  financial  statements,  and  have  issued  our  report 
thereon  dated  July  5,  2013. 

Internal  Control  Over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control 
over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of 
expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express 
an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management 
or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct, 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in 
internal  control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial 
statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a 
deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness, 
yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first  paragraph  of  this 
section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be  material  weaknesses 
or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were 
not  identified.  Given  these  limitations,  during  our  audit  we  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal  control 
that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses.  However,  material  weaknesses  may  exist  that  have  not  been 
identified.  We  did  identify  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control,  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  questioned  costs  that  we  consider  to  be  significant  deficiencies.  (FS  12/11-01,  FS  12/11-02, 
FS 12/1 1-03,  FS  12/11-04  and  FS  12/11-05) 
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Compliance  and  Other  Matters 


As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  County's  financial  statements  are  free  from 
material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the 
determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those 
provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit,  and  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results 
of  our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under 
Government  Auditing  Standards. 

The  County's  Response  to  Findings 

The  County's  responses  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  are  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  questioned  costs.  The  County's  responses  were  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied 
in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and  compliance  and 
the  result  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control  or 
on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing 
Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and  compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not 
suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 


DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

July  5,  2013 
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Daniel  Jones 
&  Associates 

CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE  FOR  EACH  MAJOR  FEDERAL  PROGRAM; 

REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  COMPLIANCE; 
AND  REPORT  ON  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL 
AWARDS  REQUIRED  BY  OMB  CIRCULAR  A- 133 

Independent  Auditor' s  Report 

To  The  County  Commission 

The  County  of  Ste.  Genevieve,  Missouri 

Report  on  Compliance  for  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

We  have  audited  the  County  of  Ste.  Genevieve's  ("County")  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance 
requirements  described  in  the  OMB  Circular  A-133  Compliance  Supplement  that  could  have  a  direct  and 
material  effect  on  each  of  the  County's  major  federal  programs  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
2011.  The  County's  major  federal  programs  are  identified  in  the  summary  of  auditor's  results  section  of  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs. 

Management's  Responsibility 

Management  is  responsible  for  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grants 
applicable  to  its  federal  programs. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  compliance  for  each  of  the  County's  major  federal  programs 
based  on  our  audit  of  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  We  conducted  our  audit  of 
compliance  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America;  the 
standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States;  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments, 
and  Non-Profit  Organizations.  Those  standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133  require  that  we  plan  and  perform 
the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  noncompliance  with  the  types  of  compliance 
requirements  referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  a  major  federal  program 
occurred.  An  audit  includes  examining,  on  a  test  basis,  evidence  about  the  County's  compliance  with  those 
requirements  and  performing  such  other  procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

We  believe  that  our  audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion  on  compliance  for  each  major  federal 
program.  However,  our  audit  does  not  provide  a  legal  determination  of  the  County's  compliance. 

Opinion  on  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

In  our  opinion,  the  County  complied,  in  all  material  respects,  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements 
referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  each  of  its  major  federal  programs  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  2011. 
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Other  Matters 


The  results  of  our  auditing  procedures  disclosed  an  instance  of  noncompliance,  which  is  required  to  be 
reported  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A- 133  and  which  is  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  questioned  costs  as  item  SA  12/11-01.  Our  opinion  on  each  major  federal  program  is  not 
modified  with  respect  to  this  matter. 

The  County's  response  to  the  noncompliance  finding  identified  in  our  audit  is  described  in  the  accompanying 
schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  The  County's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing 
procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  compliance  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  response. 

Report  on  Internal  Control  Over  Compliance 

Management  of  the  County  is  responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining  effective  internal  control  over 
compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  In  planning  and  performing  our 
audit  of  compliance,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  over  compliance  with  the  types  of 
requirements  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  each  major  federal  program  to  determine  the 
auditing  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on 
compliance  for  each  major  federal  program  and  to  test  and  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  in 
accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-133,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness 
of  internal  control  over  compliance.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
County's  internal  control  over  compliance. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  over 
compliance  does  not  allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal 
program  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or 
combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility 
that  material  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  will  not  be 
prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over 
compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance  with  a  type 
of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness  in  internal  control 
over  compliance,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  compliance  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  this  section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  compliance 
that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant 
deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  We  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over 
compliance  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses.  However,  we  identified  a  certain  deficiency  in 
internal  control  over  compliance,  as  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs 
as  item  SA  12/11-01,  that  we  consider  to  be  a  significant  deficiency. 

The  County's  response  to  the  internal  control  over  compliance  finding  identified  in  our  audit  is  described  in 
the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  The  County's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the 
auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  compliance  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the 
response. 

The  purpose  of  this  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of 
internal  control  over  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing  based  on  the  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A- 
133.  Accordingly,  this  report  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 
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Report  on  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  Required  by  OMB  Circular  A- 133 

We  have  audited  the  financial  statements  of  the  County  as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which  collectively  comprise  the  County's  basic 
financial  statements.  We  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  July  5,  2013,  which  contained  an  unmodified  opinion 
on  those  financial  statements.  Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  opinion  on  the  financial 
statements  that  collectively  comprise  the  basic  financial  statements.  The  accompanying  schedule  of 
expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  as  required  by  OMB  Circular 
A- 133  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the  basic  financial  statements.  Such  information  is  the  responsibility  of 
management  and  was  derived  from  and  relates  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to 
prepare  the  basic  financial  statements.  The  information  has  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied 
in  the  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements  and  certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing  and 
reconciling  such  information  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the 
financial  statements  or  to  the  financial  statements  themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance 
with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  In  our  opinion,  the  schedule  of 
expenditure  of  federal  awards  is  fairly  stated  in  all  material  respects  in  relation  to  the  basic  financial 
statements  as  a  whole. 


DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

July  5,  2013 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


FEDERAL 

PASS-THROUGH 

DECEMBER  31, 

FEDERAL  GRANTOR  /  PASS-THROUGH  GRANTOR 
PROGRAM  TITLE 

CFDA 
NUMBER 

ENTITY 
NUMBER 

2012 
EXPENDITURES 

2011 
EXPENDITURES 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

Passed  Through  State  Office  of  Administration 

Schools  and  Roads  -  Grants  to  States  and  National  Forest 

10.665 

N/A 

$  41,451.08 

$  40,290.05 

Total  Department  of  Agriculture 

41,451.08 

40,290.05 

U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

Passed  Through  State  Department  of  Economic  Development 

Community  Development  Block  Grant 

14.228 

2008DI18 
2006-ED-04 

1,206,830.68 
2,018.03 

108,389.96 

Total  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

1  70S  848  71 

1 08  389  96 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  Development 

Payment  in  Lieu  ol  Taxes  -  PILT 

15.226 

N/A 

14,504.00 

13,744.00 

Total  Interior  Development 

14,504.00 

13,744.00 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Passed  Throii"h  ihc  Vli^oun  Hi"hvv^iv  and  Transportation 
Commission 

Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

20.205 

BRO-B095 

15,842.61 

- 

Alcohol  Impaired  Driving  Countermeasures  Incentive  Grants  I 

20.601 

13-154-AL-064 

1,039.90 

- 

Alcohol  Open  Container  Requirements 

20.607 

11-  PT-02-130 

12-  K8-03-083 

7,077.45 

11,200.60 
1,887.25 

7,077.45 

13,087.85 

Total  Department  of  Transportation 

23,959.96 

13,087.85 

General  Services  Administration 

Passed  Through  the  State  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  State 

Election  Reform  Payments 

39.011 

- 

4,400.00 

- 

Total  General  Services  Administration 

4,400.00 

- 

U.S.  Department  of  Enerav 

Passed  Through  the  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Energy  Efficiency  Conservation  Block  Grant  -  ARRA 

81.128 

G10-EECBG-02-956652895 

- 

155,165.13 

Total  Department  of  Energy 

- 

155,165.13 

Election  Assistance  Commission 

Passed  Through  the  State  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  State 

Help  America  Vote  Act  Requirements  Payments 

90.401 

- 

7,609.66 

2,276.00 

Total  Election  Assistance  Commission 

7,609.66 

2,276.00 

U.S.  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Passed  through  the  State  Department  of  Public  Safety 

Presidentially  Declared  Disaster  Grant 

97.036 

FEMA  1980-DR-MO 

17,260.71 

65,545.04 

Direct  Program 

Port  Security  Grant  Program 

97.056 

EMW-2011-PU-00193 

312,693.18 

Total  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

329,953.89 

65,545.04 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES 

$  1,630,727.30 

$  398,498.03 

The  accompanying  notes  lo  the  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NOTE  1  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

A.  Purpose  of  Schedule  and  Reporting  Entity 

The  accompanying  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  has  been  prepared  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A- 133.  This  circular  requires  a  schedule  that  provides  total  federal 
awards  expended  for  each  major  program  and  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance  (CFDA) 
number  or  other  identifying  number  when  the  CFDA  information  is  not  available. 

The  schedule  includes  all  federal  awards  administered  by  Ste.  Genevieve  County,  Missouri. 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation 

OMB  Circular  A-133  includes  these  definitions,  which  govern  the  contents  of  the  schedule: 

Federal  financial  assistance  means  assistance  that  non-Federal  entities  receive  or  administer  in  the 
form  of  grants,  loans,  loan  guarantees,  property  (including  donated  surplus  property),  cooperative 
agreements,  interest  subsidies,  insurance,  food  commodities,  direct  appropriations,  and  other 
assistance,  but  does  not  include  amounts  received  as  reimbursement  for  services  rendered  to 
individuals. 

Federal  award  means  Federal  financial  assistance  and  Federal  cost-reimbursement  contracts  that  non- 
Federal  entities  receive  directly  from  Federal  awarding  agencies  or  indirectly  from  pass-through 
entities.  It  does  not  include  procurement  contracts,  under  grants  or  contracts,  used  to  buy  goods  or 
services  from  vendors. 

Accordingly,  the  schedule  includes  expenditures  of  both  cash  and  noncash  awards.  Ste.  Genevieve 
County  had  no  instances  of  noncash  awards  for  the  years  ending  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

C.  Basis  of  Accounting 

The  schedule  is  presented  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  which  recognizes  amounts  only  when 
disbursed  in  cash. 

NOTE  2  -  SUBRECIPIENTS 


Subrecipient 

Grant 

CFDA  # 

2012 

2011 

New  Bourbon  Regional  Port  Authority 

CDBG 

14.228 

$  1,208,848.71 

$  108,389.96 

City  of  Farmington 

EECBG 

81.128 

14,982.58 

City  of  Perryville 

EECBG 

81.128 

16,838.24 

Iron  County  C-4 

EECBG 

81.128 

23,615.06 

Perry  County 

EECBG 

81.128 

13,042.23 

SEMO  RPC 

EECBG 

81.128 

14,321.85 

SG  County 

EECBG 

81.128 

3,265.11 

Ste.  Genevieve  Hospital 

EECBG 

81.128 

545.00 

West  Co.  R-IV 

EECBG 

81.128 

11,397.98 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SUMMARY  OF  AUDITOR'S  RESULTS 
A.        Financial  Statements 

1.  Type  of  auditor's  report  issued:   Unmodified  -  Regulatory  Basis 

2.  Internal  control  over  financial  reporting: 


B. 


a.  Any  material  weakness(es)  identified? 


2012 
2011 


Yes 
Yes 


b.  Any  significant  deficiencies  identified  that  are 

not  considered  to  be  material  weaknesses?  2012  X  Yes 


2011  X  Yes 


3. 


Any  noncompliance  material  to  financial 
statements  noted? 


2012 


2011 


Yes 


Yes 


Federal  Awards 

1.    Internal  control  over  major  programs: 
Any  material  weakness(es)  identified? 


2.    Any  significant  deficiencies  identified  that  are  not 
considered  to  be  material  weaknesses? 


2012 
2011 


Yes 
Yes 


2012  X  Yes 


2011  X  Yes 


X  No 


X  No 


None  Reported 
None  Reported 


X  No 


X  No 


X  No 


X  No 


None  Reported 
None  Reported 


3.    Type  of  auditor's  report  issued  on  compliance  for     2012  -Unmodified 
major  programs: 

2011  -Unmodified 


4.    Any  audit  findings  disclosed  that  are  required  to 
be  reported  in  accordance  with  section  510  (a)  of 
Circular  A- 13 31 


2012  X  Yes 


No 


2011  X  Yes 


No 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SUMMARY  OF  AUDITOR'S  RESULTS  (concluded) 
B.        Federal  Awards  (concluded) 

5.    Identification  of  major  programs: 

CFDA 

Year  ,     .  Name  of  Federal  Program  or  Cluster 


Number(s) 


2012/2011  14.228  Community  Development  Block  Grant 

2012  97.056  Port  Security  Grant  Program 

6.  Dollar  threshold  used  to  distinguish  between  type  A  and  type  B  programs:     $  300,000 

7.  Auditee  qualified  as  low -risk  auditee?  2012  Yes       X  No 

2011  Yes       X  No 

II.        FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

FS  12/11-01  Criteria:  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal 
Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending 
on  or  after  December  15,  2009,  as  amended  by  SAS  No.  122  Statements  on 
Auditing  Standards:  Clarification  and  Recodification,  considers  inadequate 
documentation  of  the  components  of  internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant 
deficiency. 

Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Context:    During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  that  internal  control 
documentation  has  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  SAS  122  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal 
control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency.  Without  documented  internal  controls, 
the  County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place,  communicated  and 
operating  effectively. 

Cause:  The  County  did  not  prepare  the  required  documentation. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal 
control  documentation.  In  addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal 
control  guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this  documentation 
is  complete,  those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the 
controls  and  ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  Clerk's 
(Kay  Basler)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to 
document  their  internal  control  structure  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework. 
The  expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  phone  number  for  the 
Clerk's  office  is  573-883-5589. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


H.        FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (continued) 

FS  12/11-02  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place 
by  an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They 
are  part  of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of 
financial  reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in 
place. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  there  were  no  formal  fraud 
risk  assessments  implemented. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not 
being  identified  by  County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a 
fraud  or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by  management  without  proper  assessment 
procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including 
identified  risks  and  mitigating  controls. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the 
environment,  including  risk  of  fraud  occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify, 
analyze  and  manage  these  risks. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  Clerk's 
(Kay  Basler)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to 
document  their  internal  control  structure  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework. 
The  expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  phone  number  for  the 
Clerk's  office  is  573-883-5589. 

FS  12/11-03  Criteria:  SAS  No.  109,  Understanding  the  Entity  and  Its  Environment  and  Assessing 
the  Risks  of  Material  Misstatement  and  SAS  No.  110,  Performing  Audit  Procedures 
in  Response  to  Assessed  Risks  and  Evaluating  the  Audit  Evidence  Obtained  which 
supercede  SAS  No.  55,  Consideration  of  Internal  Control  in  a  Financial  Statement 
Audit. 

Condition:  Lack  of  sufficient  segregation  of  duties. 

Context:  During  our  testing  of  internal  controls,  we  noted  a  lack  of  segregation  of 
duties  in  the  areas  of  receipts  and  disbursements  in  the  Collector's  office. 

Effect:  The  design  of  the  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  could  adversely 
affect  the  ability  to  record,  process,  summarize  and  report  financial  data  consistent 
with  the  assertions  of  management  in  the  financial  statements. 

Cause:  Size  and  budget  constraints  limiting  the  number  of  personnel  within  these 
offices  and  insufficient  segregation  of  duties  between  staff. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


H.        FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (continued) 

FS  12/11-03  Recommendation :  These  areas  should  be  reviewed  periodically  and  consideration 
given  to  the  improving  of  segregation  of  duties. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  is 
currently  following  all  state  statutes  regarding  segregation  of  duties.  Budget 
restraints  make  it  impossible  to  add  additional  personnel  when  work  load  does  not 
require. 

FS  12/11-04  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place 
by  an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They 
are  part  of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of 
financial  reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  our  audit  we  noted  that  the  Collector's  office  held  a  debit  card 
without  internal  controls  in  place  to  review  these  transactions. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  there  was  a  debit  card  for 
the  Collector's  bank  account  that  was  not  monitored  by  the  Commission  or 
Treasurer's  office. 

Effect:  Lack  of  internal  control  systems  over  this  account  could  result  in  fraudulent 
purchases  and  bank  overdrafts. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  implemented  an  internal  control  system  over  the 
Collector' s  bank  account  and  accompanying  debit  card. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  switch  from  a  debit  card  to  a 
credit  card  and  place  internal  controls  over  the  purchases  the  Collector  makes 
through  this  account. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  Clerk's 
(Kay  Basler)  office  is  attempting  to  implement  internal  controls  that  allow  the 
Commission  to  review  these  debit  card  transactions.  The  expected  completion  date  is 
December  31,  2013.  The  phone  number  for  the  Clerk's  office  is  573-883-5589. 

FS  12/11-05  Criteria:  Bank  reconciliations  must  be  prepared  monthly  on  a  timely  basis  by  the 
Collector's  office. 

Condition:  We  noted  that  bank  reconciliations  for  the  Collector's  office  were  not 
being  performed  in  a  timely  manner. 

Context:  This  deficiency  became  apparent  through  our  testing  of  the  Collector's  cash 
accounts  and  the  related  reconciliations. 

Effect:  Errors  may  go  undetected  if  proper  controls  are  not  in  place  to  review  cash 
transactions. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 

TT.        FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (concluded) 

FS  12/11-05      Cause:  Management  does  not  place  adequate  emphasis  upon  reviewing  cash 
transactions  and  preparing  accurate  reconciliations. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  Collector's  office  prepare  monthly  bank 
reconciliations  and  adjustments  to  the  cash  accounts. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  Collector's 
Office  (Phyllis  Vessell)  will  consider  the  auditor' s  recommendation.  The  Collector' s 
office  is  working  on  preparing  bank  reconciliations  monthly,  and  plans  to  have  this 
implemented  by  the  end  of  the  2013  fiscal  year.  The  Collector's  office  phone  number 
is  (573)  883-5492. 

III.       FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  ENDED 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 

The  following  findings,  recommendations,  and  questioned  costs  are  the  results  of  the  single  audit  of 
Ste.  Genevieve  County,  Missouri  for  the  fiscal  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011.  Each 
finding  is  referenced  with  a  two-digit  number  representing  the  fiscal  years  audited,  an  "SA"  to 
indicate  that  it  is  a  single  audit  finding,  and  a  sequential  number.  The  findings  are  presented  by 
federal  program  and  are  classified  according  to  federal  and  state  department,  type  of  compliance 
requirement,  category  of  internal  control  weakness,  and  category  of  noncompliance. 

A.  Category  of  Internal  Control  Weakness 

If  the  finding  represents  a  weakness  in  internal  control,  one  of  the  following  designations  will 
appear: 

1.  Significant  Deficiency:  A  significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance 
is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance 
with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  that  is  less  severe  than  a 
material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  yet  important  enough  to  merit 
attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

2.  Material  Weakness:  A  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a 
deficiency,  or  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  such 
that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  material  noncompliance  with  a  type  of 
compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and 
corrected,  on  a  timely  basis. 

B.  Category  of  Noncompliance  Findings 

If  the  finding  represents  an  instance  of  noncompliance,  one  of  the  following  designations  will 
appear: 

1.  Material  Noncompliance:  A  material  noncompliance  finding  is  a  finding  related  to  a 
major  federal  program  which  discusses  conditions  representing  noncompliance  with 
federal  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  or  grants,  the  effects  of  which  have  a  material 
effect  in  relation  to  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  or  audit  objective  identified  in 
OMB  Circular  A- 133  Compliance  Supplement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


m.       FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEARS 
ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011  (continued) 

B.  Category  of  Noncompliance  Findings  (concluded) 

2.  Questioned  Cost  Finding:  A  questioned  cost  finding  is  a  finding  which  discusses 
known  or  likely  questioned  costs  that  are  greater  than  $10,000  for  a  type  of 
compliance  requirement,  unless  the  conditions  giving  rise  to  the  questioned  costs  are 
otherwise  reported  as  a  material  noncompliance  finding. 

C.  Federal  Award  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs 


SA  12/11-01 

Other  Information 


Federal  Grantor: 


U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development 

Pass-Through  Grantor:     Missouri  Department  of  Economic 

Development 

Significant  Deficiency     Federal  CFDA  Number:  14.228 

Program  Title:  Community  Development  Block  Grant 

Other  Information  Federal  Grantor:  U.S.  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Significant  Deficiency     Pass-Through  Grantor:     Direct  Program 

Federal  CFDA  Number:  97.056 
Program  Title:  Port  Security  Grant  Program 

Information  on  the  federal  program:  The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 
contained  errors. 


Criteria:  OMB  Circular  A- 133  requires  the  auditee  to  prepare  the  Schedule  of  Federal 
Expenditures  and  Awards. 

Condition:  Through  auditing  procedures,  we  were  able  to  correct  and  support  the  amounts 
reported  on  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA).  Prior  to  these 
corrections,  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA)  was  prepared  with 
incorrect  financial  information. 

Questioned  Costs:  Not  applicable 

Context:  During  the  audit  of  federal  programs  we  discovered  a  number  of  errors  related  to 
the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA). 

Effect:  No  control  monitoring  or  control  over  federal  expenditures  reporting,  as  required  by 
Governmental  Accounting  and  Financial  Reporting  Standards. 

Cause:  Adequate  emphasis  was  not  placed  on  the  preparation  of  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures 
of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA). 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


III.       FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEARS 
ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011  (concluded) 

C.        Federal  Award  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs  (concluded) 

Recommendation:  The  County  should  implement  procedures  to  ensure  that  the  SEFA  is 
prepared  in  accordance  with  federal  requirements.  The  County  should  continue  in  its  efforts 
to  establish  an  accounting  system  that  will  capture  grant  transactions  in  a  manner  sufficient  to 
readily  report  the  necessary  information  required  on  the  SEFA.  The  cost  center  listing  that 
identifies  federal  expenditures  should  be  defined  and  cross  matched  in  a  table  that  is  updated 
monthly  by  a  designee  of  the  County  Clerk's  Office. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  SEFA  form  omitted 
several  expenditures.  The  financial  information  shown  on  the  report  was  correct.  OMB 
Circular  A- 133  is  being  reviewed  and  training  sessions  will  be  initiated  to  educate  the  Clerk's 
staff  on  proper  preparation  of  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA).  The 
County  Clerk  (Kay  Basler)  is  in  charge  of  preparing  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal 
Awards.  The  County  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  (573)  883-5589. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  STE.  GENEVIEVE 
STE.  GENEVIEVE,  MISSOURI 
SUMMARY  SCHEDULE  OF  PRIOR  YEAR  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 

DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.  FOLLOW-UP  PRIOR  YEAR  FINDINGS 

There  was  no  audit  performed  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  December  31,  2010,  and  2009,  therefore  we 
have  no  prior  year  audit  findings  to  report. 

II.  FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 

There  was  no  audit  performed  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  December  31,  2010,  and  2009,  therefore  we 
have  no  prior  year  audit  findings  to  report. 
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Daniel  Jones 
&  Associates 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


July  5,  2013 

To  the  Board  of  Commissioners 
County  of  Ste.  Genevieve 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  regulatory  based  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Ste.  Genevieve 
(the  "County")  as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  December  31,  2011,  in  accordance  with 
auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  we  considered  the  County's  internal 
control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  as  a  basis  for  designing  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in 
the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose 
of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an 
opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  and  was 
not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant 
deficiencies  and,  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified. 
However,  as  discussed  below,  we  identified  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be 
significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management  or 
employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies  in  internal 
control,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial  statements 
will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  We  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal 
control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 

A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe 
than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We  consider 
the  following  deficiencies  in  the  County's  internal  control  to  be  significant  deficiencies  as  noted  in  section  I: 

Our  comments  concerning  internal  control  and  other  significant  matters  are  presented  as  follows: 

I.  Deficiencies  Considered  to  be  Significant 

II.  Information  Required  by  Professional  Standards 

The  County's  management  has  provided  written  responses  to  the  findings  in  this  report  that  were  identified  in  our 
audit.  These  responses  have  not  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial 
statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  them. 

This  communication  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  the  County  Commission,  County  Office 
Holders,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor  and  federal  agencies  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by 
anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties. 

Very  truly  yours, 


DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 
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I. 


DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 


FS  12/11-01  Criteria:  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal 
Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending  on 
or  after  December  15,  2009,  as  amended  by  SAS  No.  122  Statements  on  Auditing 
Standards:  Clarification  and  Recodification,  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the 
components  of  internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency. 

Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  that  internal  control 
documentation  has  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  SAS  122  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal 
control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency.  Without  documented  internal  controls,  the 
County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place,  communicated  and  operating 
effectively. 

Cause:  The  County  did  not  prepare  the  required  documentation. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal  control 
documentation.  In  addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal  control  guidance 
and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this  documentation  is  complete,  those 
charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the  controls  and  ensure  they 
are  operating  effectively. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  Clerk's  (Kay 
Basler)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to  document  their 
internal  control  structure  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework.  The  expected 
completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  phone  number  for  the  Clerk's  office  is  573- 
883-5589. 

FS  12/11-02  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place  by 
an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They  are  part 
of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of  financial 
reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with  applicable 
laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in  place. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  there  were  no  formal  fraud  risk 
assessments  implemented. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not 
being  identified  by  County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a  fraud 
or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by  management  without  proper  assessment  procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including 
identified  risks  and  mitigating  controls. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the 
environment,  including  risk  of  fraud  occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify, 
analyze  and  manage  these  risks. 
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DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT  (continued) 


FS  12/11-02  Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  Clerk's  (Kay 
Basler)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to  document  their 
internal  control  structure  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework.  The  expected 
completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  phone  number  for  the  Clerk's  office  is  573- 
883-5589. 

FS  12/11-03  Criteria:  SAS  No.  109,  Understanding  the  Entity  and  Its  Environment  and  Assessing  the 
Risks  of  Material  Misstatement  and  SAS  No.  110,  Performing  Audit  Procedures  in 
Response  to  Assessed  Risks  and  Evaluating  the  Audit  Evidence  Obtained  which 
supercede  SAS  No.  55,  Consideration  of  Internal  Control  in  a  Financial  Statement  Audit. 

Condition:  Lack  of  sufficient  segregation  of  duties. 

Context:  During  our  testing  of  internal  controls,  we  noted  a  lack  of  segregation  of  duties 
in  the  areas  of  receipts  and  disbursements  in  the  Collector's  office. 

Effect:  The  design  of  the  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  could  adversely  affect 
the  ability  to  record,  process,  summarize  and  report  financial  data  consistent  with  the 
assertions  of  management  in  the  financial  statements. 

Cause:  Size  and  budget  constraints  limiting  the  number  of  personnel  within  these  offices 
and  insufficient  segregation  of  duties  between  staff. 

Recommendation :  These  areas  should  be  reviewed  periodically  and  consideration  given 
to  the  improving  of  segregation  of  duties. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  is  currently 
following  all  state  statutes  regarding  segregation  of  duties.  Budget  restraints  make  it 
impossible  to  add  additional  personnel  when  work  load  does  not  require. 

FS  12/11-04  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place  by 
an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They  are  part 
of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of  financial 
reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with  applicable 
laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  our  audit  we  noted  that  the  Collector's  office  held  a  debit  card 
without  internal  controls  in  place  to  review  these  transactions. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  there  was  a  debit  card  for  the 
Collector's  bank  account  that  was  not  monitored  by  the  Commission  or  Treasurer's 
office. 

Effect:  Lack  of  internal  control  systems  over  this  account  could  result  in  fraudulent 
purchases  and  bank  overdrafts. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  implemented  an  internal  control  system  over  the  Collector's 
bank  account  and  accompanying  debit  card. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  switch  from  a  debit  card  to  a  credit 
card  and  place  internal  controls  over  the  purchases  the  Collector  makes  through  this 
account. 
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DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT  (continued) 


FS  12/11-04  Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  Clerk's  (Kay 
Basler)  office  is  attempting  to  implement  internal  controls  that  allow  the  Commission  to 
review  these  debit  card  transactions.  The  expected  completion  date  is  December  31, 
2013.  The  phone  number  for  the  Clerk's  office  is  573-883-5589. 

FS  12/11-05  Criteria:  Bank  reconciliations  must  be  prepared  monthly  on  a  timely  basis  by  the 
Collector's  office. 

Condition:  We  noted  that  bank  reconciliations  for  the  Collector's  office  were  not  being 
performed  in  a  timely  manner. 

Context:  This  deficiency  became  apparent  through  our  testing  of  the  Collector's  cash 
accounts  and  the  related  reconciliations. 

Effect:  Errors  may  go  undetected  if  proper  controls  are  not  in  place  to  review  cash 
transactions. 

Cause:  Management  does  not  place  adequate  emphasis  upon  reviewing  cash  transactions 
and  preparing  accurate  reconciliations. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  Collector's  office  prepare  monthly  bank 
reconciliations  and  adjustments  to  the  cash  accounts. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  Collector's  Office 
(Phyllis  Vessell)  will  consider  the  auditor's  recommendation.  The  Collector's  office  is 
working  on  preparing  bank  reconciliations  monthly,  and  plans  to  have  this  implemented 
by  the  end  of  the  2013  fiscal  year.  The  Collector's  office  phone  number  is  (573)  883- 
5492. 

SA  12/11-01     Information  on  the  federal  program:  The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 
contained  errors. 

Criteria:  OMB  Circular  A- 133  requires  the  auditee  to  prepare  the  Schedule  of  Federal 
Expenditures  and  Awards. 

Condition:  Through  auditing  procedures,  we  were  able  to  correct  and  support  the 
amounts  reported  on  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA).  Prior  to 
these  corrections,  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA)  was  prepared 
with  incorrect  financial  information. 

Questioned  Costs:  Not  applicable 

Context:  During  the  audit  of  federal  programs  we  discovered  a  number  of  errors  related 
to  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA). 

Effect:  No  control  monitoring  or  control  over  federal  expenditures  reporting,  as  required 
by  Governmental  Accounting  and  Financial  Reporting  Standards. 


Cause:  Adequate  emphasis  was  not  placed  on  the  preparation  of  the  Schedule  of 
Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA). 


I. 


DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT  (concluded) 


SA  12/11-01  Recommendation:  The  County  should  implement  procedures  to  ensure  that  the  SEFA  is 
prepared  in  accordance  with  federal  requirements.  The  County  should  continue  in  its 
efforts  to  establish  an  accounting  system  that  will  capture  grant  transactions  in  a  manner 
sufficient  to  readily  report  the  necessary  information  required  on  the  SEFA.  The  cost 
center  listing  that  identifies  federal  expenditures  should  be  defined  and  cross  matched  in 
a  table  that  is  updated  monthly  by  a  designee  of  the  County  Clerk's  Office. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  SEFA  form  omitted 
several  expenditures.  The  financial  information  shown  on  the  report  was  correct.  OMB 
Circular  A- 133  is  being  reviewed  and  training  sessions  will  be  initiated  to  educate  the 
Clerk's  staff  on  proper  preparation  of  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 
(SEFA).  The  County  Clerk  (Kay  Basler)  is  in  charge  of  preparing  the  Schedule  of 
Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards.  The  County  Clerk's  office  phone  number  is  (573)  883- 
5589. 

II.       INFORMATION  REQUIRED  BY  PROFESSIONAL  STANDARDS 

Our  Responsibilities  under  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Auditing  Standards  and  Government 
Auditing  Standards 

Professional  standards  require  that  we  provide  you  with  information  about  our  responsibilities  under 
generally  accepted  auditing  standards,  Government  Auditing  Standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  as  well 
as  certain  information  related  to  the  planned  scope  and  timing  of  our  audit.  We  have  communicated  such 
information  in  our  letter  to  you  dated  May  6,  2013.  Professional  standards  also  require  that  we 
communicate  to  you  the  following  information  related  to  our  audit. 

Significant  Audit  Findings 

Qualitative  Aspects  of  Accounting  Practices 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  selection  and  use  of  appropriate  accounting  policies.  The  significant 
accounting  policies  used  by  the  County  are  described  in  Note  I  to  the  financial  statements.  No  new 
accounting  policies  were  adopted  and  the  application  of  existing  policies  was  not  changed  during  the 
2012-2013  fiscal  year.  We  noted  no  transactions  entered  into  by  the  governmental  unit  during  the  year 
for  which  there  is  a  lack  of  authoritative  guidance  or  consensus.  All  significant  transactions  have  been 
recognized  in  the  financial  statements  in  the  proper  period. 

Accounting  estimates  are  an  integral  part  of  the  financial  statements  prepared  by  management  and  are 
based  on  management's  knowledge  and  experience  about  past  and  current  events  and  assumptions  about 
future  events.  Certain  accounting  estimates  are  particularly  sensitive  because  of  their  significance  to  the 
financial  statements  and  because  of  the  possibility  that  future  events  affecting  them  may  differ 
significantly  from  those  expected.  Due  to  the  County  applying  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  no 
estimates  are  made  during  the  preparation  of  financial  statements. 

The  financial  statement  disclosures  are  neutral,  consistent,  and  clear. 

Difficulties  Encountered  in  Performing  the  Audit 

We  encountered  no  significant  difficulties  in  dealing  with  management  in  performing  and  completing  our 
audit. 


INFORMATION  REQUIRED  BY  PROFESSIONAL  STANDARDS  (concluded) 

Corrected  and  Uncorrected  Misstatements 

Professional  standards  require  us  to  accumulate  all  known  and  likely  misstatements  identified  during  the 
audit,  other  than  those  that  are  clearly  trivial,  and  communicate  them  to  the  appropriate  level  of 
management.  Management  has  corrected  all  such  misstatements.  In  addition,  none  of  the  misstatements 
detected  as  a  result  of  audit  procedures  and  corrected  by  management  were  material,  either  individually  or 
in  the  aggregate,  to  each  opinion  unit' s  financial  statements  taken  as  a  whole. 

Disagreements  with  Management 

For  purposes  of  this  letter,  a  disagreement  with  management  as  a  financial  accounting,  reporting,  or 
auditing  matter,  whether  or  not  resolved  to  our  satisfaction,  that  could  be  significant  to  the  financial 
statements  or  the  auditor's  report.  We  are  pleased  to  report  that  no  such  disagreements  arose  during  the 
course  of  our  audit. 

Management  Representations 

We  have  requested  certain  representations  from  management  that  are  included  in  the  management 
representation  letter  dated  July  5,  2013. 

Management  Consultations  with  Other  Independent  Accountants 

In  some  cases,  management  may  decide  to  consult  with  other  accountants  about  auditing  and  accounting 
matters,  similar  to  obtaining  a  "second  opinion"  on  certain  situations.  If  a  consultation  involves 
application  of  an  accounting  principle  to  the  County's  financial  statements  or  a  determination  of  the  type 
of  auditor's  opinion  that  may  be  expressed  on  those  statements,  our  professional  standards  require  the 
consulting  accountant  to  check  with  us  to  determine  that  the  consultant  has  all  the  relevant  facts.  To  our 
knowledge,  there  were  no  such  consultations  with  other  accountants. 

Other  Audit  Findings  or  Issues 

We  generally  discuss  a  variety  of  matters,  including  the  application  of  accounting  principles  and  auditing 
standards,  with  management  each  year  prior  to  retention  as  the  governmental  unit's  auditors.  However, 
these  discussions  occurred  in  the  normal  course  of  our  professional  relationship  and  our  responses  were 
not  a  condition  to  our  retention. 

Other  Matters 

With  respect  to  the  supplementary  information  accompanying  the  financial  statements,  we  made  certain 
inquiries  of  management  and  evaluated  the  form,  content,  and  methods  of  preparing  the  information  to 
determine  that  the  information  complies  with  a  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  the  method  of  preparing  it 
has  not  changed  from  the  prior  period,  and  the  information  is  appropriate  and  complete  in  relation  to  our 
audit  of  the  financial  statements.  We  compared  and  reconciled  the  supplementary  information  to  the 
underlying  accounting  records  used  to  prepare  the  financial  statements  or  to  the  financial  statements 
themselves. 

We  noted  during  our  audit  certain  matters  that  were  not  considered  to  be  significant  deficiencies  or 
material  weaknesses.  Several  county  offices  have  limited  numbers  of  staff  which  inherently  increases  the 
risk  of  misstatement.  Office  holders  appear  to  have  mitigating  controls  in  place  to  lower  these  risks  to  an 
acceptable  level  but  the  commission  does  need  to  be  aware  of  these  risks  and  offices  need  to  remain 
vigilant  in  deterring  the  potential  for  erroneous  or  fraudulent  activity. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  St.  Clair  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the 
State  Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Davis,  Lynn  &  Moots,  P.C.,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


August  2013 
Report  No.  2013-077 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


St.  Clair  County  Commission 
St.  Clair  County 
Osceola,  Missouri 


Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri,  which  comprise  the  cash 
and  investment  balances  of  each  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  receipts, 
disbursements  and  budgetary  results  for  each  fund  for  the  years  then  ended  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial  statements  in  accordance 
with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the 
design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of 
financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  opinions  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit.  We  conducted  our 
audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable 
assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in  the 
financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's  judgment,  including  the  assessment  of 
the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial  statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those 
risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation 
of  the  financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances,  but  not 
for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we 
express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes  evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and 
the  reasonableness  of  significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 
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St.  Clair  County  Commission 
St.  Clair  County 
Osceola,  Missouri 


We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide  a  basis  for  our 
audit  opinions. 

Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  A,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri,  on  the  basis  of 
accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other  than 
accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of 
the  State  of  Missouri.  The  effects  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of 
accounting  described  in  Note  A  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America, 
although  not  reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S. 
Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph 
do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  the  financial  position  of  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  changes  in 
its  financial  position,  or,  where  applicable,  its  cash  flows  for  the  years  then  ended. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects, 
the  cash  and  investment  balances  of  the  governmental  and  agency  funds  of  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri,  as  of 
December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  receipts,  disbursements  and  budgetary  results  of  the  governmental  funds 
for  the  years  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  A. 

Other  Matters 

Other  Information 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  opinions  on  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first 
paragraph.  The  schedule  of  funding  progress  is  presented  for  the  purpose  of  additional  analysis  and  is  not  a 
required  part  of  the  regulatory  basis  financial  statements. 

The  schedule  of  funding  progress  has  not  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the 
regulatory  basis  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  and  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an 
opinion  or  provide  any  assurance  on  it. 
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St.  Clair  County  Commission 
St.  Clair  County 
Osceola,  Missouri 


Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  June  18,  2013,  on  our 
consideration  of  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  our  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters.  The 
purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  and  compliance. 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  18,  2013 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


T  INfl 
UfND 

Cash  and 
Investment 
Daidnces 
January  1,  2012 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

Cash  and 
Investment 
Balances 
December  31,  2012 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$  1,202,274 

$  4,206,106 

<c 

<c 

1   0/10  ^OO 

i,o4o,ozy 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 

394,237 

979,109 

ono  10^ 

oy3,zo6 

A  OA  A^A 

4oU,U6U 

Assessment  Fund 

58,840 

139,675 

13  1  ,oy  1 

£A  £10 

Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 

1,639 

6,133 

3,z3y 

A  <H 

4, 533 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 

1,728 

1,373 

1   1  00 

1,1  oZ 

1  O  1  o 

Recorder's  Maintenance  Fund 

43,180 

12,117 

AC\  8£1 

Sheriffs  Commissary  Fund 

55,833 

27,756 

A  O  A  1  A 

4z,UlU 

41,3  /y 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Administrative 

Cost  Fund 

15,580 

7,461 

1  1  ClA  0 

13,V4o 

y,uy3 

Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

52,279 

16,972 

10,60 

5U,636 

Election  Services  Fund 

4,447 

891 

j,33o 

Sheriff  Drug  Fund 

1,099 

33 

1,1  JZ 

Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund 

10,296 

7,669 

6,o4o 

11  in 
11,11/ 

H.A.V.A.  Fund 

1 

4,428 

A  A  1  O 

4,4zo 

1 

Sheriffs  Civil  Fees  Fund 

37,882 

17,704 

24,626 

30,960 

Local  Emergency  Planning 

Commission  Fund 

6,731 

4,591 

2,853 

8,469 

Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Fund 

- 

4,512 

4,231 

281 

U.S.  Marshall  Federal  Sharing  Fund 

11,751 

332 

12,000 

83 

I^UIIICSLIC  V  1U1CI1CC  .TUIILI 

J  1  u 

00  1 

938 

519 

Inmate  Security  Fund 

17,223 

5,591 

22,814 

Sheriff  Records  Management  System  Fund 

1 

68,348 

68,348 

1 

Monegaw  Creek  Bridge  Fund 

25,157 

25,157 

FEMA  Storm  Shelter  Grant  Fund 

25,255 

25,254 

1 

St.  Clair  Co  Senior  Center  Fund 

6,251 

6,250 

1 

TOTAL 

$  1,915,597 

$  5,568,345 

$ 

4,865,297 

$ 

2,618,645 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
Year  Ended  December  31,  201 1 


FUND 

General  Revenue  Fund 
Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 
Assessment  Fund 
Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 
Recorder's  Maintenance  Fund 
Sheriffs  Commissary  Fund 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Administrative 

Cost  Fund 
Tax  Maintenance  Fund 
Election  Services  Fund 
Sheriff  Drug  Fund 
Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund 
H.A.V.A.  Fund 
Sheriffs  Civil  Fees  Fund 
Local  Emergency  Planning 

Commission  Fund 
Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Fund 
U.S.  Marshall  Federal  Sharing  Fund 
Domestic  Violence  Fund 
Inmate  Security  Fund 
Sheriff  Records  Management  System  Fund 

TOTAL 


Cash  and 
Investment 
Balances 
January  1,  2011 

$  1,059,443 
398,105 
51,156 
538 
2,849 
52,134 
26,120 

24,288 
50,780 
3,192 
1,067 
7,903 
1 

22,598 

4,635 
2 

13,570 
487 
14,113 
1 


Receipts  Disbursements 


$  3,561,374 
973,209 
138,858 
3,243 
776 
7,365 
32,980 


7,266 
16,616 

1,255 
32 

4,328 

1,818 
19,248 

2,096 
5,073 
361 
963 
3,110 
53,830 


$  3,418,543 
977,077 
131,174 
2,142 
1,897 
16,319 
3,267 


15,974 
15,117 


1,935 
1,818 
3,964 


5,075 
2,180 
874 

53,830 


Cash  and 
Investment 
Balances 
December  31,  2011 


$ 


1,202,274 
394,237 
58,840 
1,639 
1,728 
43,180 
55,833 

15,580 
52,279 
4,447 
1,099 
10,296 
1 

37,882 

6,731 

11,751 
576 
17,223 
1 


$    1,732,982      $  4,833,801      $    4,651,186  $ 


1,915,597 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 


Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

DUUgcL 

Variance 
witn  rinai 

DUUgcl 

Y-i  11  r\  tv  i  ~it 
DUUgcl 

A  r*ti  l  qI 

Variance 
witn  rinai 

w-i  n  r\  tv  <  *  i 
DULlgCL 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

xiupcliy  IdACS 

$      44Q  8 1  6 

$         469  ^8 

<t       1  9  S99 

$    4^4  4^6 

447  1  SO 

<t       19  714 

4>         AZ,  /  14- 

Vo lac  tavpc 
O  tilt  a  LaACS 

96S  000 

961  67^ 

ZU  1  ,U  /  J 

(%  ^97^ 

9  SO  000 

96S  ^0^ 

1  S  ^0^ 

111  LCI        V  Ci  lllllCllLd.1 

1  8S  41  9 

1  OJ,t  1  z 

9^0  748 

S4  ^6 

S79  9^0 

967  6QQ 

ZU  /  ,\J"" 

i  ^04  S^1  ^ 

V_lld.lgCS  1UI  StIVlUCS 

9  774  1  87 

Z,  /  /  "4-,  1  O  / 

9  OK  Qf.A 

41  677 
*+  1  ,u  /  / 

9  ^40  ^8S 

Z,  j^U,  JO  J 

9  989  Q76 

fS7  400^ 

lllLclcSL 

000 

4S  690 

6  690 

^9  S00 

^8  417 

S  01  7 

V7L11C1 

^1  1  7Q1 

Jll,/7l 

^80  86^ 

60  079 

1  8Q  9^0 

9S0  89Q 

70  SQQ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

4,025,206 

4,206,106 

180,900 

3,818,781 

3,561,374 

(257,407) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

County  commission 

101,011 

100,407 

604 

100,854 

99,469 

1,385 

County  clerk 

99,126 

96,997 

2,129 

95,295 

93,645 

1,650 

Elections 

77,600 

73,591 

4,009 

14,318 

13,155 

1,163 

Buildings  and  grounds 

138,847 

108,504 

30,343 

276,652 

218,542 

58,110 

County  treasurer 

49,078 

47,362 

1,716 

48,891 

48,154 

737 

County  collector 

96,763 

92,483 

4,280 

103,282 

99,649 

3,633 

Recorder  of  deeds 

74,163 

72,386 

1,777 

69,293 

69,297 

(4) 

Circuit  clerk 

11,535 

10,009 

1,526 

11,033 

9,503 

1,530 

Court  administration 

20,020 

10,155 

9,865 

19,903 

12,529 

7,374 

Public  administrator 

28,026 

35,184 

(7,158) 

27,981 

23,950 

4,031 

Sheriff 

361,781 

367,748 

(5,967) 

338,711 

319,373 

19,338 

Jail 

2,265,523 

2,234,391 

31,132 

2,121,233 

2,105,569 

15,664 

Prosecuting  attorney 

89,777 

84,397 

5,380 

82,953 

87,526 

(4,573) 

Juvenile  officer 

42,099 

35,318 

6,781 

38,810 

33,267 

5,543 

County  coroner 

19,720 

17,647 

2,073 

19,380 

19,586 

(206) 

Public  defender 

3,315 

3,315 

3,315 

3,314 

1 

Emergency  management 

4,920 

(4,920) 

5,200 

2,522 

2,678 

Public  health  and 

welfare  service 

3,750 

63,511 

(59,761) 

3,700 

3,700 

Other 

166,538 

101,426 

65,112 

436,204 

159,493 

276,711 

Emergency  fund 

120,756 

120,756 

114,563 

114,563 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

EXCESS  (DEFICIT) 

OF  RECEIPTS 

OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

3,769,428 

3,559,751 

209,677 

3,931,571 

3,418,543 

513,028 

255,778 
1,202,274 

646,355 
1,202,274 

390,577 

(112,790) 
1,059,443 

142,831 
1,059,443 

255,621 

$  1,458,052 

$  1,848,629 

$  390,577 

$  946,653 

$ 

1,202,274 

$  255,621 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(continued) 


Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

SPECIAL  ROAD 

AND  BRIDGE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$  349,350 

$  348,457  : 

$  (893) 

$  347,325 

$  343,838 

$  (3,487) 

Intergovernmental 

585,076 

590,798 

5,722 

577,899 

579,285 

1,386 

Charges  for  services 

3,000 

5,348 

2,348 

7,000 

1,620 

(5,380) 

Interest 

15,000 

16,420 

1,420 

15,000 

14,171 

(829) 

Other 

21,200 

18,086 

(3,114) 

13,500 

34,295 

20,795 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

973,626 

979,109 

5,483 

960,724 

973,209 

12,485 

T^ICTIT  T T1  OT7A  TT7MTC 

D1SBUKSLMLIN  1 S 

Salaries 

280,000 

oao  on 
Zo9,8Z9 

10,1  / 1 

Zo0,9/8 

Z/o,l  10 

(1j,13Z) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

93,005 

85,449 

7,556 

84,843 

86,581 

(1,738) 

Supplies 

1Z4, 1UU 

1 1  /,U1Z 

n  r\QQ 

/,Uoo 

izi,y4o 

Insurance 

21,400 

21,105 

295 

16,600 

19,484 

//-\  on  i\ 

(2,884) 

Road  and  bridge  materials 

183,000 

187,140 

(4,140) 

180,000 

156,853 

23,147 

Equipment  repairs 

49,500 

21,747 

27,753 

52,000 

42,197 

9,803 

Rentals 

500 

500 

500 

50 

450 

Equipment  purchases 

110,000 

19,068 

90,932 

125,000 

94,013 

30,987 

Construction,  repair,  and 

maintenance 

41,500 

2,920 

38,580 

46,500 

11,948 

34,552 

CART  payments  to  special 

road  districts 

165,000 

166,507 

(1,507) 

160,000 

163,262 

(3,262) 

Other 

17,100 

2,509 

14,591 

6,800 

4,633 

2,167 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,085,105 

893,286 

191,819 

1,055,521 

977,077 

78,444 

EXCESS  (DEFICIT)  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

(111,479) 
394,237 

85,823 
394,237 

197,302 

(94,797) 
398,105 

(3,868) 
398,105 

90,929 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  282,758 

$  480,060  : 

$  197,302 

$  303,308 

$  394,237 

$  90,929 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(continued) 


For  Year  Ended  December  31, 


ZAJVL 

901  1 
ZXjY  1 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

ASSESSMENT  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Intergovernmental 
Interest 
Other 

$  128,323 
2,700 
1,500 

$  129,579 
2,743 
7,353 

$  1,256 
43 
5,853 

$  128,254 
2,400 
875 

$  134,143 
2,691 
2,024 

$  5,889 
291 
1,149 

1U1 AL  KnL-iilr  1  o 

1  jy,0/ J 

H  1 

/,  1 JZ 

1  Jo,oJ?5 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assessor 

1  A  1  <~V"7"7 

141,277 

137,897 

o  o  on 

3,380 

1  O  O    1  A  O 

138,142 

1  O  1     1  "7  /I 

131,174 

6,968 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

141,277 

137,897 

3,380 

138,142 

131,174 

6,968 

EXCESS  (DEFICIT)  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

(8,754) 

1,778 

10,532 

(6,613) 

7,684 

14,297 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

58,840 

58,840 

51,156 

51,156 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  50,086 

$  60,618 

$  10,532 

$  44,543 

$  58,840 

$  14,297 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
TRAINING  FUND 

RECEIPTS 


Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

4,000  $ 
30 

6,046 
87 

$ 

2,046 
57 

$ 

4,000 
35 

$ 

3,210 
33 

$ 

(790) 
(2) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

4,030 

6,133 

2,103 

4,035 

3,243 

(792) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

3,100 

3,239 

(139) 

4,000 

2,142 

1,858 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

3,100 

3,239 

(139) 

4,000 

2,142 

1,858 

EXCESS  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

930 

2,894 

1,964 

35 

1,101 

1,066 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

1,639 

1,639 

538 

538 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

2,569  $ 

4,533 

$ 

1,964 

$ 

573 

$ 

1,639 

$ 

1,066 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(continued) 


For  Year  Ended  December  31, 


ZU1Z 

OM1  1 
ZU1 1 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 

I'll   A    |\  1\  /  '    11     X  I ^ 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$  700 
80 

$  1,318 
55 

$  618 
(25) 

$  750 
85 

$  699 
77 

$  (51) 
(8) 

"IV  \" r  A  T    I)  r  "/  1  r  'TTl'I't' 

I  (J  1 AL  KbCEIr  I  S 

/80 

1,3/3 

593 

83j 

1  10 

(59) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  attorney 

2,400 

1,182 

1,218 

2,100 

1,897 

203 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,400 

1,182 

1,218 

2,100 

1,897 

203 

EXCESS  (DEFICIT)  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

(1,620) 

191 

1,811 

(1,265) 

(1,121) 

144 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

1,728 

1,728 

2,849 

2,849 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  108 

$  1,919 

$  1,811 

$  1,584 

$  1,728 

$  144 

RECORDER'S  MAINTENANCE 
FUND 

RECEIPTS 


Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

$  3,714 
1,680 
2,244 

$       4,460  $ 
1,377 
6,280 

746 

(303) 
4,036 

$  3,765 
1,500 
2,300 

$ 

3,670 
1,474 
2,221 

$  (95) 
(26) 
(79) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

7,638 

12,117 

4,479 

7,565 

7,365 

(200) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Recorder  of  deeds 

22,045 

14,436 

7,609 

34,180 

16,319 

17,861 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

22,045 

14,436 

7,609 

34,180 

16,319 

17,861 

(DEFICIT)  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

(14,407) 

(2,319) 

12,088 

(26,615) 

(8,954) 

17,661 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

43,180 

43,180 

52,134 

52,134 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  28,773 

$     40,861  $ 

12,088 

$  25,519 

$ 

43,180 

$  17,661 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(continued) 


For  Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$  35,000 
850 

$  26,143 
1,613 

$  (8,857) 
763 

$  18,000 
800 

$  32,126 
854 

$  14,126 
54 

TATA  T    i  )  1 7  '1  'IDTL' 

1  (J  1 AL  KECblr  1  S> 

3j,oj0 

Z/,IDO 

(o,094) 

3z,9o0 

1/11  on 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Commissary 

50,000 

42,010 

7,990 

22,000 

3,267 

18,733 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

50,000 

42,010 

7,990 

22,000 

3,267 

18,733 

EXCESS  (DEFICIT)  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

(14,150) 

(14,254) 

(104) 

(3,200) 

29,713 

32,913 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

55,833 

55,833 

26,120 

26,120 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  41,683 

$  41,579 

$  (104) 

$  22,920 

$  55,833 

$  32,913 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
ADMINISTRATIVE  COST  FUND 

RECEIPTS 


Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$  7,000 
700 

$      7,000  $ 
461 

(239) 

$ 

8,000 
850 

$ 

6,585 
681 

$ 

(1,415) 
(169) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

7,700 

7,461 

(239) 

8,850 

7,266 

(1,584) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  attorney 
Fees  to  State  of  Missouri 

22,562 

12,593 
1,355 

9,969 
(1,355) 

10,421 
5,300 

15,974 

(5,553) 
5,300 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

22,562 

13,948 

8,614 

15,721 

15,974 

(253) 

(DEFICIT)  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

(14,862) 

(6,487) 

8,375 

(6,871) 

(8,708) 

(1,837) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

15,580 

15,580 

24,288 

24,288 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  718 

$      9,093  $ 

8,375 

$ 

17,417 

$ 

15,580 

$ 

(1,837) 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(continued) 


For  Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

TAX  MAINTENANCE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$  13,000 
1,500 

$  15,319 
1,653 

$  2,319 
153 

$  12,500 
1,500 

$  14,972 
1,644 

$  2,472 
144 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

14,500 

16,972 

2,472 

14,000 

16,616 

2,616 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Tax  maintenance 
Transfer  out 

40,500 

18,615 

21,885 

30,400 
DUU 

15,117 

15,283 
DUU 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

40,500 

18,615 

21,885 

30,900 

15,117 

15,783 

FXCFSS  fDFFTCrn  OFRFCFTPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

(26,000) 

(1,643) 

24,357 

(16,900) 

1,499 

18,399 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

AT      A    TV  T  /~~~\  T — 1       T  A 

BALANCE,  January  1 

52,279 

52,279 

50,780 

50,780 

CASH  AND  TNVFSTMFNT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  26,279 

$  50,636 

$  24,357 

$  33,880 

$  52,279 

$  18,399 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Interest 

$  1,200 
125 

$  740 
151 

$  (460) 
26 

$  650 
200 

$  1,137 
118 

$  487 
(82) 

1U1 AL  KtSL-iiir  1  o 

CO  1 

(A  1  A  \ 

(434) 

ojU 

1,Zdd 

a 

DISBURSEMENTS 

1  son 

1  ,Ow 

i  son 

1  ,ouu 

OJU 

OJu 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,800 

1,800 

850 

850 

EXCESS  (DEFICIT)  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

(475) 

891 

1,366 

1,255 

1,255 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

4,447 

4,447 

3,192 

3,192 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  3,972 

$  5,338 

$  1,366 

$  3,192 

$  4,447 

$  1,255 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(continued) 


For  Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

SHERIFF  DRUG  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 

$ 

31 

$ 

33 

$  2 

$  31 

$ 

32 

$  1 

I U 1 AL  KLCLIr  I  S 

31 

33 

<-> 

31 

32 

1 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Law  enforcement 

1,000 

1,UUU 

1  nnn 
1,UUU 

i  nnn 
1,UUU 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,000 

- 

1,000 

1,000 

- 

1,000 

FXCFSS  fDFFTCrn  OFRFCFTPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

(969) 

33 

1,002 

(969) 

32 

1,001 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

1,099 

1,099 

1,067 

1,067 

TASH  AND  TNVFSTMFNT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

130 

$ 

1,132 

$  1,002 

$  98 

$ 

1,099 

$  1,001 

alirLKlrr  a  KrLVUlj VIINIj  r  UIN1J 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

5,000 
250 

$ 

7,256 
413 

$  2,256 
163 

$  2,500 
175 

$ 

4,063 
265 

$  1,563 
90 

"IV  v  r  A  T    I  >  I  V  '  I '  T  T  )  1 V 

I U 1  AL  KLCLIr  I S 

5,250 

/,669 

O  A  1  fl 

2,4  iy 

2,0/  J 

A  l^iQ 

4,JZ5 

1,653 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

OllGl  111 

10,000 

6  848 

3  15? 

7  500 

1  935 

5  565 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

10,000 

6,848 

3,152 

7,500 

1,935 

5,565 

EXCESS  (DEFICIT)  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

(4,750) 

821 

5,571 

(4,825) 

2,393 

7,218 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

10,296 

10,296 

7,903 

7,903 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

5,546 

$ 

11,117 

$  5,571 

$  3,078 

$ 

10,296 

$  7,218 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(continued) 


For  Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

■  I     4     \       4       I ,'  I  VIA 

ri.A.V.A.  r  UJNU 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

1 

6,643 

$ 

4,428 

$  (V) 
(2,215) 

$ 

1,680 

$ 

1,818 

$ 

138 

I U I AL  KbCblr  I  S> 

o,o44 

A  /tOO 

4,4zo 

(1,1 16) 

l,ooU 

1  TO 

I  JO 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Election 

6,643 

A    /I  O  O 

4,428 

O  O  1  c 

2,215 

1    £.  OA 

1,680 

1    O  1  o 

1,818 

(138) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

6,643 

4,428 

2,215 

1,680 

1,818 

(138) 

EXCESS  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

1 

(1) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

2 

$  1 

$  (1) 

$ 

1 

$ 

1 

$ 

SHERIFF'S  CIVIL  FEES  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  $     18,000      $     16,615      $     (1,385)      $     18,000      $     18,282      $  282 


Interest 

950 

1,089 

139 

650 

966 

316 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

18,950 

17,704 

(1,246) 

18,650 

19,248 

598 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

30,000 

24,626 

5,374 

17,000 

3,964 

13,036 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

30,000 

24,626 

5,374 

17,000 

3,964 

13,036 

EXCESS  (DEFICIT)  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

(11,050) 

(6,922) 

4,128 

1,650 

15,284 

13,634 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

37,882 

37,882 

22,598 

22,598 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  26,832 

$  30,960 

$  4,128 

$  24,248 

$  37,882 

$  13,634 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(continued) 


For  Year  Ended  December  31, 


ZU1Z 

OM1  1 
ZU1 1 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

LOCAL  EMERGENCY  PLANNING 
CUMMlsslUiN  t  UJND 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 
Other 

$  150 

$  199 
4,392 

$  49 
4,392 

$ 

$  162 
1,934 

$  162 
1,934 

TAT  A  T    1 )  I V  '  [  '  1 1 )'  1 '  t' 

1 0 1 AL  KECblr  1  S 

IjO 

4,591 

A   A  A  1 

4,441 

2,096 

2,096 

DISBURSEMENTS 
LEPC 

4,000 

2,853 

1,147 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

4,000 

2,853 

1,147 

EXCESS  (DEFICIT)  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

(3,850) 

1,738 

5,588 

2,096 

2,096 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

6,731 

6,731 

4,635 

4,635 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  2,881 

$  8,469 

$  5,588 

$ 

$  6,731 

$  6,731 

DEPUTY  SHERIFF  SALARY  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Fees  to  State  of  Missouri 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

EXCESS  (DEFICIT)  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 


$  5,000 
2 

$  4,510 
2 

$ 

(490) 

5,002 

4,512 

(490) 

5,000 

4,231 

769 

5,000 

4,231 

769 

2 

281 

279 

$  2 

$  281 

$ 

279 

$ 

$     5,070  $ 
3 

5,070 
3 

5,073 

5,073 

5,075 

(5,075) 

5,075 

(5,075) 

(2) 

(2) 

2 

2 

$      -    $       -  $ 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(continued) 


For  Year  Ended  December  31, 


ZU1Z 

901  1 
ZU1 1 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

U.S.  MARSHALL  FEDERAL 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 
Other 

$  350 
11,723 

$  332 

$  (18) 
(11,723) 

$  375 

$  361 

$  (14) 

TYY~T  AT    T>  C^CTT-VTC 

1Z,U  /  i 

Hz. 

/II    HA  1  \ 

(1 1,  /41 ) 

1'7< 
J /J 

1A1 
361 

(14) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
onenii 

1  1  79 1 

11,/  Li 

i  o  nnn 

(III) 

1 1  nnn 

1  J,UUU 

9  1  SO 
Z,  loU 

1  O  S90 
!U,oZU 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

11,723 

12,000 

(277) 

13,000 

2,180 

10,820 

FXCFSS  fDFFTCTT)  OFRFCFTPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

350 

(11,668) 

(12,018) 

(12,625) 

(1,819) 

10,806 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

11  TCI 

11,751 

11,751 

13,570 

13,570 

CASH  AND  TNVFSTMFNT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  12,101 

$  83 

$  (12,018) 

$  945 

$  11,751 

$  10,806 

I W  \  A  1 1.'  L"  1 1 1  /  •  \   1  /  \  I    I  '  X  /  1 1.'  1.'  1    X  1  \ 

LHJlVlrLallC  V  lULrLIN  CrL  r  UiNLI 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$  940 
10 

$  872 
9 

$  (68) 
(1) 

$  1,100 
9 

$  953 
10 

$  (147) 
1 

TAT  A  T    1)  I  //  1 U  TDT1 0 

1U1       KrA_.iilr  1  o 

o^n 

ool 

(69) 

i  t  no 

i,iuy 

( 1  A  £\ 

(146) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

OllClLCl  SCI  V  l^C ft 

675 

938 

1  000 

874 

126 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

675 

938 

(263) 

1,000 

874 

126 

EXCESS  (DEFICIT)  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

275 

(57) 

(332) 

109 

89 

(20) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

576 

576 

487 

487 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  851 

$  519 

$  (332) 

$  596 

$  576 

$  (20) 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(continued) 


For  Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

INMATE  SECURITY  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

$ 

5,591 

$  5,591 

$  588 

$ 

3,110 

$  2,522 

1  O  1 AL  KLCL1P 1  S 

c  cm 

5,591 

c  cm 

5,591 

coo 

588 

3,1 10 

o  coo 

2,522 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Inmate  security 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

EXCESS  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

5,591 

5,591 

588 

3,110 

2,522 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

17,223 

17,223 

14,113 

14,113 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  17,223 

$ 

22,814 

$  5,591 

$  14,701 

$ 

17,223 

$  2,522 

PAPE  BRIDGE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  $    370,000     J  -_     $  (370,000)      $    428,000     J  -_     $  (428,000) 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

370,000 

(370,000) 

428,000 

(428,000) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Bridge  construction 

370,000 

370,000 

428,000 

428,000 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

370,000 

370,000 

428,000 

428,000 

EXCESS  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$            -  $ 

-  $ 

$            -  $ 

-  $ 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(continued) 


For  Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

SHERIFF  RECORDS 
MANAGEMENT  SYSTEM  FUND 

KECE1P  1  S> 
Intergovernmental 

$ 

98,700 

$  68,348 

$  (30,352) 

$ 

$  53,830 

$  53,830 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

98,700 

68,348 

(30,352) 

53,830 

53,830 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Deputy  sheriff 

98,700 

68,348 

30,352 

53,830 

(53,830) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

98,700 

68,348 

30,352 

- 

53,830 

(53,830) 

EXCESS  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

RATA  MPTh  npppmW  ^  1 

i 
i 

<t  1 
3>  1 

<t  1 

MONEGAW  CREEK  BRIDGE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Intergovernmental 

$ 

325,000 

$  25,157 

$  (299,843) 

$ 

$ 

$ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

325,000 

25,157 

(299,843) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Bridge  construction 

325,000 

25,157 

299,843 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

325,000 

25,157 

299,843 

EXCESS  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 


CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  January  1         _ 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  December  31  $  -       $  -       $  -       $  -       $  -  $ 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(continued) 


For  Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

Variance 

Variance 

With  Final 

With  Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

FEMA  STORM  SHELTER 
GRANT  FUND 


RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  $  2,454,961       $     25,255      $  (2,429,706)    J  -     _$  -  _$ 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

2,454,961 

25,255 

(2,429,706) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
FEMA  grant 

2,454,961 

25,254 

2,429,707 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,454,961 

25,254 

2,429,707 

EXCESS  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

1 

1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

$  1 

$               1  $ 

-  $ 

-  $ 

ST.  CLAIR  CO  SENIOR 
CENTER  FUND 

RECEIPTS 


Other  income 

$ 

$ 

6,251 

$ 

6,251 

$ 

-  $ 

-  $ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

6,251 

6,251 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Senior  center  grant 

6,250 

(6,250) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

6,250 

(6,250) 

EXCESS  OF  RECEIPTS 
OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

1 

1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

-  $ 

1 

$ 

1 

$ 

-  $ 

-  $ 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS 
December  31,  2012 


ASSETS 

Cash  and  investments 


TOTAL  ASSETS 


Interest  of 


County 


Special 


School 


Jail 

Common 

Collector's 

Unclaimed 

Employee 

Road 

Building 

Tax  Sale 

County 

Sheriff 

Inmate 

Schools 

Collector's 

Surtax 

Fees 

Retirement 

Districts 

Revolving 

Surplus 

Interest 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Total 

$  716 

$  23,426 

$  68,608 

$  4,453,919 

$  4,571 

$  341 

$  6,468 

$  526,804 

$  3,005 

$  46,676 

$ 

6,574 

$  5,141,108 

$  716 

$  23,426 

$  68,608 

$  4,453,919 

$  4,571 

$  341 

$  6,468 

$  526,804 

$  3,005 

$  46,676 

$ 

6,574 

$  5,141,108 

LIABILITIES 

Due  to  others  $          716       $        8,829  $             -  $                1$             -       $341$               -$              -$               -$             -       $             -  $  9,887 

Due  to  other  funds                                                     14,597                                    610,889                                                                                                                                                   6,574  632,060 

Due  to  other  governments    68,608             3,843,029  4,571    6,468              526,804   3,005  46,676   4,499,161 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  $          716       $      23,426  $      68,608  $     4,453,919       $  4,571       $          341       $         6,468       $      526,804       $         3,005       $  46,676       $       6,574  $  5,141,108 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS 
December  31,  2011 

Interest  of  County  Special  School 


Jail 

Common 

Collector  s 

Unclaimed 

Employee 

Road 

Building 

1  dA  i3dlC 

County 

Sheriff 

Inmate 

Schools 

Collector's 

Surtax 

Fees 

Retirement 

Districts 

Revolving 

Surplus 

Interest 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Total 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  investments 

$  24,936 

$  7,680 

$  46,773 

$  4,289,854 

$  2,123 

$  335 

$  5,895 

$  570,670 

$  6 

$ 

9,792 

$ 

4,667 

$  4,962,731 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

$  24,936 

$  7,680 

$  46,773 

$  4,289,854 

$  2,123 

$  335 

$  5,895 

$  570,670 

$  6 

$ 

9,792 

$ 

4,667 

$  4,962,731 

LIABILITIES 

Due  to  others 

$  501 

$  7,680 

$ 

$  1 

$ 

$  335 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$  8,517 

Due  to  other  funds 

24,435 

591,773 

4,667 

620,875 

Due  to  other  governments 

46,773 

3,698,080 

2,123 

5,895 

570,670 

6 

9,792 

4,333,339 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

$  24,936 

$  7,680 

$  46,773 

$  4,289,854 

$  2,123 

$  335 

$  5,895 

$  570,670 

$  6 

$ 

9,792 

$ 

4,667 

$  4,962,731 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 


St.  Clair  County,  Missouri,  ("County")  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners.  In  addition  to 
the  three  commissioners,  there  are  ten  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County  Clerk,  Circuit  Clerk, 
Recorder,  Coroner,  Collector,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public  Administrator,  Sheriff,  and  Treasurer. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  A,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting. 
This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America 
(GAAP). 

Reporting  Entity 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts,  county  recorder,  public 
safety,  economic  development,  social  and  human  services,  and  cultural  and  recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  only  the  primary  government  of  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri, 
which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices  that  comprise  the  County's  legal 
entity. 

Basis  of  Presentation 

The  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law, 
which  include  a  Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investment  Balances  -  All 
Governmental  Funds,  a  Statement  of  Receipts  and  Disbursements  -  Budget  and  Actual  -  All  Governmental 
Funds,  and  a  Statement  of  Assets  and  Liabilities  Arising  from  Cash  and  Investment  Transactions  -  Agency 
Funds. 

Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds  based  upon  the  purposes  for 
which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities  are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a 
separate  accounting  entity  with  self -balancing  accounts.  The  following  funds  are  used  by  the  County: 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most  governmental  functions 
are  financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for  through  governmental 
funds. 

Fiduciary  Funds  -  Fiduciary  funds  (agency  funds)  are  used  to  account  for  assets  held  by  the  County 
in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of  individuals,  private  organizations,  or  other  governmental  units. 
Agency  funds  are  custodial  in  nature  (assets  equal  liabilities)  and  do  not  involve  the  measurement  of 
results  of  operations.  These  funds  account  for  activities  of  collections  for  other  taxing  units  by  the 
Collector  and  other  officeholders. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 
Basis  of  Accounting 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly,  amounts  are 
recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those  principles  require  revenues  to  be  recognized  when 
they  become  available  and  measureable  or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures  or  expenses  to  be  recognized 
when  the  related  liabilities  are  incurred. 


Budgets  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budgetary  data  reflected  in  the  financial  statements: 

1.  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50,  RSMo,  the  County  adopts  a  budget  for  each  governmental 
fund. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  January,  each  elected  officer  and  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the 
budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues  and  proposed 
expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures 
cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of 
appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as 
estimated  revenues  to  be  received. 

4.  State  law  requires  that,  at  the  individual  fund  level,  budgeted  expenditures  not  exceed  budgeted 
revenues  plus  anticipated  beginning  fund  balance. 

5.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget.  Prior  to  its  approval  by 
the  County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is  available  for  public  inspection,  which  usually 
takes  place  the  third  and  fourth  weeks  of  January. 

6.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  a  formal  vote  of  the  Commission.  Adjustments 
made  during  the  year  were  not  significant  and  are  reflected  in  the  budget  information  in  the 
financial  statements.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the 
County  Commission  throughout  the  year.  Individual  amendments  were  not  material  in  relation 
to  the  original  appropriations  which  were  adopted. 

8.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

9.  Although  adoption  of  a  formal  budget  is  required  by  law,  the  County  did  not  adopt  a  formal 
budget  for  the  St.  Clair  Co  Senior  Center  Fund  (2012),  Inmate  Security  Fund  (2012),  Local 
Emergency  Planning  Commission  Fund  (2011),  Sheriff  Records  Management  System  Fund 

(201 1)  ,  or  the  Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Fund  (201 1). 

10.  Section  50.740,  RSMo,  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  Actual 
expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  for  the  Law  Library  Fund  (2012),  Law  Enforcement 
Training  Fund  (2012),  U.S.  Marshall  Federal  Sharing  Fund  (2012),  Domestic  Violence  Fund 

(2012)  ,  Prosecuting  Attorney  Administrative  Cost  Fund  (2011),  and  H.A.V.A.  Fund  (2011)  of 
the  County. 

Cash  and  Investments 

The  County  pools  cash  and  investment  resources  of  various  funds  in  the  County  Treasurer's  office  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  management  of  cash  and  investments.  Cash  and  investments  applicable  to  a  particular  fund  is 
readily  identifiable.  Some  County  officials  also  hold  cash  and  investments  in  their  own  separate  bank  accounts 
as  required  by  state  statute.  The  balance  in  the  pooled  cash  account  is  available  to  meet  current  operating 
requirements. 


NOTE  B  -  CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 


The  County  maintains  a  cash  and  investment  pool  that  is  available  for  use  by  all  Funds.  Each  Fund's  portion  of 
this  pool  is  displayed  as  "Cash  and  investments".  In  addition,  cash  and  investments  are  separately  held  by 
several  of  the  County's  Funds.  Investments  of  the  County  consist  of  Certificates  of  Deposit  with  local  banking 
institutions.  State  statutes  require  that  County  deposits  be  fully  collateralized  in  the  name  of  the  County.  As  of 
December  31,  201 1  and  2012,  all  bank  balances  and  Certificates  of  Deposit  are  entirely  insured  or  collateralized 
with  securities. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  B  -  CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS  (continued) 


The  County's  investments  at  December  31,  2011  and  2012,  are  as  follows: 


Investment  Type 


Maturity 


Certificates  of  Deposit: 
General  Revenue  Fund 
Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 
Agency  Fund  -  Special  Road  Districts  Fund 


01/07/2013  -  04/23/2013 
01/08/2013  -  04/23/2013 
02/18/2013  -06/20/2013 


Year  Ended  December  31, 


2011 


300,000 
200,000 
195,000 


2012 


300,000 
200,000 
195,000 


$       695,000       $  695,000 


Certificates  of  Deposit 

Certificates  of  deposit  are  classified  as  investments  but  are  considered  deposits  for  custodial  risk  determination. 
State  statutes  require  that  the  County's  deposits  be  collateralized  in  the  name  of  the  County  by  the  trust 
department  of  a  bank  that  does  not  hold  the  collateralized  deposits.  As  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  all 
certificates  are  entirely  insured  or  collateralized  with  securities. 

The  County  does  not  have  a  policy  on  interest  rate  risk. 


NOTE  C  -  CLAIMS,  JUDGMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES 


Federal  and  State  Grants 

The  County  participates  in  a  number  of  federal  and  state  programs  that  are  fully  or  partially  funded  by  grants 
received  from  other  governmental  units.  Disbursements  financed  by  grants  are  subject  to  audit  by  the 
appropriate  grantor  government.  If  disbursements  are  disallowed  due  to  noncompliance  with  grant  program 
regulations,  the  County  may  be  required  to  reimburse  the  grantor  government.  As  of  December  31,  2011  and 
2012,  significant  amounts  of  grant  disbursements  have  not  been  audited  by  grantor  governments,  but  the  County 
believes  that  disallowed  disbursements,  if  any,  based  on  subsequent  audits,  will  not  have  a  material  effect  on 
any  of  the  individual  government  funds  or  the  overall  financial  position  of  the  County. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  C  -  CLAIMS,  JUDGMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES  (continued) 


Legal  Matters 

There  are  a  number  of  claims  and/or  lawsuits  to  which  the  County  is  a  party  as  a  result  of  certain  injuries  and 
various  other  matters  and  complaints  arising  in  the  ordinary  course  of  County  activities.  The  County's 
management  and  legal  counsel  anticipate  that  the  potential  claims  against  the  County  resulting  from  such 
litigation,  if  any,  would  not  have  a  material  effect  on  the  financial  position  of  the  County. 


NOTE  D  -  PENSION  PLAN  -  CERF 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI  COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  FUND 


Plan  Description 

St.  Clair  County  participates  in  the  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF),  a  cost-sharing  multiple- 
employer  pension  plan.  CERF  is  a  defined  benefit  pension  plan  which  provides  retirement  and  death  benefits  to 
plan  members  and  beneficiaries.  CERF  was  created  and  is  governed  by  state  statute,  RSMo  50.1000  to 
50.1300.  As  such,  it  is  the  system's  responsibility  to  administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the  expressed  intent 
of  the  General  Assembly.  The  plan  is  qualified  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section  401a  and  it  is  tax 
exempt. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  a  publicly  available  financial  report  that  includes  financial 
statements  and  required  supplementary  information.  That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing  to  CERF,  Plan 
Administrator,  2121  Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101. 

Funding  Policy 

St.  Clair  County's  full-time  employees  hired  before  February  25,  2002,  are  required  by  state  statute  to 
contribute  0%  of  annual  payroll  to  the  pension  plan.  St.  Clair  County's  full-time  employees  hired  after 
February  25,  2002,  are  required  by  state  statute  to  contribute  4%  of  annual  covered  payroll  to  the  pension  plan. 
The  County  is  required  by  state  statute  to  remit  the  fees  collected  under  RSMo  Sections  52.290,  150.150, 
137.280,  137.345  and  Chapters  59  and  54,  RSMo,  plus  interest.  The  required  contributions  have  been  made. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  E  -  PENSION  PLAN  -  LAGERS 


Plan  Description 

St.  Clair  County  participates  in  the  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS),  an 
agent  multiple  employer  public  employee  retirement  system  that  acts  as  a  common  investment  and 
administrative  agent  for  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  LAGERS  is  a  defined  benefit  pension  plan  that 
provides  retirement,  disability,  and  death  benefits  to  plan  members  and  beneficiaries. 

LAGERS  was  created  and  is  governed  by  statute,  section  RSMo.  70.600  -  70.755.  As  such,  it  is  the  system's 
responsibility  to  administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the  expressed  intent  of  the  General  Assembly.  The  plan 
is  qualified  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section  401a  and  it  is  tax  exempt. 

The  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  issues  a  publicly  available  financial  report  that 
includes  financial  statements  and  required  supplementary  information.  That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing 
to  LAGERS,  P.O.  Box  1665,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65102  or  by  calling  1-800-447-4334. 

Funding  Status 

Full-time  employees  of  St.  Clair  County  contribute  4%  of  their  gross  pay  to  the  pension  plan.  The  June  30th 
statutorily  required  contribution  rates  for  2012  and  2011  are  3.6%  (General)  and  5.0%  (Police),  and  3.6% 
(General)  and  5.1%  (Police),  respectively,  of  annual  covered  payroll.  The  contribution  requirements  of  plan 
members  are  determined  by  the  governing  body  of  the  political  subdivision.  The  contribution  provisions  of  the 
political  subdivision  are  established  by  state  statute. 

Annual  Pension  Cost  (APC)  and  Net  Pension  Obligation  (NPO) 

The  subdivision's  annual  pension  cost  and  net  pension  obligation  for  the  current  year  were  as  follows: 


Annual  required  contribution 

$ 

75,069 

Interest  on  net  pension  obligation 

138 

Adjustment  to  annual  required  contribution 

(173) 

Annual  pension  cost 

75,034 

Actual  contributions 

75,069 

Increase  (decrease)  in  NPO 

(35) 

NPO  December  31,  2011 

1,900 

NPO  December  31,  2012 

$ 

1,865 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  E  -  PENSION  PLAN  -  LAGERS  (continued) 

The  annual  required  contribution  (ARC)  was  determined  as  part  of  the  February  28,  2010,  and  February  28, 
2011,  annual  actuarial  valuations  using  the  entry  age  actuarial  cost  method.  The  actuarial  assumptions  as  of 
February  29,  2012,  included:  (a)  a  rate  of  return  on  the  investment  of  present  and  future  assets  of  7.25%  per 
year,  compounded  annually,  (b)  projected  salary  increases  of  3.5%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  attributable 
to  inflation,  (c)  additional  projected  salary  increases  ranging  from  0.0%  to  6.0%  per  year,  depending  on  age  and 
division,  attributable  to  seniority/merit,  (d)  pre-retirement  mortality  based  on  75%  of  the  RP-2000  Combined 
Healthy  table  set  back  0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women,  and  (e)  post-retirement  mortality  based  on  105% 
the  1994  Group  Annuity  Mortality  table  set  back  0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women.  The  actuarial  value  of 
assets  was  determined  using  techniques  that  smooth  the  effects  of  short-term  volatility  in  the  market  value  of 
investments  over  a  five-year  period.  The  unfunded  actuarial  accrued  liability  is  being  amortized  as  a  level 
percentage  of  projected  payroll  on  an  open  basis.  The  amortization  period  as  of  February  28,  2010,  was  13 
years  for  the  General  division  and  16  years  for  the  Police  division.  The  amortization  period  as  of  February  28, 
201 1,  was  14  years  for  the  General  division  and  15  years  for  the  Police  division. 

Three- Year  Trend  Information 

Fiscal  Annual  Percentage  Net 

Year  Pension  of  APC  Pension 

Ending  Cost  (APC)  Contributed  Obligation 


6/30/2010           $           56,670  98.2%  $  1,020 

6/30/2011                       69,888  98.7%  1,900 

6/30/2012                       75,034  100.0%  1,865 

The  actuarial  valuation  revealed  the  following  relating  to  the  financial  position  of  the  Plan: 

(b)                  (b-a)  [(b-a)/c] 

(a)              Entry  Age          Unfunded  (c)  UAL  as  a 

Actuarial           Actuarial           Actuarial           Accrued            (a/b)  Annual  Percentage  of 

Valuation            Value             Accrued            Liability           Funded  Covered  Covered 

Date              of  Assets           Liability             (UAL)             Ratio  Payroll  Payroll 


02/29/12        $  2,409,199      $  2,180,976      $    (228,223)        110%         $  1,880,672 

The  schedule  of  funding  progress  immediately  following  the  notes  to  the  financial  statements  presents  multi- 
year  trend  information  about  whether  the  actuarial  value  of  Plan  assets  is  increasing  or  decreasing  over  time 
relative  to  the  actuarial  accrued  liability  for  benefits.  The  projection  of  benefits  for  financial  reporting  purposes 
does  not  explicitly  incorporate  the  potential  effects  of  legal  or  contractual  funding  limitations. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  F  -  ASSESSED  VALUATION,  TAX  LEVY  AND  LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN 

Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1.  Taxes  are  levied  on  November  1,  and 
are  payable  by  December  3 1 . 

The  2012  and  2011  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  taxable  property  (excluding  railroad  and  utilities)  and  the 
tax  levies  per  $100  assessed  valuation  of  that  property  were  as  follows: 


2012 

2011 

ASSESSED  VALUATION 

Real  estate 

$  78,556,615 

$  76,863,476 

Personal  property 

25,038,310 

23,574,339 

$  103,594,925 

$  100,437,815 

TAX  LEVY 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$  .3500 

$  .3500 

Special  Road  &  Bridge  Fund 

.2800 

.2800 

$  .6300 

$  .6300 

The  legal  debt  margin  at  December  31,  2012  and  201 1,  is  computed  as  follows: 


2012  2011 


Constitutional  debt  limit 

$ 

10,359,493 

$ 

10,043,782 

General  obligation  bonds  payable 

LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN  $ 

10,359,493 

$ 

10,043,782 

Under  Article  VI,  Section  26(b)  and  (c),  Missouri  Constitution,  the  County,  by  a  vote  of  its  qualified  electors 
voting  therein,  may  incur  an  indebtedness  for  any  purpose  authorized  by  law  of  the  County  or  by  any  general 
law  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  The  borrowings  authorized  by  this  section  shall  not  exceed  ten  percent  of  the 
value  of  the  taxable  tangible  property  in  the  County. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  G  -  LONG-TERM  DEBT 


In  September  2011,  the  County  entered  into  a  cancelable  lease  purchase  agreement  to  finance  the  purchase  of  6 
Police  cars  at  a  total  cost  of  $96,312.  The  agreement  requires  annual  payments  of  $33,837,  which  includes 
interest  at  5.50%. 

In  June  2012,  the  County  entered  into  a  cancelable  lease  purchase  agreement  to  finance  the  purchase  of  6 
Sheriff/Jail  trucks  at  a  total  cost  of  $99,725.  The  agreement  requires  annual  payments  of  $35,036,  which 
includes  interest  at  5.50%. 

In  July  2012,  the  County  entered  into  a  cancelable  lease  purchase  agreement  to  finance  the  purchase  of  2  Jail 
vans  at  a  total  cost  of  $31,975.  The  agreement  requires  annual  payments  of  $16,562,  which  includes  interest  at 
7.45%. 

Although  the  agreements  provide  for  cancellation  of  the  leases  if  the  County  should  fail  to  appropriate  funds  at 
the  annual  renewal  dates,  the  County  does  not  foresee  exercising  its  options  to  cancel. 


The  annual  requirements  to  amortize  the  principal  of  the  leases  are  as  follows: 

September  201 1        June  2012 


July  2012 


Year  Ended 
December  31, 

Ford 
Vehicle 
Lease 

Ford 
Vehicle 
Lease 

Ford 
Van 
Lease 

Total 
Lease 
Payments 

2013 
2014 

$ 

33,837 

$ 

35,036 
35,036 

$ 

16,562 

$  85,435 
35,036 

33,837 

70,072 

16,562 

120,471 

Less  Portion  Representing  Interest 

1,764 

5,383 

1,149 

8,296 

Minimum  Future  Lease  Payments 

$ 

32,073 

$ 

64,689 

$ 

15,413 

$  112,175 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  G  -  LONG-TERM  DEBT  (continued) 


The  following  is  the  change  in  long-term  debt  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  201 1  and  2012: 


Capital  Lease  Obligations 

2007  Two  John  Deere  Graders  Lease 
2007  Two  John  Deere  Graders  Lease 
2009  John  Deere  Grader  Lease 

201 1  Ford  Vehicles  Lease 

2012  Ford  Vehicles  Lease 
2012  Ford  Vans  Lease 


Balance 
December  3 1 , 
2010 

$  13,331 
43,401 
24,779 


Additions 


96,312 


Retirements 

$  13,331 
43,401 
24,779 
33,837 


Balance 
December  3 1 , 
2011 


62,475 


Additions 


99,725 
31,975 


Retirements 


30,402 
35,036 
16,562 


Balance 
December  3 1 , 
2012 


32,073 
64,689 
15,413 


$      81,511       $  96,312 


115,348 


62,475       $     131,700       $  82,000 


112,175 


NOTE  H  -  COMPENSATED  ABSENCES 

County  policies  include  provisions  for  payment  of  certain  accrued  leave  to  employees  upon  termination  or 
retirement.  Certain  unused  holidays  and  comp  time  accrued  are  to  be  paid  at  the  higher  of  an  average  of  the 
three  preceding  years  of  compensation  or  at  the  employee's  current  rate  of  pay.  An  employee  of  the  County 
may  accrue  vacation  leave  up  to  160  hours  and  the  County  will  pay  any  unused  accrued  vacation  at  the 
individual's  current  rate  of  pay  upon  separation  of  employment.  As  of  December  31,  2011  and  2012,  the 
County  was  obligated  to  pay  unused/accrued  leave  in  the  amounts  of  $174,975  and  $176,082,  respectively. 


NOTE  I  -  RISK  MANAGEMENT 


The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risk  of  loss  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to,  and  destruction  of  assets; 
errors  and  omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters.  The  County  has  transferred  its  risk  by 
obtaining  coverage  from  commercial  insurance  companies.  In  addition,  it  has  effectively  managed  risk  through 
various  employee  education  and  prevention  programs.  There  has  been  no  significant  reduction  in  insurance 
coverage  from  the  previous  year. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  J  -  RESTATEMENT  OF  BEGINNING  CASH  BALANCES 

Beginning  cash  balances  have  been  restated  to  remove  court  accounts  no  longer  considered  special  revenue 
funds.  The  restatement  is  as  follows: 


NOTE  K  -  CHANGE  IN  REPORTING  ENTITY 


The  court  accounts  previously  included  within  the  County  reporting  entity  are  no  longer  considered  part  of  the 
County  reporting  entity  in  accordance  with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law.  In 
accordance  with  this  consideration,  court  related  accounts  should  not  be  included  as  part  of  the  St.  Clair  County 
reporting  entity  subsequent  to  December  31,  2010. 


Ending  Cash  Balance,  as  previously  stated,  December  31,  2010 
Law  Library  Fund 

Circuit  Clerk  Passport  and  Interest  Fund 
Cash  Balance,  as  restated,  January  1,  2011 


$  1,793,654 
(3,201) 
(57,471) 
$  1,732,982 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON 
INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING 
AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON 
AN  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN 
ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


St.  Clair  County  Commission 
St.  Clair  County 
Osceola,  Missouri 


We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  financial  statements  of  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri,  as  of  and  for 
the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which 
collectively  comprise  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri's  financial  statements,  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon, 
dated  June  18,  2013.  In  our  report,  our  opinion  was  modified  because  the  County  prepares  its  financial 
statements  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  differs  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri's 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate 
in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the 
purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  and  was 
not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that  might  be  material 
weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and,  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist 
that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  described  in  the  accompanying  Schedule  of  Findings  and  Responses,  we 
identified  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 
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St.  Clair  County  Commission 
St.  Clair  County 
Osceola,  Missouri 


A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management  or 
employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct, 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in 
internal  control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial 
statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a 
deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet 
important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We  consider  the  deficiencies  described 
in  the  accompanying  Schedule  of  Findings  and  Responses  to  be  material  weaknesses.  They  are  identified  as 
items  12-1  and  12-2. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri's  financial  statements  are 
free  of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the 
determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those 
provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit  and,  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of 
our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under 
Government  Auditing  Standards. 

St.  Clair  County,  Missouri's  Response  to  Findings  and  Other  Matters 

The  County's  response  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  is  described  in  the  accompanying  Schedule  of 
Findings  and  Responses.  The  County's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the 
audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

We  noted  certain  other  matters  that  we  have  reported  to  management  of  the  County  in  a  separate  letter  dated 
June  18,  2013. 

Purpose  of  This  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and  compliance  and 
the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri's 
internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  and  compliance. 
Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  18,  2013 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


12-1     Segregation  of  Duties 

Condition:  Because  of  a  limited  number  of  available  personnel,  it  is  not  always  possible  to 
adequately  segregate  certain  incompatible  duties  so  that  no  one  employee  has  access  to  both  physical 
assets  and  the  related  accounting  records,  or  to  all  phases  of  a  transaction. 

Criteria:  Duties  should  be  segregated  so  that  no  one  employee  has  access  to  both  physical  assets 
and  the  related  accounting  records,  or  to  all  phases  of  a  transaction. 

Effect:  Risk  is  present  that  errors  or  irregularities  in  amounts  that  would  be  material  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  may  occur  and  not  be  detected  within  a  timely  period  by  employees  in  the 
normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions. 

Recommendation:  We  realize  that  because  of  limited  resources  and  personnel,  management  may  not 
be  able  to  achieve  a  proper  segregation  of  duties;  however,  our  professional  standards  require  that 
we  bring  this  lack  of  segregation  of  duties  to  your  attention  in  this  report. 

Response:  The  limited  number  of  available  personnel  prohibits  segregation  of  incompatible  duties. 
12-2    Wire  Transfers 

Condition:  The  depository  agreements  with  the  County  banking  institutions  do  not  address  by  whom 
and  to  whom  a  wire  transfer  may  be  made.  They  also  do  not  include  special  instructions  for  wire 
transfers. 

Criteria:  The  County  should  have  written  and  signed  instructions  with  banking  institutions  requiring 
the  approval  of  two  authorized  individuals  before  a  wire  transfer  is  made  and  by  whom  and  to  whom 
a  wire  transfer  may  be  made. 

Effect:  Risk  is  present  that  unauthorized  wire  transfers  may  be  made. 

Recommendation:  The  County  should  include  in  future  depository  agreements  with  its  banking 
institutions,  who  is  authorized  to  make  wire  transfers  for  the  County,  to  whom  wire  transfers  are 
allowed,  and  require  two  authorized  signatures  for  approval. 

Response:  The  County  will  update  its  depository  agreements  with  its  banking  institutions  to  include 
who  is  authorized  to  make  wire  transfers  for  the  County,  to  whom  wire  transfers  are  allowed,  and 
require  two  authorized  signatures  for  approval. 
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ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FUNDING  PROGRESS 
December  31,  2012 


Missouri  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS) 


(b) 

(b-a) 

Kb-a)/c] 

(a) 

Entry  Age 

Unfunded 

(c) 

UAL  as  a 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Accrued 

(a/b) 

Annual 

Percentage  of 

Valuation 

Value 

Accrued 

Liability 

Funded 

Covered 

Covered 

Date 

of  Assets 

Liability 

(UAL) 

Ratio 

Payroll 

Payroll 

02/28/09 

$  1,906,634 

$  1,916,984 

$  10,350 

99% 

$  2,011,857 

1% 

02/28/10 

2,134,981 

2,039,837 

(95,144) 

105% 

1,984,786 

02/28/11 

2,225,733 

2,131,490 

(94,243) 

104% 

1,869,991 

02/29/12 

2,409,199 

2,180,976 

(228,223) 

110% 

1,880,672 

Note:  The  above  assets  and  actuarial  accrued  liability  do  not  include  the  assets  and  present  value  of 
benefits  associated  with  the  Benefit  Reserve  Fund  and  the  Casualty  Reserve  Fund.  The  actuarial 
assumptions  were  changed  in  conjunction  with  the  February  28,  2011,  annual  actuarial  valuations. 
For  a  complete  description  of  the  actuarial  assumptions  used  in  the  annual  valuations,  please  contact 
the  LAGERS  office  in  Jefferson  City. 
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St.  Clair  County  Commission 
St.  Clair  County 
Osceola,  Missouri 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements  of  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri,  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  to  determine  our 
auditing  procedures  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  basic  financial  statements  and  not  to 
provide  assurance  on  the  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
County's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the 
preceding  paragraph  and  would  not  necessarily  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  that  might  be  significant  deficiencies  or  material  weaknesses.  However,  as  discussed  in  the  Report  on 
Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting  and  on  Compliance  and  Other  Matters  Based  on  an  Audit  of  Financial 
Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  identified  deficiencies  in 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 

In  addition  to  the  material  weaknesses  discussed  in  the  Report  on  Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting  and 
on  Compliance  and  Other  Matters  Based  on  an  Audit  of  Financial  Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  became  aware  of  additional  matters  to  bring  to  your  attention.  The 
following  paragraphs  summarize  our  comments  and  suggestions  regarding  these  matters. 

1.     New  Bank  Accounts 

The  County  currently  does  not  have  a  policy  in  place  outlining  the  procedures  required  for  opening  new 
bank  accounts.  This  policy  should  address  what  must  be  contained  in  the  depository  agreement  regarding 
new  bank  accounts  and  address  the  procedures  necessary  for  County  officials  to  perform  when  opening 
new  bank  accounts.  This  is  a  necessary  internal  control  procedure  to  ensure  all  accounts  are  properly 
accounted  for  by  the  County  Clerk's  office.  This  would  also  help  prevent  unauthorized  accounts  from 
being  opened  under  the  County's  identification. 

We  Recommend: 


The  County  adopt  policies  addressing  the  procedures  necessary  for  opening  new  bank  accounts  and 
modify  the  depository  agreements  as  necessary  with  its  banking  institutions. 
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2.  Budgetary  Compliance 

The  County  was  not  in  compliance  with  the  budgetary  statute,  Chapter  50,  RSMo,  in  the  current  year  as 
actual  disbursements  exceeded  budgeted  disbursements  in  the  Law  Library  Fund  (2012),  Law 
Enforcement  Training  Fund  (2012),  U.S.  Marshall  Federal  Sharing  Fund  (2012),  Domestic  Violence  Fund 
(2012),  Prosecuting  Attorney  Administrative  Cost  Fund  (2011),  and  H.A.V.A.  Fund  (2011).  Also,  the 
County  did  not  adopt  a  budget  for  the  St.  Clair  Co  Senior  Center  Fund  (2012),  Inmate  Security  Fund 
(2012),  Local  Emergency  Planning  Commission  Fund  (2011),  Sheriff  Records  Management  System  Fund 
(201 1),  or  the  Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Fund  (201 1). 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  adopt  a  budget  for  all  funds  of  the  County  and  amend  the  budget  as  necessary  to  ensure  a 
deficit  is  not  budgeted  and  actual  disbursements  do  not  exceed  budgeted  disbursements. 

3.  Sheriffs  Office 

During  our  audit,  we  noted  several  issues  within  the  Sheriff's  Department,  which  included  the  inability  to 
produce  accurate  documentation  to  support  the  Jail  Inmate  Fund  balances,  the  untimely  payments  to  the 
County  for  the  Sheriffs  excess  commissary  funds,  and  the  inability  to  accurately  account  for  all 
equipment  and  inventory. 

We  Recommend: 

The  Sheriff  continue  to  implement  procedures  to  maintain  the  accuracy  and  accountability  over  the  Jail 
Inmate  Fund  balances  throughout  the  year.  Also,  the  Sheriff  should  have  a  scheduled  transfer  of  excess 
commissary  funds  back  to  the  County  Clerk  several  times  throughout  the  year  for  the  monies  that  must  be 
accounted  for  in  the  County  bank  account.  Finally,  the  Sheriffs  Office  should  continue  to  implement 
procedures  to  account  for  all  equipment  and  inventory  kept  in  the  Jail/Office  or  issued  to  deputies  and 
inmates. 

4.  Disbursement  Procedures 

Currently  the  County  does  not  require  two  signatures  on  checks  from  any  of  the  County's  Bank  accounts. 
Coupled  with  the  lack  of  segregation  of  duties,  this  creates  an  environment  in  which  County  assets  could 
be  misappropriated  and  the  misappropriation  would  not  be  discovered  in  a  timely  manner. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  institute  a  policy  requiring  two  signatures  on  all  checks  for  all  County  disbursements. 
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5.     Patient  Protection  and  Affordable  Care  Act 

In  August  2010,  the  United  States  Congress  passed  H.R.  3590  Patient  Protection  and  Affordable  Care  Act. 
The  Act  affects  many  sectors  of  the  private-sector  economy  and  government  including  establishing 
individual  responsibilities  regarding  health  coverage  as  well  as  employer  responsibilities  for  providing 
health  coverage.  Employer  responsibilities  include:  automatic  enrollment  for  employees  of  larger 
employers,  employer  requirement  to  inform  employees  of  coverage  options,  shared  responsibilities  for 
employers,  reporting  of  employer  health  insurance  coverage,  offering  of  exchange-participating  qualified 
health  plans  through  cafeteria  plans.  The  effective  date  for  the  employer  responsibilities  section  of  the  Act 
is  for  months  beginning  after  December  31,  2013.  Due  to  the  many  provisions  and  complexity  of  the  Act, 
governments  may  need  to  obtain  outside  counsel  from  its  attorney  and  health  insurance  provider  to 
determine  the  steps  necessary  to  properly  implement  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

We  Recommend: 

Management  become  familiar  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act  and  consider  obtaining  outside  counsel  to 
comply  with  the  new  Act  and  avoid  potential  penalties  and  unwanted  costs  associated  with  this  Act. 

We  will  review  the  status  of  these  comments  during  our  next  audit  engagement.  We  will  be  pleased  to  discuss 
them  in  further  detail  at  your  convenience,  to  perform  any  additional  study  of  these  matters  or  to  assist  you  in 
implementing  the  recommendations. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  serve  as  St.  Clair  County's  independent  auditor  and  the  courtesies  and 
assistance  extended  to  us  by  the  County's  employees. 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  18,  2013 
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St.  Clair  County  Commission 


St.  Clair  County 
Osceola,  Missouri 


We  have  audited  the  financial  statements  of  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri,  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012 
and  201 1.  Professional  standards  require  that  we  provide  you  with  information  about  our  responsibilities  under 
generally  accepted  auditing  standards  and  Government  Auditing  Standards,  as  well  as  certain  information 
related  to  the  planned  scope  and  timing  of  our  audit.  We  have  communicated  such  information  in  our  letter  to 
you  dated  April  8,  2013.  Professional  standards  also  require  that  we  communicate  to  you  the  following 
information  related  to  our  audit. 

Significant  Audit  Findings 

Qualitative  Aspects  of  Accounting  Practices 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  selection  and  use  of  appropriate  accounting  policies.  The  significant 
accounting  policies  used  by  St.  Clair  County,  Missouri,  are  described  in  Note  A  to  the  financial  statements.  All 
significant  transactions  have  been  recognized  in  the  financial  statements  in  the  proper  period.  No  new 
accounting  policies  were  adopted  and  the  application  of  existing  policies  was  not  changed  during  the  years 
ended  December  31,  2012  or  201 1.  We  noted  no  transactions  entered  into  by  the  governmental  unit  during  the 
years  for  which  there  is  a  lack  of  authoritative  guidance  or  consensus.  All  significant  transactions  have  been 
recognized  in  the  financial  statements  in  the  proper  periods. 

The  financial  statement  disclosures  are  neutral,  consistent,  and  clear. 

Difficulties  Encountered  in  Performing  the  Audit 

We  encountered  no  significant  difficulties  in  dealing  with  management  in  performing  and  completing  our  audit. 

Corrected  and  Uncorrected  Misstatements 


Professional  standards  require  us  to  accumulate  all  known  and  likely  misstatements  identified  during  the  audit, 
other  than  those  that  are  trivial,  and  communicate  them  to  the  appropriate  level  of  management.  No  material 
misstatements  were  detected  as  a  result  of  audit  procedures. 
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Disagreements  with  Management 

For  purposes  of  this  letter,  a  disagreement  with  management  is  a  financial  accounting,  reporting,  or  auditing 
matter,  whether  or  not  resolved  to  our  satisfaction,  that  could  be  significant  to  the  financial  statements  or  the 
auditor's  report.  We  are  pleased  to  report  that  no  such  disagreements  arose  during  the  course  of  our  audit. 

Management  Representations 

We  have  requested  certain  representations  from  management  that  are  included  in  the  management 
representation  letter  dated  June  18,  2013. 

Management  Consultations  with  Other  Independent  Accountants 

In  some  cases,  management  may  decide  to  consult  with  other  accountants  about  auditing  and  accounting 
matters,  similar  to  obtaining  a  "second  opinion"  on  certain  situations.  If  a  consultation  involves  application  of 
an  accounting  principle  to  the  governmental  unit's  financial  statements  or  a  determination  of  the  type  of 
auditor's  opinion  that  may  be  expressed  on  those  statements,  our  professional  standards  require  the  consulting 
accountant  to  check  with  us  to  determine  that  the  consultant  has  all  the  relevant  facts.  To  our  knowledge,  there 
were  no  such  consultations  with  other  accountants. 

Other  Audit  Findings  or  Issues 

We  generally  discuss  a  variety  of  matters,  including  the  application  of  accounting  principles  and  auditing 
standards,  with  management  each  year  prior  to  retention  as  the  governmental  unit's  auditors.  However,  these 
discussions  occurred  in  the  normal  course  of  our  professional  relationship  and  our  responses  were  not  a 
condition  to  our  retention. 

This  information  is  intended  solely  for  the  use  of  the  County  Commission  and  management  of  St.  Clair  County, 
Missouri,  and  is  not  intended  to  be,  and  should  not  be,  used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties. 


Sincerely, 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  18,  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Macon  County 


August  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Macon  County 


Recorder  of  Deeds'  The  Recorder  of  Deeds  does  not  always  issue  receipt  slips  for  the  full 

Accounting  Procedures  amount  received  when  overpayments  are  made,  so  the  total  amount  of 

receipts  cannot  be  reconciled  to  the  total  amount  of  deposits.  The  Recorder 
of  Deeds  does  not  reconcile  the  bank  balance  to  the  book  balance  and  does 
not  reconcile  the  liabilities  with  the  cash  balances.  At  the  end  of  2012,  the 
bank  balance  was  $369  short  of  the  book  balance,  and  the  cash  balance 
exceeded  the  list  of  liabilities  by  $657. 


Public  Administrator's  Annual  The  Public  Administrator  does  not  always  file  annual  settlements  timely.  Of 
Settlements  tne  ^  cases  managed  by  the  Public  Administrator  with  an  annual  settlement 

due  in  2012,  9  (22  percent)  annual  settlements  were  not  filed  timely,  and 
one  was  never  filed.  The  acting  Probate  Clerk  admittedly  did  not  always 
timely  notify  the  Public  Administrator  that  annual  settlements  were  due,  but 
such  failure  does  not  excuse  the  Public  Administrator  from  making  the 
settlements  on  time  as  required  by  state  law. 


Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Macon  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Macon  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  has  been  engaged  to  audit 
the  financial  statements  of  Macon  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our 
audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of 
our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Macon 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Lori  Melton,  M.Acct.,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Julie  A.  Moulden,  MBA,  CPA 
Audit  Staff:  Robert  Graham 

Andrew  Behrens 
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Macon  County 

Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


1     Recorder  Of  Deeds'  ^ece^Pt  S^PS  are  not  alwaYs  issued  for  the  full  amount  received,  and  bank 

*  reconciliation  procedures  are  not  adequate.  The  Recorder  of  Deeds 

AcCOUntillg  processed  approximately  $130,000  during  the  year  ended  December  31, 

Procedures  2012 


1 . 1  Receipt  Slips  Receipt  slips  are  not  always  issued  for  the  full  amount  received.  When 

overpayments  are  received,  receipt  slips  should  be  issued  for  the  full  amount 
received,  but  may  be  issued  only  for  the  amount  of  the  documents  recorded. 
If  receipted  correctly,  overpayments  are  tracked  in  the  accounting  system 
through  an  escrow  entry.  Whether  or  not  overpayments  are  receipted,  the 
overpayments  are  included  in  the  deposit.  By  not  issuing  receipt  slips  for  the 
full  amount  received,  the  total  amount  of  receipts  does  not  agree  to  the  total 
amount  deposited  and  the  escrow  list  is  not  complete. 

To  ensure  all  amounts  collected  are  accounted  for  properly,  receipt  slips 
should  be  issued  for  the  full  amount  of  payments  received  and  detailed 
records  should  be  maintained  of  all  amounts  collected  and  held  in  escrow. 


1.2  Reconciliation 
Procedures 


The  Recorder  of  Deeds  does  not  reconcile  the  bank  balance  to  the  book 
balance.  In  addition,  liabilities  are  not  reconciled  with  cash  balances.  At 
December  31,  2012,  the  book  balance  of  $13,588,  which  includes  December 
fees  not  yet  distributed  to  the  state  and  county  along  with  monies  held  in 
escrow,  exceeded  the  bank  balance  of  $13,219,  which  included  adjustments 
for  outstanding  checks  and  deposits  in  transit,  indicating  a  shortage  in  the 
account  of  $369.  At  January  2,  2013,  after  making  month-end  distributions 
for  December  2012,  the  remaining  book  balance  of  $1,200  exceeded  the 
escrow  list  (list  of  liabilities)  by  $657. 

Adequate  bank  reconciliations  are  necessary  to  ensure  receipts  and 
disbursements  are  accounted  for  properly.  A  regular  comparison  of 
liabilities  to  the  book  balance  is  necessary  to  ensure  records  are  in  balance 
and  sufficient  funds  are  available  for  payment  of  all  liabilities.  Any 
differences  should  be  promptly  investigated  and  resolved. 


Recommendations 


The  Recorder  of  Deeds: 


1.1  Ensure  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  the  full  amount  of  monies 
received,  allowing  overpayments  to  be  tracked  in  the  accounting 
system. 

1 .2  Reconcile  book  balances  to  bank  statements  and  lists  of  liabilities 
monthly.  Any  discrepancies  between  the  accounting  records  and 
reconciliations  should  be  promptly  investigated  and  resolved. 
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Macon  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Audi  tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  ^ecor^er  of  Deeds  provided  the  following  response: 


I  agree  with  the  auditor's  recommendations  and  will  implement  them 
immediately. 


2.  Public 


The  Public  Administrator  does  not  always  timely  file  annual  settlements  in 
compliance  with  state  law.  In  addition,  the  Probate  Division  does  not  timely 
Administrator's  notify  the  Public  Administrator  prior  to  the  deadline  for  the  annual 

a  i  o  xxi  x     settlement  or  follow  up  on  annual  settlements  not  filed  by  the  required  date. 

Annual  Settlements 

We  reviewed  the  41  cases  managed  by  the  Public  Administrator  with  an 
annual  settlement  due  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  This 
review  noted  9  of  41  (22  percent)  cases  included  an  annual  settlement  which 
was  not  filed  timely.  In  addition,  one  annual  settlement  was  never  filed.  The 
Public  Administrator  indicated  she  does  not  prepare  annual  settlements  until 
she  has  been  notified  by  the  Probate  Division.  The  acting  Probate  Clerk 
indicated  there  were  times  when  she  was  not  able  to  timely  notify  the  Public 
Administrator  that  annual  settlements  were  due  or  follow  up  when  the 
settlements  were  not  filed  timely  because  of  limited  staff  and  large 
caseloads. 


Sections  473.540  and  475.270,  RSMo,  require  the  Public  Administrator  to 
file  an  annual  settlement  with  the  court  for  each  ward  or  estate.  In  addition, 
while  Sections  473.557  and  475.280,  RSMo,  require  the  clerk  of  the  court  to 
notify  the  conservator  or  guardian  (Public  Administrator)  of  the  deadline  for 
the  annual  settlement,  these  sections  do  not  excuse  the  Public  Administrator 
from  making  the  settlement  at  the  time  required  by  law.  Timely  settlements 
are  necessary  for  the  court  to  properly  oversee  the  administration  of  cases 
and  reduce  the  possibility  that  errors  or  misuse  of  funds  will  go  undetected. 

Recommendation  The  Public  Administrator  ensure  annual  settlements  are  timely  filed.  In 

addition,  the  Probate  Division  should  notify  the  Public  Administrator  of 
annual  settlement  deadlines  in  a  timely  manner  and  follow  up  on  those 
settlements  which  are  not  filed  by  the  required  date. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Public  Administrator  and  Deputy  Circuit  Clerks  provided  the  following 

response: 

Between  August  2010,  and  October  2012,  there  were  extenuating 
circumstances  in  the  Circuit  Clerk's  office  that  have  since  been  resolved. 
The  former  Probate  Clerk  retired  in  August  2010,  and  was  not  replaced 
until  October  2012.  In  the  interim,  the  Circuit  Civil  Clerk  handled  the 
probate  case  load.  An  additional  clerk  was  hired  in  October  2012,  to  handle 
the  probate  caseload. 
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The  Probate  Division  has  timely  notified  and  the  Public  Administrator  has 
timely  filed  settlements  in  2013.  We  are  aware  of  the  timely  filing  deadlines 
and  will  work  to  ensure  notices  and  settlements  are  filed  timely  in  the  future. 
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Macon  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat  is 
Macon. 

Macon  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  55  full-time  employees  and  14  part-time  employees  on 
December  31,  2012. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  a  Senate  Bill  40  Board  and  a  County 
Park  Board. 


Elected  Officials 


The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 
December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder 


2013 


2012 


Alan  R.  Wyatt,  Presiding  Commissioner 
Drew  Belt,  Associate  Commissioner 
Jon  Dwiggins,  Associate  Commissioner 
Sherry  Muncy,  Recorder  of  Deeds 
Shirley  Sims,  County  Clerk 
Josh  Meisner,  Prosecuting  Attorney 
Robert  Dawson,  Sheriff 
Krista  Bruno,  County  Treasurer 
Brian  Hayes,  County  Coroner 
Lois  Noland,  Public  Administrator 
Jeanette  Ronchetto,  County  Collector  (1), 

year  ended  February  28, 
Alan  Spencer,  County  Assessor  , 

year  ended  August  3 1 , 
Edward  Cleaver,  County  Surveyor  (2) 


42,529 


29,060 
27,060 
27,060 
41,000 
41,000 
49,000 
45,000 
41,000 
13,000 
41,000 


41,000 


(1)  Includes  $1,529  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  city  property  taxes. 

(2)  Compensation  on  a  fee  basis. 


Financing 
Arrangements 


In  January  2012,  a  10  year  lease  purchase  agreement  was  entered  into  for 
the  purchase  of  a  Missouri  Department  of  Transportation  building  located  in 
Macon,  Missouri,  to  encourage  economic  development  and  create  new  jobs. 
The  purchase  price  of  the  property  was  $1,624,250.  The  county  receives 
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credit  toward  the  purchase  price  of  the  property  each  year  by  creating  new 
jobs.  The  value  of  the  new  jobs  is  the  annual  salary  and  benefits  of  each  new 
job.  In  2012,  the  county  received  a  credit  of  $804,517  for  35  jobs  created  by 
a  new  business  subleasing  the  property.  The  remaining  purchase  price  to  be 
paid  or  job  creation  credit  to  be  earned  for  the  property  over  the  remaining  9 
years  of  the  agreement  is  $819,733. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Twenty-Sixth  Judicial 

Circuit 

City  of  Versailles 
Municipal  Division 


August  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Twenty-Sixth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Versailles 
Municipal  Division 

Non-monetary  Transactions        There   is   no   independent   reconciliation   of   approved  non-monetary 

transactions,  such  as  judicial  order  transactions  and  uncollectible  bad  debt 
write-offs,  to  actual  changes  made  in  the  computerized  case  management 
system.  Since  the  Court  Clerk  is  the  only  person  with  access  to  the 
computerized  system  and  is  also  responsible  for  collecting  court  receipts,  an 
independent  review  of  non-monetary  transactions  is  needed. 

Neither  the  Police  Department  nor  the  municipal  division  maintains 
adequate  records  to  account  for  tickets  assigned  and  issued,  and  their 
ultimate  disposition.  Audit  staff  reviewed  60  tickets  and  could  not  locate  4; 
the  Police  Department  eventually  located  2  of  these  tickets,  but  the  other  2 
could  not  be  located,  so  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  if  they  were  properly 
handled. 

The  municipal  division's  receipt  procedures  are  not  sufficient  and  do  not 
provide  assurance  that  all  monies  collected  are  accounted  for  properly.  The 
numerical  sequence  of  receipts  slips  is  not  accounted  for  properly.  In 
addition,  the  composition  of  receipts  (cash,  check,  or  credit  card)  is  not 
reconciled  to  the  composition  of  monies  transmitted  to  the  city,  making  it 
more  difficult  to  ensure  all  monies  have  been  recorded  and  transmitted. 


Ticket  Accountability 


Receipt  Procedures 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 

Presiding  Judge 
Twenty-Sixth  Judicial  Circuit 
and 

Municipal  Judge 
and 

Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
Versailles,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  City  of  Versailles  Municipal  Division  of  the  Twenty-Sixth 
Judicial  Circuit  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but 
was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo,  which  restricts  the  amount 
of  fines  and  court  costs  that  may  be  retained  by  municipalities  from  traffic  violations 
occurring  on  state  and  federal  highways. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  municipal  division,  as  well  as  certain  external 
parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  municipal  division's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  division. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant  noncompliance 
with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  no  noncompliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo.  The  accompanying 
Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of  Versailles 
Municipal  Division  of  the  Twenty-Sixth  Judicial  Circuit. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Susan  J.  Beeler,  CPA,  CIA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Lori  Bryant 

Audit  Staff:  Robert  Graham 
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Twenty- Sixth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Versailles  Municipal  Division 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 

1.  Non-Monetary 
Transactions 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


2.  Ticket 

Accountability 


There  is  no  independent  reconciliation  of  approved  non-monetary 
transactions  to  actual  changes  made  in  the  computerized  case  management 
system,  nor  is  a  system  report  of  such  transactions  generated.  Non-monetary 
transactions,  including  judicial  order  transactions  and  uncollectible  bad  debt 
write-offs,  are  transactions  in  which  no  monies  are  received;  however,  a 
credit  is  applied  to  the  account  or  the  amount  due  is  changed. 

The  Judge  authorizes  non-monetary  transactions  before  they  are  entered  into 
the  computerized  case  management  system  by  the  Court  Clerk.  He 
authorizes  judicial  order  transactions  during  court  and  authorizes 
uncollectible  bad  debt  write-offs  periodically  based  on  his  review  of  the 
applicable  cases.  However,  a  control  weakness  still  exists  because  the  Court 
Clerk  is  the  only  person  with  access  to  the  computerized  case  management 
system,  is  responsible  for  collecting  court  receipts,  and  does  not  generate 
reports  of  non-monetary  transactions  for  the  Judge  to  review  and  approve. 
At  our  request,  the  Court  Clerk  was  able  to  generate  two  reports  from  the 
case  management  system  that  showed  the  non-monetary  transactions  for  jail 
time  served  and  community  service,  which  totaled  $628  during  2012. 
However,  she  was  unable  to  produce  a  report  which  included  all  non- 
monetary transactions  posted  to  the  system.  We  contacted  the  software 
vendor  who  indicated  the  system  was  unable  to  provide  such  a  report. 

An  independent  review  of  non-monetary  transactions  recorded  in  the 
computerized  case  management  system  is  necessary  to  ensure  such 
transactions  are  appropriate  and  to  reduce  the  risk  of  errors,  theft,  or  misuse 
of  funds. 

The  City  of  Versailles  Municipal  Division  work  with  the  computer  software 
vendor  to  develop  a  report  showing  all  non-monetary  transactions.  The 
Municipal  Judge  should  periodically  review  this  report  to  ensure  all  non- 
monetary transactions  in  the  system  are  appropriate. 

The  Municipal  Judge  and  Court  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

We  agree  with  the  recommendation  and  we  have  talked  to  the  software 
provider  to  develop  an  enhancement  to  produce  a  report  of  non-monetary 
transactions.  We  anticipate  this  happening  sometime  this  fall.  Once  this 
report  is  developed,  the  Municipal  Judge  will  review  the  report  periodically. 

Neither  the  Police  Department  nor  the  municipal  division  maintains 
adequate  records  to  account  for  tickets  assigned  and  issued,  and  their 
ultimate  disposition.  Ticket  books  are  not  assigned  to  officers  in  numerical 
order,  a  log  of  ticket  books  assigned  to  each  officer  is  not  maintained,  and 
officers  are  not  required  to  turn  in  used  ticket  books  before  new  ones  are 
issued. 
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Both  the  Police  Department  and  the  municipal  division  maintain  logs  to 
track  tickets  issued.  However,  the  Police  Department  log  is  kept  for  internal 
tracking  purposes  and  is  not  maintained  in  numerical  ticket  sequence.  In 
addition,  while  the  municipal  division  log  lists  tickets  in  numerical 
sequence,  the  disposition  information  for  some  ticket  numbers  was  not 
recorded.  For  example,  there  were  no  dispositions  noted  for  an  entire  ticket 
book  of  25  tickets.  The  Police  Department  was  eventually  able  to  determine 
that  the  missing  ticket  book  was  in  the  hands  of  a  reserve  police  officer  and 
no  tickets  had  been  written  from  the  book.  However,  since  ticket  books  are 
not  assigned  to  officers  in  numerical  order,  it  is  difficult  for  the  municipal 
division  to  know  which  missing  tickets  need  follow  up,  which  are  still 
unissued  and  in  the  possession  of  officers,  and  which  have  not  yet  been 
assigned  to  officers.  We  noted  some  2012  court  cases  in  which  the  tickets 
issued  were  from  ticket  books  purchased  from  as  far  back  as  2004.  In 
addition,  we  reviewed  60  tickets  and  identified  4  individual  tickets  that 
could  not  be  located.  The  Police  Department  was  eventually  able  to  locate 
two  of  the  tickets  during  our  fieldwork.  However,  the  other  two  tickets 
could  not  be  located  and  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  if  these  tickets  were 
properly  handled. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


To  ensure  all  tickets  assigned  and  issued  are  properly  submitted  to  the 
municipal  division  and  to  reduce  the  risk  of  errors,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds 
occurring  without  detection,  a  proper  accounting  for  the  numerical  sequence 
and  ultimate  disposition  of  tickets  is  necessary. 

The  City  of  Versailles  Municipal  Division  work  with  the  Police  Department 
to  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  all  tickets  assigned  and  issued,  and 
their  ultimate  disposition. 

The  Municipal  Judge,  Court  Clerk,  and  Police  Chief  provided  the  following 
response: 


The  two  missing  tickets  were  voided  and  then  destroyed  by  the  officer 
assigned  that  series  of  tickets.  All  officers  have  been  readvised  of 
department  policy  to  turn  in  all  voided  tickets.  The  Court  Clerk  has 
reformatted  her  spreadsheet  used  to  track  tickets  to  make  it  easier  to  search 
for  missing  tickets  and  is  searching  for  missing  tickets  at  least  monthly.  The 
Police  Department  is  now  issuing  ticket  books  in  order  and  is  tracking 
which  ticket  books  are  assigned  to  each  officer.  The  Court  Clerk  is  tracking 
the  disposition  of  tickets  in  the  computerized  case  management  system  and 
will  ensure  all  tickets  are  in  the  system  based  on  her  search  for  missing 
tickets. 


3.  Receipt  Procedures 


Receipt  procedures  are  not  sufficient  and  do  not  provide  assurance  all 
monies  collected  are  accounted  for  properly.  The  municipal  division  has  two 
sets  of  manual  receipt  slips.  One  is  used  for  fines  and  court  costs  and  the 
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other  is  used  for  bonds  and  restitution.  Fines  and  court  costs  are  transmitted 
to  the  city  for  deposit  into  the  city's  bank  account  while  bonds  and 
restitution  are  deposited  into  the  court's  bank  account. 

Numerical  sequence  The  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  issued  is  not  accounted  for  properly. 

Manual  receipt  slip  numbers  are  posted  to  the  computerized  case 
management  system  and  a  monthly  report  of  receipts  is  generated.  However, 
there  are  no  procedures  or  independent  reviews  in  place  to  ensure  all  manual 
receipt  slips  are  entered  into  the  computerized  case  management  system. 

Composition  The  composition  (cash,  check,  or  credit  card)  of  receipts  is  not  reconciled  to 

the  composition  of  transmittals.  While  copies  of  the  manual  receipt  slips  are 
turned  over  to  the  city  along  with  fine  and  court  cost  receipts,  city  personnel 
are  not  reconciling  the  composition  of  receipt  slips  to  monies  transmitted. 


Without  ensuring  the  numerical  sequence  or  composition  of  receipts,  there 
is  less  assurance  all  monies  have  been  recorded  and  transmitted. 

The  City  of  Versailles  Municipal  Division  ensure  the  numerical  sequence  of 
receipt  slips  is  accounted  for  and  the  composition  of  receipts  is  reconciled  to 
the  composition  of  transmittals. 

The  Municipal  Judge  and  Court  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

We  have  created  a  form  to  show  composition  and  receipt  slip  number  of  all 
fines  and  costs  receipts  and  account  for  the  numerical  sequence.  The  Court 
Clerk  compares  this  form  to  the  computerized  case  management  system 
daily  reports.  Carbon  copies  of  manual  receipt  slips  for  bonds  and 
restitution  are  attached  to  the  carbon  copy  of  the  deposit  slip  and  given  to 
the  city's  Finance  Director  to  review.  The  Finance  Director  will  account  for 
the  numerical  sequence  during  her  review. 


Recommendation 
Auditee's  Response 
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Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  City  of  Versailles  Municipal  Division  is  in  the  Twenty-Sixth  Judicial 
Circuit,  which  consists  of  Camden,  Laclede,  Miller,  Moniteau,  and  Morgan 
Counties.  The  Honorable  Kenneth  M.  Hayden  serves  as  Presiding  Judge. 

The  municipal  division  is  governed  by  Chapter  479,  RSMo,  and  by  Supreme 
Court  Rule  No.  37.  Supreme  Court  Rule  No.  37.49  provides  that  each 
municipal  division  may  establish  a  violation  bureau  in  which  fines  and  court 
costs  are  collected  at  times  other  than  during  court  and  transmitted  to  the 
city  treasury. 

Personnel  At  December  31,  2012,  the  municipal  division  employees  were  as  follows: 


Title  Name 
Municipal  Judge                         Kenneth  McCutcheon,  Jr. 
Court  Clerk                               Jeanie  McGinnis 
Deputy  Court  Clerk  Linda  Pohl  


Financial  and  Caseload  Year  Ended 

Information  December  3 1 ,  2012 


Receipts  $45,473 
Number  of  cases  filed  576 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Dade  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Dade  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the  State 
Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Davis,  Lynn  &  Moots,  P.C.,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


August  2013 
Report  No.  2013-080 


P.O.  Box  869  •  Jefferson  City,  MO  65102  •  (573)751-4213  •  FAX  (573)  751-7984 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


Dade  County  Commission 
Dade  County 
Greenfieid,  Missouri 


Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financiai  statements  of  Dade  County,  Missouri,  which  comprise  the  cash 
and  investment  baiances  of  each  fund  as  of  December  3L,  20 L 2  and  201 1,  the  reiated  receipts,  disbursements 
and  budgetary  resuits  for  each  fund  for  the  years  then  ended  and  the  reiated  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial  statements  prepared  using 
accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design, 
implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of 
financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  opinions  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit.  We  conducted  our 
audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable 
assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in  the 
financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's  judgment,  including  the  assessment  of 
the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial  statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those 
risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation 
of  the  financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances,  but  not 
for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we 
express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes  evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and 
the  reasonableness  of  significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 
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Dade  County  Commission 
Dade  County 
Greenfield,  Missouri 


We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide  a  basis  for  our 
audit  opinions. 

Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  A,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Dade  County,  Missouri,  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other  than  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  State  of 
Missouri.  The  effects  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting 
described  in  Note  A  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S. 
Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph 
do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  the  financial  position  of  Dade  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  201 1,  the  changes  in  its 
financial  position,  or,  where  applicable,  its  cash  flows  for  the  years  then  ended. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects, 
the  cash  and  investment  balances  of  the  governmental  and  agency  funds  of  Dade  County,  Missouri,  as  of 
December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  receipts,  disbursements  and  budgetary  results  of  the  governmental  funds 
for  the  years  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  accounting  as  described  in  Note  A. 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  June  3,  2013,  on  our 
consideration  of  Dade  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  our  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters.  The 
purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  Dade  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  and  compliance. 
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Dade  County  Commission 
Dade  County 
Greenfield,  Missouri 


Other  Information 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  opinions  on  the  financial  statements  that  collectively 
comprise  Dade  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial  statements.  The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal 
Awards  is  presented  for  purpose  of  additional  analysis  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the  basic  financial 
statements. 

The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  is  the  responsibility  of  management  and  was  derived  from  and 
relates  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  financial  statements.  The 
information  has  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and 
certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing  and  reconciling  such  information  directly  to  the  underlying 
accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  financial  statements  or  to  the  financial  statements  themselves, 
and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America.  In  our  opinion,  the  information  is  fairly  stated,  in  all  material  respects,  in  relation  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  as  a  whole. 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  3,  2013 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


Cash  and  Cash  and 

Investment  Investment 
Balance  Balance 


FUND 

January  1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

December  3 1 

General  Revenue 

$ 

372,030 

$ 

879,122 

$ 

731,976 

$ 

519,176 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

227,941 

593,772 

562  754 

258  959 

Assessment 

30,626 

117,337 

119,932 

28,031 

T  ,aw  Enforcement 

5,459 

492,331 

449,093 

48,697 

Recorder  User  Fee 

6,308 

5,500 

1,531 

10,277 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

1,552 

1,708 

2,884 

376 

Sheriffs  Revolving 

2,066 

6,160 

7,977 

249 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check 

5,833 

4,738 

1,271 

9,300 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

1,472 

219 

671 

1,020 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax 

2,215 

561 

2,776 

Domestic  Violence 

175 

90 

196 

69 

Tax  Maintenance 

16,706 

11,296 

7,807 

20,195 

Election  Services 

1,374 

1,881 

1,647 

1,608 

TOTAL 

$ 

673,757 

$ 

2,114,715 

$ 

1,887,739 

$ 

900,733 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
Year  Ended  December  31,  201 1 


Cash  and  Cash  and 

Investment  Investment 
Balance  Balance 


FUND 

January  1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

December  3 1 

General  Revenue 

$ 

245,106 

$ 

896,424 

$ 

769  500 

$ 

372  030 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

265,537 

1,020,631 

1  f)58  997 

977  Q41 

Assessment 

18,636 

134,246 

122,256 

30,626 

T  aw  T^nforppTYif^nt 

15  691 

455  956 

485,420 

5,459 

Recorder  User  Fee 

8,539 

4,462 

6,693 

6,308 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

504 

1,748 

700 

1,552 

Sheriffs  Revolving 

1,137 

4,671 

3,742 

2,066 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check 

3,417 

4,591 

2,175 

5,833 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

1,340 

218 

86 

1,472 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax 

2,215 

2,215 

Domestic  Violence 

40 

135 

175 

Tax  Maintenance 

25,506 

11,383 

20,183 

16,706 

Election  Services 

337 

1,431 

394 

1,374 

TOTAL 

$ 

607,937 

$ 

2,535,196 

$ 

2,469,376 

$ 

673,757 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS 

 Year  Ended  December  31,  

 2012    2011  

Variance  Variance 
With  Final  With  Final 


Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$ 

135,000 

$ 

147,683 

$  12,683 

$  135,000 

$ 

138,472 

$  3,472 

Sales  taxes 

253,000 

304,465 

51,465 

250,000 

257,539 

7,539 

Other  taxes 

64,300 

63,988 

(312) 

56,775 

62,690 

5,915 

Intergovernmental 

81,765 

81,641 

(124) 

79,570 

82,947 

3,377 

Charges  for  services 

225,000 

254,896 

29,896 

229,600 

255,069 

25,469 

Interest 

5,500 

6,232 

732 

3,500 

5,760 

2,260 

Other 

8,217 

8,217 

18,475 

18,475 

Transfers  in 

12,000 

12,000 

25,000 

75,472 

50,472 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

776,565 

879,122 

102,557 

779,445 

896,424 

116,979 

DISBURSEMENTS 

County  Commission 

78,230 

77,745 

485 

78,280 

77,476 

804 

County  Clerk 

58,511 

56,716 

1,795 

58,111 

56,550 

1,561 

Elections 

72,460 

71,264 

1,196 

17,108 

15,448 

1,660 

Buildings  and  grounds 

79,885 

45,934 

33,951 

100,735 

71,523 

29,212 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

49,000 

45,802 

3,198 

52,500 

43,056 

9,444 

County  Treasurer  and  Collector 

80,823 

91,054 

(10,231) 

77,823 

77,207 

616 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

45,295 

44,352 

943 

46,550 

43,622 

2,928 

Associate  Circuit  Court 

20,990 

19,302 

1,688 

19,640 

18,427 

1,213 

Public  Administrator 

29,555 

28,160 

1,395 

28,365 

28,926 

(561) 

Insurance 

22,000 

7,215 

14,785 

22,000 

19,350 

2,650 

University  Extension 

12,500 

12,500 

10,500 

10,500 

Local  Emergency  Planning 

Commission  (LEPC) 

4,495 

2,552 

1,943 

10,000 

5,982 

4,018 

Emergency  Management 

24,400 

25,503 

(1,103) 

24,400 

24,869 

(469) 

Other 

141,468 

30,377 

111,091 

137,467 

89,064 

48,403 

Transfers  out 

180,500 

173,500 

7,000 

188,800 

187,500 

1,300 

Contingency  Fund 

40,000 

40,000 

40,000 

40,000 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  3 1 

940,112 

731,976 

208,136 

912,279 

769,500 

142,779 

(163,547) 
372,030 

147,146 
372,030 

310,693 

(132,834) 
245,106 

126,924 
245,106 

259,758 

$ 

208,483 

$ 

519,176 

$  310,693 

$  112,272 

$ 

372,030 

$  259,758 

See  accompanying  notes. 


8 


DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 

2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

SPECIAL  ROAD  AND  BRIDGE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  5 

J       605,000  S 

;  586,359 

$  (18,641) 

$  1,051,226 

$  1,014,510 

$  (36,716) 

Interest 

250 

3,613 

3,363 

700 

83 

(617) 

Other 

- 

3,800 

3,800 

- 

6,038 

6,038 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

605,250 

593,772 

(11,478) 

1,051,926 

1,020,631 

(31,295) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

2,000 

3,714 

(1,714) 

2,000 

1,798 

202 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

675 

652 

23 

475 

475 

Supplies 

2,250 

888 

1,362 

6,950 

7,476 

(526) 

IVOdU  dllll  Ulllige  IlldlClldlS 

i  ns  son 

fJC\  1^4 

4S  1 

^tj,  lou 

OU,  3oV 

72  021 

o,jOJ 

Construction,  repair,  and  maintenance 

520,000 

485,166 

34,834 

975,000 

961,682 

13,318 

Other 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

250 

750 

Transfers  out 

12,000 

12,000 

25,000 

15,000 

10,000 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

643,425 

562,754 

80,671 

1,090,811 

1,058,227 

32,584 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

(38,175) 
227,941 

31,018 
227,941 

69,193 

(38,885) 
265,537 

(37,596) 
265,537 

1,289 

189,766       $       258,959  $ 


69,193       $       226,652       $       227,941       $  1,289 


ASSESSMENT  FUND 
RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental                                           $  84,485       $         84,731       $             246       $         93,710  $         88,432  $  (5,278) 

Charges  for  services  940                 1,414                   474                   930  15,185  14,255 

Interest  210                     354                     144                     120  298  178 

Other  820                     838                       18                     819  831  12 

Transfers  in                                                         34,000                30,000   (4,000)               29,500  29,500   -_ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  120,455               117,337                (3,118)             125,079  134,246  9,167 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assessor                                                           123,975               119,932   4,043               127,694  122,256   5,438 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS              123,975               119,932   4,043               127,694  122,256   5,438 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (3,520)  (2,595)  925  (2,615)  11,990  14,605 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  January  1  30,626  30,626    18,636   18,636  

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  December  31                                  $  27,106       $        28,031       $            925       $         16,021  $        30,626  $  14,605 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  taxes 

$ 

225,000 

$ 

230,227 

$ 

5,227 

$ 

215,000 

$ 

228,483 

$  13,483 

Intergovernmental 

45,500 

45,600 

100 

45,624 

45,528 

(96) 

Charges  for  services 

39,000 

63,650 

24,650 

40,000 

53,328 

13,328 

Interest 

1,000 

1,199 

199 

400 

1,482 

1,082 

Other 

10,045 

8,155 

(1,890) 

9,950 

8,907 

(1,043) 

Transfers  in 

143,500 

143,500 

158,000 

117,528 

(40,472) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

464,045 

492,331 

28,286 

468,974 

455,256 

(13,718) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff 

325,313 

334,596 

(9,283) 

319,171 

347,132 

(27,961) 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

67,080 

65,816 

1,264 

67,650 

66,020 

1,630 

Juvenile  Officer 

22,709 

17,851 

4,858 

20,871 

20,217 

654 

Coroner 

11,975 

10,959 

1,016 

11,975 

10,785 

1 . 1 90 

Fringe  benefits 

40,193 

19,871 

20,322 

44,193 

41,266 

2,927 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

467,270 

449,093 

18,  I  /  / 

463,860 

485,420 

(21,560) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(3,225) 

43,238 

46,463 

5,114 

(30,164) 

(35,278) 

CASH  AND  INVES  IMhN  I 

BALANCE,  January  1 

5,459 

5,459 

35,623 

35,623 

_ 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  December  3 1 

$ 

2,234 

$ 

48,697 

$ 

46,463 

$ 

40,737 

$ 

5,459 

$  (35,278) 

RECORDER  USER  FEE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

4,500 

$ 

5,489 

$ 

989 

$ 

4,000 

$ 

4,451 

$  451 

Interest 

11 

11 

11 

11 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

4,500 

5,500 

1,000 

4,000 

4,462 

462 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

8,500 

1,531 

6,969 

6,000 

6,693 

(693) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

8,500 

1,531 

6,969 

6,000 

6,693 

(693) 

(4,000) 
6,308 

3,969 
6,308 

7,969 

(2,000) 
8,539 

(2,231) 
8,539 

(231) 

$ 

2,308 

$ 

10,277 

$ 

7,969 

$ 

6,539 

$ 

6,308 

$  (231) 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 

 Year  Ended  December  3 1 ,  


2012  2011 


Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
TRAINING  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Interest 

$ 

1,500 

$ 

1,708 

s 

208 

$ 

1,600 

$  1,743 
5 

$ 

143 
5 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,500 

1,708 

208 

1,600 

1,748 

148 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

2,500 

2,884 

(384) 

1,750 

700 

1,050 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,500 

2,884 

(384) 

1,750 

700 

1,050 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(1,000) 

(1,176) 

(176) 

(150) 

1,048 

1,198 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

1,552 

1,552 

- 

504 

504 

- 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

552 

$ 

376 

$ 

(176) 

$ 

354 

$  1,552 

$ 

1,198 

SHERIFF'S  REVOLVING  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

2,500 

$ 

6,160 

$ 

3,660 

$ 

3,500 

$  4,671 

$ 

1,171 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

2,500 

6,160 

3,660 

3,500 

4,671 

1,171 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

2,500 

7,977 

(5,477) 

4,000 

3,742 

258 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,500 

7,977 

(5,477) 

4,000 

3,742 

258 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(1,817) 

(1,817) 

(500) 

929 

1,429 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

2,066 

2,066 

1,137 

1,137 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

2,066 

$ 

249 

$ 

(1,817) 

$ 

637 

S  2,066 

$ 

1,429 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  31, 

2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
BAD  CHECK  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

(""harper  tor  services 
Interest 

$ 

3,500 

$ 

4,568 
170 

$ 

1,068  $ 
170 

5,600 

$ 

4,591 

$ 

(1,009) 

1 0 1 AL  RhCEIP  1 S 

3,500 

4,738 

1,238 

5,600 

4,591 

(1,009) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  Attorney 

3,000 

1,271 

1,729 

3,000 

2,175 

825 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

3,000 

1,271 

1,729 

3,000 

2,175 

825 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

500 

3,467 

2,967 

2,600 

2,416 

(184) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

5,833 

5,833 

3,417 

3,417 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

6,333 

$ 

9,300 

$ 

2,967  $ 

6,017 

$ 

5,833 

$ 

(184) 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
TRAINING  FUND 

RECEIPTS 


Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

200  $ 

218  $ 
1 

18 
1 

$ 

225 

$ 

217  $ 
1 

(8) 
1 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

200 

219 

19 

225 

218 

(7) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  Attorney 

1,500 

671 

829 

1,200 

86 

1,114 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,500 

671 

829 

1,200 

86 

1,114 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(1,300) 

(452) 

848 

(975) 

132 

1,107 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

1,472 

1,472 

1,340 

1,340 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

172  $ 

1,020  $ 

848 

$ 

365 

$ 

1,472  $ 

1,107 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Variance 

Variance 

With  Final 

With  Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
DELINQUENT  TAX  FUND 

RECEIPTS 


Other 

$ 

$ 

561 

$ 

561 

$ 

$ 

$ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

- 

561 

561 

- 

- 

- 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Delinquent  Tax  Expenses 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

_ 

561 

561 

_ 

_ 

_ 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

2,215 

2,215 

2,215 

2,215 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

2,215 

$ 

2,776 

$ 

561 

$ 

2,215 

$ 

2,215 

$ 

- 

DOMESTIC  VIOLENCE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

50 

$ 

90 

$ 

40 

$ 

75 

$ 

135 

$ 

60 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

50 

90 

40 

75 

135 

60 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Domestic  violence  shelter 

135 

196 

(61) 

75 

75 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

135 

196 

(61) 

75 

75 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(85) 

(106) 

(21) 

135 

135 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

175 

175 

40 

40 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

90 

$ 

69 

$ 

(21) 

$ 

40 

$ 

175 

$ 

135 

See  accompanying  notes. 


13 


DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 

 Year  Ended  December  31,  


2012  2011 


Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 

VV  1L11  1  lllill 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 

VV  1111  1  11K11 

Budget 

TAX  MAINTENANCE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

- 

$ 

11,296 

S 

11,296 

$ 

- 

$ 

11,383 

$  11,383 

Interest  income 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

- 

11,296 

11,296 

- 

11,383 

11,383 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Collector 
Transfers  out 

- 

7,807 

(7,807) 

- 

183 
20,000 

(183) 
(20,000) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

7,807 

(7,807) 

20,183 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

3,489 

3,489 

(8,800) 

(8,800) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

16,706 

16,706 

- 

25,506 

25,506 

- 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

16,706 

$ 

20,195 

$ 

3,489 

$ 

25,506 

$ 

16,706 

$  (8,800) 

ELECTION  SERVICES  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

$ 

1,881 

s 

1,881 

$ 

$ 

1,431 

$  1,431 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,881 

1,881 

1,431 

1,431 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Elections 

1,647 

(1,647) 

394 

(394) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,647 

(1,647) 

394 

(394) 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

234 

234 

1,037 

1,037 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

1,374 

1,374 

337 

337 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

1,374 

$ 

1,608 

s 

234 

$ 

337 

$ 

1,374 

$  1,037 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
December  31,  2012 


Prosecuting  Clerk's 

Tax  Sale        Loanable       Intangible       Collector  of  Attorney's  Special 

Surplus  School  Tax  Revenue  Recorder's       Restitution  Election 


Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Total 

ASSETS 
Cash  and  investments 

$ 

1,937 

$ 

31,419 

$ 

10 

$ 

3,962,141 

$ 

4,450 

$ 

303 

$ 

308 

$ 

4,000,568 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

$ 

1,937 

$ 

31,419 

$ 

10 

$ 

3,962,141 

$ 

4,450 

$ 

303 

$ 

308 

$ 

4,000,568 

LIABILITIES 

Due  to  other  governments 

$ 

1,937 

$ 

31,419 

$ 

10 

$ 

3,962,141 

$ 

4,450 

$ 

303 

$ 

308 

$ 

4,000,568 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

$ 

1,937 

$ 

31,419 

$ 

10 

$ 

3,962,141 

$ 

4,450 

$ 

303 

$ 

308 

$ 

4,000,568 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
December  3 1 ,  20 1 1 


Protested 

Tax  Sale  Loanable         Intangible         Collector  of  Tax 


ASSETS 
Cash  and  investments 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

LIABILITIES 
Due  to  others 
Due  to  other  governments 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 


Surplus 

O     1  1 

School 

Tax 

Revenue 

Account 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

$ 

955 

$ 

20,707 

$ 

8,765 

$ 

3,873,821 

$ 

7,122 

$ 

955 

$ 

20,707 

$ 

8,765 

$ 

3,873,821 

$ 

7,122 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

7,122 

955 

20,707 

8,765 

3,873,821 

$ 

955 

$ 

20,707 

$ 

8,765 

$ 

3,873,821 

$ 

7,122 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

(continued) 

December  31,  2011 


ASSETS 
Cash  and  investments 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

LIABILITIES 
Due  to  others 
Due  to  other  governments 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 


Sheriffs 

Sheriffs 

Office 

Office 

Fee  Account 

Bond 

Recorder's 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

$  3,163 

$ 

1,060 

$  5,036 

$  3,163 

$ 

1,060 

$  5,036 

$ 

$ 

$ 

3,163 

1,060 

5,036 

$       3,163      $       1,060      $  5,036 


Prosecuting  Clerk's 
Attorney's  Special 
Restitution  Election 


Fund 

Fund 

Total 

$ 

951 

$ 

435 

$ 

3,922,015 

$ 

951 

$ 

435 

$ 

3,922,015 

$ 

$ 

$ 

7,122 

951 

435 

3,914,893 

$         951      $         435      $  3,922,015 


See  accompanying  notes 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 


Dade  County,  Missouri,  ("County")  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners.  In  addition  to  the 
three  board  members,  there  are  nine  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County  Clerk,  Recorder, 
Coroner,  Collector,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public  Administrator,  Sheriff,  and  Treasurer. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  A,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting. 
This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America 
(GAAP). 

Reporting  Entity 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  county  recorder,  public  safety,  economic 
development,  social  and  human  services,  and  cultural  and  recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  only  the  primary  government  of  Dade  County,  Missouri, 
which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices  that  comprise  the  County's  legal 
entity. 

Basis  of  Presentation 

The  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law, 
which  include  a  Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investment  Balances  -  All 
Governmental  Funds,  a  Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts  and  Disbursements  -  Budget  and  Actual  -  All 
Governmental  Funds,  and  a  Statement  of  Assets  and  Liabilities  Arising  from  Cash  Transactions  -  Agency 
Funds. 

Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds  based  upon  the  purposes  for 
which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities  are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a 
separate  accounting  entity  with  self -balancing  accounts.  The  following  funds  are  used  by  the  County: 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most  governmental  functions 
are  financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for  through  governmental 
funds. 

Fiduciary  Funds  -  Fiduciary  funds  (agency  funds)  are  used  to  account  for  assets  held  by  the  County 
in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of  individuals,  private  organizations,  or  other  governmental  units. 
Agency  funds  are  custodial  in  nature  (assets  equal  liabilities)  and  do  not  involve  the  measurement  of 
results  of  operations.  These  funds  account  for  activities  of  collections  for  other  taxing  units  by  the 
Collector  and  other  officeholders. 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 


Basis  of  Accounting 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly,  amounts  are 
recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those  principles  require  revenues  to  be  recognized  when 
they  become  available  and  measureable  or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures  or  expenses  to  be  recognized 
when  the  related  liabilities  are  incurred. 


Budgets  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budgetary  data  reflected  in  the  financial  statements: 

1.  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50,  RSMo,  the  County  adopts  a  budget  for  each  governmental  fund. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  January,  each  elected  officer  and  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the  budget 
request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues  and  proposed 
expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures 
cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of 
appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as 
estimated  revenues  to  be  received. 

4.  State  law  requires  that,  at  the  individual  fund  level,  budgeted  expenditures  not  exceed  budgeted 
revenues  plus  anticipated  beginning  fund  balance. 

5.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget.  Prior  to  its  approval  by 
the  County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is  available  for  public  inspection,  which  usually 
takes  place  the  third  and  fourth  weeks  of  January. 

6.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  a  formal  vote  of  the  Commission.  Adjustments 
made  during  the  year  were  not  significant  and  are  reflected  in  the  budget  information  in  the 
financial  statements.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County 
Commission  throughout  the  year.  Individual  amendments  were  not  material  in  relation  to  the 
original  appropriations  which  were  adopted. 

8.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 


9.  Although  adoption  of  a  formal  budget  is  required  by  law,  the  County  did  not  adopt  a  formal 
budget  for  the  following  funds: 

a.  Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

b.  Election  Services  Fund 

10.  Section  50.740,  RSMo,  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  For  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2011,  actual  disbursements  exceeded  budgeted  disbursements  for  the  Law 
Enforcement  Fund  and  Recorder  User  Fee  Fund.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  actual 
disbursements  exceeded  budgeted  disbursements  in  the  Law  Enforcement  Training,  Sheriff's 
Revolving,  and  Domestic  Violence  Funds. 

Cash  and  Investments 

The  County  pools  cash  and  investment  resources  of  various  funds  in  the  County  Treasurer's  office  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  management  of  cash  and  investments.  Cash  and  investments  applicable  to  a  particular  fund  are 
readily  identifiable.  Some  County  offices  also  hold  cash  and  investments  in  their  own  separate  bank  accounts 
as  required  by  state  statute.  The  balance  in  the  pooled  cash  account  is  available  to  meet  current  operating 
requirements.  State  statutes  require  that  County  deposits  be  fully  collateralized  in  the  name  of  the  County.  As 
of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  all  bank  balances  on  deposit  are  entirely  insured  or  collateralized  with 
securities. 


NOTE  B  -  INVESTMENTS 


The  County's  investments  at  December  31,  2011,  are  as  follows: 


Investment  Type 

Maturity 

Amount 

Certificate  of  Deposit 

3/12/2012 

$  219,359 

Certificate  of  Deposit 

4/3/2012 

178,280 

$  397,639 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

December  31,  2012 


NOTE  B  -  INVESTMENTS  (continued) 

The  County's  investments  at  December  31,  2012,  are  as  follows: 


Investment  Type 

Maturity 

Amount 

Certificate  of  Deposit 

3/12/2013 

$ 

220,148 

Certificate  of  Deposit 

4/3/2013 

179,421 

$ 

399,569 

Certificates  of  Deposit 

Certificates  of  deposit  are  classified  as  investments  but  are  considered  deposits  for  custodial  risk  determination. 
State  statutes  require  that  the  County's  deposits  be  collateralized  in  the  name  of  the  County  by  the  trust 
department  of  a  bank  that  does  not  hold  the  collateralized  deposits.  As  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  all 
certificates  of  deposit  are  entirely  insured  or  collateralized  with  securities. 

The  County  does  not  have  a  policy  on  interest  rate  risk. 


NOTE  C  -  CLAIMS,  JUDGMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES 


Federal  and  State  Grants 

The  County  participates  in  a  number  of  federal  and  state  programs  that  are  fully  or  partially  funded  by  grants 
received  from  other  governmental  units.  Disbursements  financed  by  grants  are  subject  to  audit  by  the 
appropriate  grantor  government.  If  disbursements  are  disallowed  due  to  noncompliance  with  grant  program 
regulations,  the  County  may  be  required  to  reimburse  the  grantor  government.  As  of  December  31,  2012  and 
201 1,  significant  amounts  of  grant  disbursements  have  not  been  audited  by  grantor  governments,  but  the  County 
believes  that  disallowed  disbursements,  if  any,  based  on  subsequent  audits  will  not  have  a  material  effect  on  any 
of  the  individual  government  funds  or  the  overall  financial  position  of  the  County. 


21 


DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

December  31,  2012 


NOTE  D  -  PENSION  PLAN  -  CERF 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI  COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  FUND 


Plan  Description 

Dade  County  participates  in  the  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF),  a  cost-sharing  multiple- 
employer  pension  plan.  CERF  is  a  defined  benefit  pension  plan  which  provides  retirement  and  death  benefits  to 
plan  members  and  beneficiaries.  CERF  was  created  and  is  governed  by  state  statute,  RSMo.  50.1000  to 
50.1300.  As  such,  it  is  the  system's  responsibility  to  administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the  expressed  intent 
of  the  General  Assembly.  The  plan  is  qualified  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section  401a  and  it  is  tax 
exempt. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  a  publicly  available  financial  report  that  includes  financial 
statements  and  required  supplementary  information.  That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing  to  CERF,  2121 
Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101  or  by  calling  1-800-357-8557. 

Funding  Policy 

Dade  County's  full-time  employees  hired  before  February  25,  2002,  are  required  by  state  statute  to  contribute 
2%  of  annual  payroll  to  the  pension  plan.  Dade  County's  full-time  employees  hired  after  February  25,  2002, 
are  required  by  state  statute  to  contribute  6%  of  annual  covered  payroll  to  the  pension  plan.  The  County  is 
required  by  state  statute  to  remit  the  fees  collected  under  RSMo.  Sections  52.290,  150.150,  137.280,  137.345 
and  Chapters  59  and  54,  RSMo,  plus  interest.  The  required  contributions  have  been  made. 


NOTE  E  -  ASSESSED  VALUATION,  TAX  LEVY  AND  LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN 

Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1.  Taxes  are  levied  on  November  1,  and 
are  payable  by  December  3 1 . 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

December  31,  2012 


NOTE  E  -  ASSESSED  VALUATION,  TAX  LEVY  AND  LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN  (continued) 


The  2012  and  201 1  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  taxable  property  (excluding  railroad  and  utilities)  and  the 
tax  levies  per  $100  assessed  valuation  of  that  property  were  as  follows: 


2012 

2011 

ASSESSED  VALUATION 
Real  estate 
Personal  property 

$  63,020,910 
38,423,800 

$ 

62,203,830 
35,997,111 

$  101,444,710 

$ 

98,200,941 

TAX  LEVY 
General  Revenue  Fund 

$  .1400 

$ 

.1400 

The  legal  debt  margin  at  December  31,  2012  and  December  31,  2011,  is  computed  as  follows: 

2012 

2011 

Constitutional  debt  limit 
General  obligation  bonds  payable 

$  10,144,471 

$ 

9,820,094 

LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN     $    10,144,471       $  9,820,094 


Under  Article  VI,  Section  26(b)  and  (c),  Missouri  Constitution,  the  County,  by  a  vote  of  its  qualified  electors 
voting  therein,  may  incur  an  indebtedness  for  any  purpose  authorized  by  law  of  the  County  or  by  any  general 
law  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  The  borrowings  authorized  by  this  section  shall  not  exceed  ten  percent  of  the 
value  of  the  taxable  tangible  property  in  the  County. 


NOTE  F  -  RISK  MANAGEMENT 


The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to,  and  destruction  of  assets; 
errors  and  omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters.  The  County  has  transferred  its  risk  by 
obtaining  coverage  from  commercial  insurance  companies.  In  addition,  it  has  effectively  managed  risk  through 
various  employee  education  and  prevention  programs.  There  has  been  no  significant  reduction  in  insurance 
coverage  from  the  previous  year. 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

December  31,  2012 


NOTE  G  -  LONG-TERM  DEBT 


The  following  is  the  changes  in  long-term  debt  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1: 


Balance 

Balance 

Balance 

December  3 1 , 

December  3 1 , 

December  31, 

2010  Additions 

Retirements 

2011  Additions 

Retirements  2012 

Capital  Lease  Obiligations 

Real  Property 

$      27,471  S 

S  27,471 

$        -  $ 

$            -  $ 

2008  Ford  Explorers 

17,779 

17,779 

$      45,250  S 

S  45,250 

s          -  $ 

$            -  $ 

NOTE  H  -  INTERFUND  TRANSFERS 


Interfund  transfers  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  consisted  of  the  following: 

 Transfers  In  (Out) 


2012  2011 

General  Revenue  Fund                                                        $      (161,500)  $  (112,028) 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund                                                         (12,000)  (15,000) 

Assessment  Fund                                                                           30,000  29,500 

Law  Enforcement  Fund                                                                  143,500  117,528 

Tax  Maintenance  Fund   -__   (20,000) 

$             -  $  - 


Transfers  are  used  to  (1)  move  receipts  from  the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  collect  them  to  the  fund 
that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  disburse  them,  and  (2)  use  unrestricted  receipts  in  the  General  Revenue  Fund 
to  finance  various  programs  accounted  for  in  other  funds  in  accordance  with  budgetary  authorizations. 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON 
INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING 
AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON 
AN  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN 
ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


Dade  County  Commission 
Dade  County 
Greenfield,  Missouri 


We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  financial  statements  of  Dade  County,  Missouri,  as  of  and  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which  collectively 
comprise  Dade  County,  Missouri's  financial  statements,  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon,  dated  June  3,  2013. 
In  our  report,  our  opinion  was  modified  because  the  County  prepares  its  financial  statements  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted 
in  the  United  States  of  America. 

Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Dade  County,  Missouri's 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate 
in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the 
purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Dade  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  and  was 
not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that  might  be  material 
weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and,  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist 
that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs, 
we  identified  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 
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Dade  County  Commission 
Dade  County 
Greenfield,  Missouri 


A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management  or 
employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in 
internal  control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial 
statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a 
deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet 
important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We  consider  the  deficiencies  described 
in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  to  be  material  weaknesses.  They  are  identified 
as  items  12-1  and  12-2. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Dade  County,  Missouri's  financial  statements  are  free 
of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the 
determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those 
provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit  and,  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of 
our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under 
Government  Auditing  Standards. 

Dade  County,  Missouri's  Response  to  Findings  and  Other  Matters 

The  County's  response  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  is  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  questioned  costs.  The  County's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in 
the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

We  noted  certain  other  matters  that  we  have  reported  to  management  of  the  County  in  a  separate  letter  dated 
June  3,  2013. 

Purpose  of  This  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and  compliance  and 
the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Dade  County,  Missouri's 
internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  Dade  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  and  compliance. 
Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  3,  2013 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE 
FOR  EACH  MAJOR  PROGRAM  AND  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL 
OVER  COMPLIANCE  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  OMB  CIRCULAR  A-133 


Dade  County  Commission 
Dade  County 
Greenfield,  Missouri 


Compliance 

We  have  audited  Dade  County,  Missouri's  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  described  in 
the  OMB  Circular  A-133  Compliance  Supplement  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the  County's 
major  federal  program  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011.  Dade  County,  Missouri's  major 
federal  program  is  identified  in  the  summary  of  audit  results  section  of  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings 
and  questioned  costs. 

Management's  Responsibility 

Management  is  responsible  for  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grants 
applicable  to  its  federal  programs. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  compliance  for  the  Dade  County,  Missouri's  major  federal 
program  based  on  our  audit  of  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  We  conducted  our  audit 
of  compliance  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America;  the 
standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States;  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and  Non-Profit 
Organizations.  Those  standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain 
reasonable  assurance  about  whether  noncompliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to 
above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  a  major  federal  program  occurred.  An  audit  includes 
examining,  on  a  test  basis,  evidence  about  the  County's  compliance  with  those  requirements  and  performing 
such  other  procedures  as  we  consider  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 
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County  Commission 
Dade  County 
Greenfield,  Missouri 


We  believe  that  our  audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion  on  compliance  for  the  major  federal 
program.  However,  our  audit  does  not  provide  a  legal  determination  on  the  Dade  County,  Missouri's 
compliance. 

Opinion  on  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

In  our  opinion,  the  Dade  County,  Missouri  complied,  in  all  material  respects,  with  the  compliance  requirements 
referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  its  major  federal  program  for  the  years  ended 
December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

Internal  Control  over  Compliance 

Management  of  the  Dade  County,  Missouri  is  responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining  effective  internal 
control  over  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts  and  grants  applicable  to  federal 
programs.  In  planning  and  performing  our  audit,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  over  compliance 
with  requirements  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  a  major  federal  program  in  order  to  determine 
our  auditing  procedures  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinion  on  compliance  and  to  test  and  report  on 
internal  control  over  compliance  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A- 133,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing 
an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control  over  compliance.  Accordingly,  we  do  not 
express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control  over  compliance. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  over 
compliance  does  not  allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal 
program  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or 
combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that 
material  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  will  not  be  prevented,  or 
detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a 
deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance  with  a  type  of  compliance 
requirement  of  a  federal  program  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over 
compliance,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  compliance  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  this  section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  compliance 
that  might  be  deficiencies,  significant  deficiencies,  or  material  weaknesses.  We  did  not  identify  any 
deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  compliance  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses,  as  defined  above. 
However,  material  weaknesses  may  exist  that  have  not  been  identified. 
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County  Commission 
Dade  County 
Greenfield,  Missouri 


The  purpose  of  this  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of 
internal  control  over  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing  based  on  the  requirements  of  OMB  A- 133. 
Accordingly,  this  report  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  3,  2013 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
Years  Ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 


Federal  Grantor 


Federal 


Federal  Expenditures 


Pass  Through  Grantor/ 
Program  Title 

CFDA 
Number 

Pass-through 
Grantor's  Number 

Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 
2012  2011 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
Direct 

Cooperative  Agreement 

12.000 

N/A 

$  45,600 

$  45,528 

TOTAL  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

45,600 

45,528 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND 
URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Missouri  Deparment  of  Social  Services 
ARRA  -  Homeless  Prevention  and 
Rapid  Rehousing  Grant 

14.257 

ER16410015A 

- 

5,875 

TOTAL  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING 
AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

- 

5,875 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Missouri  Department  of  Transportation 
Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

20.205 

BRO-029(8) 

449,574 

TOTAL  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

449,574 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOMELAND  SECURITY 
Department  of  Public  Safety 

Emergency  Management  Performance  Grant 
State  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Disaster  Grant  -  Public  Assistance 

97.042 
97.036 

N/A 

FEMA  1961 

3,296 

11,556 
27,059 

TOTAL  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF 
HOMELAND  SECURITY 

3,296 

38,615 

ELECllON  ASMS  1  AJNCh  COMMISSION 
Secretary  of  the  State 

Help  America  Vote  Act  Requirement  Payments 

90.401 

N/A 

1,398 

TOTAL  ELECTION  ASSISTANCE  COMMISSION 

1,398 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 
Secretary  of  the  State 

Federal  Voting  Equipment  Maintenance 
and  Security  Grant 

39.011 

N/A 

3,078 

TOTAL  GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

3,078 

TOTAL  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 

S  53,372 

$  539,592 

N/A  -  Not  Applicable 
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DADE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  THE  SUPPLEMENTARY  SCHEDULE 

Years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 


1.  Summary  of  Significant  Accounting  Policies 

A.  Purpose  of  Schedule  and  Reporting  Entity 

The  accompanying  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  has  been  prepared  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A- 133.  This  circular  requires  a  schedule  that  provides  total  federal 
awards  expended  for  each  federal  program  and  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance  (CFDA) 
number  or  other  identifying  number  when  the  CFDA  information  is  not  available. 

The  schedule  includes  all  federal  awards  administered  by  Dade  County,  Missouri. 

B   Basis  of  Presentation 

OMB  Circular  A-133  includes  these  definitions,  which  govern  the  contents  of  the  schedule: 

Federal  financial  assistance  means  assistance  that  non-Federal  entities  receive  or  administer 
in  the  form  of  grants,  loans,  loan  guarantees,  property  (including  donated  surplus  property), 
cooperative  agreements,  interest  subsidies,  insurance,  food  commodities,  direct 
appropriations,  and  other  assistance,  but  does  not  include  amounts  received  as  reimbursement 
for  services  rendered  to  individuals. 

Federal  award  means  Federal  financial  assistance  and  Federal  cost-reimbursement  contracts 
that  non-Federal  entities  receive  directly  from  Federal  awarding  agencies  or  indirectly  from 
pass-through  entities.  It  does  not  include  procurement  contracts,  under  grants  or  contracts, 
used  to  buy  goods  or  services  from  vendors. 

Accordingly,  the  schedule  includes  expenditures  of  both  cash  and  noncash  awards. 

C.  Basis  of  Accounting 

Except  as  noted  below,  the  schedule  is  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  which 
recognizes  amounts  only  when  disbursed  in  cash. 

2.  Subrecipients 
None 
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DADE  COUNTY 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
Years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 


Summary  of  Auditor's  Results 

Financial  Statements 

Type  of  auditors'  report  issued: 

Internal  control  over  financial  reporting: 

Material  weaknesses  identified? 

Significant  deficiencies  identified  that  are 
not  considered  to  be  material  weaknesses? 

Noncompliance  material  to  the  financial 
statements  noted? 

Federal  Awards 

Internal  control  over  major  programs: 

Material  weaknesses  identified? 

Significant  deficiencies  identified  that  are 
not  considered  to  be  material  weaknesses? 

Type  of  auditors'  report  issued  on  compliance 
for  major  program(s): 

Any  audit  findings  disclosed  that  are  required 
to  be  reported  in  accordance  with 
Section  510(a)  of  OMB  Circular  A- 133? 

Identification  of  major  program(s): 
CFDA  or  Other 

Identifying  Number    Program  Title 

20.205  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

Dollar  threshold  used  to  distinguish  between  Type  A  and 
and  Type  B  program: 

Auditee  qualified  as  a  low  -risk  auditee? 


Unmodified  on  the  Basis  of 
Accounting  described  in  Note  A 


X    Yes  No 


Yes  X    None  reported 


Yes  X  No 


Yes  X  No 


Yes  X    None  reported 


Unmodified 


Yes  X  No 


$  300,000 

Yes  X  No 
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DADE  COUNTY 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  (CONTINUED) 
Years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 


Financial  Statement  Findings 

12-1     Segregation  of  Duties 

Condition:  Because  of  a  limited  number  of  available  personnel,  it  is  not  always  possible  to  adequately 
segregate  certain  incompatible  duties  so  that  no  one  employee  has  access  to  both  physical  assets  and  the 
related  accounting  records,  or  to  all  phases  of  a  transaction. 

Criteria:  Duties  should  be  segregated  so  that  no  one  employee  has  access  to  both  physical  assets  and  the 
related  accounting  records,  or  to  all  phases  of  a  transaction. 

Effect:  Risk  is  present  that  errors  or  irregularities  in  amounts  that  would  be  material  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  may  occur  and  not  be  detected  within  a  timely  period  by  employees  in  the  normal 
course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions. 

Recommendation:  We  realize  that  because  of  limited  resources  and  personnel,  management  may  not  be 
able  to  achieve  a  proper  segregation  of  duties;  however,  our  professional  standards  require  that  we  bring 
this  lack  of  segregation  of  duties  to  your  attention  in  this  report. 

Response:  The  limited  number  of  available  personnel  prohibits  segregation  of  incompatible  duties. 

12-2    Investment  Activity 

Condition:  Certificates  of  deposit  are  being  held  for  various  funds  which  are  not  included  in  the 
County's  accounting  software. 

Criteria:  The  County  should  include  all  cash  and  investment  accounts  held  with  banking  institutions  in 
the  County's  accounting  software. 

Effect:  Incomplete  financial  data  is  displayed  monthly. 

Recommendation:  The  County  should  account  for  all  investment  activity  with  its  banking  institutions  in 
the  County's  software. 

Response:  The  County  will  include  investment  activity  held  with  its  banking  institutions  for  its  various 
funds  within  the  accounting  software. 
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DADE  COUNTY 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  (CONTINUED) 
Years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 


Federal  Award  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs 

None 
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DADE  COUNTY 

SUMMARY  SCHEDULE  OF  PRIOR  AUDIT  FINDINGS 
IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  OMB  CIRCULAR  A- 133 


There  were  no  prior  year  audit  findings. 
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Dade  County  Commission 
Dade  County 
Greenfield,  Missouri 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements  of  Dade  County,  Missouri  for  the  years 
ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  to  determine  our  auditing 
procedures  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  basic  financial  statements  and  not  to  provide 
assurance  on  the  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
County's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the 
preceding  paragraph  and  would  not  necessarily  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  that  might  be  significant  deficiencies  or  material  weaknesses.  However,  as  discussed  in  the  Report  on 
Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting  and  on  Compliance  and  Other  Matters  Based  on  an  Audit  of  Financial 
Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  With  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  identified  deficiencies  in 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 

In  addition  to  the  material  weaknesses  discussed  in  the  Report  on  Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting  and 
on  Compliance  and  Other  Matters  Based  on  an  Audit  of  Financial  Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  With 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  became  aware  of  additional  matters  to  bring  to  your  attention.  The 
following  paragraphs  summarize  our  comments  and  suggestions  regarding  these  matters. 

1.     Special  Revenue  Funds  of  the  County 

The  County  currently  maintains  an  Election  Services  Fund  and  a  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  for  the  benefit  of 
the  various  offices  of  the  County.  Although  the  monies  are  to  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  various 
offices,  these  monies  represent  County  funds.  Therefore  the  same  policies  of  the  County  regarding 
budgeting,  receipts,  and  disbursements  should  be  followed  for  these  funds  as  with  other  funds  of  the 
County. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  require  these  funds  to  be  deposited  with  the  County  treasurer  in  their  respective  funds. 
Expenditures  from  these  funds  should  be  budgeted  and  the  approval  process  for  expenditures  out  of  these 
funds  should  follow  the  same  procedures  as  with  other  County  expenditures. 


Dade  County  Commission 
Dade  County 
Greenfield,  Missouri 
Page  Two 


2.  Budgetary  Compliance 

The  County  was  not  in  compliance  with  the  budgetary  statute,  Chapter  50,  RSMo,  in  the  current  year  as 
actual  disbursements  exceeded  budgeted  disbursements  in  the  Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund,  Sheriff 
Revolving  Fund,  and  Domestic  Violence  Fund.  The  County  was  not  in  compliance  with  the  budgetary 
statute,  Chapter  50,  RSMo,  in  2011  as  actual  disbursements  exceeded  budgeted  disbursements  in  the  Law 
Enforcement  Fund  and  the  Recorder  User  Fee  Fund.  The  budgetary  statute  prohibits  actual  disbursements 
exceeding  budgeted  disbursements. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  review  expenditures  during  the  year  and  amend  the  budget  as  necessary  to  ensure  compliance 
with  the  budgetary  statute  (Chapter  50,  RSMo). 

3.  Patient  Protection  and  Affordable  Care  Act 

In  August  2010,  the  United  States  Congress  passed  H.R.  3590  Patient  Protection  and  Affordable  Care  Act. 
The  Act  affects  many  sectors  of  the  private-sector  economy  and  government  including  establishing 
individual  responsibilities  regarding  health  coverage  as  well  as  employer  responsibilities  for  providing 
health  coverage.  Employer  responsibilities  include:  automatic  enrollment  for  employees  of  larger 
employers,  employer  requirement  to  inform  employees  of  coverage  options,  shared  responsibilities  for 
employers,  reporting  of  employer  health  insurance  coverage,  offering  of  exchange-participating  qualified 
health  plans  through  cafeteria  plans.  The  effective  date  for  the  employer  responsibilities  section  of  the  Act 
is  for  months  beginning  after  December  31,  2013.  Due  to  the  many  provisions  and  complexity  of  the  Act, 
governments  may  need  to  obtain  outside  counsel  from  its  attorney  and  health  insurance  provider  to 
determine  the  steps  necessary  to  properly  implement  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

We  Recommend: 

Management  become  familiar  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act  and  consider  obtaining  outside  counsel  to 
comply  with  the  new  Act  and  avoid  potential  penalties  and  unwanted  costs  associated  with  this  Act. 

We  will  review  the  status  of  these  comments  during  our  next  audit  engagement.  We  will  be  pleased  to  discuss 
them  in  further  detail  at  your  convenience,  to  perform  any  additional  study  of  these  matters  or  to  assist  you  in 
implementing  the  recommendations. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  serve  as  Dade  County's  independent  auditor  and  the  courtesies  and  assistance 
extended  to  us  by  the  County's  employees. 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  3,  2013 
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Dade  County  Commission 
Dade  County 
Greenfield,  Missouri 


We  have  audited  the  basic  financial  statements  of  Dade  County,  Missouri,  for  the  years  ended  December  31, 
2011  and  2012,  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  June  3,  2013.  Professional  standards  require  that  we 
provide  you  with  the  following  information  related  to  our  audit. 

Our  Responsibility  under  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Auditing  Standards 

As  stated  in  our  engagement  letter  dated  April  22,  2013,  our  responsibility,  as  described  by  professional 
standards,  is  to  express  opinions  about  whether  the  financial  statements  prepared  by  management  with  your 
oversight  are  fairly  presented,  in  all  material  respects,  in  conformity  with  U.S.  generally  accepted  accounting 
principles.  Our  audit  of  the  financial  statements  does  not  relieve  you  or  management  of  your  responsibilities. 

Planned  Scope  and  Timing  of  the  Audit 

We  performed  the  audit  according  to  the  planned  scope  and  timing  previously  communicated  to  you  in  our 
engagement  letter  dated  April  22,  2013. 

Significant  Audit  Findings 

Qualitative  Aspects  of  Accounting  Practices 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  selection  and  use  of  appropriate  accounting  policies.  In  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  our  engagement  letter,  we  will  advise  management  about  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies 
and  their  application.  The  significant  accounting  policies  used  by  Dade  County,  Missouri,  are  described  in  Note 
A  to  the  financial  statements.  No  new  accounting  policies  were  adopted  and  the  application  of  existing  policies 
was  not  changed  during  201 1  or  2012. 

Accounting  estimates  are  an  integral  part  of  the  financial  statements  prepared  by  management  and  are  based  on 
management's  knowledge  and  experience  about  past  and  current  events  and  assumptions  about  future  events. 


The  disclosures  in  the  financial  statements  are  neutral,  consistent,  and  clear. 


Dade  County  Commission 
Dade  County 
Greenfield,  Missouri 
Page  Two 


Difficulties  Encountered  in  Performing  the  Audit 

We  encountered  no  significant  difficulties  in  dealing  with  management  in  performing  and  completing  our  audit. 

Corrected  and  Uncorrected  Misstatements 

Professional  standards  require  us  to  accumulate  all  known  and  likely  misstatements  identified  during  the  audit, 
other  than  those  that  are  trivial,  and  communicate  them  to  the  appropriate  level  of  management.  Management 
has  corrected  all  such  misstatements.  Material  misstatements  detected  as  a  result  of  audit  procedures  were 
corrected  by  management  for  the  following: 

•    Unrecorded  Cash  and  Investment  Activity 

Disagreements  with  Management 

For  purposes  of  this  letter,  professional  standards  define  a  disagreement  with  management  as  a  financial 
accounting,  reporting,  or  auditing  matter,  whether  or  not  resolved  to  our  satisfaction,  that  could  be  significant  to 
the  financial  statements  or  the  auditor's  report.  We  are  pleased  to  report  that  no  such  disagreements  arose 
during  the  course  of  our  audit. 

Management  Representations 

We  have  requested  certain  representations  from  management  that  are  included  in  the  management 
representation  letter  dated  June  3,  2013. 

Management  Consultations  with  Other  Independent  Accountants 

In  some  cases,  management  may  decide  to  consult  with  other  accountants  about  auditing  and  accounting 
matters,  similar  to  obtaining  a  "second  opinion"  on  certain  situations.  If  a  consultation  involves  application  of 
an  accounting  principle  to  the  County's  financial  statements  or  a  determination  of  the  type  of  auditor's  opinion 
that  may  be  expressed  on  those  statements,  our  professional  standards  require  the  consulting  accountant  to 
check  with  us  to  determine  that  the  consultant  has  all  the  relevant  facts.  To  our  knowledge,  there  were  no  such 
consultations  with  other  accountants. 

Other  Audit  Findings  or  Issues 

We  generally  discuss  a  variety  of  matters,  including  the  application  of  accounting  principles  and  auditing 
standards,  with  management  each  year  prior  to  retention  as  the  County's  auditors.  However,  these  discussions 
occurred  in  the  normal  course  of  our  professional  relationship  and  our  responses  were  not  a  condition  to  our 
retention. 


Dade  County  Commission 
Dade  County 
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This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  use  of  the  County  Commission  and  management  of  Dade  County, 
Missouri,  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties. 


Sincerely, 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  3,  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Webster  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Webster  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the 
State  Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Davis,  Lynn  &  Moots,  P.C.,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


August  2013 
Report  No.  2013-081 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


Webster  County  Commission 
Webster  County 
Marshfield,  Missouri 


Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Webster  County,  Missouri,  which  comprise  the  cash 
and  investment  balances  of  each  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  receipts, 
disbursements  and  budgetary  results  for  each  fund  for  the  years  then  ended  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial  statements  in  accordance 
with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the 
design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of 
financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  opinions  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit.  We  conducted  our 
audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable 
assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in  the 
financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's  judgment,  including  the  assessment  of 
the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial  statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those 
risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation 
of  the  financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances,  but  not 
for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we 
express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes  evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and 
the  reasonableness  of  significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 
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Webster  County  Commission 
Webster  County 
Marshfield,  Missouri 


We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide  a  basis  for  our 
audit  opinion. 

Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  A,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Webster  County,  Missouri,  on  the  basis  of 
accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other  than 
accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  effects  on  the  financial 
statements  of  the  variances  between  this  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  A  and  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not  reasonably  determinable,  are 
presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S. 
Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph 
do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  the  financial  position  of  Webster  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  changes  in 
its  financial  position,  or,  where  applicable,  its  cash  flows  for  the  years  then  ended. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects, 
the  cash  and  investment  balances  of  the  governmental  and  agency  funds  of  Webster  County,  Missouri,  as  of 
December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  receipts,  disbursements  and  budgetary  results  of  the  governmental  funds 
for  the  years  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  accounting  as  described  in  Note  A. 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  June  21,  2013,  on  our 
consideration  of  Webster  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  our  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters.  The 
purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  Webster  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  and  compliance. 

DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  21,  2013 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


^asn  anu 
investment 
Balance 
jdiiudry  i 

Disbursements 

^asn  anu 
investment 
B  alance 

General  Revenue 

$  774,685 

$ 

3,949,952 

J,JjJ,D/U 

$  1,388,967 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

111,158 

1,670,640 

i  iah 
1,dz/,j4/ 

154,451 

Assessment 

1,179 

357,749 

30,921 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution 

5,505 

2,880 

8,385 

Sheriff 

52,591 

52,693 

JO,  /ZD 

68,558 

Sheriff  Revolving 

20,131 

26,570 

Zy,OJO 

17,065 

Law  Enforcement  Training  - 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

711 

815 

1  14  A 
1,Z44 

282 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee 

9,219 

63,573 

31,892 

40,900 

Recorder's  Fee 

85,763 

15,432 

7,160 

94,035 

Law  Enforcement  Training  -  Sheriff 

253 

3,212 

2,450 

1,015 

Election  Services 

10,985 

13,180 

9,920 

14,245 

Capital  Improvement 

299,805 

1,614,654 

1,680,946 

233,513 

Road  and  Bridge  Sales  Tax 

1,481,519 

423,025 

99,547 

1,804,997 

POST 

- 

1,534 

1,534 

- 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax  Fee 

4,714 

12,013 

15,526 

1,201 

DARE 

2,953 

3,377 

5,294 

1,036 

Recorder's  Equipment 

17,141 

7,897 

5,625 

19,413 

Tax  Maintenance 

35,190 

36,850 

64,415 

7,625 

Children's  Trust 

1,534 

1,191 

600 

2,125 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fee 

91 

40,820 

39,985 

926 

Senior  Citizens  Services 

29,584 

185,498 

157,839 

57,243 

Paving 

Homelessness  Prevention  Grant 

1,471 

1,141 

2,612 

Lunar  Lane  Cemetery 

859 

859 

Developmentally  Disabled  Board 

63,840 

277,425 

266,148 

75,117 

Sweetbriar  NID 

66,409 

65,349 

1,060 

Sweetbriar  NID  Reserve 

5,000 

5,000 

TOTAL 

$  3,010,881 

$ 

8,833,530 

$ 

7,815,472 

$  4,028,939 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCES  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
Year  Ended  December  31,  201 1 


Cash  and 
Investment 
Balance 
January  1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

Cash  and 
Investment 

Balance 
December  3 1 

General  Revenue 

$  514,696 

$ 

3,536,357 

3> 

5, lib,  3o8 

$  774,685 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

25,573 

1,841,604 

i  ic^  a i  n 

i,  /  5o,uiy 

111,158 

Assessment 

23,149 

337,092 

OCQ  A^O 

1,179 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution 

3,826 

1,679 

5,505 

Sheriff 

56,832 

50,902 

CC  1  A  1 

55,143 

52,591 

Sheriff  Revolving 

32,179 

20,567 

20,131 

Law  Enforcement  Training  - 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

112 

876 

All 

711 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee 

8,623 

8,092 

H  A  C\£ 

9,219 

Recorder's  Fee 

85,679 

13,921 

13, 83  / 

85,763 

Law  Enforcement  Training  -  Sheriff 

1,953 

5,430 

H  1  1 A 

/,13U 

253 

Election  Services 

8,003 

22,129 

in  A  AH 

iy,i4/ 

10,985 

Capital  Improvement 

236,799 

1,671,858 

1   £AQ  OCO 

l,oU8,85z 

299,805 

Road  and  Bridge  Sales  Tax 

1,343,095 

455,509 

^  1  H  AO  C 

31  /,Uo5 

1,481,519 

POST 

- 

3,804 

3,oU4 

- 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax  Fee 

5,666 

3,057 

A  AAO 

4,714 

DARE 

1,590 

3,794 

O  A  1  1 

2,953 

Recorder's  Equipment 

51,879 

7,187 

41,925 

17,141 

Tax  Maintenance 

36,146 

39,325 

40,281 

35,190 

Children's  Trust 

1,787 

1,247 

1,500 

1,534 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fee 

875 

37,597 

38,381 

91 

Senior  Citizens  Services 

67,621 

174,824 

212,861 

29,584 

rdVlng 

L  ,y  jU 

1,950 

Homelessness  Prevention  Grant 

1,204 

25,151 

24,884 

1,471 

Lunar  Lane  Cemetery 

859 

859 

Developmentally  Disabled  Board 

129,581 

259,702 

325,443 

63,840 

Sweetbriar  NID 

Sweetbriar  NID  Reserve 

TOTAL 

$  2,637,727 

$ 

8,523,654 

$ 

8,150,500 

$  3,010,881 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS 


Year  Ended  December  31, 

2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

KhChlP  1 S 

Sales  taxes 

d~         7  777 

J>      2,23 /,0// 

&  77in^nc 
3>  2,210,495 

<T              C~tf  C07\ 

5>  (26,582) 

<T           7  777  A77 

q>      2,23 /,077 

3>      2,23 /,0// 

3> 

Property  taxes 

27,637 

7  A  £CiQ 

34,oys 

7  n*;i 
/,Uoi 

77  nnn 

z/,yuu 

7Q  £7  1 

25,021 

721 

Charges  for  services 

e.Ai\  nil 

^77  nn£ 

6/  /  ,uy6 

If.   1  £7 

36,163 

rnc  7/r/: 
793,366 

f.ZA  707 

634,38  / 

cn  n7 1 
3y,U21 

Intergovernmental 

7Q7  <07 

38/, 3y/ 

7/i  i  (inn 
34I,6U9 

(43,y8B) 

*i70  7/17 

62v,243 

331,386 

(y/,83/) 

Interest 

i  / ,  /  jyj 

7  1  7^n 

Z1,Z3U 

7  ^nn 

1  s  nnn 

1  7  7SA 
1  /  ,364 

(010) 

Other 

on  17  i 
ZU,321 

Q^7 
OJ  3,53  / 

£7^  ^7A 
033,330 

77  i  nn 

/I  /I  ^77 

44,33  / 

11  A  77 
1 1 ,43  / 

Transfers  in 

1  nnn 
I  ,UL)U 

5,y4/ 

7,947 

7/1  77  1 

24,331 

77  n^^ 
22, y63 

ft  if.f\ 
(1,366) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

3,332,315 

3,949,952 

617,637 

3,565,017 

3,536,357 

(28,660) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Collector  of  Revenue 

120,249 

107,100 

13,149 

119,795 

1 10,327 

9,468 

Treasurer 

55,200 

55,050 

150 

55,732 

55,709 

23 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

110,031 

108,723 

1,308 

109,023 

107,988 

1,035 

County  Commission 

110,860 

108,081 

2,779 

110,860 

106,221 

4,639 

Emergency  Management 

125,077 

91,747 

33,330 

163,697 

147,657 

16,040 

Public  Administrator 

52,247 

55,534 

(3,287) 

82,136 

81,191 

945 

Election  and  Voter  Registration 

176,265 

218,477 

(42,212) 

123,225 

122,133 

1,092 

County  Clerk 

119,662 

119,706 

(44) 

122,286 

119,355 

2,931 

Building  and  Grounds 

140,628 

141,238 

(610) 

163,193 

145,412 

17,781 

Drug  Court 

22,200 

17,637 

4,563 

22,235 

19,203 

3,032 

Associate  Circuit  Court 

67,274 

51,092 

16,182 

66,174 

59,922 

6,252 

Court  Administration 

103,741 

83,411 

20,330 

120,389 

68,859 

51,530 

Circuit  Clerk 

87,500 

60,062 

27,438 

86,200 

61,013 

25,187 

Coroner 

31,027 

36,500 

(5,473) 

31,027 

30,254 

773 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

313,077 

302,821 

10,256 

286,449 

317,945 

(31,496) 

Sheriff 

901,221 

1,059,524 

(158,303) 

949,496 

954,999 

(5,503) 

Jail 

455,063 

429,025 

26,038 

472,243 

463,297 

8,946 

Surveyor 

6,440 

2,850 

3,590 

3,440 

3,200 

240 

Other  General  County  Government 

267,951 

231,429 

36,522 

403,664 

229,558 

174,106 

Transfers  out 

61,700 

55,663 

6,037 

73,545 

72,125 

1,420 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

3,327,413 

3,335,670 

(8,257) 

3,564,809 

3,276,368 

288,441 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

4,902 
774,685 

614,282 
774,685 

609,380 

208 
514,696 

259,989 
514,696 

259,781 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  779,587 

$  1,388,967 

$  609,380 

$  514,904 

$  774,685 

$  259,781 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 

 Year  Ended  December  31,  

 2012    2011  

Variance  Variance 
With  Final  With  Final 


Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

SPECIAL  ROAD  AND  BRIDGE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  taxes 

$  869,393 

$  885,539 

$  16,146 

$  864,940 

$  870,556 

$  5,616 

Property  taxes 

594,158 

618,712 

24,554 

571,377 

580,499 

9,122 

Intergovernmental 

185,142 

152,657 

(32,485) 

291,300 

182,250 

(109,050) 

Interest 

2,250 

4,839 

2,589 

4,000 

2,671 

(1,329) 

Other 

32,400 

8,893 

(23,507) 

40,200 

32,705 

(7,495) 

Transfers  in 

10,000 

(10,000) 

180,000 

172,923 

(7,077) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,693,343 



1,670,640 

(22,703) 

1,951,817 

1,841,604 

(110,213) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

OZZ,  /  /V 

OU4,J  3  1 

1  O  A  A  Q 

i  0,445 

/■on  A  Z fl 

A  An  AflO 
t>4  /  ,UUz 

An  AAQ 

4z,44o 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

161,342 

145,138 

16,204 

178,800 

156,346 

22,454 

Repairs  and  maintenance 

129,950 

156,426 

(26,476) 

142,500 

116,609 

25,891 

Road  and  bridge  construction 

150,000 

160,007 

(10,007) 

162,500 

185,071 

(22,571) 

Road  and  bridge  materials 

51,500 

24,704 

26,796 

101,600 

79,888 

21,712 

Highways  and  roads 

136,500 

126,721 

9,779 

136,500 

136,574 

(74) 

Insurance 

35,000 

15,876 

19,124 

35,000 

33,568 

1,432 

Supplies 

378,600 

376,835 

1,765 

424,650 

381,216 

43,434 

Other 

17,370 

17,309 

61 

18,200 

19,445 

(1,245) 

Transfers  out 

300 

(300) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,683,041 

1,627,347 

55,694 

1,889,200 

1,756,019 

133,181 

RECEIPTS  OVER 

DISBURSEMENTS 

10,302 

43,293 

32,991 

62,617 

85,585 

22,968 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  January  1 

111,158 

111,158 

25,573 

25,573 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  December  31 

$  121,460 

$  154,451 

$  32,991 

$  88,190 

$  111,158 

$  22,968 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 

2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

ASSESSMENT  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

Intergovernmental 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

$  215,500 
64,961 
1,000 
10,500 
46,000 

$ 

227,680 
57,150 
1,016 
25,903 
46,000 

$         12,180  $ 
(7,811) 
16 
15,403 

227,000 
73,148 

1,500 
43  745 

$ 

214,992 
64,960 
848 
12,547 
43,745 

$ 

(12,008) 
(8,188) 
848 
11,047 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

337,961 

357,749 

19,788 

345,393 

337,092 

(8,301) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assessor 

337,372 

328,007 

9,365 

359,893 

359,062 

831 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

337,372 

328,007 

9,365 

359,893 

359,062 

831 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

HIC  D  I  TD  OE A/TCXTTO 

29,  /4z 

29,153 

(14,500) 

(21,9/0) 

(/,4/U) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

1,179 

1,179 

23,149 

23,149 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
RAT  ANfF  FWpmhpr  Tl 

J_J.TVl_j.rVL> i_-/CLClllUCl  Jl 

$            1  768 

t 

30  921 

$         29,153  $ 

8,649 

1  179 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
RESTITUTION  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

$ 

2,789 
91 

$          2,789  $ 
91 

2,500 
100 

$ 

1,625 
54 

$ 

(875) 
(46) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

2,880 

2,880 

2,600 

1,679 

(921) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

2,500 

2,500 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,500 

2,500 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

2,880 

2,880 

100 

1,679 

1,579 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

5,505 

5,505 

3,826 

3,826 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  3 1 

$  5,505 

$ 

8,385 

$          2,880  $ 

3,926 

$ 

5,505 

$ 

1,579 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  31, 

2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

SHERIFF  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Interest 

Oth^r 
UU1CI 

d1                 cn  nAA 

}  50,000 
750 

$  51,635 
863 

1Q^ 

1  yJ 

$  1,635 
113 
l  y  J 

$ 

50,000 
902 

$ 

50,000 
902 

$ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

50,750 

52,693 

1,943 

50,902 

50,902 

- 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

50,450 

36,726 

13,724 

61,500 

55,143 

6,357 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

50,450 

36,726 

13,724 

61,500 

55,143 

6,357 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

300 

15,967 

15,667 

(10,598) 

(4,241) 

6,357 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

52,591 

52,591 

56,832 

56,832 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  52,891 

$  68,558 

$  15,667 

$ 

46,234 

$ 

52,591 

$  6,357 

SHERIFF  REVOLVING  FUND 
RECEIPTS 


Charges  for  services 

Intergovernmental 

Interest 

$ 

20,000 
10,000 
500 

$ 

26,195  $ 
375 

6,195  $ 
(10,000) 
(125) 

12,000  $ 
500 

20,091  $ 
476 

8,091 
(24) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

30,500 

26,570 

(3,930) 

12,500 

20,567 

8,067 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 
Transfers  out 

30,000 

29,636 

364 

12,500 
21,831 

10,784 
21,831 

1,716 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

30,000 

29,636 

364 

34,331 

32,615 

1,716 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

500 

(3,066) 

(3,566) 

(21,831) 

(12,048) 

9,783 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

20,131 

20,131 

32,179 

32,179 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

20,631 

$ 

17,065  $ 

(3,566)  $ 

10,348  $ 

20,131  $ 

9,783 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 

 Year  Ended  December  3 1 ,  


2012  2011 


Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT  TRAINING  - 
PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

$ 

800 
1,000 

$ 

806 
9 

$ 

6 
9 

(1,000) 

$ 

1,250 
100 
100 

$ 

871 
5 

$  (379) 
(95) 
(100) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,800 

815 

(985) 

1,450 

876 

(574) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  Attorney 

1,800 

1,244 

556 

1,000 

277 

723 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,800 

1,244 

556 

1,000 

277 

723 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(429) 

(429) 

450 

599 

149 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
riAt^AlNCii,  January  1 

"71  1 

"71  1 
/  1  1 

1  1  O 
1  Iz 

1  1  0 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

711 

$ 

282 

$ 

(429) 

$ 

562 

$ 

711 

$  149 

LOCAL  EMERGENCY  PLANNING 
COMMITTEE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

Other 

$ 

34,000 

ou 

$ 

63,324 
4 

$ 

29,324 
4 

$ 

4,100 

$ 

7,995 

Q7 

$  3,895 
Q7 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

34,086 

63,573 

29,487 

4,100 

8,092 

3,992 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Emergency  management 

40,445 

31,892 

8,553 

12,650 

7,496 

5,154 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

40,445 

31,892 

8,553 

12,650 

7,496 

5,154 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(6,359) 

31,681 

38,040 

(8,550) 

596 

9,146 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

9,219 

9,219 

8,623 

8,623 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

2,860 

$ 

40,900 

$ 

38,040 

$ 

73 

$ 

9,219 

$  9,146 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 

 Year  Ended  December  3 1 ,  


2012  2011 


Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

RECORDER  S  FEE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$  12,700 
1,000 

$  14,196 
1,236 

$  1,496 
236 

$  16,000 
500 

$  12,812 
1,109 

$  (3,188) 
609 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

13,700 

15,432 

1,732 

16,500 

13,921 

(2,579) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Recorder  of  Deeds 

10,426 

7,160 

3,266 

32,150 

13,837 

18,313 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

10,426 

7,160 

3,266 

32,150 

13,837 

18,313 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

3,274 

8,272 

4,998 

(15,650) 

84 

15,734 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

85,763 

85,763 

85,679 

85,679 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  89,037 

$  94,035 

$  4,998 

$  70,029 

$  85,763 

$  15,734 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT  TRAINING  - 
SHERIFF  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 
Transfers  in 

$  3,500 
25 

$  3,205 
7 

$  (295) 
(18) 

$  4,286 
2,500 

$  3,482 
30 
1,918 

$  (804) 
30 
(582) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

3,525 

3,212 

(313) 

6,786 

5,430 

(1,356) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

3,525 

2,450 

1,075 

7,786 

7,130 

656 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

3,525 

2,450 

1,075 

7,786 

7,130 

656 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

762 

762 

(1,000) 

(1,700) 

(700) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

253 

253 

1,953 

1,953 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  253 

$  1,015 

$  762 

$  953 

$  253 

$  (700) 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 

2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

ELECTION  SERVICES  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

Intergovernmental 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

$  11,400 
1,700 
100 

2,400 

$  4,438 
1,902 
143 
334 
6,363 

$  (6,962) 
202 
43 
334 
3,963 

$ 

5,150 
15,838 
50 
250 

$ 

6,027 
15,718 
121 
183 
80 

$  877 
(120) 
71 
(67) 
80 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

15,600 

13,180 

(2,420) 

21,288 

22,129 

841 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Elections 

15,990 

9,920 

6,070 

21,638 

19,147 

2,491 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

15,990 

9,920 

6,070 

21,638 

19,147 

2,491 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(390) 

3,260 

3,650 

(350) 

2,982 

3,332 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

10,985 

10,985 

8,003 

8,003 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  10,595 

$  14,245 

$  3,650 

$ 

7,653 

$ 

10,985 

$  3,332 

CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Interest 
Other 

$  1,316,133 
545,000 
6,250 
118,000 

$  1,300,462 
156,680 
5,110 
152,402 

$  (15,671) 
(388,320) 
(1,140) 
34,402 

$ 

1,316,143 
183,675 

o,25U 
47,500 

$ 

1,316,133 
306,398 
6,177 
43,150 

$  (10) 
122,723 
(73) 
(4,350) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,985,383 

1,614,654 

(370,729) 

1,553,568 

1,671,858 

118,290 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Capital  outlay 
Transfers  out 

2,193,493 

1,680,946 

512,547 

1,460,601 
145,000 

1,484,183 
124,669 

(23,582) 
20,331 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,193,493 

1,680,946 

512,547 

1,605,601 

1,608,852 

(3,251) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(208,110) 

(66,292) 

141,818 

(52,033) 

63,006 

115,039 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

299,805 

299,805 

236,799 

236,799 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  91,695 

$  233,513 

$  141,818 

$ 

184,766 

$ 

299,805 

$  115,039 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 

 Year  Ended  December  31,  

2012  ~  2011 

Variance  Variance 
With  Final  With  Final 


Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

ROAD  AND  BRIDGE 
SALES  TAX  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Sales  taxes 
Charges  for  services 
Intergovernmental 
Interest 
Other 

$  394,690 
3,200 
12,186 
26,500 

$ 

390,015 
3,555 

28,675 
780 

$ 

(4,675) 
355 
(12,186) 
2,175 
780 

$ 

394,690 
4,600 
46,000 
26,500 

$  394,690 
3,162 
31,461 
26,196 

$ 

(1,438) 
(14,539) 
(304) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

436,576 

423,025 

(13,551) 

471,790 

455,509 

(16,281) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Capital  outlay 
Transfers  out 

105,872 

99,547 

6,325 

298,038 
25,000 

293,831 
23,254 

4,207 
1,746 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

105,872 

99,547 

6,325 

323,038 

317,085 

5,953 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

330,704 

323,478 

(7,226) 

148,752 

138,424 

(10,328) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

1,481,519 

1,481,519 

1,343,095 

1,343,095 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  1,812,223 

$ 

1,804,997 

$ 

(7,226) 

$ 

1,491,847 

$  1,481,519 

$  (10,328) 

POST  FUND 
RECEIPTS 


Intergovernmental  $ 

$ 

1,534 

$ 

1,534 

$ 

$ 

3,804 

$ 

3,804 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,534 

1,534 

3,804 

3,804 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 
Transfers  out 

1,534 

(1,534) 

1,886 
1,918 

(1,886) 
(1,918) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,534 

(1,534) 

3,804 

(3,804) 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  December  3 1  $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Variance 

Variance 

With  Final 

With  Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
DELINQUENT  TAX  FEE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  $         21,950       $  11,952       $         (9,998)      $  4,250       $  3,002       $  (1,248) 


Interest  50  61  11  -  55  55 


TAT  A  T      111  1  /'""  1  '  I  H'l'l' 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

22,000 

12,013 

(9,987) 

4,250 

3,057 

(1,193) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  Attorney 
Transfers  out 

22,000 

7,826 
7,700 

14,174 
(7,700) 

1,750 
2,500 

1,555 
2,454 

195 

46 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

22,000 

15,526 

6,474 

4,250 

4,009 

241 

RECEIPTS  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(3,513) 

(3,513) 

(952) 

(952) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

4,714 

4,714 

5,666 

5,666 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

4,714 

$ 

1,201  $ 

(3,513)  $ 

5,666 

$ 

4,714  $ 

(952) 

DARE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$ 

15 

4,000 
3,300 

$ 

27  $ 
50 
3,300 

12  $ 
(3,950) 

30 
250 
3,300 

$ 

14  $ 
480 
3,300 

(16) 
230 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

7,315 

3,377 

(3,938) 

3,580 

3,794 

214 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

7,300 

5,294 

2,006 

3,300 

2,431 

869 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

7,300 

5,294 

2,006 

3,300 

2,431 

869 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

15 

(1,917) 

(1,932) 

280 

1,363 

1,083 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

2,953 

2,953 

1,590 

1,590 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

2,968 

$ 

1,036  $ 

(1,932)  $ 

1,870 

$ 

2,953  $ 

1,083 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 

2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 

Rnrlaet 

Lt  LI  LI  i^L  L 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 

RiiHtret 

Lt  LI  LI  I 

RECORDER'S  EQUIPMENT  FUND 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

$  6,800 
400 

$  7,643 
254 

$ 

843  $ 

n  46~i 

ho; 

7,000 
500 

$ 

6,792 
395 

s 

(208) 
f1 05^ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

7,200 

7,897 

697 

7,500 

7,187 

(313) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Recorder  of  Deeds 

10,000 

5,625 

4,375 

45,000 

41,925 

3,075 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

10,000 

5,625 

4,375 

45,000 

41,925 

3,075 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(2,800) 

2,272 

5,072 

(37,500) 

(34,738) 

2,762 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

17,141 

17,141 

- 

51,879 

51,879 

- 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  14,341 

$  19,413 

$ 

5,072  $ 

14,379 

$ 

17,141 

$ 

2,762 

TAX  MAINTENANCE  FUND 

KbCblr  1 S 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$  54,000 

$  36,665 
185 

$ 

(17,335)  $ 
185 

36,000 

$ 

38,940 
385 

$ 

2,940 
385 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

54,000 

36,850 

(17,150) 

36,000 

39,325 

3,325 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Collector 

72,300 

64,415 

7,885 

39,523 

40,281 

(758) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

72,300 

64,415 

7,885 

39,523 

40,281 

(758) 

RECEIPTS  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(18,300) 

(27,565) 

(9,265) 

(3,523) 

(956) 

2,567 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

35,190 

35,190 

36,146 

36,146 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  3 1 

$  16,890 

$  7,625 

$ 

(9,265)  $ 

32,623 

$ 

35,190 

$ 

2,567 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Variance 

Variance 

With  Final 

With  Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

CHILDREN'S  TRUST  FUND 
RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  $  1,000       $  1,170       $  170        $  1,000       $  1,235       $  235 


Interest   18   21   3   25   12   (13) 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,018 

1,191 

173 

1,025 

1,247 

222 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

600 

600 

1,500 

1,500 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

600 

600 

1,500 

1,500 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

418 

591 

173 

(475) 

(253) 

222 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

1,534 

1,534 

1,787 

1,787 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  December  3 1  $ 

1,952  $ 

2,125 

$ 

173 

$ 

1,312  $ 

1,534  $ 

222 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
BAD  CHECK  FEE  FUND 


RECEIPTS 


Charges  for  services 

Intergovernmental 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  in 

s 

117,500  $ 
6,000 
15 

26,991 
5,297 
398 
434 
7,700 

$ 

(90,509)  $ 
(703) 
383 
434 
7,700 

40,000 
5,075 
100 

$ 

29,333 
5,532 
18 
260 
2,454 

$ 

(10,667) 
457 
(82) 
260 
2,454 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

123,515 

40,820 

(82,695) 

45,175 

37,597 

(7,578) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  Attorney 
Transfers  out 

121,000 
2,500 

32,910 
7,075 

88,090 
(4,575) 

27,925 
14,000 

37,381 
1,000 

(9,456) 
13,000 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

123,500 

39,985 

83,515 

41,925 

38,381 

3,544 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

15 

835 

820 

3,250 

(784) 

(4,034) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

91 

91 

875 

875 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  3 1 

$ 

106  $ 

926 

$ 

820  $ 

4,125 

$ 

91 

$ 

(4,034) 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 

2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

SENIOR  CITIZENS  SERVICES  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Property  taxes 
Interest 
Other 

$  168,600 
1,500 
5,000 

$ 

177,091 
1,496 
6,911 

$ 

8,491  $ 

(4) 
1  01 1 

1  ~ir\  i  nn 

170,300 
3,200 
1  son 

$ 

165,599 
1,382 
7,843 

$  (4,701) 
(1,818) 
6,343 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

175,100 

185,498 

10,398 

175,000 

174,824 

(176) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Senior  services 

191,840 

157,839 

34,001 

226,320 

212,861 

13,459 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

191,840 

157,839 

34,001 

226,320 

212,861 

13,459 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(16,740) 

27,659 

44,399 

(51,320) 

(38,037) 

13,283 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

29,584 

29,584 

- 

67,621 

67,621 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$  12,844 

$ 

57,243 

$ 

44,399  $ 

16,301 

$ 

29,584 

$  13,283 

PAVING  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Transfers  in 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

1,650 
300 

$  1,650 
300 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,950 

1,950 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Paving 

1,950 

(1,950) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,950 

(1,950) 

RECEIPTS  OVER 

DISBURSEMENTS  ..... 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  January  1   -_       

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  December  31  $  -       $  -       $  -        $  -       $  -  $ 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Variance 

Variance 

With  Final 

With  Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

HOMELESSNESS  PREVENTION 
GRANT  FUND 

RECEIPTS 


Intergovernmental  _$  -     _$  1,141      _$  1,141      _$  -       $  25,151       $  25,151 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,141 

1,141 

25,151 

25,151 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

Transfers  out 

740 
1,872 

(740) 
(1,872) 

24,750 
134 

(24,750) 
(134) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,612 

(2,612) 

24,884 

(24,884) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(1,471) 

(1,471) 

267 

267 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

1,471 

1,471 

1,204 

1,204 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

1,471 

$ 

$ 

(1,471)  $ 

1,204  $ 

1,471  $ 

;  267 

LUNAR  LANE 
CEMETERY  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Other  _$  -_   _$   _$  -_    _$  -_   _$  _  _$ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  ..... 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Cemetery    -    -   - 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS   -_      _ 

RECEIPTS  OVER 

DISBURSEMENTS  ..... 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 


BALANCE,  January  1 

859 

859 

859 

859 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

859  $ 

859  $ 

$  859 

$ 

859  $ 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 

2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

DEVELOPMENTALLY  DISABLED 
BOARD  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Property  taxes 
Interest 

$ 

263,785 
1,500 

$ 

276,007 
1,418 

$         12,222  $ 
(82) 

259,265 
2,100 

$ 

257,388 
2,314 

$  (1,877) 
214 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

265,285 

277,425 

12,140 

261,365 

259,702 

(1,663) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Developmentally  disabled 

295,475 

266,148 

29,327 

350,971 

325,443 

25,528 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

295,475 

266,148 

29,327 

350,971 

325,443 

25,528 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(30,190) 

11,277 

41,467 

(89,606) 

(65,741) 

23,865 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

63,840 

63,840 

129,581 

129,581 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

33,650 

$ 

75,117 

$         41,467  $ 

39,975 

$ 

63,840 

$  23,865 

SWEETBRIAR  NIP  FUND 


RECEIPTS 


Taxes 

Bond  proceeds 

$ 

-  $ 

11,409 
55,000 

$ 

11,409 
55,000 

$ 

$ 

-  $ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

66,409 

66,409 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Capital  outlay 
Debt  service 

54,761 
10,588 

(54,761) 
(10,588) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

65,349 

(65,349) 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

1,060 

1,060 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  January  1 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 
BALANCE,  December  3 1 

$ 

-  $ 

1,060 

$ 

1,060 

$ 

-  $ 

-  $ 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  AND 
INVESTMENT  BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

Variance 

Variance 

With  Final 

With  Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

SWEETBRIAR  NIP 
RESERVE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Bond  proceeds                                        _$  -_   _$  5,000  $          5,000      _$  -_   _$  -_  _$ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  -                   5,000  5,000 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Debt  service  ...  .  . 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS      

RECEIPTS  OVER 

DISBURSEMENTS  -                  5,000  5,000 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  January  1    -_   -_   _   _  _ 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENT 

BALANCE,  December  31                               $  -       $  5,000  $          5,000        $  -       $  -  $ 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
December  31,  2012 


Collector  of 


Sheriffs 
Office 


Sheriffs 
Office 


Sheriffs 
Office 


Excess 


Recorder 

Bond 

CCW 

Civil  Fee 

T  Inclaimprl 

Fines 

Lcind 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Total 

nOOC 1 O 

Cash  and  cash  equivalents 

$  6,944,710 

$ 

26,659 

$ 

9 

$ 

2,436 

$ 

9,831 

$  23,356 

$ 

27,308 

$ 

18,674 

$  7,052,983 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

$  6,944,710 

$ 

26,659 

$ 

9 

$ 

2,436 

$ 

9,831 

$  23,356 

$ 

27,308 

$ 

18,674 

$  7,052,983 

LIABILITIES 

Due  to  other  funds 

$  497,221 

$ 

21,823 

$ 

9 

$ 

2,436 

$ 

9,791 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$  531,280 

Due  to  other  governments 

6,446,221 

4,836 

6,451,057 

Due  to  schools 

27,308 

18,674 

45,982 

Due  to  others 

1,268 

40 

23,356 

24,664 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

$  6,944,710 

$ 

26,659 

$ 

9 

$ 

2,436 

$ 

9,831 

$  23,356 

$ 

27,308 

$ 

18,674 

$  7,052,983 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
December  3 1 ,  20 1 1 


Sheriffs 


Sheriffs 


Prosecuting 


Prosecuting 


Collector  of 

Office 

Office 

Attorney 

Attorney 

Revenue 

Recorder 

Bond 

CCW 

Bad  Check 

Deliquent  Tax 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  cash  equivalents 

$ 

9,193,015 

$ 

21,865 

$ 

6 

$ 

1,941 

$ 

19,883 

$ 

7,099 

4 

y,iyj,uij 

<t 
o> 

Zl,OOJ 

4 

0 

4 

4 

$ 

7,099 

LIABILITIES 

Due  to  other  funds 

$ 

651,442 

$ 

18,118 

$ 

6 

$ 

1,941 

$ 

5,816 

$ 

7,099 

Due  to  other  governments 

8,527,961 

3,747 

Due  to  schools 

Due  to  others 

13,612 

14,067 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

$ 

9,193,015 

$ 

21,865 

$ 

6 

$ 

1,941 

$ 

19,883 

$ 

7,099 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

(CONTINUED) 

December  31,  2011 


ASSETS 
Cash  and  cash  equivalents 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

LIABILITIES 
Due  to  other  funds 
Due  to  other  governments 
Due  to  schools 
Due  to  others 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 


Prosecuting 

Sheriffs 

Attorney 

Office 

Restitution 

Civil  ree 

Fund 

Fund 

$ 

3,090 

$ 

10,317 

$ 

3,090 

$ 

10,317 

$ 

2,129 

$ 

10,269 

48 

961 

$ 

3,090 

$ 

10,317 

Unclaimed 

Fines 

Fund 

Fund 

$ 

7,249 

$ 

36,700 

$ 

7,249 

$ 

36,700 

$ 

$ 

36,700 

7,249 

$ 

7,249 

$ 

36,700 

Excess 
Land 


Total 

$ 

7,700 

$ 

9,308,865 

$ 

7,700 

$ 

9,308,865 

$ 

$ 

696,820 

8,531,756 

7,700 

44,400 

35,889 

$ 

7,700 

$ 

9,308,865 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 


Webster  County,  Missouri,  ("County")  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners.  In  addition  to 
the  three  Commissioners,  there  are  ten  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County  Clerk,  Circuit  Clerk, 
Recorder,  Coroner,  Collector,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public  Administrator,  Sheriff,  and  Treasurer. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  A,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting. 
This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America 
(GAAP). 

Reporting  Entity 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  county  recorder,  public  safety,  economic 
development,  social  and  human  services,  and  cultural  and  recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  only  the  primary  government  of  Webster  County,  Missouri, 
which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices  that  comprise  the  County's  legal 
entity. 

Basis  of  Presentation 

The  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law, 
which  include  a  Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investment  Balances  -  All 
Governmental  Funds,  a  Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts  and  Disbursements  -  Budget  and  Actual  -  All 
Governmental  Funds,  and  a  Statement  of  Assets  and  Liabilities  Arising  from  Cash  Transactions  -  Agency 
Funds. 

Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds  based  upon  the  purposes  for 
which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities  are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a 
separate  accounting  entity  with  self -balancing  accounts.  The  following  funds  are  used  by  the  County: 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most  governmental  functions 
are  financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for  through  governmental 
funds. 

Fiduciary  Funds  -  Fiduciary  funds  (agency  funds)  are  used  to  account  for  assets  held  by  the  County 
in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of  individuals,  private  organizations,  or  other  governmental  units. 
Agency  funds  are  custodial  in  nature  (assets  equal  liabilities)  and  do  not  involve  the  measurement  of 
results  of  operations.  These  funds  account  for  activities  of  collections  for  other  taxing  units  by  the 
Collector  and  other  officeholders. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 
Basis  of  Accounting 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly,  amounts  are 
recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those  principles  require  revenues  to  be  recognized  when 
they  become  available  and  measureable  or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures  or  expenses  to  be  recognized 
when  the  related  liabilities  are  incurred. 


Budgets  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budgetary  data  reflected  in  the  financial  statements: 

1.  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50,  RSMo,  the  County  adopts  a  budget  for  each  governmental 
fund. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  January,  each  elected  officer  and  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the 
budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues  and  proposed 
expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures 
cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of 
appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as 
estimated  revenues  to  be  received. 

4.  State  law  requires  that,  at  the  individual  fund  level,  budgeted  expenditures  not  exceed  budgeted 
revenues  plus  anticipated  beginning  fund  balance. 

5.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget.  Prior  to  its  approval  by 
the  County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is  available  for  public  inspection,  which  usually 
takes  place  the  third  and  fourth  weeks  of  January. 

6.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  a  formal  vote  of  the  Commission.  Adjustments 
made  during  the  year  were  not  significant  and  are  reflected  in  the  budget  information  in  the 
financial  statements.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the 
County  Commission  throughout  the  year.  Individual  amendments  were  not  material  in  relation 
to  the  original  appropriations  which  were  adopted. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 


8.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

9.  Although  adoption  of  a  formal  budget  is  required  by  law,  the  County  did  not  adopt  a  formal 
budget  for  the  following  funds: 

a.  POST  Fund 

b.  Paving  Fund 

c.  Homelessness  Prevention  Grant  Fund 

d.  Lunar  Lane  Cemetery  Fund 

e.  Sweetbriar  NID  Fund 

f.  Sweetbriar  NID  Reserve  Fund 

10.  Section  50.740  RSMo,  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  Actual 
expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  in  the  Capital  Improvement  Fund  and  Tax 
Maintenance  Fund  in  201 1  and  the  General  Revenue  Fund  in  2012. 


Cash  and  Investments 


The  County  pools  cash  and  investment  resources  of  various  funds  in  the  County  Treasurer's  office  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  management  of  cash  and  investments.  Cash  and  investments  applicable  to  a  particular  fund  are 
readily  identifiable.  Some  County  offices  also  hold  cash  and  investments  in  their  own  separate  bank  accounts 
as  required  by  state  statute.  The  balance  in  the  pooled  cash  account  is  available  to  meet  current  operating 
requirements.  State  statutes  require  that  County  deposits  be  fully  collateralized  in  the  name  of  the  County.  As 
of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  all  bank  balances  on  deposit  are  entirely  insured  or  collateralized  with 
securities. 


NOTE  B  -  INVESTMENTS 


The  County's  investments  at  December  31,  2012,  are  as  follows: 

 Investment  Type  

Certificate  of  Deposit 
Certificate  of  Deposit 


Maturity 


8/10/2013 
8/10/2013 


Amount 


715,954 
1,483,047 


$  2,199,001 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  B  -  CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS  (continued) 


The  County's  investments  at  December  31,  2011,  are  as  follows: 


Investment  Type 

Maturity 

Amount 

Certificate  of  Deposit 

8/10/2013 

$ 

703,176 

Certificate  of  Deposit 

8/10/2013 

1,456,579 

$ 

2,159,755 

Certificates  of  Deposit 

Certificates  of  deposit  are  classified  as  investments  but  are  considered  deposits  for  custodial  risk  determination. 
State  statutes  require  that  the  County's  deposits  be  collateralized  in  the  name  of  the  County  by  the  trust 
department  of  a  bank  that  does  not  hold  the  collateralized  deposits.  As  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  all 
certificates  are  entirely  insured  or  collateralized  with  securities. 

The  County  does  not  have  a  policy  on  interest  rate  risk. 


NOTE  C  -  CLAIMS,  JUDGMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES 
Federal  and  State  Grants 

The  County  participates  in  a  number  of  federal  and  state  programs  that  are  fully  or  partially  funded  by  grants 
received  from  other  governmental  units.  Disbursements  financed  by  grants  are  subject  to  audit  by  the 
appropriate  grantor  government.  If  disbursements  are  disallowed  due  to  noncompliance  with  grant  program 
regulations,  the  County  may  be  required  to  reimburse  the  grantor  government.  As  of  December  31,  2012  and 
201 1,  significant  amounts  of  grant  disbursements  have  not  been  audited  by  grantor  governments,  but  the  County 
believes  that  disallowed  disbursements,  if  any,  based  on  subsequent  audits  will  not  have  a  material  effect  on  any 
of  the  individual  government  funds  or  the  overall  financial  position  of  the  County. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  D  -  PENSION  PLAN  -  CERF 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI  COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  FUND 


Plan  Description 

Webster  County  participates  in  the  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF),  a  cost-sharing  multiple- 
employer  pension  plan.  CERF  is  a  defined  benefit  pension  plan  which  provides  retirement  and  death  benefits  to 
plan  members  and  beneficiaries.  CERF  was  created  and  is  governed  by  state  statute,  RSMo.  50.1000  to 
50.1300.  As  such,  it  is  the  system's  responsibility  to  administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the  expressed  intent 
of  the  General  Assembly.  The  plan  is  qualified  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section  401a  and  it  is  tax 
exempt. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  a  publicly  available  financial  report  that  includes  financial 
statements  and  required  supplementary  information.  That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing  to  CERF  Plan 
Administrator,  2121  Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101. 

Funding  Policy 

Webster  County's  full-time  employees  hired  before  February  25,  2002,  are  required  by  state  statute  to 
contribute  2%  of  annual  payroll  to  the  pension  plan.  Webster  County's  full-time  employees  hired  after 
February  25,  2002,  are  required  by  state  statute  to  contribute  6%  of  annual  covered  payroll  to  the  pension  plan. 
The  County  is  required  by  state  statute  to  remit  the  fees  collected  under  RSMo.  Sections  52.290,  150.150, 
137.280,  137.345  and  Chapters  59  and  54,  RSMo,  plus  interest.  The  required  contributions  have  been  made. 


NOTE  E  -  ASSESSED  VALUATION,  TAX  LEVY  AND  LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN 

Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1.  Taxes  are  levied  on  November  1,  and 
are  payable  by  December  3 1 . 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  E  -  ASSESSED  VALUATION,  TAX  LEVY  AND  LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN  (continued) 

The  2012  and  2011  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  taxable  property  (excluding  railroad  and  utilities)  and  the 
tax  levies  per  $100  assessed  valuation  of  that  property  were  as  follows: 


2012 

2011 

ASSESSED  VALUATION 

Real  estate 

$  259,611,950 

$  252,521,300 

Personal  property 

67,455,094 

62,960,022 

$  327,067,044 

$  315,481,322 

TAX  LEVY 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

$  .1874 

$  .1860 

Developmentally  Disabled  Board 

.0789 

.0783 

Senior  Citizens  Services 

.0500 

.0499 

$  .3163 

$  .3142 

The  legal  debt  margin  at  December  31,  2012  and  December  31,  201 1,  is  computed  as  follows: 


2012  2011 


Constitutional  debt  limit 

$ 

32,706,704 

$ 

31,548,132 

General  obligation  bonds  payable 

LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN  $ 

32,706,704 

$ 

31,548,132 

Under  Article  VI,  Section  26(b)  and  (c),  Missouri  Constitution,  the  County,  by  a  vote  of  its  qualified  electors 
voting  therein,  may  incur  an  indebtedness  for  any  purpose  authorized  by  law  of  the  County  or  by  any  general 
law  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  The  borrowings  authorized  by  this  section  shall  not  exceed  ten  percent  of  the 
value  of  the  taxable  tangible  property  in  the  County. 


30 


WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  F  -  RISK  MANAGEMENT 


The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to,  and  destruction  of  assets; 
errors  and  omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters.  The  County  has  transferred  its  risk  by 
obtaining  coverage  from  commercial  insurance  companies.  In  addition,  it  has  effectively  managed  risk  through 
various  employee  education  and  prevention  programs.  There  has  been  no  significant  reduction  in  insurance 
coverage  from  the  previous  year. 


NOTE  G-  INTERFUND  TRANSFERS 


Interfund  transfers  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  consisted  of  the  following: 


Transfers  In  (Out) 
2012  2011 


General  Revenue  Fund 

$  (46,716) 

$  (49,160) 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 

172,623 

Assessment  Fund 

46,000 

43,745 

Sheriff  Revolving  Fund 

(21,831) 

Law  Enforcement  Training  -  Sheriff  Fund 

1,918 

Election  Services  Fund 

6,363 

80 

Capital  Improvement  Fund 

(124,669) 

Road  and  Bridge  Sales  Tax  Fund 

(23,254) 

POST  Fund 

(1,918) 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax  Fee  Fund 

(7,700) 

(2,454) 

DARE  Fund 

3,300 

3,300 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fee  Fund 

625 

1,454 

Paving  Fund 

300 

Homelessness  Prevention  Grant  Fund 

(1,872) 

(134) 

$         -  $ 


Transfers  are  used  to  (1)  move  receipts  from  the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  collect  them  to  the  fund 
that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  disburse  them,  and  (2)  use  unrestricted  receipts  in  the  General  Revenue  Fund 
to  finance  various  programs  accounted  for  in  other  funds  in  accordance  with  budgetary  authorizations. 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  H  -  LONG-TERM  DEBT 


In  August  2012,  the  County  issued  $60,000  in  Neighborhood  Improvement  District  Bonds,  Series  2012,  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing  certain  road  improvements  within  Sweetbriar  Drive.  The  revenue  bonds  shall  bear 
interest  at  the  rate  of  2.99%.  Principal  and  interest  payments  are  due  annually  on  March  1  of  each  year.  Annual 
debt  service  requirements  to  amortize  the  principal  on  the  2012  NID  bonds  outstanding  at  December  31,  2012, 
are  as  follows: 


Year  Ended 
December  3 1 , 

Principal 

Interest 

Total 

2013 

$  4,941 

$ 

837 

$ 

5,778 

2014 

4,941 

1,348 

6,289 

2015 

4,941 

1,198 

6,139 

2016 

4,941 

1,051 

5,992 

2017 

4,941 

899 

5,840 

2018 

4,941 

749 

5,690 

2019 

4,941 

599 

5,540 

2020 

4,941 

451 

5,392 

2021 

4,941 

300 

5,241 

2022 

4,943 

150 

5,093 

$  49,412 

$ 

7,582 

$ 

56,994 

The  following  is  the  changes  in  long-term  debt  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1: 


Capital  Lease  Obligations 
2009  Road  Grader  Lease 
2009  Road  Grader  Lease 
NID  Bonds,  Series  2012 
Compensated  Absences 


Balance 
December  31, 
2010 

Additions 

Retirements 

Balance 
December  3 1 , 
2011 

Additions 

Retirements 

Balance 
December  3 1 , 
2012 

$  93,896 
93,896 

87,815 

s 

9,521 

S  93,896 
93,896 

$ 

97,336 

$ 

60,000 
4,786 

$ 

10,588 

s 

49,412 
102,122 

$  275,607 

$  9,521 

$  187,792 

$  97,336 

S  64,786 

$  10,588 

S  151,534 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  I  -  RESTATEMENT  OF  BEGINNING  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  BALANCES 


Beginning  cash  and  investment  balances  have  been  restated  to  remove  the  Drug  Court  account  that  is  no  longer 
considered  a  special  revenue  fund,  and  to  include  the  Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee  Fund,  Tax 
Maintenance  Fund,  Homelessness  Prevention  Grant  Fund,  and  Lunar  Lane  Cemetery  Fund,  which  should  have 
been  included  as  special  revenue  funds  in  the  prior  year.  Cash  and  investment  balances  have  also  been  restated 
to  remove  the  911  Emergency  Services  board,  which  is  considered  a  separate  political  subdivision.  The 
restatement  is  as  follows: 


Cash  and  Investment  Balance  ,  as  previously  stated,  December  31,  2010  $  3,021,699 

Drug  Court  Fund  (21,565) 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee  Fund  8,623 

Tax  Maintenance  Fund  36,146 

Homelessness  Prevention  Grant  Fund  1,204 

Lunar  Lane  Cemetery  Fund  859 

Emergency  9 1 1  Fund   (409,239) 

Cash  and  Investment  Balance  ,  as  restated,  January  1,  201 1  $  2,637,727 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON 
INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING 
AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON 
AN  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN 
ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


Webster  County  Commission 
Webster  County 
Marshfield,  Missouri 


We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  financial  statements  of  Webster  County,  Missouri,  as  of  and  for 
the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which 
collectively  comprise  Webster  County,  Missouri's  financial  statements,  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon, 
dated  June  21,  2013.  In  our  report,  our  opinion  was  modified  because  the  County  prepares  its  financial 
statements  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  differs  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Webster  County,  Missouri's 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate 
in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the 
purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Webster  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  and  was 
not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that  might  be  material 
weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and,  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist 
that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses,  we 
identified  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 
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A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management  or 
employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in 
internal  control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial 
statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a 
deficiency,  or  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet 
important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We  consider  the  deficiencies  described 
in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses  to  be  material  weaknesses.  They  are  identified  as 
items  12-1  and  12-2. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Webster  County,  Missouri's  financial  statements  are 
free  of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the 
determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those 
provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit  and,  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of 
our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under 
Government  Auditing  Standards. 

Webster  County,  Missouri's  Response  to  Findings  and  Other  Matters 

The  County's  response  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  is  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  responses.  The  County's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the 
audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

We  noted  certain  other  matters  that  we  have  reported  to  management  of  the  County  in  a  separate  letter  dated 
June  21,  2013. 

Purpose  of  This  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and  compliance  and 
the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Webster  County,  Missouri's 
internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  Webster  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  and  compliance. 
Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

0  CUrt/u  ;  fWcd&  ,  PC 

DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  21,  2013 
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WEBSTER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES 
Year  ended  December  31,  2012 


12-1     Segregation  of  Duties 

Condition:  Because  of  a  limited  number  of  available  personnel,  it  is  not  always  possible  to 
adequately  segregate  certain  incompatible  duties  so  that  no  one  employee  has  access  to  both  physical 
assets  and  the  related  accounting  records,  or  to  all  phases  of  a  transaction. 

Criteria:  Duties  should  be  segregated  so  that  no  one  employee  has  access  to  both  physical  assets 
and  the  related  accounting  records,  or  to  all  phases  of  a  transaction. 

Effect:  Risk  is  present  that  errors  or  irregularities  in  amounts  that  would  be  material  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  may  occur  and  not  be  detected  within  a  timely  period  by  employees  in  the 
normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions. 

Recommendation:  We  realize  that  because  of  limited  resources  and  personnel,  management  may  not 
be  able  to  achieve  a  proper  segregation  of  duties;  however,  our  professional  standards  require  that 
we  bring  this  lack  of  segregation  of  duties  to  your  attention  in  this  report. 

Response:  The  limited  number  of  available  personnel  prohibits  segregation  of  incompatible  duties. 
12-2    Wire  Transfers 

Condition:  The  depository  agreements  with  the  County  banking  institutions  do  not  address  by  whom 
and  to  whom  a  wire  transfer  may  be  made.  They  also  do  not  include  special  instructions  for  wire 
transfers. 

Criteria:  The  County  should  have  written  and  signed  instructions  with  banking  institutions  requiring 
the  approval  of  two  authorized  individuals  before  a  wire  transfer  is  made  and  by  whom  and  to  whom 
a  wire  transfer  may  be  made. 

Effect:  Risk  is  present  that  unauthorized  wire  transfers  may  be  made. 

Recommendation:  The  County  should  include  in  future  depository  agreements  with  its  banking 
institutions,  who  is  authorized  to  make  wire  transfers  for  the  County,  to  whom  wire  transfers  are 
allowed,  and  require  two  authorized  signatures  for  approval. 

Response:  The  County  will  update  its  depository  agreements  with  its  banking  institutions  to  include 
who  is  authorized  to  make  wire  transfers  for  the  County,  to  whom  wire  transfers  are  allowed,  and 
require  two  authorized  signatures  for  approval. 
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Webster  County  Commission 
Webster  County 


Marshfield,  Missouri 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements  of  Webster  County,  Missouri  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  to  determine  our 
auditing  procedures  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  basic  financial  statements  and  not  to 
provide  assurance  on  the  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
County's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the 
preceding  paragraph  and  would  not  necessarily  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  that  might  be  significant  deficiencies  or  material  weaknesses.  However,  as  discussed  in  the  Report  on 
Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting  and  on  Compliance  and  Other  Matters  Based  on  an  Audit  of  Financial 
Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  With  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  identified  deficiencies  in 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 

In  addition  to  the  material  weaknesses  discussed  in  the  Report  on  Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting  and 
on  Compliance  and  Other  Matters  Based  on  an  Audit  of  Financial  Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  With 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  became  aware  of  additional  matters  to  bring  to  your  attention.  The 
following  paragraphs  summarize  our  comments  and  suggestions  regarding  these  matters. 

1.     Budgetary  Compliance 

The  County  was  not  in  compliance  with  the  budgetary  statute,  Chapter  50,  RSMo,  in  201 1  and  2012  as  the 
County  did  not  adopt  budgets  for  the  POST  Fund,  Paving  Fund,  Homelessness  Prevention  Grant  Fund, 
Lunar  Lane  Cemetery  Fund,  Sweetbriar  NID  Fund,  and  Sweetbriar  NID  Reserve  Fund.  Actual 
disbursements  exceeded  budgeted  disbursements  in  2011  in  the  Capital  Improvement  Fund  and  Tax 
Maintenance  Fund.  In  2012,  actual  disbursements  exceeded  budgeted  disbursements  in  the  General 
Revenue  Fund. 

We  Recommend: 


The  County  adopt  a  budget  for  all  funds,  review  expenditures  during  the  year  and  amend  the  budget  as 
necessary  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  budgetary  statute  (Chapter  50,  RSMo). 
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2.  Bank  Depository  Agreements 

As  a  custodian  of  public  monies,  we  believe  the  County  should  review  certain  elements  of  depository 
agreements  with  the  County's  banking  institutions  to  ensure  proper  controls  are  in  place  regarding  the 
deposits  and  bank  wires.  The  County  has  a  responsibility  for  the  safety  of  County  monies  and  the 
depository  agreements  are  often  not  reviewed  and  updated  appropriately. 

We  Recommend: 

a.  The  County  determine  that  the  depository  agreement  with  the  banking  institution  has  instructions 
regarding  when  a  check  is  valid  and  may  be  honored  by  the  institution.  If  more  than  one  signature  is 
required  on  checks,  then  the  depository  agreement  should  reflect  that  requirement. 

b.  The  County  determine  that  the  depository  agreement  specify  the  persons  authorized  to  make  wire 
transfers  and  to  whom  they  may  be  made.  This  is  necessary  to  prevent  unauthorized  wire  transfers  of 
County  funds. 

c.  The  County  determine  that  the  depository  agreement  has  procedures  for  opening  new  accounts  in 
order  to  prevent  unauthorized  accounts  from  being  opened  under  the  County's  name. 

3.  Disbursement  Procedures 

Currently  the  County  does  not  require  two  signatures  on  checks  from  some  of  the  County's  Bank 
accounts.  Coupled  with  the  lack  of  segregation  of  duties,  this  creates  an  environment  in  which  County 
assets  could  be  misappropriated  and  the  misappropriation  would  not  be  discovered  in  a  timely  manner. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  institute  a  policy  requiring  two  signatures  on  all  checks  for  all  County  disbursements. 

4.  Bank  Statement  Review 

Currently,  the  Treasurer  has  access  to  all  phases  of  certain  transactions  and  prepares  the  bank 
reconciliations  for  the  County's  main  checking  account. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  appoint  someone  other  than  the  Treasurer  review  the  bank  statements  and  bank 
reconciliations  on  a  monthly  basis. 
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5.  Payroll  Processing 

The  County  utilizes  direct  deposit  to  employees  for  all  payroll  disbursements  and  the  payroll  is  processed 
by  one  person  who  does  the  direct  deposit  without  having  someone  not  involved  in  the  process  review  the 
direct  deposit  listing. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  assign  someone  not  involved  in  the  payroll  process  to  review  the  listing  for  direct  deposit 
payroll  and  initial  the  listing  prior  to  the  disbursement  of  funds.  The  approved  listing  should  be  retained 
to  indicate  the  approval  of  the  disbursement  of  funds. 

6.  Patient  Protection  and  Affordable  Care  Act 

In  August  2010,  the  United  States  Congress  passed  H.R.  3590  Patient  Protection  and  Affordable  Care  Act. 
The  Act  affects  many  sectors  of  the  private-sector  economy  and  government  including  establishing 
individual  responsibilities  regarding  health  coverage  as  well  as  employer  responsibilities  for  providing 
health  coverage.  Employer  responsibilities  include:  automatic  enrollment  for  employees  of  larger 
employers,  employer  requirement  to  inform  employees  of  coverage  options,  shared  responsibilities  for 
employers,  reporting  of  employer  health  insurance  coverage,  offering  of  exchange-participating  qualified 
health  plans  through  cafeteria  plans.  The  effective  date  for  the  employer  responsibilities  section  of  the  Act 
is  for  months  beginning  after  December  31,  2013.  Due  to  the  many  provisions  and  complexity  of  the  Act, 
governments  may  need  to  obtain  outside  counsel  from  its  attorney  and  health  insurance  provider  to 
determine  the  steps  necessary  to  properly  implement  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

We  Recommend: 

Management  become  familiar  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act  and  consider  obtaining  outside  counsel  to 
comply  with  the  new  Act  and  avoid  potential  penalties  and  unwanted  costs  associated  with  this  Act. 

7.  Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

The  County  currently  maintains  a  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  Collector's  Office. 
Although  the  monies  are  to  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  Collector's  office,  these  monies  represent  County 
funds.  Therefore  the  same  policies  of  the  County  regarding  budgeting,  receipts,  and  disbursements  should 
be  followed  for  these  funds  as  with  other  funds  of  the  County. 

We  Recommend: 


The  County  require  receipts  and  disbursements  from  these  funds  to  be  budgeted  and  the  approval  process 
for  receipts  and  disbursements  out  of  these  funds  should  follow  the  same  procedures  as  with  other  County 
funds. 
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8.     Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fund 

During  the  audit  process,  we  noted  that  during  2012,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  closed  the  Bad  Check  and 
Restitution  bank  accounts  and  relinquished  the  payment  to  agencies  responsibility  to  the  County 
Treasurer.  The  collection  of  the  paid  bad  checks  along  with  the  fees  are  processed  by  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  office  and  then  delivered  to  the  County  Treasurer  to  be  recorded  in  the  general  ledger  and 
deposited  into  the  bank  account.  The  Treasurer  distributes  the  bad  checks  paid  to  the  victim  and  the  fees 
to  other  funds  and  agencies.  The  County  Treasurer  is  recording  the  entire  amount  received  as  revenues 
and  the  amounts  paid  out  as  expenditures  in  the  County  Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fund.  Amounts 
collected  as  restitution  and  fees  to  other  agencies  are  not  County  revenue,  nor  County  expenditures.  Also, 
RSMo  Chapter  570.120  requires  that  the  amount  collected  as  Prosecuting  Attorney  fees  be  deposited  into 
a  separate  interest-bearing  fund  to  be  used  as  directed  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  Treasurer  create  two  funds  for  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  bad  check  collections.  One 
agency-type  fund  shall  be  used  to  collect  the  restitution  and  other  agency  (pass-thru)  moneys  that  are  not 
County  revenues.  The  other  special  revenue-type  fund  shall  be  used  for  the  collection  of  Prosecuting 
Attorney  fees  which  are  County  revenues,  and  can  thus  be  expended  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  in 
accordance  with  RSMo  Chapter  570.120.  This  will  prevent  the  inflation  of  revenues  and  expenditures 
recorded  by  the  County  Treasurer  and  will  also  provide  for  a  better  reconciliation  process  to  be  sure  all 
restitution  and  fees  have  been  paid  appropriately. 

We  will  review  the  status  of  these  comments  during  our  next  audit  engagement.  We  will  be  pleased  to  discuss 
them  in  further  detail  at  your  convenience,  to  perform  any  additional  study  of  these  matters  or  to  assist  you  in 
implementing  the  recommendations. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  serve  as  Webster  County's  independent  auditor  and  the  courtesies  and 
assistance  extended  to  us  by  the  County's  employees. 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  21,  2013 
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Webster  County  Commission 
Webster  County 
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We  have  audited  the  financial  statements  of  Webster  County,  Missouri,  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012 
and  201 1.  Professional  standards  require  that  we  provide  you  with  information  about  our  responsibilities  under 
generally  accepted  auditing  standards  and  Government  Auditing  Standards,  as  well  as  certain  information 
related  to  the  planned  scope  and  timing  of  our  audit.  We  have  communicated  such  information  in  our  letter  to 
you  dated  March  23,  2013.  Professional  standards  also  require  that  we  communicate  to  you  the  following 
information  related  to  our  audit. 

Significant  Audit  Findings 

Qualitative  Aspects  of  Accounting  Practices 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  selection  and  use  of  appropriate  accounting  policies.  The  significant 
accounting  policies  used  by  Webster  County,  Missouri,  are  described  in  Note  A  to  the  financial  statements.  All 
significant  transactions  have  been  recognized  in  the  financial  statements  in  the  proper  period.  The  County 
converted  from  the  modified  cash  basis  of  accounting  to  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  during  the  years 
ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1.  We  noted  no  transactions  entered  into  by  the  governmental  unit  during  the 
year  for  which  there  is  a  lack  of  authoritative  guidance  or  consensus.  All  significant  transactions  have  been 
recognized  in  the  financial  statements  in  the  proper  period. 

The  financial  statement  disclosures  are  neutral,  consistent,  and  clear. 

Difficulties  Encountered  in  Performing  the  Audit 

We  encountered  no  significant  difficulties  in  dealing  with  management  in  performing  and  completing  our  audit. 

Corrected  and  Uncorrected  Misstatements 

Professional  standards  require  us  to  accumulate  all  known  and  likely  misstatements  identified  during  the  audit, 
other  than  those  that  are  clearly  trivial,  and  communicate  them  to  the  appropriate  level  of  management. 
Management  has  corrected  all  such  misstatements.  The  following  material  misstatements  detected  as  a  result  of 
audit  procedures  were  corrected  by  management: 


•  Investments 

•  Fund  Balance 
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Disagreements  with  Management 

For  purposes  of  this  letter,  a  disagreement  with  management  is  a  financial  accounting,  reporting,  or  auditing 
matter,  whether  or  not  resolved  to  our  satisfaction,  that  could  be  significant  to  the  financial  statements  or  the 
auditor's  report.  We  are  pleased  to  report  that  no  such  disagreements  arose  during  the  course  of  our  audit. 

Management  Representations 

We  have  requested  certain  representations  from  management  that  are  included  in  the  management 
representation  letter  dated  June  21,  2013. 

Management  Consultations  with  Other  Independent  Accountants 

In  some  cases,  management  may  decide  to  consult  with  other  accountants  about  auditing  and  accounting 
matters,  similar  to  obtaining  a  "second  opinion"  on  certain  situations.  If  a  consultation  involves  application  of 
an  accounting  principle  to  the  governmental  unit's  financial  statements  or  a  determination  of  the  type  of 
auditor's  opinion  that  may  be  expressed  on  those  statements,  our  professional  standards  require  the  consulting 
accountant  to  check  with  us  to  determine  that  the  consultant  has  all  the  relevant  facts.  To  our  knowledge,  there 
were  no  such  consultations  with  other  accountants. 

Other  Audit  Findings  or  Issues 

We  generally  discuss  a  variety  of  matters,  including  the  application  of  accounting  principles  and  auditing 
standards,  with  management  each  year  prior  to  retention  as  the  governmental  unit's  auditors.  However,  these 
discussions  occurred  in  the  normal  course  of  our  professional  relationship  and  our  responses  were  not  a 
condition  to  our  retention. 

This  information  is  intended  solely  for  the  use  of  the  County  Commission  and  management  of  Webster  County, 
Missouri,  and  is  not  intended  to  be,  and  should  not  be,  used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties. 

Very  truly  yours, 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  21,  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Gentry  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Gentry  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the  State 
Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  December  31, 
2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials  Management.  A 
copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Davis,  Lynn  &  Moots,  P.C.,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


August  2013 
Report  No.  2013-082 


P.O.  Box  869  •  Jefferson  City,  MO  65102  •  (573)751-4213  •  FAX  (573)  751-7984 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


Gentry  County  Commission 
Gentry  County 
Albany,  Missouri 


Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Gentry  County,  Missouri,  which  comprise  the  cash 
balances  of  each  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012,  the  related  receipts,  disbursements  and  budgetary  results  for 
each  fund  for  the  year  then  ended  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial  statements  prepared  using 
accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design, 
implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of 
financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  opinions  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit.  We  conducted  our 
audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable 
assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in  the 
financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's  judgment,  including  the  assessment  of 
the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial  statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those 
risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation 
of  the  financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances,  but  not 
for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we 
express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes  evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and 
the  reasonableness  of  significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 
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Gentry  County  Commission 
Gentry  County 
Albany,  Missouri 


We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide  a  basis  for  our 
audit  opinions. 

Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  A,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Gentry  County,  Missouri,  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other  than  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  State  of 
Missouri.  The  effects  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting 
described  in  Note  A  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S. 
Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph 
do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  the  financial  position  of  Gentry  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012,  the  changes  in  its 
financial  position,  or,  where  applicable,  its  cash  flows  for  the  year  then  ended. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects, 
the  cash  and  investment  balances  of  the  governmental  and  agency  funds  of  Gentry  County,  Missouri,  as  of 
December  31,  2012,  and  the  receipts,  disbursements  and  budgetary  results  of  the  governmental  funds  for  the 
year  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  accounting  as  described  in  Note  A. 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  June  14,  2013,  on  our 
consideration  of  Gentry  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  our  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters.  The 
purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  Gentry  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  and  compliance. 

DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  14,  2013 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  ALL 
GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


Cash  Cash 
Balance  Balance 


FUND 

January  1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

December  3 1 

General  Revenue 

$ 

1,037,319 

$ 

1,325,593 

$ 

1  139  057 

$  1,223,855 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

1   1  C  /'TO 

115,673 

CCO  T/ll 

553,742 

617,099 

C~\  11/' 

52,316 

Assessment 

66,075 

134,501 

120,427 

80,149 

Emergency  Management  Preparedness 

10,646 

5,993 

15,163 

1,476 

Bad  Check 

32,069 

A    1  CC 

4,155 

10,242 

25,982 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

1  /ICC 

1,455 

131 

1  CO/C 

1,586 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

379 

516 

626 

269 

Children  s  Trust 

55 

310 

325 

40 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Tax  Collection 

6,320 

6,320 

Post  Commission 

182 

500 

OOZ 

20 

Emergency 

311,464 

40,000 

351,464 

Sheriffs  Civil  Fees 

24,509 

14,937 

1,924 

37,522 

Recorder  User  Fee 

14,764 

2,839 

- 

17,603 

County  Clerk's  Election 

3,547 

2,928 

616 

5,859 

Recorder  Technology 

7,318 

1,644 

5,996 

2,966 

Special  Election 

- 

29,553 

29,553 

- 

Tax  Maintenance 

48,233 

14,660 

9,685 

53,208 

Sheriffs  Revolving 

4,578 

3,100 

1,422 

6,256 

Law  Library 

1,967 

3,656 

3,817 

1,806 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution 

28,644 

11,704 

14,440 

25,908 

War  Memorial 

1,949 

20 

1,969 

Senior  Citizen's  Services 

9,322 

42,223 

43,597 

7,948 

Levee  Restoration 

2,136 

21 

2,157 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee 

3,881 

1,158 

2,723 

CDBG 

202 

2 

204 

TOTAL 

$ 

1,732,687 

$ 

2,192,728 

$ 

2,015,809 

$  1,909,606 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Property  taxes 
Sales  taxes 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest 
Other 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Treasurer 

County  Commission 

Public  Administrator 

Election  and  Voter  Registration 

County  Clerk 

Fringe  Benefits 

Building  and  Grounds 

Probate  Judge 

Circuit  Clerk 

Coroner 

Juvenile 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Sheriff 

Other  General  County  Government 
Transfers  out 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 


Variance  With 


Budget 

Actual 

Final  Budget 

ZL79  A1"K 

^oo  ooo 

^?9Q  7^?n 

9Q  7^?0 

1  87  960 

9^?  987 

9SS  806 

9S7  617 

1811 
1  ,o  1  1 

1 9  ooo 

90  1  91 
ZW,  1Z1 

o,  izi 

AH  1  7S 

S8  ^Q9 

10  917 

1,213,154 

1,325,593 

112,439 

73,598 

70,382 

3,216 

84,320 

83,675 

645 

36,793 

37,344 

(551) 

49,750 

39,380 

10,370 

117,036 

111,031 

6,005 

141,500 

133,655 

7,845 

101,275 

99,207 

2,068 

6,700 

3,879 

2,821 

18,471 

9,875 

8,596 

15,994 

16,739 

(745) 

9,000 

8,424 

576 

75,438 

74,820 

618 

288,558 

254,225 

34,333 

166,682 

154,001 

12,681 

42,640 

42,420 

220 

1,227,755 

1,139,057 

88,698 

(14,601) 

186,536 

201,137 

1,037,319 

1,037,319 

$         1,022,718  $ 

1,223,855 

$  201,137 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


Variance  With 


Budget 

Actual 

Final  Budget 

SPECIAL  ROAD  AND  BRIDGE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$ 

15,500  $ 

15,353 

$  (147) 

Sales  taxes 

488,604 

491,428 

2,824 

Intergovernmental 

355,000 

4,216 

(350,784) 

Interest 

600 

1,349 

749 

Other 

35,000 

41,396 

6,396 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

894,704 

553,742 

(340,962) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

149,600 

150,125 

(525) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

42,964 

41,404 

1,560 

Supplies 

34,500 

65,482 

(30,982) 

Road  and  bridge  materials 

1DU,UUU 

1  77  1  Q/1 

Of,  RflA 
ZD,oUD 

Equipment  repairs 

8,000 

4,223 

3,777 

Equipment  purchases 

20,000 

19,098 

902 

Construction,  repair,  and  maintenance 

373,000 

19,766 

353,234 

Distributions  to  townships  and  road  districts 

190,800 

183,508 

7,292 

Other 

2,588 

299 

2,289 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

981,452 

617,099 

364,353 

RECEIPTS  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(86,748) 

(63,357) 

23,391 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

115,673 

115,673 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

28,925  $ 

52,316 

$  23,391 

ASSESSMENT  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assessor 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 
CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 


$            32,000  $            36,958  $  4,958 
86,000  96,492  10,492 
 800_   1,051   251 

118,800  134,501  15,701 

 133,003   120,427   12,576 

 133,003   120,427   12,576 

(14,203)  14,074  28,277 

 66,075   66,075   - 

$  51,872       $  80,149       $  28,277 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT 
PREPAREDNESS  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Intergovernmental 
Transfers  in 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Emergency  management 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 
RECEIPTS  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 
CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 


Variance  With 


Budget 

Actual 

Final  Budget 

$              8,540  $ 

3,573 

$  (4,967) 

2,640 

2,420 

(220) 

11,180 

5,993 

(5,187) 

16,239 

15,163 

1,076 

16,239 

15,163 

1,076 

(5,059) 

(9,170) 

(4,111) 

10,646 

10,646 

$  5,587       $  1,476       $  (4,111) 


BAD  CHECK  FUND 


RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  attorney 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 
RECEIPTS  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 
CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 


$ 

8,000  $ 

4,155  $ 

(3,845) 

8,000 

4,155 

(3,845) 

9,100 

10,242 

(1,142) 

9,100 

10,242 

(1,142) 

(1,100) 
32,069 

(6,087) 
32,069 

(4,987) 

$ 

30,969  $ 

25,982  $ 

(4,987) 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


Variance  With 


Budget 

Actual 

Final  Budget 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 

TP  A  TMTMn  FT  TMr> 

RFfFTPTQ 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

150 

$ 

131 

$ 

(19) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

150 

131 

(19) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  Attorney 

400 

- 

400 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

400 

400 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(250) 

131 

381 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

1,455 

1,455 

v  /\o n  DALn^LL,  L/eceniuer  ji 

1  ,JoO 

JOl 

LAW  JilNrUKL-iiMiilN  1 
TR  ATNTNC;  FT  TND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

700 

$ 

516 

$ 

(184) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

700 

516 

(184) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

700 

626 

74 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

700 

626 

74 

RECEIPTS  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(110) 

(HO) 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

379 

379 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

379 

$ 

269 

$ 

(HO) 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


Variance  With 

Budget    Actual   Final  Budget 


CHILDREN'S  TRUST  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

325 

$ 

310 

$ 

(15) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

325 

310 

(15) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

330 

325 

5 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

330 

325 

5 

RECEIPTS  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(5) 

(15) 

(10) 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

55 

55 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

50 

$ 

40 

$ 

(10) 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY 
TAX  COLLECTION  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Taxes 

$ 

$ 

$ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  Attorney 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

RECEIPTS  OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

6,320 

6,320 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

6,320 

$ 

6,320 

$ 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


POST  COMMISSION  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Intergovernmental 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 
RECEIPTS  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 
CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 


Variance  With 


Budget    Actual   Final  Budget 


$ 

500  $ 

500  $ 

500 

500 

675 

662 

13 

675 

662 

13 

(175) 

(162) 

13 

182 

182 

$  7       $  20       $  13 


EMERGENCY  FUND 
RECEIPTS 


Transfers  in 

$ 

40,000  $ 

40,000  $ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

40,000 

40,000 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Other 

200,000 

200,000 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

200,000 

200,000 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(160,000) 

40,000 

200,000 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

311,464 

311,464 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

151,464  $ 

351,464  $ 

200,000 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


Variance  With 


Budget 

Actual 

Final  Budget 

SHFRTFF'S  nVTT  FFFS  FTTND 

RFPFTPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

14,000 

$ 

14,937 

$ 

937 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

14,000 

14,937 

937 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

10,100 

1,924 

8,176 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

10,100 

1,924 

8,176 

RECEIPTS  OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

3,900 

13,013 

9,113 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

24,509 

24,509 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

28,409 

$ 

37,522 

$ 

9,113 

l\  1  A  V  -U\  1  -U  l\  I    1 1  l\  III.  I  t  .\  I  J 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

2,500 

$ 

2,839 

$ 

339 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

2,500 

2,839 

339 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Recorder  of  Deeds 

5,000 

5,000 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

5,000 

5,000 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(2,500) 

2,839 

5,339 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

14,764 

14,764 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

12,264 

$ 

17,603 

$ 

5,339 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


Variance  With 


Budget 

Actual 

Final  Budget 

COUNTY  CLERK'S  ELECTION  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

1,000 

$ 

730 

$ 

(270) 

Interest 

20 

35 

15 

Other 

600 

(600) 

Transfers  in 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,620 

2,928 

1,308 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Elections 

1,600 

616 

984 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,600 

616 

984 

RECEIPTS  OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

20 

2,312 

2,292 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

3,547 

3,547 

_ 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

3,567 

$ 

5,859 

$ 

2,292 

RECORDER  TECHNOLOGY  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

1,400 

$ 

1,644 

$ 

244 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,400 

1,644 

244 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

6,250 

5,996 

254 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

6,250 

5,996 

254 

RECEIPTS  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(4,850) 

(4,352) 

498 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

7,318 

7,318 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

2,468 

$ 

2,966 

$ 

498 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


Variance  With 


Budget 

Actual 

Final  Budget 

SPECIAL  ELECTION  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  $ 

1  c  r\r\r\ 

15,000 

%  14,901 

$  (99) 

Charges  for  services 

17,000 

14,652 

(2,348) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

32,000 

29,553 

(2,447) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Elections 

29,000 

27,390 

1,610 

Transfers  out 

3,000 

2,163 

837 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

32,000 

29,553 

2,447 

RECEIPTS  OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31  $  -       $  -  $ 


TAX  MAINTENANCE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Collector 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 
CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 


$  12,400     J  14,660     J  2,260 

12,400  14,660  2,260 

 22,650   9,685   12,965 

 22,650   9,685   12,965 

(10,250)  4,975  15,225 

 48,233   48,233   -_ 

$  37,983       $  53,208       $  15,225 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


Variance  With 


Budget 

Actual 

Final  Budget 

oriiiKIrr  o  Ivc,  VvJL  VllNO  rUlNU 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

2,000 

$ 

3,100 

$ 

1,100 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

2,000 

3,100 

1,100 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

2,000 

1,422 

578 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,000 

1,422 

578 

RECEIPTS  OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,678 

1,678 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

4,578 

4,578 

f1  A  ^T-T  RATA  KTr^F  n<vpmKpr  1. 1 

<t 

A  ^78 

/  o 

0,ZJO 

1,0 /o 

LAW  LIBRARY  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Intergovernmental 
Interest 

$ 

3,500 

$ 

3,645 
11 

$ 

145 
11 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

3,500 

3,656 

156 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  attorney 

5,400 

3,817 

1,583 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

5,400 

3,817 

1,583 

RECEIPTS  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(1,900) 

(161) 

1,739 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

1,967 

1,967 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

67 

$ 

1,806 

$ 

1,739 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
RESTITUTION  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 
RECEIPTS  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 
CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 


Variance  With 


Budget 

Actual 

Final  Budget 

$             9,000  3 

i  11,704 

$  2,704 

9,000 

11,704 

2,704 

23,600 

14,440 

9,160 

23,600 

14,440 

9,160 

(14,600) 

(2,736) 

11,864 

28,644 

28,644 

$  14,044       $  25,908       $  11,864 


WAR  MEMORIAL  FUND 
RECEIPTS 


Interest 

$ 

19  $ 

20 

$ 

1 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

19 

20 

1 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Other 

1,000 

1,000 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,000 

1,000 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(981) 

20 

1,001 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

1,949 

1,949 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

968  $ 

1,969 

$ 

1,001 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


Variance  With 


Budget 

Actual 

Final  Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 

Af\  1  SO 

100 

AO  10S 
118 

(A  OA*,\ 

18 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

46,250 

42,223 

(4,027) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Senior  services 

46,250 

43,597 

2,653 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

46,250 

43,597 

2,653 

RECEIPTS  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(1,374) 

(1,374) 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

9,322 

9,322 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

9,322 

$ 

7,948 

$ 

(1,374) 

L^Ll  V  1717  KI70  1  WK/\  1 1  WIN  F  U  IN  l_y 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 

$ 

$ 

21 

$ 

21 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

21 

21 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

2,136 

2,136 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,136 

2,136 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(2,136) 

21 

2,157 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

2,136 

2,136 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

$ 

2,157 

$ 

2,157 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  BUDGET 
AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


LOCAL  EMERGENCY 
PLANNING  COMMITTEE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Intergovernmental 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 
RECEIPTS  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 
CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 


VarianceWith 


Budget 

Actual 

Final  Budget 

$ 

2,500  $ 

$  (2,500) 

2,500 

(2,500) 

3,423 

1,158 

2,265 

3,423 

1,158 

2,265 

(923) 

(1,158) 

(235) 

3,881 

3,881 

$ 

2,958  $ 

2,723 

$  (235) 

CDBG  FUND 
RECEIPTS 


Interest 

$ 

$ 

2 

$  2 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

2 

2 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Grants 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

RECEIPTS  OVER  DISBURSEMENTS 

2 

2 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

202 

202 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

202 

$ 

204 

$  2 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS 
December  31,  2012 


Collector  of 

Depriest 

Sheriff 

Medical 

Surplus 

Unclaimed 

Revenue 

School 

Cemetery 

Water  Rescue 

Reimbursement 

Tax 

Victim's 

Fee 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Total 

ASSETS 

Cash 

$  5,275,036 

S  32,652 

$  835 

$  1,986 

S  1,391 

$  637 

$  2,393 

$ 

2 

S  5,314,932 

Investments 

1,000 

1,000 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

S  5,275,036 

S  32,652 

$  1,835 

$  1,986 

$  1,391 

$  637 

$  2,393 

s 

2 

S  5,315,932 

LIABILITIES 

Due  to  other  governments 

S  5,275,036 

S  32,652 

S 

$ 

S 

S  637 

$ 

$ 

S  5,308,325 

Due  to  others 

1,835 

1,986 

1,391 

2,393 

2 

7,607 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

S  5,275,036 

S  32,652 

$  1,835 

S  1,986 

$  1,391 

S  637 

$  2,393 

s 

2 

$  5,315,932 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 


Gentry  County,  Missouri,  ("County")  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners.  In  addition  to 
the  three  Commissioners,  there  are  eight  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County  Clerk,  Circuit 
Clerk/Recorder,  Coroner,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public  Administrator,  Sheriff,  and  Treasurer/Collector. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  A,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting. 
This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America 
(GAAP). 

Reporting  Entity 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  county  recorder,  public  safety,  economic 
development,  social  and  human  services,  and  cultural  and  recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  only  the  primary  government  of  Gentry  County,  Missouri, 
which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices  that  comprise  the  County's  legal 
entity. 

Basis  of  Presentation 

The  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law, 
which  include  a  Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in  Cash  Balances  -  All  Governmental 
Funds,  a  Statement  of  Receipts  and  Disbursements  -  Budget  and  Actual  -  All  Governmental  Funds,  and  a 
Statement  of  Assets  and  Liabilities  Arising  from  Cash  and  Investment  Transactions  -  Agency  Funds. 

Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds  based  upon  the  purposes  for 
which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities  are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a 
separate  accounting  entity  with  self -balancing  accounts.  The  following  funds  are  used  by  the  County: 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most  governmental  functions 
are  financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for  through  governmental 
funds. 

Fiduciary  Funds  -  Fiduciary  funds  (agency  funds)  are  used  to  account  for  assets  held  by  the  County 
in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of  individuals,  private  organizations,  or  other  governmental  units. 
Agency  funds  are  custodial  in  nature  (assets  equal  liabilities)  and  do  not  involve  the  measurement  of 
results  of  operations.  These  funds  account  for  activities  of  collections  for  other  taxing  units  by  the 
Collector  and  other  officeholders. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 
Basis  of  Accounting 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly,  amounts  are 
recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those  principles  require  revenues  to  be  recognized  when 
they  become  available  and  measureable  or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures  or  expenses  to  be  recognized 
when  the  related  liabilities  are  incurred. 


Budgets  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budgetary  data  reflected  in  the  financial  statements: 

1.  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50,  RSMo,  the  County  adopts  a  budget  for  each  governmental 
fund. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  January,  each  elected  officer  and  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the 
budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues  and  proposed 
expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures 
cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of 
appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as 
estimated  revenues  to  be  received. 

4.  State  law  requires  that,  at  the  individual  fund  level,  budgeted  expenditures  not  exceed  budgeted 
revenues  plus  anticipated  beginning  fund  balance. 

5.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget.  Prior  to  its  approval  by 
the  County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is  available  for  public  inspection,  which  usually 
takes  place  the  third  and  fourth  weeks  of  January. 

6.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  a  formal  vote  of  the  Commission.  Adjustments 
made  during  the  year  were  not  significant  and  are  reflected  in  the  budget  information  in  the 
financial  statements.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the 
County  Commission  throughout  the  year.  Individual  amendments  were  not  material  in  relation 
to  the  original  appropriations  which  were  adopted. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

8.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

9.  Section  50.740  RSMo,  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  Actual 
expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  in  the  Bad  Check  Fund. 

Cash 


The  County  pools  cash  resources  of  various  funds  in  the  County  Treasurer's  office  in  order  to  facilitate  the 
management  of  cash.  Cash  applicable  to  a  particular  fund  is  readily  identifiable.  Some  County  offices  also 
hold  cash  and  investments  in  their  own  separate  bank  accounts  as  required  by  state  statute.  The  balance  in  the 
pooled  cash  account  is  available  to  meet  current  operating  requirements. 


NOTE  B  -  CASH 


The  County  maintains  a  cash  pool  that  is  available  for  use  by  all  funds.  Each  fund's  portion  of  this  pool  is 
displayed  as  "Cash".  In  addition,  cash  is  separately  held  by  several  of  the  County's  funds.  State  statutes  require 
that  County  deposits  be  fully  collateralized  in  the  name  of  the  County.  As  of  December  31,  2012,  all  bank 
balances  are  entirely  insured  or  collateralized  with  securities. 


NOTE  C  -  CLAIMS,  JUDGMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES 
Federal  and  State  Grants 

The  County  participates  in  a  number  of  federal  and  state  programs  that  are  fully  or  partially  funded  by  grants 
received  from  other  governmental  units.  Disbursements  financed  by  grants  are  subject  to  audit  by  the 
appropriate  grantor  government.  If  disbursements  are  disallowed  due  to  noncompliance  with  grant  program 
regulations,  the  County  may  be  required  to  reimburse  the  grantor  government.  As  of  December  31,  2012, 
significant  amounts  of  grant  disbursements  have  not  been  audited  by  grantor  governments,  but  the  County 
believes  that  disallowed  disbursements,  if  any,  based  on  subsequent  audits  will  not  have  a  material  effect  on  any 
of  the  individual  government  funds  or  the  overall  financial  position  of  the  County. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  D  -  PENSION  PLAN  -  CERF 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI  COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  FUND 


Plan  Description 

Gentry  County  participates  in  the  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF),  a  cost-sharing  multiple- 
employer  pension  plan.  CERF  is  a  defined  benefit  pension  plan  which  provides  retirement  and  death  benefits  to 
plan  members  and  beneficiaries.  CERF  was  created  and  is  governed  by  state  statute,  RSMo.  50.1000  to 
50.1300.  As  such,  it  is  the  system's  responsibility  to  administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the  expressed  intent 
of  the  General  Assembly.  The  plan  is  qualified  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section  401a  and  it  is  tax 
exempt. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  a  publicly  available  financial  report  that  includes  financial 
statements  and  required  supplementary  information.  That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing  to  CERF  Plan 
Administrator,  2121  Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101. 

Funding  Policy 

Gentry  County's  full-time  employees  hired  before  February  25,  2002,  are  required  by  state  statute  to  contribute 
2%  of  annual  payroll  to  the  pension  plan.  Gentry  County's  full-time  employees  hired  after  February  25,  2002, 
are  required  by  state  statute  to  contribute  6%  of  annual  covered  payroll  to  the  pension  plan.  The  County  is 
required  by  state  statute  to  remit  the  fees  collected  under  RSMo.  Sections  52.290,  150.150,  137.280,  137.345 
and  Chapters  59  and  54,  RSMo,  plus  interest.  The  required  contributions  have  been  made. 


NOTE  E  -  ASSESSED  VALUATION,  TAX  LEVY  AND  LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN 

Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1.  Taxes  are  levied  on  November  1,  and 
are  payable  by  December  3 1 . 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  E  -  ASSESSED  VALUATION,  TAX  LEVY  AND  LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN  (continued) 


The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  taxable  property  (excluding  railroad  and  utilities) 

and 

the  tax  levies 

$100  assessed  valuation  of  that  property  were  as  follows: 

2012 

ASSESSED  VALUATION 

Real  estate 

$ 

59,781,320 

Personal  property 

25,928,047 

$ 

85,709,367 

TAX  LEVY 

General  Revenue 

$ 

.5405 

Senior  Citizen's  Services 

.0500 

$ 

.5905 

The  legal  debt  margin  at  December  31,  2012,  is  computed  as  follows: 

2012 

Constitutional  debt  limit 

$ 

8,570,937 

General  obligation  bonds  payable 

LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN 

$ 

8,570,937 

Under  Article  VI,  Section  26(b)  and  (c),  Missouri  Constitution,  the  County,  by  a  vote  of  its  qualified  electors 
voting  therein,  may  incur  an  indebtedness  for  any  purpose  authorized  by  law  of  the  County  or  by  any  general 
law  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  The  borrowings  authorized  by  this  section  shall  not  exceed  ten  percent  of  the 
value  of  the  taxable  tangible  property  in  the  County. 


NOTE  F  -  RISK  MANAGEMENT 


The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to,  and  destruction  of  assets; 
errors  and  omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters.  The  County  has  transferred  its  risk  by 
obtaining  coverage  from  commercial  insurance  companies.  In  addition,  it  has  effectively  managed  risk  through 
various  employee  education  and  prevention  programs.  There  has  been  no  significant  reduction  in  insurance 
coverage  from  the  previous  year. 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  G  -  INTERFUND  TRANSFERS 

Interfund  transfers  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  consisted  of  the  following: 

Transfers  In  (Out) 


General  Revenue  Fund  $  (42,420) 

Emergency  Management  Preparedness  Fund  2,420 
Emergency  Fund  40,000 
County  Clerk's  Election  Fund  2,163 

Special  Election  Fund   (2,163) 

$ 


Transfers  are  used  to  (1)  move  receipts  from  the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  collect  them  to  the  fund 
that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  disburse  them,  and  (2)  use  unrestricted  receipts  in  the  General  Revenue  Fund 
to  finance  various  programs  accounted  for  in  other  funds  in  accordance  with  budgetary  authorizations. 


NOTE  H  -  COMPENSATED  ABSENCES  PAYABLE 


Compensated  absences  payable  consists  of  unused  vacation  time  and  unused  accumulated  comp  time  up  to  240 
hours  for  employees.  The  balance  at  December  31,  2012,  totaled  $19,980. 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON 
INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING 
AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON 
AN  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN 
ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


Gentry  County  Commission 
Gentry  County 
Albany,  Missouri 


We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  financial  statements  of  Gentry  County,  Missouri,  as  of  and  for  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which  collectively  comprise 
Gentry  County,  Missouri's  financial  statements,  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon,  dated  June  14,  2013.  In  our 
report,  our  opinion  was  modified  because  the  County  prepares  its  financial  statements  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted 
in  the  United  States  of  America. 

Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Gentry  County,  Missouri's 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate 
in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the 
purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Gentry  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  and  was 
not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that  might  be  material 
weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and,  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist 
that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses,  we 
identified  a  certain  deficiency  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  a  material  weakness. 
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A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management  or 
employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in 
internal  control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial 
statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a 
deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet 
important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We  consider  the  deficiency  described  in 
the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses  to  be  a  material  weakness.  It  is  identified  as  item  12-1. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Gentry  County,  Missouri's  financial  statements  are  free 
of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the 
determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those 
provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit  and,  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of 
our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under 
Government  Auditing  Standards. 

Gentry  County,  Missouri's  Response  to  Findings  and  Other  Matters 

The  County's  response  to  the  finding  identified  in  our  audit  is  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  responses.  The  County's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the 
audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

We  noted  certain  other  matters  that  we  have  reported  to  management  of  the  County  in  a  separate  letter  dated 
June  14,  2013. 

Purpose  of  This  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and  compliance  and 
the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Gentry  County,  Missouri's 
internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  Gentry  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  and  compliance. 
Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  14,  2013 
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GENTRY  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES 

Year  ended  December  31,  2012 


12-1     Segregation  of  Duties 

Condition:  Because  of  a  limited  number  of  available  personnel,  it  is  not  always  possible  to 
adequately  segregate  certain  incompatible  duties  so  that  no  one  employee  has  access  to  both  physical 
assets  and  the  related  accounting  records,  or  to  all  phases  of  a  transaction. 

Criteria:  Duties  should  be  segregated  so  that  no  one  employee  has  access  to  both  physical  assets 
and  the  related  accounting  records,  or  to  all  phases  of  a  transaction. 

Effect:  Risk  is  present  that  errors  or  irregularities  in  amounts  that  would  be  material  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  may  occur  and  not  be  detected  within  a  timely  period  by  employees  in  the 
normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions. 

Recommendation:  We  realize  that  because  of  limited  resources  and  personnel,  management  may  not 
be  able  to  achieve  a  proper  segregation  of  duties;  however,  our  professional  standards  require  that 
we  bring  this  lack  of  segregation  of  duties  to  your  attention  in  this  report. 

Response:  The  limited  number  of  available  personnel  prohibits  segregation  of  incompatible  duties. 
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Gentry  County  Commission 
Gentry  County 


Albany,  Missouri 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements  of  Gentry  County,  Missouri  for  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  to  determine  our  auditing  procedures  for 
the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  basic  financial  statements  and  not  to  provide  assurance  on  the 
internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal 
control  over  financial  reporting. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the 
preceding  paragraph  and  would  not  necessarily  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  that  might  be  significant  deficiencies  or  material  weaknesses.  However,  as  discussed  in  the  Report  on 
Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting  and  on  Compliance  and  Other  Matters  Based  on  an  Audit  of  Financial 
Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  With  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  identified  a  deficiency  in 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that  we  consider  to  be  a  material  weakness. 

In  addition  to  the  material  weakness  discussed  in  the  Report  on  Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting  and 
on  Compliance  and  Other  Matters  Based  on  an  Audit  of  Financial  Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  With 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  became  aware  of  additional  matters  to  bring  to  your  attention.  The 
following  paragraphs  summarize  our  comments  and  suggestions  regarding  these  matters. 

1.     Budgetary  Compliance 

During  our  audit,  we  noted  the  County  was  not  in  compliance  with  the  budgetary  statute,  Chapter  50, 
RSMo,  as  actual  disbursements  exceeded  budgeted  disbursements  in  the  Bad  Check  Fund. 

We  Recommend: 


The  County  review  expenditures  during  the  year  and  amend  the  budget  as  necessary  to  ensure  compliance 
with  the  budgetary  statute  (Chapter  50,  RSMo). 
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2.  Disbursement  Procedures 

Currently  the  County  does  not  require  two  signatures  on  checks  from  some  of  the  County's  Bank 
accounts.  Coupled  with  the  lack  of  segregation  of  duties,  this  creates  an  environment  in  which  County 
assets  could  be  misappropriated  and  the  misappropriation  would  not  be  discovered  in  a  timely  manner. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  institute  a  policy  requiring  two  signatures  on  all  checks  for  all  County  disbursements. 

3.  Patient  Protection  and  Affordable  Care  Act 

In  August  2010,  the  United  States  Congress  passed  H.R.  3590  Patient  Protection  and  Affordable  Care  Act. 
The  Act  affects  many  sectors  of  the  private-sector  economy  and  government  including  establishing 
individual  responsibilities  regarding  health  coverage  as  well  as  employer  responsibilities  for  providing 
health  coverage.  Employer  responsibilities  include:  automatic  enrollment  for  employees  of  larger 
employers,  employer  requirement  to  inform  employees  of  coverage  options,  shared  responsibilities  for 
employers,  reporting  of  employer  health  insurance  coverage,  offering  of  exchange-participating  qualified 
health  plans  through  cafeteria  plans.  The  effective  date  for  the  employer  responsibilities  section  of  the  Act 
is  for  months  beginning  after  December  31,  2013.  Due  to  the  many  provisions  and  complexity  of  the  Act, 
governments  may  need  to  obtain  outside  counsel  from  its  attorney  and  health  insurance  provider  to 
determine  the  steps  necessary  to  properly  implement  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

We  Recommend: 

Management  become  familiar  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act  and  consider  obtaining  outside  counsel  to 
comply  with  the  new  Act  and  avoid  potential  penalties  and  unwanted  costs  associated  with  this  Act. 

We  will  review  the  status  of  these  comments  during  our  next  audit  engagement.  We  will  be  pleased  to  discuss 
them  in  further  detail  at  your  convenience,  to  perform  any  additional  study  of  these  matters  or  to  assist  you  in 
implementing  the  recommendations. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  serve  as  Gentry  County's  independent  auditor  and  the  courtesies  and 
assistance  extended  to  us  by  the  County's  employees. 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  14,  2013 


ANDREW  A.  MARMOUGF1.  CPA 


LARRY  M.  BROWN,  CPA 
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Gentry  County  Commission 
Gentry  County 
Albany,  Missouri 


We  have  audited  the  financial  statements  of  Gentry  County,  Missouri,  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 
Professional  standards  require  that  we  provide  you  with  information  about  our  responsibilities  under  generally 
accepted  auditing  standards  and  Government  Auditing  Standards,  as  well  as  certain  information  related  to  the 
planned  scope  and  timing  of  our  audit.  We  have  communicated  such  information  in  our  letter  to  you  dated 
March  25,  2013.  Professional  standards  also  require  that  we  communicate  to  you  the  following  information 
related  to  our  audit. 

Significant  Audit  Findings 

Qualitative  Aspects  of  Accounting  Practices 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  selection  and  use  of  appropriate  accounting  policies.  The  significant 
accounting  policies  used  by  Gentry  County,  Missouri,  are  described  in  Note  A  to  the  financial  statements.  All 
significant  transactions  have  been  recognized  in  the  financial  statements  in  the  proper  period.  No  new 
accounting  policies  were  adopted  and  the  application  of  existing  policies  was  not  changed  during  2012.  We 
noted  no  transactions  entered  into  by  the  governmental  unit  during  the  year  for  which  there  is  a  lack  of 
authoritative  guidance  or  consensus.  All  significant  transactions  have  been  recognized  in  the  financial 
statements  in  the  proper  period. 

The  financial  statement  disclosures  are  neutral,  consistent,  and  clear. 
Difficulties  Encountered  in  Performing  the  Audit 

We  encountered  no  significant  difficulties  in  dealing  with  management  in  performing  and  completing  our  audit. 
Corrected  and  Uncorrected  Misstatements 

Professional  standards  require  us  to  accumulate  all  known  and  likely  misstatements  identified  during  the  audit, 
other  than  those  that  are  clearly  trivial,  and  communicate  them  to  the  appropriate  level  of  management. 
Management  has  corrected  all  such  misstatements.  The  following  material  misstatements  detected  as  a  result  of 
audit  procedures  were  corrected  by  management: 

•  Cash 

•  Fund  Balance 
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Disagreements  with  Management 

For  purposes  of  this  letter,  a  disagreement  with  management  is  a  financial  accounting,  reporting,  or  auditing 
matter,  whether  or  not  resolved  to  our  satisfaction,  that  could  be  significant  to  the  financial  statements  or  the 
auditor's  report.  We  are  pleased  to  report  that  no  such  disagreements  arose  during  the  course  of  our  audit. 

Management  Representations 

We  have  requested  certain  representations  from  management  that  are  included  in  the  management 
representation  letter  dated  June  14,  2013. 

Management  Consultations  with  Other  Independent  Accountants 

In  some  cases,  management  may  decide  to  consult  with  other  accountants  about  auditing  and  accounting 
matters,  similar  to  obtaining  a  "second  opinion"  on  certain  situations.  If  a  consultation  involves  application  of 
an  accounting  principle  to  the  governmental  unit's  financial  statements  or  a  determination  of  the  type  of 
auditor's  opinion  that  may  be  expressed  on  those  statements,  our  professional  standards  require  the  consulting 
accountant  to  check  with  us  to  determine  that  the  consultant  has  all  the  relevant  facts.  To  our  knowledge,  there 
were  no  such  consultations  with  other  accountants. 

Other  Audit  Findings  or  Issues 

We  generally  discuss  a  variety  of  matters,  including  the  application  of  accounting  principles  and  auditing 
standards,  with  management  each  year  prior  to  retention  as  the  governmental  unit's  auditors.  However,  these 
discussions  occurred  in  the  normal  course  of  our  professional  relationship  and  our  responses  were  not  a 
condition  to  our  retention. 

This  information  is  intended  solely  for  the  use  of  the  County  Commission  and  management  of  Gentry  County, 
Missouri,  and  is  not  intended  to  be,  and  should  not  be,  used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties. 

Very  truly  yours, 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  14,  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Department  of  Higher  Education,  Crowder  College 


Bookstore  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Cashier's  Office  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Satellite  Campus  Receipting 
and  Depositing  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Alliance  for  Business  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Procurement  Policies  and 
Expenditures 


The  bookstore  lacks  adequate  controls,  and  detailed  bookstore  financial 
information  is  not  independently  reviewed.  The  bookstore  does  not 
adequately  document  physical  inventories,  and  the  value  of  books  purchased 
from  students  is  not  reconciled  to  the  amounts  credited  to  student  accounts. 
The  college  does  not  adequately  segregate  duties  regarding  the  billing  for 
and  receipt  of  monies  related  to  textbooks  returned/resold  to  vendors.  Audit 
staff  reviewed  four  return  invoices  totaling  $49,000  for  which  the  college 
received  refund  checks  totaling  only  $34,000,  with  no  documentation  to 
support  the  $15,000  difference.  The  bookstore  software  system  does  not 
maintain  an  adequate  audit  trail  of  all  transaction  numbers,  and  audit  staff 
identified  several  unexplained  discrepancies.  The  bookstore  does  not  have 
written  agreements  with  vendors  establishing  commissions  earned  when 
textbooks  are  resold  by  the  vendor. 

The  main  campus  cashier's  office  needs  to  improve  its  controls  over  receipts 
and  deposits.  The  cashier's  office  does  not  account  for  the  numerical 
sequence  of  receipt  numbers  assigned  by  the  computerized  accounting 
system,  does  not  adequately  reconcile  the  main  depository  bank  account, 
and  does  not  reconcile  the  composition  of  receipts  to  the  composition  of 
deposits.  The  college  could  improve  the  segregation  of  duties  within  the 
cashier's  office  and  should  better  control  departmental  deposit  forms  used  to 
document  the  remittance  of  receipts  to  the  cashier's  office. 

Neither  the  satellite  locations  nor  the  main  accounting  office  properly 
ensure  monies  collected  at  the  satellite  locations  are  deposited.  Satellite 
locations  do  not  always  issue  receipt  slips,  numerous  receipt  slips  were 
missing  or  not  retained,  deposit  reports  were  not  always  complete  or 
accurate,  and  monies  were  not  always  deposit  timely  and  intact. 

The  Alliance  is  a  joint  venture  between  Crowder  College  and  Missouri 
Southern  State  University  with  Crowder  College  handling  the  accounting 
functions  of  the  Alliance.  The  college  has  not  adequately  segregated  duties 
related  to  billing  clients  and  receiving  payments,  the  Alliance  employee 
does  not  record  the  receipt  of  payments,  and  the  Alliance  has  not  entered 
into  a  written  agreement  with  an  individual  for  training  and  consulting 
services  on  efficient  manufacturing  techniques  provided  to  area  businesses. 

The  college  has  not  updated  its  procurement  policy  in  years,  and  the  existing 
policy  does  not  adequately  address  all  aspects  of  procurement.  The  college 
did  not  bid  several  purchases  and  did  not  solicit  competitive  proposals  for 
several  types  of  professional  services,  including  grant  consulting  services 
totaling  $69,991,  and  security  services  totaling  $75,627.  The  college  failed 
to  include  prevailing  wage  requirements  in  its  request  for  proposals  and  paid 
a  contractor  $6,186  more  than  the  bid  amount  to  construct  a  parking  lot.  The 
college  has  not  established  policies  concerning  procurement  cards, 
processed  some  payments  without  the  payment  request  forms  required  by 
college  policy,  and  lacks  a  comprehensive  policy  related  to  food  purchases. 


The  college  allows  students  to  pay  with  personal  credit  cards,  but  does  not 
charge  a  convenience  fee  to  offset  related  costs  to  the  college.  In  the  two 
years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  college  paid  approximately  $82,000  in  credit 
card  fees. 


Salary  Procedures  Salaries  of  some  employees  do  not  agree  to  college  salary  schedules,  and  the 

college  does  not  always  document  extra  duty  compensation  (overload 
payments)  in  written  agreements.  The  college  paid  $259,105  and  $230,479 
in  overload  payments  for  the  spring  and  fall  2012  semesters,  respectively, 
and  a  department  chairperson  approved  his  own  overload  salary  agreement 
for  $2,400  for  the  summer  semester  of  2012. 

The  college  has  68  vehicles,  trailers,  and  all-terrain  vehicles  but  does  not 
maintain  documentation  of  trip  purpose  and  vehicle  mileage,  making  it 
difficult  to  determine  if  all  college  vehicles  are  being  utilized.  In  addition, 
the  college  uses  fuel  cards  but  does  not  record  mileage  when  fueling,  and 
fuel  used  is  not  reconciled  to  fuel  purchased. 


Vehicle  Usage  and  Fuel  Logs 


Information  Security  The  college  has  not  developed  an  adequate  formal  disaster  recovery  plan  to 

ensure  the  college  can  promptly  restore  computer  operations  in  the  event  of 
a  disaster.  The  college  did  not  perform  background  checks  prior  to 
employing  some  information  technology  employees. 

Closed  Meeting  Minutes  The  college  did  not  prepare  minutes  for  closed  session  meetings  of  the 

Board  of  Trustees,  as  required  by  state  law. 

Foundation  Subsidization  The  college  subsidizes  certain  operating  expenses  of  its  foundation,  which 

may  violate  the  Missouri  Constitution.  The  college's  Director  of 
Development  and  Grants  performs  work  for  both  the  college  and  the 
foundation  but  is  paid  entirely  with  college  funds,  the  college  provides 
office  space  to  the  foundation,  and  the  foundation  is  a  named  insured  on  the 
college's  property  and  general  liability  insurance  coverage. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


Crowder  College  was  awarded  $4,910,566  in  Federal  Stimulus  funds, 
$2,640,929  of  which  had  been  received  and  expended  as  of  June  30,  2012. 
Details  of  these  awards  are  contained  within  the  audit  report. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon 
and 

Board  of  Trustees  of  Crowder  College 
and 

Dr.  Kent  A.  Farnsworth,  President 
Crowder  College 
Neosho,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Crowder  College  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29, 
RSMo.  The  college  engaged  Mense,  Churchwell  &  Mense,  P.C.,  Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to 
audit  the  college's  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011.  The  college  engaged  Davis, 
Lynn  &  Moots,  P.C.,  Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs)  to  audit  the  college's  financial  statements  for 
the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  report  and 
substantiating  working  papers  of  the  CPA  firm  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2011,  since  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012,  audit  had  not  been  completed  at  the  time  we  started  our  audit.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2011  and  2012.  The  objectives  of 
our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  college's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  college's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

4.  Evaluate  selected  records  and  activities  of  the  Crowder  College  Foundation. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  college,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence 
regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal 
provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that 
illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 


2 


risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 


We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  college's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  college. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  control,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures,  and  (4)  weaknesses 
with  the  procedures  of  the  college's  foundation.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report 
presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Crowder  College. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkmeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Donna  Christian,  CPA,  CGFM 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Ted  Fugitt,  CPA 

Audit  Staff:  David  Olson 


Joshua  Allen,  CPA,  CFE 
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Crowder  College 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


1     Bookstore  Controls  Accountability  over  bookstore  receipts  is  not  adequate,  and  controls  related 

to  the  bookstore  inventory  and  return  or  sale  of  unused  books  need 
and  Procedures  improvement.  Additionally  the  software  system  used  by  the  bookstore  does 

not  provide  an  adequate  audit  trail  and  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated. 


The  college  operates  a  bookstore  on  the  main  campus  in  Neosho  and  also 
operates  smaller  bookstores  on  each  of  its  three  satellite  campuses  in 
Cassville,  Nevada,  and  Webb  City.  Bookstore  receipts  total  more  than  $3 
million  annually. 


1 . 1  Financial  monitoring  An  independent  review  of  detailed  bookstore  financial  information  is  not 

performed,  and  controls  are  not  in  place  to  ensure  total  sales  reported  by  the 
bookstore  reconciles  to  the  amount  recorded  in  the  college's  accounting 
records. 


The  financial  statements  generated  from  the  college's  accounting  system  and 
used  by  college  administrators  to  monitor  bookstore  activity  are  not 
complete  and  accurate.  The  monthly  budget  to  actual  financial  statement 
generated  from  the  accounting  system  and  provided  to  the  College 
President,  Chief  Financial  Officer  (CFO)  and  the  Board  of  Trustees  does  not 
contain  detail  financial  information  related  to  bookstore  operations,  but 
reflects  only  a  single  total  for  bookstore  sales  revenue  and  a  total  for 
bookstore  expenditures.  Detailed  financial  information  such  as  the  cost  of 
goods  sold,  profit  margin,  or  a  detailed  listing  of  bookstore  expenditures  is 
not  generated  and  provided  to  college  administrators  for  review. 

Additionally,  the  college  financial  statement  reported  bookstore  sales 
revenue  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  as  $2.5  million  while  the  sales 
reports  maintained  internally  by  the  bookstore  manager  reported  total  sales 
of  $3.2  million.  The  reports  maintained  by  the  bookstore  manager  represent 
an  accumulation  of  the  computerized  daily  sales  reports  from  the  cash 
registers.  These  reports  are  used  to  prepare  monthly  sales  tax  returns 
submitted  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue.  According  to  the  CFO, 
the  sales  revenue  reported  on  the  college's  financial  statement  had  been 
reduced  for  sales  tax  payments,  textbook  buybacks,  and  other  credits  to 
student  accounts.  However,  after  considering  these  adjustments,  sales 
revenue  on  the  college's  financial  statement  exceeded  the  amount  reported 
on  the  bookstore  manager's  sales  spreadsheet  by  $312,150.  The  CFO  stated 
that  the  financial  statement  prepared  from  the  college's  accounting  system 
and  the  spreadsheets  prepared  by  the  bookstore  manager  are  not  reconciled. 
After  audit  fieldwork  ended  the  CFO  made  additional  attempts  to  reconcile 
these  two  records  and  indicated  that  he  is  now  able  to  more  closely  reconcile 
the  two  sales  amounts. 


Further,  the  bookstore  expenditures  total  reported  on  the  college's  financial 
statement  prepared  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  did  not  include  some 
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expenses  associated  with  the  bookstore.  For  example,  utility  costs  and  some 
fringe  benefits  for  bookstore  employees  were  not  included.  As  a  result,  the 
amount  of  bookstore  expenditures  was  understated. 

College  management  needs  complete,  accurate,  detailed  financial 
information  to  maintain  proper  oversight  of  bookstore  operations. 

1.2  Inventory  controls  Controls  over  bookstore  inventory  totaling  more  than  $900,000  are  not 

adequate. 

•  Bookstore  personnel  do  not  document  a  comparison  between  perpetual 
inventory  records  and  physical  inventories.  The  bookstore  manager 
indicated  physical  inventories  are  conducted  in  March  and  September, 
before  books  are  ordered  for  the  upcoming  semester,  and  also  at  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year,  in  June,  for  inclusion  on  the  college's  balance  sheet. 
However,  no  documentation  is  maintained  of  the  difference  between 
perpetual  inventory  records  and  the  physical  counts.  As  a  result,  there  is 
no  documented  analysis  by  management  of  any  loss  or  shrinkage  in 
inventory  or  other  differences  between  physical  inventory  counts  and 
perpetual  inventory  records. 

Documentation  of  differences  between  perpetual  inventory  records  and 
physical  counts  should  be  maintained  to  ensure  inventory  shrinkage, 
including  the  possibility  of  theft,  is  properly  analyzed.  The  amount  of 
inventory  shrinkage  could  be  compared  to  a  benchmark,  such  as  the 
national  average  for  similar  retail  operations. 

•  The  value  of  books  purchased  from  students  is  not  reconciled  to  the 
amounts  credited  against  student  accounts.  Twice  a  year  the  bookstore 
buys  used  textbooks  back  from  students  and  gives  the  students  credit  on 
their  individual  student  accounts  that  can  be  used  for  the  next  semester 
or  the  student  can  access  the  funds  on  their  school  identification 
card/debit  card.  Annual  credits  to  student  accounts  for  textbooks 
purchased  from  students  total  approximately  $580,000. 

To  ensure  credits  issued  to  student  accounts  are  proper  and  to  reduce  the 
risk  of  theft  of  textbook  inventory,  the  value  of  used  textbooks 
purchased  from  students  should  be  compared  to  the  total  credits  posted 
to  student  accounts. 

1.3  Book  returns  The  college  has  not  established  adequate  segregation  of  duties  regarding  the 

billing  for  and  receipt  of  monies  related  to  textbooks  returned/resold  to 
vendors.  During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  bookstore  manager 
sent  invoices  totaling  approximately  $480,000  to  vendors  for  the  return  of 
books,  and  also  received  refund  checks  and  credit  memos  associated  with 
these  invoices. 
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Additionally,  the  numerical  sequence  of  invoices  was  not  accounted  for 
properly.  There  were  447  invoice  numbers  used  during  the  2  years  ended 
June  30,  2012;  however,  documentation  of  only  420  invoices  could  be 
located.  The  bookstore  manager  believes  the  computer  system  may  not  be 
tracking  the  numbers  associated  with  incomplete  invoices;  however,  the 
exact  reason  for  the  missing  invoice  numbers  could  not  be  determined. 

Differences  between  the  amount  of  refunds  or  credit  memos  received  from 
the  vendors  and  the  amounts  invoiced  were  not  always  investigated  and 
adequately  documented.  For  example,  we  reviewed  four  return  invoices 
totaling  approximately  $49,000  for  which  the  college  received  refund 
checks  totaling  only  approximately  $34,000.  No  documentation  to  support 
the  $15,000  difference  was  available.  The  bookstore  manager  stated  some 
invoices  were  inaccurate  and  showed  more  books  than  actual  were  returned 
to  the  vendor. 

To  safeguard  against  possible  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds  and  provide 
adequate  oversight,  the  college  accounting  department  should  receive  refund 
checks/credit  memos  and  procedures  should  be  put  in  place  to  account  for 
all  invoice  numbers  and  to  investigate  and  document  the  reasons  for  the 
differences  between  amounts  invoiced  and  amounts  received. 

1.4  Bookstore  Software  The  software  system  used  by  the  bookstore  does  not  provide  an  adequate 

audit  trail  of  all  transaction  numbers  and  several  unexplained  discrepancies 
were  identified  in  transaction  amounts. 

All  of  the  bookstore  locations  operate  the  same  computerized  accounting 
software  system,  a  system  specifically  made  for  college  bookstores.  The 
bookstore  has  been  using  this  particular  computerized  software  system  for 
approximately  7  years.  The  software  is  used  for  the  cash  register  system, 
perpetual  inventory,  and  invoicing  vendors  for  returned  books  and  also  has  a 
book  buyback  feature.  The  software  provider  went  out  of  business  in  2012, 
leaving  the  bookstore  without  technical  support  for  the  program. 

Transaction  numbers  The  numerical  sequence  of  transaction  numbers  assigned  by  the  bookstore 

computerized  accounting  system  is  not  accounted  for  properly. 

Bookstore  transactions  are  assigned  a  sequential  number,  but  one  numerical 
sequence  is  used  among  all  the  campuses  for  receipt  transactions  rather  than 
a  unique  sequence  at  each  individual  bookstore.  Personnel  of  the  main 
campus  bookstore  or  the  accounting  department  do  not  ensure  all 
transaction  numbers  are  accounted  for  when  bookstore  receipts  are 
deposited.  We  attempted  to  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  921 
bookstore  transactions  for  a  2  day  period  and  noted  109  missing  transaction 
numbers,  or  11.8  percent  of  the  transactions  reviewed.  Prior  to  our  inquiry 
the  bookstore  manager  had  not  attempted  to  account  for  receipt  numbers  and 
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an  audit  trail  of  missing  transactions  could  not  be  located  on  the  computer 
system. 

To  ensure  all  monies  received  are  properly  recorded  and  deposited  and 
reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  the  college  should  ensure 
adequate  controls  are  put  in  place  that  allow  for  the  accountability  of  the 
numerical  sequence  of  all  transaction  numbers. 

Transaction  discrepancies       Several  discrepancies  were  noted  within  the  cash  register  system  function  of 

the  software,  some  of  which  could  not  be  explained  by  the  bookstore 
manager. 

We  compared  six  cash  register  close  out  tapes,  known  as  z-tapes,  (which 
represented  each  of  the  main  campus  bookstore's  three  cash  registers,  over  a 
2  day  period)  to  daily  sales  amounts  generated  from  the  same  software 
system,  and  noted  differences  for  three  of  the  six  reviewed.  While  these 
differences  were  generally  less  than  $5  each,  this  indicates  errors  within  the 
system  which  the  bookstore  manager  was  aware  of,  but  could  not  explain 
and  the  software  provider  is  no  longer  available  to  provide  support. 

In  addition  to  the  six  z-tapes  we  reviewed,  the  bookstore  manager  indicated 
there  were  three  additional  z-tapes  from  satellite  bookstores  over  the  2  day 
test  period  which  also  had  system  errors  related  to  them.  While  the  amounts 
noted  in  our  limited  review  represent  small  dollar  amounts  they  raise 
questions  about  the  overall  reliability  of  the  computer  system  as  well  as 
concern  about  oversight  of  accounting  functions. 

A  reliable  accounting  and  financial  reporting  system  for  the  bookstore  that 
has  adequate  technical  support  would  help  ensure  efficient  operation  of  an 
auxiliary  operation  that  is  a  significant  revenue  source  of  the  college. 

1.5  Commissions  According  to  the  bookstore  manager  the  bookstore  does  not  have  written 

agreements  with  vendors  that  establish  the  amount  of  commissions  earned 
when  textbooks  are  occasionally  resold  by  the  vendor. 

Written  agreements  are  necessary  to  ensure  all  parties  are  aware  of  their 
duties  and  responsibilities  and  to  prevent  misunderstandings.  Section 
432.070,  RSMo,  requires  contracts  for  political  subdivisions  be  in  writing. 

1.6  Segregation  of  duties         Duties  related  to  purchasing,  receiving,  sales,  physical  inventories,  and 

accounts  receivable  are  not  adequately  segregated.  The  bookstore  manager 
is  ultimately  responsible  for  all  of  these  duties  without  adequate  oversight 
by  college  administrators  or  personnel  in  the  accounting  department. 
Additionally,  as  noted  above,  numerous  significant  weaknesses  exist  in  the 
bookstores  computer  system,  inventory  control,  and  financial  monitoring 
that  further  justify  the  need  for  the  college  to  implement  substantial  changes 
in  bookstore  operations. 
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To  safeguard  against  possible  loss  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls 
should  provide  reasonable  assurance  that  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  The  current  procedures  do 
not  provide  for  independent  checks  and  balances.  If  duties  cannot  be 
adequately  segregated,  adequate  oversight  procedures  should  be  put  into 
place. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Trustees: 

1.1  Ensure  detailed  financial  information  of  bookstore  operations  is 
prepared,  reviewed  by  independent  management  personnel  and 
reconciled  to  the  college's  accounting  system. 

1.2  Ensure  differences  between  perpetual  inventory  records  and 
physical  counts  are  properly  investigated  and  adequate 
documentation  is  maintained;  and  reconcile  the  value  of  textbooks 
purchased  from  students  to  credits  issued  to  student  accounts. 

1.3  Adequately  segregate  the  duties  of  preparing  bookstore  return 
invoices  from  receiving  refund  checks,  establish  procedures  to 
account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  invoice  numbers,  and 
investigate  and  maintain  documentation  to  support  differences 
between  amounts  invoiced  and  amounts  received  for  book  returns. 

1.4  Implement  a  reliable  bookstore  computerized  accounting  system 
that  includes  technical  support  and  ensures  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly. 

1.5  Enter  into  written  contracts  with  vendors  that  establish  the  amount 
of  commissions  earned  when  textbooks  are  resold  by  the  vendor. 

1.6  Adequately  segregate  bookstore  duties  related  to  purchasing, 
receiving,  sales,  physical  inventories,  and  accounts  receivable.  If 
this  is  not  possible,  at  a  minimum,  college  administrators  should 
perform  and  document  adequate  oversight  procedures. 

Auditee's  Response  The  College  is  pleased  that  during  the  State  Auditor's  review,  your  office 

found  there  to  be  no  questions  of  impropriety  or  misappropriation  of  funds. 
The  Board  of  Trustees  greatly  appreciates  the  auditor's  recommendations 
and  is  confident  that  they  will  assist  us  in  improving  internal  controls. 
Crowder  College  will  begin  immediately  to  implement  your 
recommendations  as  indicated  below  to  help  strengthen  internal  business 
practices. 
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1.1  The  Vice  President  (VP)  of  Finance  and  the  President  review  the  net 
income  of  the  Bookstore  prior  to  the  Board  of  Trustees'  meeting 
each  month.  The  College  will  review  procedures  in  place  to 
determine  if  the  preparation  and  review  of  detailed  bookstore 
records  should  be  better  documented.  In  addition,  analytics  will  be 
performed  periodically  by  the  VP  of  Finance  office  to  check  for 
reasonableness.  Examples  would  include  cost  of  goods  sold,  actual- 
to-perpetual  inventory  reconciliation,  and  book  buyback  amounts. 

1.2  Bookstore  personnel  have  examined  discrepancies  in  inventory 
counts  in  the  past,  but  have  not  kept  adequate  documentation  of 
these  reviews.  In  the  future,  actual-to-perpetual  differences  will  be 
documented  and  retained,  a  dollar  amount  will  be  applied  to  the 
differences,  and  an  analysis  of  the  reasonableness  of  differences 
will  be  performed.  This  procedure  has  already  been  implemented 
during  our  annual  inventory  count  for  the  year-end. 

A  method  of  reconciling  and  documenting  textbook  credits  to 
student  records  will  be  established  and  reviewed  periodically  by 
College  personnel  independent  of  the  transactions. 

1.3  There  are  two  types  of  invoices  prepared  by  the  Bookstore.  One  is 
designed  to  adjust  inventory.  For  example,  a  coffee  cup  for  resale 
breaks.  The  Bookstore  creates  an  "invoice"  to  remove  the  cup  from 
inventory.  The  second  type  of  invoice  example  would  be  billing  a 
school  or  vendor  for  textbooks  sold.  In  order  to  account  for  all 
invoices,  the  Bookstore  will  begin  sending  a  copy  of  all  invoices 
created,  in  sequential  order,  to  the  Cashier's  Office  and  the 
Director  of  Budgeting.  Payments  will  then  be  received  by  the 
Cashier's  Office  who  will  match  up  and  clear  the  outstanding 
invoice.  Invoices  designed  to  correct  inventory  will  be  kept  to  verify 
the  sequence.  This  will  allow  the  Cashier's  Office  to  periodically 
review  which  invoices  are  outstanding  and  initiate  follow  up  or 
collections  as  appropriate. 

1.4  The  College  has  engaged  technical  support  for  the  bookstore 
software.  A  past  employee  of  the  software  vendor  has  been  retained 
to  help  program  the  changes  recommended  by  this  audit.  Some 
changes  have  already  occurred  such  as  creating  a  new  code  to 
properly  denote  book  buy  backs  from  book  refunds  in  the  students ' 
accounts.  Completely  replacing  the  bookstore  software  and  moving 
to  a  new  company  is  a  substantial  expenditure  that  is  not  considered 
necessary  as  long  as  the  existing  software  can  do  what  the  College 
needs  it  to  do.  The  College  will  undertake  efforts  to  improve  the 
reconciliation  of  bookstore  software  to  the  accounting  software. 
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1.5 


1.6 


Even  though  no  evidence  of  impropriety  exists,  we  agree  with  your 
recommendation  and  records  of  commission  contracts  will  be 
requested  and  retained  from  vendors. 

The  College  Chief  Financial  Officer  (CFO)  and  President  presently 
monitor  bookstore  activity  through  review  of  the  financial 
statements  on  a  monthly  basis.  Those  reviews  will  be  better 
documented  moving  forward.  Increasing  personnel  is  not 
economically  feasible  for  a  college  and  bookstore  of  our  size.  In 
light  of  the  three  person  staff  in  the  bookstore,  the  College  will  work 
to  better  oversee  the  bookstore  with  management  personnel,  the 
Cashier's  Office  and  the  Director  of  Budgeting. 


2.  Cashier's  Office 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


Control  weaknesses  exist  related  to  accounting  for  receipts  and  deposits  in 
the  cashier's  office  of  the  main  campus.  This  office  processed  transactions 
totaling  approximately  $11.9  million  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 


2. 1  Receipt  numbers  The  cashier's  office  on  the  main  campus  in  Neosho  does  not  account  for  the 

numerical  sequence  of  receipt  numbers  assigned  by  the  computerized 
accounting  system. 

The  computerized  accounting  system  sequentially  assigns  a  receipt  number 
for  all  monies  received  through  the  cashier's  office;  however,  receipt 
numbers  can  be  deleted  without  an  audit  trail  and  receipt  information  can  be 
edited  after  the  receipt  slip  has  been  printed.  In  addition,  the  cashier's  office 
was  not  aware  that  edited  receipt  information  remained  in  the  system  and 
could  be  accessed.  As  a  result,  the  cashier's  office  has  not  established 
procedures  to  review  edited  receipt  information  to  investigate  the  propriety 
of  changes. 

We  reviewed  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipts  recorded  in  the  system 
from  January  1  through  June  20,  2012,  and  determined  153  receipt  numbers 
were  missing  and  73  receipts  had  been  edited.  The  college  was  unable  to 
provide  any  documentation  or  explanation  for  the  153  missing  receipt 
numbers  or  the  reason  why  the  receipt  information  needed  to  be  edited.  Of 
the  73  edited  receipts,  one  receipt  amount  was  reduced  by  $330  and  the 
method  of  payment  (cash  or  check)  appeared  to  be  edited  for  several  other 
receipts. 

To  ensure  all  monies  received  are  properly  recorded  and  deposited  and 
reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  the  college  should  work 
with  the  computer  software  vendor  to  ensure  adequate  controls  are  in  place 
to  allow  the  college  to  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt 
numbers  and  prevent  editing  receipt  information  after  the  receipt  is  printed. 
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2.2  Bank  reconciliations  The  college  does  not  adequately  reconcile  the  main  depository  bank 

account,  and  we  identified  a  significant  difference  between  the  bank  and 
book  balances. 

The  college  maintains  a  bank  account  for  the  deposit  of  all  monies  received, 
including  credit  card  deposits.  Credit  card  statements  and  bank  statements 
are  not  properly  compared  to  identify  differences  between  credit  card 
deposits  and  credit  card  receipts.  As  a  result,  significant  differences  between 
the  bank  account  balance  and  the  book  balance  are  not  identified  during 
monthly  bank  reconciliations. 

For  example,  the  February  2012  bank  reconciliation  prepared  by  the  college 
showed  an  unidentified  difference  of  $25,274.  According  to  the  Director  of 
Accounting,  the  unreconciled  amount  varies  each  month  and  is  due  to  credit 
card  transactions  for  which  she  lacks  the  sufficient  detailed  information 
needed  to  further  reconcile  the  balances.  Our  review  of  the  February  2012 
bank  reconciliation  identified  items  such  as  credit  card  refunds  and 
disbursements  that  were  not  properly  included  on  the  bank  reconciliation. 
After  adjusting  for  these  corrections,  the  reconciled  bank  balance  totaled 
$579,507  while  the  college's  book  balance  was  $549,664  or  a  difference  of 
$29,843. 

Approximately  $10  million  is  deposited  into  this  account  annually,  and 
without  adequate  and  accurate  bank  reconciliations  and  credit  card 
reconciliations  the  college  cannot  ensure  receipts  and  disbursements  are 
accounted  for  properly. 

2.3  Reconciliation  of  The  cashier's  office  does  not  reconcile  the  composition  of  receipts  to  the 
receipts  to  deposits  composition  of  deposits. 

The  college  allows  individuals  to  cash  personal  checks  or  receive  cash  for 
credit  card  transactions  up  to  $10  per  day  for  students  and  $20  per  day  for 
employees,  and  allows  employees  to  cash  paychecks  at  the  cashier's  office. 
The  computerized  accounting  system  does  not  document  when  these  cash 
disbursement  transactions  occur.  As  a  result,  the  difference  between  the 
composition  of  receipts  and  the  composition  of  deposits  is  not  explained  and 
documented.  For  example,  on  December  19,  2011,  a  deposit  for  $9,465 
included  $50  more  in  credit  card  receipts  and  $50  less  in  cash  receipts  than 
recorded.  The  difference  appears  to  be  caused  by  individuals  receiving  cash 
for  a  credit  card  transaction,  but  it  is  not  adequately  documented  by  the 
cashier's  office. 

To  ensure  all  receipts  are  accounted  for  properly  and  deposited  intact,  the 
composition  of  receipts  should  be  reconciled  to  the  composition  of  the  bank 
deposits,  and  when  cash  is  disbursed  to  students  and  employees,  these 
disbursement  transactions  should  be  documented  and  included  in  the 
reconciliation  of  receipts  to  deposits. 
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2.4  Segregation  of  duties         The  college  could  improve  the  segregation  of  duties  within  the  cashier's 

office.  The  Accounts  Receivable  Manager,  who  is  the  supervisor  of  the 
cashier's  office,  makes  adjustments  to  student  accounts  and  also 
occasionally  receives  payments.  Further,  employees  in  the  cashier's  office 
who  receive  payments  also  have  the  ability  to  make  adjustments  to  student 
accounts,  such  as  reducing  application  fees,  and  posting  scholarships  and 
other  non-monetary  transactions. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  helps  ensure  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  at  a  minimum,  periodic  supervisory  or 
independent  reviews  of  the  records  should  be  performed  and  documented. 

2.5  Deposit  forms  The  college  does  not  adequately  control  departmental  deposit  forms  used  by 

college  departments  to  document  the  remittance  of  receipts  to  the  cashier's 
office  for  deposit. 

Various  college  departments  collect  some  student  fees  or  other  payments 
and  subsequently  remit  these  monies  to  the  main  campus  cashier's  office 
along  with  a  departmental  deposit  form  documenting  the  deposit  date, 
amount,  revenue  classification,  and  signature  of  the  depositor.  These  forms 
are  not  pre -numbered  to  provide  accountability  over  the  remittance  of 
monies  to  the  cashier's  office. 

To  ensure  all  receipts  are  properly  transmitted  and  deposited,  these  forms 
should  be  pre-numbered  and  the  numerical  sequence  accounted  for  properly. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Trustees: 

2.1  Work  with  the  computer  software  vendor  to  ensure  adequate 
controls  are  in  place  to  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of 
receipt  numbers  assigned  by  the  college's  computerized  accounting 
system,  including  deleted  receipts,  and  prevent  the  editing  of  receipt 
transaction  information  after  the  receipt  slip  has  been  printed. 

2.2  Ensure  bank  reconciliations  are  properly  performed. 

2.3  Ensure  the  composition  of  receipts  is  reconciled  to  the  composition 
of  the  bank  deposits. 

2.4  Segregate  accounting  duties  in  the  cashier's  office  to  the  extent 
possible.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties  cannot  be  achieved,  an 
independent  review  of  the  work  performed  is  necessary. 
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2.5       Ensure  departmental  deposit  forms  are  pre -numbered  and  the 
numerical  sequence  is  accounted  for  properly. 


Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^       The   College   shares   this   concern   which   is   reflective   of  a 

shortcoming  in  the  computer  management  system  used  by  the 
college.  For  example,  when  a  credit  card  payment  is  automatically 
received  by  the  system  it  creates  a  receipt  without  any  student 
identifier.  When  the  Cashier's  Office  matches  the  payment  with  the 
appropriate  student  and  enters  the  student  information,  a  new 
receipt  is  created  that  replaces  the  initial  receipt.  Only  deep  within 
the  database  is  the  original  receipt  even  noted. 


It  appears  that  the  newest  release  of  the  Accounts  Receivable 
module  from  the  College's  vendor  will  correct  this  matter  and  allow 
for  a  clean  audit  trail.  In  addition,  the  College's  Head  Cashier  has 
agreed  to  serve  on  the  vendor's  advisory  committee  for  this  module. 
The  College  will  work  to  strengthen  the  inherent  control  weaknesses 
caused  by  the  software  program. 

2.2  The  College  has  already  changed  this  process.  The  credit  card 
processor  is  now  reporting  each  individual  credit  card  transaction 
so  that  reconciliation  can  be  done  at  the  individual  transaction  level 
rather  than  the  batch  level.  The  CFO  will  monitor  this  until 
properly  reconciled. 

2.3  We  acknowledge  and  appreciate  that  all  audit  tests  of  deposits 
performed  by  the  State  Auditor's  Office  were  found  to  be  deposited 
correctly.  The  reason  for  the  difference  in  composition  of  the 
deposits  and  receipts  results  from  check  cashing  that  occurs  in  the 
Cashier's  Office.  The  visiting  auditor  reports  that  this  is  a  common 
occurrence  in  college  cashier's  offices  and  had  no  problem  with  the 
practice  of  cashing  checks;  many  of  which  are  college-issued.  The 
College  will  implement  a  procedure  by  which  a  reconciling  slip  will 
be  placed  with  the  deposit  that  notates  the  dollar  amount  of  checks 
that  were  cashed,  thus  reconciling  the  difference  between  the 
receipts  cash  and  the  deposit  cash. 

2.4  The  Cashier's  Office  attempts  always  to  have  one  of  the  two 
cashiers  in  the  office,  including  staggering  lunch  breaks  so  that  the 
Head  Cashier  does  not  have  to  work  the  window.  However,  with 
only  three  in  the  office,  it  does  occasionally  occur  that  the  Head 
Cashier  will  process  a  student  payment.  In  order  to  be  more 
involved  because  of  the  inherent  problem  of  a  small  staff,  the  CFO 
will  periodically  review  the  work  of  the  Cashier's  Office.  In 
addition,  although  not  a  specific  recommendation,  the  two  cashiers 
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who  take  student  payments  are  no  longer  able  to  make  adjustments 
to  student  accounts. 


2.5  The  College  recognizes  and  understands  the  concerns  addressed  by 
this  recommendation.  The  complexity  of  the  College  and  the 
decentralization  of  some  departments  make  this  a  challenging 
endeavor.  However,  the  College  will  work  with  all  departments  to 
establish  better  deposit  controls. 


Weaknesses  exist  in  receipting,  depositing,  and  cash  handling  procedures  at 
college  satellite  locations. 


3.  Satellite  Campus 
Receipting  and 

-p^  ...       ^      .      |    Crowder  College  has  satellite  campuses  in  Webb  City,  Cassville,  and 

LiepOSlting  L^OntrOlS  Nevacja.  The  college  also  has  sites,  although  not  officially  considered 
and  Procedures  campuses,  in  Mt.  Vernon  and  Monett.  These  satellite  locations  collect 

monies  for  various  things  such  as  books,  class  fees,  tuition,  and  supplies. 
These  satellite  locations  collected  approximately  $667,000  and  $548,000  for 
the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  2011,  respectively. 


Monies  received  at  satellite  locations  are  deposited  by  personnel  of  these 
campuses  into  a  local  bank.  A  deposit  report  listing  receipts  included  in  the 
deposit,  along  with  copies  of  the  receipt  slips,  is  forwarded  to  the  main 
campus  accounting  office  for  posting  to  the  college's  accounting  system. 
Our  audit  found  numerous  weaknesses  in  the  receipting  and  depositing 
process. 


•  Satellite  locations  did  not  issue  receipt  slips  for  some  monies  received, 
and  some  receipt  slips  issued  were  not  dated  or  issued  in  numerical 
sequence.  Multiple  receipt  books  with  varying  sequences  are  used 
simultaneously  and  new  receipt  books  do  not  always  begin  in  numerical 
sequence  with  the  previously  used  receipt  book.  We  also  observed 
numerous  undated  receipt  slips  issued,  including  large  cash  receipts  for 
$727  and  $430. 


•  Numerous  receipt  slips  were  missing  or  not  retained  by  some  satellite 
locations.  For  example,  the  Cassville  campus  destroyed  receipt  books 
prior  to  January  27,  2012,  and  other  satellite  locations  were  missing 
numerous  individual  receipts  as  well  as  complete  receipt  books. 


•  Satellite  locations  submitted  deposit  reports  to  the  accounting  office  that 
were  not  always  complete  or  accurate,  and  copies  of  receipt  slips  were 
not  always  included  with  the  reports.  For  example,  a  deposit  report  from 
the  Cassville  campus  totaling  $1,679  was  manually  changed  to  $1,579 
with  no  documentation  to  explain  the  change. 
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•  Satellite  locations  did  not  always  deposit  monies  received  timely  and 
intact.  For  example,  a  deposit  made  by  the  Cassville  campus  on  January 
27,  2012,  for  $1,549,  ($1,019  of  which  was  cash)  included  monies 
received  8  days  prior  to  the  deposit.  Additionally,  $3,429  (including 
$2,605  cash)  deposited  by  the  Nevada  location  on  January  17,  2012, 
included  receipts  dating  back  to  January  5,  2012;  however,  three  other 
deposits  were  made  between  these  dates. 

Because  of  the  lack  of  receipt  records  and  the  poor  receipting  procedures  at 
satellite  locations,  the  college  cannot  demonstrate  that  monies  received  were 
accounted  for  properly.  To  adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk 
of  loss  or  misuse  of  funds,  receipt  slips  should  be  issued  in  numerical  order 
for  all  monies  received  which  include  the  date  issued,  and  the  receipt  books 
should  be  retained  to  ensure  the  validity  of  transactions  and  provide  an  audit 
trail.  Depositing  receipts  timely  and  intact  is  necessary  to  properly  safeguard 
receipts.  Additionally,  reconciling  receipt  slip  amounts  to  deposits  helps 
ensure  all  receipts  are  accounted  for  properly. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Trustees  implement  procedures  at  satellite  locations  requiring 

receipt  slips  to  be  issued  for  all  monies  received  and  personnel  to  reconcile 
the  composition  of  receipt  slips  to  the  composition  of  deposits,  and  ensure 
monies  collected  by  satellite  locations  are  deposited  timely  and  intact. 

The  CFO  will  prepare  a  uniform  deposit  template  to  be  used  by  all  satellite 
locations  to  ensure  consistent  reporting  of  deposits.  Renewed  efforts  will  be 
made  to  require  deposits  to  be  made  daily  and  to  ensure  that  the  pre- 
numbered,  sequential  deposit  books  given  to  them  are  used  in  the  proper 
order. 


Control  weaknesses  exist  in  receipting,  depositing,  and  cash  handling 
procedures  related  to  the  Alliance  for  Business  (Alliance). 

The  Alliance  is  a  joint  venture  between  Crowder  College  and  Missouri 
Southern  State  University  to  provide  a  large  range  of  training,  assessment, 
and  consulting  services  to  local  businesses  located  in  the  nine  county  area 
served  by  the  college.  Accounting  functions  of  the  Alliance  are  handled  by 
Crowder  College.  The  Alliance  received  and  transmitted  to  the  college 
$79,634  and  $322,602  for  the  years  ended  June  30,  2011  and  2012, 
respectively. 

The  college  has  not  adequately  segregated  duties  related  to  billing  clients 
and  receiving  payments,  and  invoices  sent  to  clients  are  not  pre -numbered. 
An  Alliance  employee  bills  clients  for  services  provided  and  receives 
payments  from  the  clients.  Further,  invoices  sent  to  clients  are  not  filed  with 
the  cashier's  office,  where  payment  is  recorded  in  the  college's  accounting 
system. 


Auditee's  Response 


4.  Alliance  for 
Business  Controls 
and  Procedures 


4. 1  Segregation  of  duties 
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Properly  segregating  the  duties  of  billing  clients  from  receiving  payments 
helps  ensure  all  transactions  are  accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are 
adequately  safeguarded.  To  ensure  all  invoices  are  accounted  for  properly, 
these  forms  should  be  pre-numbered  and  should  be  filed  with  the  cashier's 
office. 


4.2  Receipt  record 


The  Alliance  employee  does  not  record  the  receipt  of  payments.  A  record  of 
the  receipt  is  prepared  by  the  main  campus  accounting  office  after  it  has 
been  forwarded  by  the  Alliance  along  with  a  departmental  deposit  form. 


4.3  Written  agreement 


Recommendations 


To  adequately  account  for  all  monies  received  by  the  Alliance,  official  pre- 
numbered  receipt  slips  should  be  recorded  at  the  time  of  receipt. 

The  Alliance  has  not  entered  into  a  written  agreement  with  an  individual  for 
training  and  consulting  services  on  efficient  manufacturing  techniques 
provided  to  area  businesses.  Payments  to  the  consultant  totaled 
approximately  $38,000  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

A  formal  agreement  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  college  and  the  consultant  are 
aware  of  their  duties  and  responsibilities  and  to  provide  protection  to  both 
parties. 

The  Board  of  Trustees  require  the  Alliance  for  Business: 


4.1       Properly  segregate  the  duties  of  preparing  client  billings  from 
receiving  payments  and  ensure  invoices  are  pre-numbered. 


Auditee's  Response 


4.2  Issue  pre-numbered  receipt  slips  at  the  time  of  receipt. 

4.3  Enter  into  a  written  agreement  with  the  Alliance  consultant. 

4.1  The  Alliance  will  send  copies  of  all  pre-numbered  invoices  to  the 
Cashier's  Office.  The  Cashier's  Office  will  match  up  deposits  when 
received.  A  periodic  review  of  open  invoices  will  allow  the  Head 
Cashier  to  follow  up  on  outstanding  invoices.  In  addition,  a 
periodic  review  by  the  Associate  Vice  President  (VP)  of  Academic 
Affairs,  matching  the  invoices  held  by  the  Cashier's  Office  with  the 
past  and  current  jobs  performed  by  the  Alliance,  will  verify  the 
completeness  of  the  invoices  in  the  Cashier's  possession. 


4.2  The  College  plans  to  require  that  all  payments  for  services  by  the 
Alliance  be  made  to  the  Cashier's  Office.  This  will  mean  that  the 
Alliance  will  not  to  have  to  handle  payments.  The  sequential 
receipting  would  then  be  handled  by  the  Cashier's  Office,  which  will 
have  pre-numbered  deposit  slips. 
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4.3  The  College  will  implement  contracts  for  part-time  trainers  that  are 
similar  to  our  adjunct  teacher  contracts.  These  contracts  will  list 
the  requirements  and  duties  for  each  training  project. 
The  college's  procurement  policy  does  not  provide  adequate  guidance  to 
employees,  the  policy  is  not  always  followed  and  many  purchases  are  not 
bid.  In  addition,  improvements  need  to  be  made  with  regard  to  procurement 
card  procedures,  payment  processing,  and  food  purchases. 

5.1  Procurement  policy  The  college's  procurement  policy  has  not  been  updated  in  many  years  and 

does  not  adequately  address  all  aspects  of  procurement.  The  policy  does  not 
address  how  bids  are  to  be  solicited  or  when  sealed  bids  are  to  be  used,  or 
distinguish  the  handling  of  professional  service  from  other  purchases.  Our 
audit  identified  several  examples  of  poor  procurement  procedures. 

Lack  of  bidding  The  college  did  not  bid  several  purchases. 

•  Travel  arrangements  for  college  sponsored  trips  are  made  exclusively 
through  a  local  travel  agency.  College  personnel  indicated  the  college 
does  not  bid  the  travel  expenditures  or  do  any  price  comparisons 
because  it  prefers  to  use  local  vendors  when  possible.  The  college  paid 
approximately  $70,000  to  the  travel  agent  for  travel  costs  related  to  trips 
to  France  and  Costa  Rica  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

•  The  college  has  not  solicited  bids  for  electrical  services  in  more  than  5 
years,  but  has  continued  to  use  the  same  individual.  Approximately 
$37,000  was  paid  to  the  electrical  contractor  during  the  2  years  ended 
June  30,  2012. 

•  The  college  contracted  with  an  individual  to  provide  construction  labor 
for  the  remodel  of  the  college  bookstore  which  led  to  additional  on- 
campus  projects.  The  college  did  not  solicit  bids  for  the  remodel  of  the 
bookstore  or  additional  construction  services  totaling  approximately 
$17,000. 

•  The  college  did  not  solicit  bids  for  a  copy  machine  costing  $5,577. 
College  personnel  indicated  the  vendor  was  selected  because  the  vendor 
services  other  machines  on  campus. 

A  comprehensive  procurement  policy  addressing  how  bids  are  to  be 
solicited  would  provide  a  more  effective  framework  for  economic 
management  of  college  resources.  Competitive  bidding  not  only  ensures  the 
college  is  complying  with  its  policies,  but  also  helps  ensure  the  Board  has 
made  every  effort  to  receive  the  best  and  lowest  bid,  ensures  all  parties  are 
given  an  equal  opportunity  to  participate  in  college  business  and  provides 


5.  Procurement 
Policies  and 
Expenditures 
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for  economic  management  of  college  resources.  Documentation  of  bids 
should  always  be  retained  as  evidence  the  established  purchasing  procedures 
are  being  followed  and  to  support  decisions  made.  Documentation  of  bids 
should  include,  at  a  minimum,  a  listing  of  vendors  from  whom  bids  were 
requested,  a  copy  of  the  request  for  proposal,  a  newspaper  publication  notice 
where  applicable,  a  copy  of  all  bids  received,  a  summary  of  the  basis  and 
justification  for  awarding  the  bid,  and  documentation  of  all  discussions  with 
vendors. 

Professional  services  The  college  did  not  solicit  competitive  proposals  for  several  types  of 

professional  services. 

•  The  college  paid  a  grant  consultant  $69,991  during  the  2  years  ended 
June  30,  2012,  without  soliciting  proposals.  College  personnel  indicated 
the  vendor  was  chosen  based  on  the  vendor's  previous  success  with 
grant  awards. 

•  During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  college  paid  a  security 
company  $75,627  to  supplement  college  security  personnel  during 
weekends  and  holiday  periods  without  soliciting  proposals.  The  contract 
with  the  vendor  has  been  in  place  since  2005. 

•  Proposals  have  not  been  solicited  since  2006  for  legal  services. 
Amounts  paid  to  the  firm  totaled  $53,309  during  the  2  years  ended 
June  30,  2012. 

A  more  comprehensive  procurement  policy  addressing  the  solicitation  and 
consideration  of  proposals  for  professional  services  would  provide  a  more 
effective  framework  for  economic  management  of  college  resources.  While 
professional  services,  such  as  consultants  and  attorneys,  may  not  be  subject 
to  standard  bidding  procedures,  the  college  should  solicit  proposals  for 
professional  services  to  the  extent  practicable.  Soliciting  proposals  and 
subjecting  such  services  to  a  competitive  selection  process  does  not 
preclude  the  college  from  selecting  the  vendor  or  individual  best  suited  to 
provide  the  service  required.  Such  practices  help  provide  a  range  of  possible 
choices  and  allow  the  college  to  make  a  better-informed  decision  to  ensure 
necessary  services  are  obtained  after  taking  expertise,  experience,  and  cost 
into  consideration. 

The  college  did  not  include  prevailing  wage  requirements  in  its  request  for 
proposals,  and  as  a  result,  paid  a  contractor  $6,186  more  than  the  bid 
amount  to  construct  a  parking  lot.  According  to  bid  documentation  a 
company  bid  $55,103  to  construct  a  parking  lot  at  the  Nevada  campus; 
however,  the  college  paid  the  contractor  $61,289.  College  personnel 
indicated  the  amount  paid  was  greater  than  the  accepted  bid  price  because 
the  vendor  was  not  aware  of  the  requirement  to  pay  prevailing  wages,  and 
the  college  failed  to  include  this  requirement  in  the  bid  specifications. 


5.2  Prevailing  wage 
requirements 
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It  is  not  clear  from  the  bid  documentation  whether  or  not  contractors 
included  prevailing  wage  requirements  in  their  bid  calculations.  As  a  result, 
there  is  no  assurance  the  lowest  and  best  bidder  was  awarded  the  contract. 
To  ensure  all  bidders  are  on  a  level  playing  field  the  requests  for  proposals 
should  include  all  applicable  specifications,  including  prevailing  wage 
requirements. 

5.3  Procurement  Cards  The  college  has  not  established  policies  concerning  procurement  cards. 

During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  procurement  card  purchases  totaled 
approximately  $540,000. 

Procurement  cards  are  official  VISA  and  MasterCard  credit  cards  designed 
to  provide  a  more  convenient  procurement  method  than  the  purchase  order 
system.  The  college  has  issued  approximately  65  procurement  cards  to 
employees  with  monthly  credit  limits  ranging  from  $500  to  $17,000. 
College  personnel  indicated  informal  guidelines  are  provided  to  some,  but 
not  all  card  holders.  To  adequately  control  the  use  of  procurement  cards, 
college  policies  should  provide  guidance  concerning  the  issuance,  handling, 
usage,  and  reconciliation  procedures  for  college  issued  purchase  cards. 

5.4  Payment  processing  The  college  processed  some  payments  without  the  payment  request  forms 

required  by  college  policy. 

College  policy  requires  payment  request  forms  to  accompany  invoices 
submitted  for  payment.  The  form  documents  supervisory  approvals,  coding 
information,  and  description  information,  and  requires  the  requestor  to 
indicate  if  the  purchase  was  bid  or  an  explanation  of  why  bids  were  not 
obtained.  The  Accounting/Finance  Department  and  Physical  Plant 
Department  submitted  invoices  that  were  processed  without  the  use  of 
payment  request  forms.  While  supervisors  documented  supervisory 
approval  and  coding  information  directly  on  the  invoice,  documentation 
regarding  the  bidding  process  was  not  included. 

To  ensure  all  payments  are  processed  in  accordance  with  college  policy, 
payment  request  forms  should  be  used  as  required. 

5.5  Food  purchases  The  college  does  not  have  a  comprehensive  policy  related  to  food  purchases 

and  does  not  adequately  track  the  cost  of  food  purchases. 

While  the  college  often  purchases  food  for  employee  luncheons,  department 
meetings,  and  other  employee  or  Board  of  Trustee  events,  the  only  food 
policies  maintained  by  the  college  relate  to  employee  travel.  Additionally, 
the  college  is  unable  to  determine  total  food  costs,  because  food  purchases 
are  posted  to  a  variety  of  financial  statement  accounts,  such  as  "travel"  and 
"other".  Some  purchases  are  posted  to  inappropriate  accounts.  For  example, 
a  $118  food  purchase  from  a  fast  food  restaurant  was  posted  to  "office 
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supplies."  We  searched  the  accounting  records  for  disbursements  related  to 
food  purchases  and  identified  approximately  $42,000  spent  during  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2012. 

To  ensure  food  purchases  are  properly  monitored,  the  college  should  ensure 
food  purchases  can  be  tracked  in  total  and  expenditures  are  accurately 
identified  in  the  college's  accounting  system.  In  addition,  a  comprehensive 
policy  regarding  food  purchases  would  also  help  to  further  control  or  reduce 
expenditures  in  this  area. 


5.6  Credit  card 

convenience  fees 


The  college  allows  student  accounts  to  be  paid  with  personal  credit  cards; 
however,  credit  card  users  are  not  charged  a  convenience  fee  to  offset  the 
related  costs  to  the  college.  Currently,  credit  card  fees  are  absorbed  by  the 
college.  The  college  paid  approximately  $82,000  in  related  credit  card  fees 
during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 


According  to  college  personnel,  accepting  credit  cards  as  a  method  of 
payment  is  worth  absorbing  the  related  fees  since  the  college  receives  the 
payments  and  does  not  have  to  try  to  collect  later  through  debt  collections. 
In  addition,  college  personnel  indicated  it  was  the  decision  of  the  college  not 
to  burden  students  with  additional  fees. 


Considering  the  costs  of  credit  card  fees  paid  by  the  college,  the  college 
should  reconsider  if  absorbing  these  costs  outweighs  the  benefits  of  not 
charging  credit  card  convenience  fees. 


Recommendations  The  Board  of  Trustees: 

5.1  Revise  college  procurement  policies  to  include  adequate  guidance 
on  the  method  of  soliciting  bids,  including  when  sealed  bids  are  to 
be  used,  the  solicitation  and  consideration  of  proposals  for 
professional  services,  and  required  bidding  documentation. 

5.2  Ensure  requests  for  proposals  include  all  specifications,  such  as 
prevailing  wage  requirements. 

5.3  Establish  policies  to  provide  guidance  concerning  the  issuance, 
handling,  usage,  and  reconciliation  procedures  for  college  issued 
procurement  cards. 

5.4  Ensure  payment  request  forms  are  prepared  for  all  payments 
processed. 

5.5  Monitor  the  cost  of  and  develop  a  comprehensive  policy  regarding 
food  purchases. 
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5.6       Reconsider  the  decision  to  absorb  credit  card  fees. 


The  College  appreciates  this  recommendation  and  is  undertaking  a 
review  of  all  policies  and  procedures  related  to  billing  and 
procurement  this  year,  including  the  dollar  amounts  that  items  must 
be  bid  and  advertised  for  bids. 

The  College  would  like  to  clarify  a  few  of  the  items  related  to 
vendors: 

1 )  The  amount  paid  to  the  travel  agent  included  the  cost  of  flight 
tickets,  accommodations,  transportation,  etc.  The  travel  agent 
only  charged  the  College  a  small,  per-ticket  fee  for  the  booking. 
Neosho  only  has  one  travel  agent  and  the  rates  charged  are 
minimal.  The  actual  charges  to  the  college  for  services  would 
not  exceed  our  bidding  minimum. 

2)  From  2004-2006  a  different  grant-writing  firm  was  paid 
$17,320  and  did  not  write  one  successful  grant.  In  November 
2009,  a  grant-writing  consultant  was  brought  back  in  to  discuss 
before  College  Council  what  they  could  do.  The  grant 
consultant  was  then  selected  based  upon  qualifications.  They 
were  contracted  on  a  contingency  basis.  Since  2010  the  College 
has  received  $964,000  in  Title  III  grants  and  the  consultant  has 
received  nothing  if  grants  are  not  obtained. 

3 )  The  security  company  used  allows  the  College  to  provide  part- 
time  security  at  satellite  locations  without  having  the  added 
costs  of  employee  benefits.  A  periodic  calculation  is  done  to 
make  sure  that  this  arrangement  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
College.  Going  forward,  the  rates  charged  by  the  company  will 
be  periodically  bid. 

4)  The  board  will  implement  a  policy  in  accordance  with  Missouri 
statutes  to  seek  bids  for  legal  services  as  required. 

5.2  The  College  issues  many  requests  for  proposals  and  it  was 
determined  that  one  failed  to  mention  the  prevailing  wage 
requirement.  The  College  will  continue  to  make  sure  that  all  future 
solicitations  include  the  prevailing  wage  language. 

5.3  The  College  will  review  and  update,  where  necessary,  policies  for 
the  use  of  procurement  cards.  The  College  will  periodically  ask  its 
external  auditors  to  perform  certain  agreed  upon  procedures  to  the 


Auditee  s  Response 
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procurement  practices  being  followed  to  verify  the  implementation 
and  integrity  of  stated  procedures. 

5.4  The  College  will  continue  to  use  its  required  payment  request  forms 
and  feels  that  controls  over  the  accounts  payable  process  are 
strong.  Some  departments  (example:  Maintenance)  send  through 
invoices  directly  for  payment  after  the  purchase  has  taken  place. 
This  is  due  to  the  time  sensitive  nature  of  the  items  the  department 
needs.  For  example,  when  a  sewer  line  backs  up  in  the  residence 
halls,  it  must  be  repaired  immediately.  In  these  instances,  all 
invoices  are  approved  by  the  department  head  and  the  appropriate 
VP  before  a  check  is  issued.  If  questions  arise  as  to  why  a  product 
was  ordered  or  a  vendor  used,  the  matter  is  dealt  with  immediately 
because  all  invoices  are  reviewed. 

5.5  The  College  is  a  cost-conscious  institution  that  monitors  the  cost- 
benefit  value  of  all  purchasing.  Food  purchases  cover  a  wide 
variety  of  college-related  activities:  professional  development  (on 
campus  or  traveling),  fund  raising,  entertaining,  recruiting,  etc.  The 
College  has  modest  per-diem  rates  in  place  to  insure  that  individual 
food  purchases  are  reasonable.  Department  heads  and  vice- 
presidents  monitor  their  budgets  to  make  sure  food  costs  are 
controlled.  The  College  will  continue  to  evaluate  the  benefits  of  all 
food  purchases. 

5.6  The  College  has  reviewed  this  decision  on  several  occasions  in  the 
past.  The  Auditor's  Office  is  in  agreement  that  the  amount  of  credit 
card  fees  absorbed  by  the  College  on  the  students'  behalves  is  a 
relatively  low  percentage  compared  to  some  institutions.  The 
College  considers  it  a  prudent  cost  of  business  as  the  College  gets 
100%,  immediate  receipt  of  payments  made  on  credit  cards.  If  it 
were  a  deterrent  to  pay  with  a  credit  card,  the  College  believes  it 
would  spend  more  in  collections  and/or  bad  debts  than  what  it  costs 
to  process  the  credit  card  payment.  The  College  will  continue  to 
monitor  this.  The  Board  of  Trustees  believes  that  absorbing  the  fees 
is  a  benefit  to  the  students  and  college  alike. 

6    SftlftFV  PrOC6(llir6S      Salaries  °f  some  employees  do  not  agree  to  salary  schedules  and  adequate 
*  *  documentation  and  authorization  are  not  always  maintained  for  overload 

salary  payments. 

6.1  Salary  schedule  Some  employee  salaries  do  not  agree  to  college  salary  schedules.  The 

college  has  three  different  salary  schedules  which  are  updated  each  fiscal 
year  for  classified  staff,  professional,  and  faculty.  We  reviewed  the 
authorization  and  supporting  documentation  for  the  salaries  of  eight  college 
employees  and  noted  the  amount  paid  to  two  employees  was  approximately 
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2  percent  more  than  amounts  shown  on  the  applicable  salary  schedule.  The 
Director  of  Human  Resources  indicated  raises  are  sometimes  given  to 
employees  at  a  certain  percentage  of  their  current  pay  and  this  will  not 
always  correspond  to  the  applicable  salary  schedule;  however,  variances 
from  the  salary  schedule  were  not  documented  in  employee  personnel  files. 

To  ensure  salary  amounts  paid  to  employees  are  accurate,  adequate 
documentation  should  be  maintained  to  document  reasons  why  salaries  or 
pay  rates  for  some  employees  do  not  agree  with  the  approved  salary 
schedules. 

6.2  Overload  pay  The  college  does  not  always  document  extra  duty  compensation  in  written 

agreements.  Faculty  and  other  professional  employees  sometimes  receive 
additional  compensation,  referred  to  by  the  college  as  overload  pay,  for 
extra  duties  which  primarily  include  teaching  courses  beyond  their  normal 
workload.  While  the  college  had  written  agreements  for  overload  salary 
payments  for  the  summer  semester,  there  were  no  agreements  for  overload 
pay  during  the  fall  and  spring  semesters.  Overload  payments  to  Crowder 
faculty  and  employees  who  accepted  extra  duties  totaled  $259,105  and 
$230,479  for  the  spring  and  fall  2012  semesters,  respectively.  In  addition, 
overload  salary  agreements  are  not  always  properly  approved  by 
supervisors.  For  example,  a  department  chairperson  approved  his  own 
overload  salary  agreement  for  the  summer  semester  of  2012  for  $2,400. 

Written  agreements  should  exist  for  all  overload  work  assignments 
documenting  the  amount  of  compensation  for  the  additional  duties,  and 
should  be  approved  by  an  appropriate  supervisory  authority. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Trustees: 

Ensure  adequate  documentation  to  support  employee  authorized 
compensation  is  maintained. 

Ensure  written  agreements  documenting  the  amount  of  agreed  upon 
extra  duty  pay  are  maintained  and  approved  by  an  appropriate 
supervisor. 

The  College  maintains  contracts  for  all  full-time  and  part-time 
salaried  staff.  In  addition,  the  College  issues  contracts  to  all 
adjunct  faculty.  Overloads,  extra-duty  stipends,  and  other 
additional  compensation  are  approved  by  supervisors  prior  to  being 
processed  by  Human  Resources  (HR)  and/or  the  appropriate  VPs' 
office.  Then  the  additional  amount  is  reported  to  the  payroll  office. 
In  some  cases  this  has  been  handled  by  email  and  documentation 
has  not  been  kept  in  the  file. 


6.1 
6.2 

Auditee's  Response  6.1 
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7.  Vehicle  Usage  and 
Fuel  Logs 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  College,  working  through  the  HR  Department,  will  audit  this 
and  complete  documentation.  In  addition,  procedures  will  be 
established  to  determine  how  the  proper  documentation  should  be 
prepared  and  placed  in  the  employees'  files. 

6.2       This  will  be  addressed  with  the  procedures  explained  in  6.1. 

The  college  does  not  maintain  mileage  logs  for  some  vehicles,  and  has  not 
established  adequate  monitoring  procedures  over  fuel  purchases. 

The  college  has  a  total  of  68  vehicles,  trailers,  and  all-terrain  vehicles. 
Documentation  of  trip  purpose  and  vehicle  mileage  is  not  maintained  by 
several  areas  of  college  operation.  For  example,  transport  training,  security, 
and  the  Alliance  for  Business  operations  do  not  track  vehicle  usage.  As  a 
result,  it  is  not  clear  if  all  college  vehicles  are  being  utilized.  In  addition, 
college  personnel  purchase  fuel  with  64  fuel  cards  from  three  different 
vendors;  however,  mileage  is  not  recorded  when  fueling  vehicles,  and  the 
fuel  used  is  not  reviewed  or  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases  to  determine  if  the 
amount  of  fuel  used  is  reasonable.  The  college  purchased  fuel  totaling 
approximately  $102,000  and  $79,000  for  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and 
2011,  respectively. 

Mileage  logs  are  necessary  to  document  the  appropriate  use  of  vehicles, 
support  fuel  charges,  and  ensure  vehicles  are  being  utilized.  Procedures  for 
reviewing  fuel  used  and  reconciling  use  to  fuel  purchases  are  necessary  to 
ensure  the  reasonableness  and  propriety  of  fuel  use  and  disbursements.  The 
failure  to  account  for  fuel  use  could  result  in  theft  and  misuse  going 
undetected. 

The  Board  of  Trustees  require  usage  logs  be  maintained  for  all  college- 
owned  vehicles,  periodically  reconcile  fuel  purchased  to  amounts  used, 
investigate  any  significant  discrepancies,  and  dispose  of  any  unused 
vehicles. 

The  college  acknowledges  that  it  has  an  exceptionally  large  list  of  vehicles 
for  an  institution  of  its  size,  largely  because  of  its  truck  driver  training 
program  and  college  farm.  (Eleven  tractor-trailer  rigs,  twenty  trailers,  and 
5  ATVs.)  The  College  has  already  implemented  the  mileage  tracking  and 
analytics  on  usage.  The  College  will  also  periodically  evaluate  the  use  and 
value  of  each  vehicle. 


8.  Information 
Security 

8. 1  Disaster  recovery  plan 


The  college  has  not  developed  an  adequate  formal  disaster  recovery  plan  or 
performed  background  checks  for  all  employees  with  access  to  sensitive 
information. 

An  adequate  disaster  recovery  plan  has  not  been  developed  to  help  ensure 
the  college  can  promptly  restore  computer  operations  in  the  event  of  a 
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natural  disaster  or  other  major  disruptive  event.  The  current  disaster 
recovery  plan  provides  some  basic  information,  such  as  names  and  numbers 
of  key  contact  people,  but  does  not  include  procedures  for  implementing  or 
activating  disaster  recovery.  For  example,  the  plan  does  not  include  a 
prioritized  list  of  critical  systems  or  detailed  procedures  for  restoring  these 
systems,  and  does  not  identify  or  specify  responsibilities  for  carrying  out  the 
disaster  recovery  plan. 

A  comprehensive  written  disaster  recovery  plan  should  include  plans  for  a 
variety  of  disaster  situations  and  specify  detailed  recovery  actions  required 
to  reestablish  critical  computer  and  network  operations.  In  the  case  of  a 
disaster  or  other  disruptive  event,  such  documentation  can  reduce  confusion 
and  provide  a  framework  for  the  uninterrupted  continuance  of  operations. 
Once  an  adequate  disaster  recovery  plan  has  been  developed  and  approved, 
the  plan  should  be  periodically  tested  and  reviewed. 


8.2  Background  checks 


Recommendations 


Some  current  information  technology  employees  did  not  receive 
background  checks  prior  to  employment.  According  to  accepted  standards1, 
background  checks  should  be  performed  for  new  employees  and 
periodically  for  current  employees  dependent  on  the  sensitivity  and/or 
criticality  of  the  job  function.  Without  performing  appropriate  background 
investigations,  there  is  an  increased  risk  of  exposing  sensitive  information  to 
an  employee  with  a  criminal  background. 

The  Board  of  Trustees: 


8.1       Develop  a  comprehensive  disaster  recovery  plan,  and  periodically 
test  and  evaluate  the  plan. 


8.2 


Auditee's  Response  s.i 


Identify  sensitive  employee  positions  and  perform  periodic 
background  checks  for  these  employees. 

The  College  Information  Technology  Department  has  a  disaster 
recovery  plan  that  indicates  all  important  contact  persons 
(including  company,  phone  number  and  email  address),  critical 
software  information,  and  backup  strategies.  The  College  also 
keeps  backups  in  the  College  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Assistance  (FEMA)  shelter,  in  off -site  storage  and  will  soon  be 
adding  a  redundancy  at  the  McDonald  County  Campus.  The 
College  also  periodically  tests  and  evaluates  the  plan  each  time  a 
server  has  to  be  formatted  and  brought  online.  The  College  will 
work  to  continuously  improve  our  plan  by  adding  additional  contact 


1  COBIT  5  Enabling  Processes,  AP007  Manage  Human  Resources.  ©  2012  IS  AC  A.  All 
rights  reserved.  Used  with  permission. 
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information  on  key  personnel  and  by  searching  best  practices  of 
other  institutions. 


9.     Closed  Meeting 
Minutes 


8.2  The  College  has  discussed  this  previously  and  the  College  and 
Board  of  Trustees  will  review  existing  policies  and/or  procedures  to 
determine  who  merits  periodic  checks  and  what  should  be  put  in 
place  to  perform  periodic  background  checks  on  these  personnel. 

Minutes  are  not  prepared  for  closed  session  meetings  of  the  Board  of 
Trustees.  Ten  closed  session  meetings  were  held  by  the  Board  during  the  2 
years  ended  June  30,  2012,  and  open  session  meeting  minutes  indicated  no 
decisions  were  made  during  the  closed  sessions. 


Recommendation 
Auditee's  Response 

10.  Foundation 
Subsidization 


Section  610.020,  RSMo,  requires  governmental  bodies  to  prepare  and 
maintain  minutes  of  open  and  closed  meetings,  and  specifies  details  that 
must  be  recorded. 

The  Board  of  Trustees  ensure  minutes  are  prepared  and  retained  for  all 
closed  meetings. 

The  Board  of  Trustees  will  fully  comply  with  Missouri  law  to  insure  that 
minutes  are  prepared  and  retained  for  all  closed  meetings. 

The  college  subsidizes  certain  operating  expenses  of  its  foundation  which 
may  violate  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  Crowder  College  Foundation,  Inc.,  established  in  1965,  is  a  not-for- 
profit  501(c)(3)  tax  exempt  organization.  The  foundation  encourages  and 
supports  giving  for  the  benefit  of  Crowder  College.  The  foundation  acts  as 
the  principal  organization  through  which  private  gifts  are  made  and 
administered  for  the  benefit  of  the  college. 

The  college's  Director  of  Development  and  Grants  performs  work  for  both 
the  foundation  and  the  college,  but  is  paid  entirely  with  college  funds. 
Neither  the  college  nor  the  foundation  maintain  records  to  track  whether 
time  worked  is  related  to  the  foundation  or  to  college  matters.  For  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2012  ,  the  Director's  salary  was  approximately  $70,000. 

Additionally,  the  college  provides  office  space  on  campus  to  the  foundation, 
and  the  foundation  is  also  a  named  insured  on  the  college's  property  and 
general  liability  insurance  coverage. 

The  practice  of  subsidizing  the  foundation  with  college  funds  may  constitute 
the  granting  or  lending  of  public  funds  to  a  private  entity  which  is  prohibited 
by  Article  III,  Section  38(a)  and  Article  III,  Section  39(1)  Missouri 
Constitution. 
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Recommendation  The  Board  of  Trustees  discontinue  the  practice  of  subsidizing  operations 

and  activities  of  the  foundation. 

Audi  tee's  Response  ^he  Crowder  College  Foundation  was  created  by  the  Board  of  Trustees  in 

1  1965  solely  to  benefit  the  college  and  the  students  it  serves.  The  role  of  the 

Crowder  College  Foundation  is  to  support  Crowder  in  carrying  out  its 
mission,  and  without  exception,  this  is  what  it  has  done.  The  Foundation  has 
received  over  $5,000,000  in  donations  and  pledges  over  the  last  five  years. 
Case  law  interpreting  Article  VI,  Section  25  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
holds  that  there  is  no  violation  of  the  prohibition  to  grant  public  funds  to  a 
private  entity,  in  this  case  a  501(c)(3)  organization,  when  public  funds  are 
spent  for  public  purposes.  As  such,  any  funds  expended  by  the  College  in 
support  of  the  Foundation  are  for  public  purposes  specifically  related  to 
college  programs  and  activities.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  College  affirms 
its  belief  that  College  support  of  the  Foundation  is  legal  and  within  the 
parameters  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 
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Crowder  College,  located  in  Neosho,  Missouri,  was  established  in  1963  as 
the  Community  College  District  of  Newton-McDonald  Counties.  The 
college  is  named  for  General  Enoch  Crowder,  a  prominent  Missourian.  The 
college  commenced  operations  in  the  remaining  buildings  from  Camp 
Crowder,  a  camp  built  as  part  of  the  build-up  to  World  War  II.  Leaders  of 
the  two-county  area  envisioned  the  potential  for  creating  a  junior  college 
from  the  remains  of  the  camp,  and  through  their  work,  Crowder  College 
became  a  reality.  In  the  fall  of  1964,  the  college  began  operation  with  378 
students.  Today,  the  college  enrolls  over  5,000  college  credit  students  and 
several  thousand  others  annually  in  industrial  training,  family  literacy 
programs,  and  continuing  education. 

In  addition  to  the  main  campus  in  Neosho,  Crowder  operates  three 
instruction  centers  in  the  surrounding  towns  of  Cassville,  Nevada,  and 
Webb  City.  Crowder  College  also  offers  classes  in  various  towns  throughout 
the  nine  county  service  area  including  Carthage,  Greenfield,  Lamar, 
Pineville,  Anderson,  Monett,  and  Mt.  Vernon.  The  college's  nine  county 
service  area  includes  the  counties  of  Newton,  McDonald,  Barry,  Lawrence, 
Jasper,  Barton,  Dade,  Cedar,  and  Vernon. 

In  the  fall  of  2012,  the  college's  combined  fall  student  enrollment  for  all 
campuses  totaled  5,590.  The  college  employed  460  full-time,  part-time  and 
student  employees,  including  6  executives,  15  other  administration,  170 
staff,  220  faculty  and  49  student  employees  as  of  June  30,  2012. 

The  college  is  governed  by  a  six  member  Board  of  Trustees.  Board 
members  are  elected  in  the  April  general  election  in  odd-numbered  years, 
with  each  term  running  for  6  years.  The  Board  functions  as  the  legislative 
and  policy-making  body  of  the  district,  charged  with  the  oversight  and 
control  of  the  college.  The  Board  is  responsible  for  defining  the  purpose  of 
the  college,  developing  and  adopting  the  mission  statement,  appointing  the 
president  of  the  college,  and  approving  all  personnel  and  financial  dealings. 
Board  of  Trustees  meetings  are  held  the  fourth  Thursday  of  each  month  in 
the  Student  Center  and  are  open  the  public. 


Board  of  Trustees 


Name 


Position 


Term  Ends 


Andy  Wood 
Rick  Butler 
Vickie  Barnes 


President 
Vice  President 
Treasurer 
Secretary 


2013 
2017 
2013 
2015 
2015 
2017 


Al  Chapman  Ph.D 
Diane  Andris 
James  B.  Tatum 


Board  Member 
Board  Member 


28 


Crowder  College 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Executive  Officers  ^ne  direction  of  daily  operations  is  the  responsibility  of  the  administrative 

employees  who  serve  under  the  leadership  of  the  college  president.  These 
employees  and  their  annual  compensation  as  of  June  30,  2012,  were  as 
follows: 


Name 


Position 


Compensation 


Dr.  Alan  Marble 

President 

$145,673  (1) 

Dr.  Jim  Cummins 

Vice  President  of  Finance 

$105,000 

Dr.  Glen  Coltharp 

Vice  President  of  Academic  Affairs 

$105,000 

Dr.  Nicole  Striegle 

Vice  President  of  Student  Affairs 

$105,000 

Amy  Rand 

Associate  Vice  President  of  Academic  Affairs 

$74,027 

Ken  Rhuems 

Associate  Vice  President  of  Careers  and  Technical  Education 

$80,707 

(1)     Includes  $133,673  salary,  $6,000  housing  allowance,  $3,000  automobile  allowance,  and  $3,000  annuity. 


American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  2009 
(Federal  Stimulus) 


According  to  college  personnel,  the  college  was  awarded  stimulus  funding 
from  the  American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009,  as  follows: 

A  $83,481  Recovery  Act:  Scholarships  for  Disadvantaged  Students  grant 
was  awarded  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  for 
scholarships  to  eligible  students.  As  of  June  30,  2012,  $83,481  was  received 
and  expended  by  the  college  related  to  this  grant.  According  to  college 
personnel  funds  from  this  grant  were  spent  on  student  scholarships.  No  jobs 
were  created  with  this  funding.  The  college  does  not  anticipate  any 
additional  funds  to  continue  this  program. 

A  $3,576,760  Recovery  Act:  High  Growth  and  Emerging  Industries  grant 
was  awarded  by  the  Department  of  Labor.  As  of  June  30,  2012,  $1,614,314 
was  received  and  expended  by  the  college  for  personnel  and  equipment 
related  to  the  development  of  training  programs.  Ten  positions  have  been 
created  with  the  funding.  The  college  estimates  it  will  be  able  to  retain  nine 
of  these  positions  once  the  grant  funds  are  expended.  The  exact  number  of 
grant  funded  positions  to  be  retained  by  the  college  will  be  determined  at  a 
later  date.  These  positions  will  be  funded  by  college  general  revenues  at  the 
end  of  the  grant. 

A  $191,182  grant  was  awarded  from  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for 
the  construction  of  a  solar  water  heating  system  at  the  nearby  Neosho 
National  Fish  Hatchery.  As  of  June  30,  2012,  $78,925  was  received  and 
expended  by  the  college  related  to  this  grant.  As  a  result  of  this  funding  1 .08 
jobs  were  created.  The  college  is  unsure  if  these  jobs  will  be  retained  at  the 
end  of  the  grant  and  has  no  plans  to  fund  this  program  after  grant  funds  are 
expended. 

A  $758,112  Recovery  Act:  Community  Development  Block  Grant  was 
awarded  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  and 
passed  through  the  Missouri  Department  of  Economic  Development  and 
Newton  County.  As  of  June  30,  2012,  $758,112  had  been  expended.  These 
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funds  were  used  for  training  programs  and  equipment  that  included  health 
care  training,  wastewater  training,  transport  training,  collision  repair 
training,  and  pilots  training.  Three  jobs  were  created  with  this  funding.  The 
college  estimated  that  two  of  these  jobs  will  be  retained.  The  programs  and 
positions  funded  will  continue  to  be  funded  by  the  college  upon  the 
conclusion  of  the  grant. 

A  $301,031  Recovery  Act:  State  Energy  Sector  Partnership  and  Training 
grant  was  awarded  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  and  passed  through  the 
Missouri  Department  of  Economic  Development  -  The  Curators  of  the 
University  of  Missouri  for  the  development  of  curricula  needed  for 
sustainable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  education  and  training  programs. 
As  of  June  30,  2012,  $106,097  was  received  and  expended  by  the  college 
related  to  this  grant.  As  a  result  of  this  funding,  1.44  jobs  were  created. 
College  personnel  are  unsure  how  many  jobs  will  be  retained  after  the  funds 
are  completely  expended.  College  personnel  also  stated  that  the  programs 
will  likely  be  funded  by  the  college  once  the  grant  funds  are  expended. 

Financial  information  and  an  organization  chart  follow: 


30 


Appendix  A 


Crowder  College 

Revenues,  Expenses,  and  Changes  in  Net  Assets 

Year  Ended 

OPERATING  REVENUES  June  30,  2012 

Student  tuition  and  fees  (net  scholarship  allowances)  $  4,167,314 

Federal  grants  and  contracts  28,383,394 

State  and  local  grants  and  contracts  2,015,458 

Auxiliary  services  revenues  3,881,342 

Other  operating  revenues  2,882,445 


Total  Operating  Revenues  41,329,953 

OPERATING  EXPENSES 

Compensation  and  benefits  19,122,288 

Supplies  and  other  services  8 ,9 1 3 ,92 1 

Utilities  656,206 

Depreciation  1,754,437 

Scholarships  and  fellowships  10,340,563 

Other  operating  expenses  1,014,520 

Total  Operating  Expenses  41,801,935 

Operating  Loss  (471,982) 

NON-OPERATING  REVENUES  (EXPENSES) 

State  appropriations  2,941,114 

County  property  tax  revenue  3 , 1 1 0, 1 02 

Gifts  and  donations  332,390 

Investment  income  13,565 

Interest  on  debt  related  to  property  and  equipment  (263,929) 

Customized  training  829,754 

Other  nonoperating  revenues  0 

Total  Non-Operating  Revenues  (Expenses)  6,962,996 

Increase  in  net  assets  6,491,014 

NET  ASSETS,  Beginning  of  Year  41,730,673 


NET  ASSETS,  End  of  Year  $  48,221,687 


Source:  Crowder  College's  audited  financial  statements.  The  financial  statements  of  the  foundation  are  not  included. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Audit  of  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration,  Division  of  Credit  Unions 


Background  The  Division  of  Credit  Unions  (DCU)  of  the  Department  of  Insurance, 

Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration  regulates  and  examines 
state-chartered  credit  unions  for  solvency  to  protect  depositors.  The  DCU  is 
responsible  for  the  examination,  supervision,  chartering,  merger,  and 
liquidation  of  all  state -chartered  credit  unions.  The  DCU  also  responds  to 
consumer  requests  or  complaints  regarding  state -chartered  credit  union 
services  or  operations. 


Credit  Union  Examinations         Section  370.120.1,  RSMo,  requires  annual  examinations  of  credit  unions; 

however,  examinations  of  qualifying  credit  unions  may  be  extended  up  to 
18  months.  Criteria  that  may  be  considered  when  determining  examination 
frequencies  are  specified  in  the  Code  of  State  Regulations,  but  the  DCU 
does  not  document  its  consideration  of  the  criteria  when  determining  which 
credit  unions  qualify  for  an  extended  examination  frequency. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

John  M.  Huff,  Director 

Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration 
and 

Kenneth  J.  Bonnot,  Director 
Division  of  Credit  Unions 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and 
Professional  Registration,  Division  of  Credit  Unions,  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29, 
RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2013, 
and  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  division's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  division's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  division;  and  testing 
selected  transactions.  Citing  confidentiality  requirements  and  pursuant  to  the  confidentiality  agreement 
entered  into  between  the  division  and  the  State  Auditor,  the  division  did  not  permit  us  full  access  to  the 
examination  history  tracking  report  or  examination  reports  and  related  documentation.  In  addition,  the 
division  did  not  permit  us  to  retain  documentation  of  the  work  performed  to  support  significant  judgments 
and  conclusions.  As  a  result,  we  could  not  audit  certain  information  because  of  the  limitations  the 
agreement  imposed  on  the  scope  of  our  audit,  and  were  unable  to  document  specific  records  examined. 
We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit 
objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We 
tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and 
operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract, 
or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed 
procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those 
provisions. 


2 


Except  as  discussed  in  the  second  paragraph,  we  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards 
applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain 
sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on 
our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the  evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  division's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures 
applied  in  our  audit  of  the  division. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  a  management  practice  and 
procedure.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  finding  arising  from  our  audit 
of  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  Division  of  Credit 
Unions. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Jeannette  Eaves,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Robyn  Lamb 

Audit  Staff:  Gina  Henley,  MBA 
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Division  of  Credit  Unions 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Finding 

The  Division  of  Credit  Unions  (DCU)  does  not  document  its  consideration 
of  criteria  established  to  determine  which  credit  unions  qualify  for  an 
extended  examination  frequency.  As  a  result,  the  DCU  is  unable  to 
demonstrate  compliance  with  state  law. 

The  DCU  does  not  document  the  criteria  set  forth  in  state  regulation  for 
extending  credit  union  examinations  beyond  12  months.  The  frequency  of 
credit  union  examinations  is  governed  by  Section  370.120.1,  RSMo,  which 
requires  annual  examinations  of  all  credit  unions;  however,  examinations  of 
qualifying  credit  unions  may  be  extended  up  to  18  months.  Criteria  that  may 
be  considered  when  determining  examination  frequency  is  defined  in  20 
Code  of  State  Regulation  (CSR)  1100-2.005(3)  and  includes: 


Credit  Union 
Examinations 


•  Length  of  credit  union  operation,  tenure  and  quality  of  its 
management,  and  general  economic  conditions 

•  Not  operating  under  a  Net  Worth  Restoration  Plan,  Letter  of 
Understanding  and  Agreement,  or  administrative  order  and  no 
major  changes  in  balance  sheet  structure  or  new  programs  with  high 
balance  sheet  risk  within  the  preceding  12  months 

•  Positive  return  on  average  assets  and  net  worth  ratio  greater  than  7 
percent 

•  Accurate  and  current  books  and  records  and  adequate  asset  liability 
management  mechanism 


We  reviewed  the  frequency  of  the  most  current  examinations  completed  as 
of  February  1,  2013,  for  all  119  credit  unions,  and  found  22  examinations, 
or  18  percent,  were  performed  less  frequently  than  annually.  We  reviewed 
four  of  the  22  examination  reports  with  the  extended  examination  frequency 
and  noted  comments  in  the  reports  did  not  specifically  address  each  of  the 
established  criteria  that  determine  if  the  credit  union  qualifies  to  be 
examined  less  frequently  than  annually. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  DCU  criteria  consideration  process  should  be  adequately  documented 
and  retained  to  support  decisions  made  and  demonstrate  compliance  with 
state  law. 

The  DCU  develop  a  process  to  document  its  consideration  and 
determination  of  whether  a  credit  union  qualifies  for  an  extended 
examination  frequency. 

The  Division  of  Credit  Unions  complies  with  state  law  regarding  the  timing 
of  extended  examinations  for  qualifying  credit  unions.  Future  examination 
reports  of  qualifying  credit  unions  will  include  documentation  that  confirms 
such  compliance. 
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Division  of  Credit  Unions 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


The  Division  of  Credit  Unions  (DCU),  created  in  1927,  operated 
under  the  Division  of  Finance  until  July  1,  1974.  With  the 
enactment  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1974,  the  DCU  was 
transferred  to  the  newly  created  Department  of  Consumer  Affairs, 
Regulation  and  Licensing.  The  passage  of  Constitutional 
Amendment  No.  6,  adopted  on  August  7,  1984,  renamed  the 
Department  of  Consumer  Affairs,  Regulation  and  Licensing  to  the 
Department  of  Economic  Development.  Under  the  authority  of  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1974  and  executive  order  06-04,  effective 
August  28,  2006,  the  DCU  was  transferred  from  the  Department  of 
Economic  Development  to  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial 
Institutions  and  Professional  Registration. 

The  DCU  regulates  and  examines  state -chartered  credit  unions  for 
solvency  to  protect  depositors.  The  DCU  is  responsible  for  the 
examination,  supervision,  chartering,  merger,  and  liquidation  of  all 
state-chartered  credit  unions.  The  DCU  also  responds  to  consumer 
requests  or  complaints  regarding  state-chartered  credit  union 
services  or  operations.  The  DCU  is  an  accredited  agency  through 
the  National  Association  of  State  Credit  Union  Supervisors 
(NASCUS).  At  June  30,  2013,  the  DCU  regulated  119  credit  unions 
with  assets  exceeding  $11  billion  and  approximately  1.2  million 
members.  All  member  deposits  are  insured  by  the  National  Credit 
Union  Administration  (NCUA),  an  agency  of  the  federal 
government. 

The  DCU  operates  under  the  authority  of  Chapter  370,  RSMo. 
Section  370.120,  RSMo,  provides  that  each  state-chartered  credit 
union  be  examined  by  DCU  staff  at  least  once  each  year,  except 
qualifying  credit  unions  may  be  examined  at  least  once  each  18 
calendar  months.  The  criteria  defining  a  qualifying  credit  union  is 
documented  at  20  Code  of  State  Regulation  (CSR)  1 100-2.005(3). 

The  DCU  is  self-supporting  through  statutory  assessments  and  fees 
paid  by  the  state-chartered  credit  unions,  based  on  total  assets  of  the 
state-chartered  credit  unions  and  DCU  costs  of  operations.  These 
fees  and  assessments  are  deposited  into  the  Division  of  Credit 
Unions  Fund,  authorized  by  Section  370.107,  RSMo,  which  is 
administered  by  the  DCU. 

The  Credit  Union  Commission,  was  created  in  1998  pursuant  to 
Section  370.061,  RSMo,  to  handle  appeals  from  decisions  of  the 
DCU  Director,  approve  regulations  proposed  by  the  DCU  Director, 
and  advise  the  DCU  Director  on  matters  pertaining  to  the 
supervision  of  credit  unions.  This  bipartisan  commission  is 
composed  of  seven  members  serving  six-year  terms;  one  must  be  a 
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Division  of  Credit  Unions 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


lawyer  in  good  standing  with  the  Missouri  Bar  Association;  four 
must  be  credit  union  representatives  with  at  least  five  years 
experience  as  an  officer,  director,  or  member  of  a  supervisory 
committee;  and  two  must  be  lay  members  not  involved  in  the 
administration  of  a  financial  institution.  Not  more  than  four 
members  may  be  members  of  the  same  political  party. 


Credit  Union  Commission 
Members  at  June  30,  2013 


Term 

Member 

Expires 

Richard  Orr 

January  1,  2017 

Cathy  E.  Stroud  (1) 

January  1,  2013 

Susan  Venable 

January  1,  2015 

Harold  E.  James  (1) 

January  1,  2013 

Laura  Verhulst 

January  1,  2017 

John  Hanneke 

January  1,  2015 

Vacancy 

(1)     Although  the  member's  term  has  expired,  he  or  she  continues  to  serve  on  the  Credit 
Union  Commission  until  a  successor  is  appointed  by  the  Governor. 


At  June  30,  2013,  the  DCU  had  15  full-time  employees  and  1  part-time 
employee,  with  the  majority  of  these  consisting  of  examiners  (10  examiners, 
1  Chief  examiner).  The  DCU  maintains  a  central  office  in  Jefferson  City, 
with  field  examiners  located  in  the  Jefferson  City,  St.  Louis,  and  Kansas 
City  areas  of  the  state.  The  Director  is  appointed  by  the  Governor  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  Kenneth  J.  Bonnot  was  appointed  Director 
on  January  18,  2011. 
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Appendix  A 


Division  of  Credit  Unions 
Division  of  Credit  Unions  Fund 

Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash 
and  Investments 

Years  Ended  June  30, 
2013  2012 


RECEIPTS 


Financial  institutions  examination  fee 

$ 

1,507,064 

1,463,664 

Miscellaneous 

161 

255 

Interest 

5,346 

4,725 

Total  Receipts 

1,512,571 

1,468,644 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personal  service 

972,166 

944,089 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

357,130 

348,324 

Expense  and  equipment 

98,696 

95,763 

Cost  allocation  plan 

18,662 

17,756 

State  owned  facilities  operations 

25,099 

23,778 

Transfers  out  to  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial 

Institutions  and  Professional  Registration 

Administrative  Fund 

6,242 

27,333 

Total  Disbursements 

1,477,995 

1,457,043 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

34,576 

11,601 

OTHER  FINANCING  (USES) 

Appropriations  Exercised  by  Other  Agencies 

(5,260) 

(2,130) 

Total  Financing  (Uses) 

(5,260) 

(2,130) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

AND  OTHER  FINANCING  (USES) 

29,316 

9,471 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

497,301 

487,830 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

$ 

526,617 

497,301 
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Appendix  B 

Division  of  Credit  Unions 

Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


DIVISION  OF  CREDIT  UNIONS  FUND 

Division  of  Credit  Unions  expense  and  equipment 
Division  of  Credit  Unions  personal  service 

Operation  of  state-owned  facilities,  related  services,  utilities,  systems 
furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related  expenses 
expense  and  equipment 
Total  Division  Of  Credit  Unions  Fund 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2013 

2012 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

119,084 

98,696 

20,388 

123,775 

95,763 

28,012 

1,135,603 

972,166 

163,437 

1,126,071 

944,089 

181,982 

25,100 

25,099 

1 

24,122 

23,778 

344 

1,279,787 

1,095,961 

183,826 

1,273,968 

1,063,630 

210,338 

Appendix  C 


Division  of  Credit  Unions 

Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2013 

2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

Salaries  and  wages 

$  972,166 

944,089 

853,374 

824,584 

901,538 

Travel: 

In-state 

62,071 

58,262 

58,559 

64,459 

62,212 

Out-of-state 

4,794 

1,423 

468 

2,116 

5,593 

Supplies 

13,360 

7,493 

20,747 

18,220 

15,231 

Professional  development 

2,833 

8,818 

17,795 

7,979 

14,976 

Communication  services  and  supplies 

0 

0 

462 

0 

0 

Services: 

Professional 

141 

896 

0 

63 

98 

Maintenance  and  repair 

21 

66 

54 

116 

340 

Equipment: 

Office 

166 

114 

1,106 

2,197 

2,695 

Other 

0 

0 

459 

0 

0 

Building  lease  payments 

25,099 

24,194 

25,267 

28,372 

33,413 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

238 

144 

274 

0 

748 

Rebillable  expenses 

15,072 

18,131 

20,034 

24,949 

21,306 

Total  expenditures 

$  1,095,961 

1,063,630 

998,599 

973,055 

1,058,150 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


St.  Louis  Public  School 

District 


September  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  St.  Louis  Public  School  District 


Financial  Condition 


Student  Promotion  and 
Retention 


Educational  Programs 


Missouri  Assessment  Program 
Testing 


Purchasing  Policies  and 
Procedures 


The  St.  Louis  Public  School  District  had  a  deficit  fund  balance  of  $55 
million  at  June  30,  2011.  While  the  financial  condition  has  improved,  the 
district  will  likely  face  new  funding  challenges  in  future  years.  Significant 
cutbacks  and  one-time  desegregation  settlement  funding  allowed  the  district 
to  eliminate  the  deficit  balance;  however,  that  funding  will  substantially  end 
June  30,  2014,  at  which  time  the  district  may  have  to  propose  significant 
cuts  again  or  seek  additional  funding. 

The  district  does  not  fully  comply  with  applicable  state  laws  with  respect  to 
the  promotion  and  retention  of  at-risk  students.  A  district  official  indicated 
the  district  does  not  have  the  resources  to  retain  all  students  not  reading  at 
the  required  grade  level,  and  full  compliance  would  place  the  district  in 
undue  financial  hardship. 

An  independent  audit  noted  significant  concerns  with  the  district's 
curriculum  management,  and  many  of  the  concerns  still  exist.  For  example, 
the  district's  central  office  administration  is  not  aware  of  all  educational 
programs  and  is  not  properly  evaluating  these  programs  to  determine  if  they 
are  positively  impacting  student  achievement.  The  district's  Accountability 
Plan  is  not  always  accurately  updated  in  a  timely  manner. 

After  media  reports  regarding  Missouri  Assessment  Program  (MAP)  testing 
irregularities,  the  district  increased  the  number  of  Quality  Assurance 
Monitors  (QAM)  and  the  frequency  of  monitoring  visits.  In  early  June  2012, 
audit  staff  reviewed  the  monitoring  forms  and  found  the  district  was  missing 
approximately  100  monitoring  forms  for  30  schools.  At  our  request,  the 
Accountability  Office  contacted  the  QAMs,  but  by  late  June  2012  no 
monitoring  forms  had  been  submitted  for  3  schools  and  less  than  the 
minimum  four  monitoring  forms  had  been  submitted  for  another  12  schools. 
Two  of  the  independent  QAMs,  who  were  paid  $500  by  the  district  for  18 
hours  of  work,  had  not  submitted  any  forms.  The  district  does  not  have  a 
formal  proactive  process  to  identify  and  investigate  unusual  fluctuations  in 
school  MAP  test  scores  or  to  identify  schools  which  should  be  monitored 
more  closely.  Currently,  it  is  up  to  each  individual  school  to  determine  the 
extent  to  which  compiled  testing  data  is  utilized. 

The  district  contracted  with  the  same  vendor  for  student  busing  since  2004 
without  competitive  bidding  at  a  cost  of  almost  $24  million  during  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2012.  Several  sole  source  procurements  were  not  adequately 
documented.  The  district  did  not  always  competitively  bid  purchases  of 
goods  or  services  or  routinely  solicit  requests  for  proposals  (RFP)  for 
professional  services  in  accordance  with  the  district's  Purchasing  Guide.  The 
district  has  used  the  same  law  firm  as  its  primary  legal  counsel  since  2007 
and  the  same  company  as  its  primary  lobbyist  since  2008  without  obtaining 
periodic  RFPs.  The  district  should  improve  its  bidding  procedures  for  large 
construction  projects,  and  audit  staff  noted  concerns  with  the  development 
and  evaluation  of  some  RFPs. 


Contracts  and  Disbursements      The  district  needs  to  improve  its  procedures  for  contracting  for  goods  and 

services.  The  district  has  not  performed  a  cost  analysis  to  determine  if  it  is 
more  economical  to  hire  employees  to  provide  legal  services.  The  district 
has  implemented  some  cost  containment  measures,  but  legal  costs  are  still 
substantial.  The  district  made  some  payments  prior  to  obtaining  a  signed 
contract  and  did  not  adequately  monitor  some  service  contracts.  Four  retired 
district  employees  were  paid  to  perform  duties  as  independent  contractors, 
but  it  appears  the  district  should  have  classified  them  as  employees  under 
Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS)  rules.  The  district  paid  monthly  vehicle 
allowances  of  $800  to  the  Superintendent  and  $300  to  the  former  Chief 
Financial  Officer,  which  do  not  appear  reasonable,  and  these  allowances 
were  not  reported  on  their  W-2  forms  as  required  by  IRS  rules. 

The  district  sometimes  approved  items  in  closed  session  without  later 
announcing  in  an  open  meeting  or  publicly  disclosing,  and  in  some 
instances  discussed  items  in  closed  session  that  were  not  allowable  under 
the  Sunshine  Law.  Some  Special  Administrative  Board  committee  meeting 
minutes  are  not  prepared  and  approved  in  a  timely  manner. 

Henry  Elementary  Follow-up      The  district  has  not  fully  implemented  all  audit  report  recommendations 

cited  in  our  previous  audit  report  (No.  2011-66).  Our  previous  audit  cited 
discrepancies  in  attendance  data  which  suggested  intentional  manipulation 
of  attendance  data,  but  the  district  has  not  yet  corrected  the  attendance  data, 
and  the  district  has  not  yet  begun  using  the  audit  trail  logging  feature  to 
monitor  changes  to  the  student  information  system  database. 

Audit  Functions  The  district  has  not  implemented  many  of  the  recommendations  made  by  the 

district's  independent  auditor.  As  noted  in  our  2004  audit  report,  the  district 
still  does  not  have  an  internal  audit  function. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


Closed  Session  and 
Committee  Meeting  Minutes 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Special  Administrative  Board 
and 

The  Board  of  Education 

St.  Louis  Public  School  District 

The  State  Auditor  conducted  an  audit  of  the  St.  Louis  Public  School  District  under  authority  granted  in 
Section  29.205,  RSMo.  We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  district  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The 
district  engaged  RubinBrown  LLP,  Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  district's  financial 
statements  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  CPA 
firm's  audit  report.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  district's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  district's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  district,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  performing  site  visits  during  Missouri  Assessment  Program  testing;  and  testing  selected 
transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in 
operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract 
or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed 
procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those 
provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  district's  management  and  its  audited  financial  reports  and  was  not 
subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  district. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  St.  Louis 
Public  School  District. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Mark  Ruether,  CPA 


In-Charge  Auditor:       Robert  L.  McArthur  II 

Audit  Staff:  Brian  Hammann,  CPA,  M.  Acct. 
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St.  Louis  Public  School  District 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


j     Financial  Condition  Louis  Public  School  District  will  likely  face  new  funding  challenges 

From  2009  to  2011,  the  district  cut  over  $50  million  in  expenses  through  a 
variety  of  cost  saving  measures,  including  school  closures,  reduction  of 
workforce,  and  contract  renegotiations;  however,  at  June  30,  2011,  the 
district  had  a  deficit  fund  balance  of  approximately  $55  million  in  its 
General  (incidental)  Fund.  The  district  began  engaging  in  deficit  spending  in 
2003  and  continued  through  2010.  Revenues  had  been  in  decline  as  a  result 
of  decreased  funding  from  the  state,  declining  student  population,  and 
increased  enrollment  in  St.  Louis  area  charter  schools. 


While  the  district  ended  fiscal  year  2011  with  the  $55  million  accumulated 
deficit  balance,  the  deficit  spending  trend  stopped  during  fiscal  year  2011 
and  revenues  exceeded  expenditures  by  approximately  $9  million.  In 
November  2011,  the  district  reached  a  settlement  agreement  to  resolve 
school  desegregation  litigation  with  the  state.  The  settlement  provided  $55 
million  to  eliminate  the  district's  deficit  fund  balance.  This  included 
forgiveness  of  a  $36.5  million  loan  the  district  obtained  from  desegregation 
settlement  funds  in  2004. 


The  desegregation  settlement  also  provided  additional  revenues  from  the 
state  totaling  $40.2  million  through  June  30,  2014,  for  the  following 
existing,  new,  or  expanded  programs: 


•  $2.5  million  to  expand  the  Parent/Infant  Interaction  Program  to 
three  additional  high  schools. 

•  $15.9  million  to  add  25  additional  early  childhood  classrooms. 

•  $4.7  million  to  expand  early  childhood  before-school  and  after- 
school  care  to  30  sites  in  the  district. 


•  $3.6  million  to  fund  the  High  Quality  Principal  Leadership 
Program. 

•  $7.5  million  to  offset  the  district's  costs  of  transporting  city  students 
to  magnet  schools. 

•  $3.3  million  to  fund  the  St.  Louis  Plan.  Established  in  2009,  the  St. 
Louis  Plan  provides  first-year  teachers  support,  advice,  and 
guidance  necessary  to  make  the  first  year  experience  as  successful 
as  possible. 
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•  $1.7  million  to  fund  the  addition  of  two  technical  support  and  five 
professional  development  staff  to  assist  teachers  in  integrating 
computer  technology  into  classroom  learning. 

•  $1  million  to  permit  the  acquisition  and  maintenance  of  computer 
hardware  and  wireless  network  facilities  for  a  pilot  one-to-one 
computing  program. 

Primarily  as  a  result  of  the  settlement  agreement  funding,  at  June  30,  2012, 
the  district  had  a  positive  balance  in  its  General  Fund  of  approximately  $12 
million. 

The  district's  budget  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  uses  settlement 
agreement  funding  for  magnet  school  transportation  (an  existing  program), 
and  the  new  or  expanded  programs  listed  above.  In  addition,  the  district 
estimates  the  settlement  agreement  funds  will  help  cover  fiscal  year  2014 
expenditures  for  the  same  existing,  new,  and  expanded  programs  funded  in 
fiscal  year  2013.  However,  the  current  settlement  agreement  funding  ends 
June  30,  2014,  at  which  time  the  district  may  have  to  again  propose 
significant  cuts  or  seek  additional  funding  sources.  District  officials 
indicated  an  additional  $19  million  is  available  in  desegregation  funds,  and 
the  district  is  not  obligated  after  June  30,  2014,  to  continue  funding  the 
programs  listed  above. 

When  questioned  about  future  funding  plans,  a  district  representative 
responded,  "The  district  has  developed  a  budget  that  balances  revenues  with 
expenses  for  2012-13.  The  district  is  also  aware  of  the  future  funding 
changes  for  various  programs  that  are  currently  funded  by  Deseg 
(desegregation)  and  projected  declines  in  state  revenue  and  is  working  on 
solutions  to  address  in  future  years."  Proposed  solutions  are  discussed  in  the 
district's  5-year  financial  plan,  and  include  pursuing  voter  approval  on  a 
proposed  property  tax  levy  increase  for  operations  and  a  bond  issue,  as  well 
as  continuing  efforts  to  reduce  workforce,  and  fixed  and  non-academic 
costs. 

Because  the  one-time  settlement  agreement  funding  ends  June  30,  2014,  the 
district  will  face  difficult  decisions  going  forward.  It  is  imperative  the 
Special  Administrative  Board  (SAB)  continue  to  monitor  the  budget  and 
cash  flow  projections  to  maintain  a  balanced  budget  and  sound  financial 
condition. 

Recommendation  The  Special  Administrative  Board  closely  monitor  the  district's  financial 

condition  due  to  the  pending  reduction  in  funding,  and  take  appropriate 
actions  as  necessary. 
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Audi  tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  ^Pec^  Administrative  Board  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  District  agrees  with  the  importance  of  monitoring  the  District's 
financial  condition  and  taking  appropriate  actions  as  necessary.  In  FY2013, 
the  District  has  taken  the  following  actions: 

•  The  SAB  approved  revisions  to  the  Budget  Policy  (Policy  3110)  that 
formalize  budget  practice/policy  and  establish  requirements  for 
monthly  reporting. 

•  The  SAB  approved  a  fund  balance  policy  to  ensure  the  future  fiscal 
viability  of  the  District,  setting  both  a  minimum  goal  and  a  desired 
goal  for  the  St  Louis  Public  Schools' fund  balance. 

•  The  District  set  the  tax  levy  to  recoup  lost  revenues  resulting  from 
prior  year  protested  tax  valuations. 

•  By  absorbing  approximately  2,500  former  charter  school  students, 
the  District  has  received  additional  state  aid  in  the  form  of  basic 
formula  revenue. 

•  The  recoupment  levy,  combined  with  the  increased  basic  formula 
monies  received  from  the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  (DESE),  helped  to  generate  additional  revenues  that  will 
help  stabilize  the  fund  balance. 

•  The  District  has  initiated  and  achieved  significant  cost  savings  due 
to  contract  negotiations,  position  control  and  management  and 
other  cost  savings  initiatives. 

The  District  has  operated  during  the  years  ending  June  30,  2011,  2012,  and 
2013,  with  revenues  exceeding  expenses  projected  to  result  in  a  positive 
fund  balance  of  $15.5  million  at  June  30,  2013. 


District  policies  and  procedures  regarding  the  promotion  and  retention  of 
"at-risk"  students  are  not  fully  compliant  with  state  law.  The  district  is 
subject  to  Section  167.645,  RSMo,  (commonly  referred  to  by  the  DESE  and 
many  school  districts  as  Senate  Bill  319)  as  are  all  other  school  districts  in 
the  state,  which  addresses  student  reading  assessments,  reading 
improvement  plans,  additional  reading  instruction,  and  summer  school 
requirements  for  students  grades  3  through  6.  Senate  Bill  319  also  includes 
retention  requirements  for  4th  grade  students  whose  reading  skills  are  more 
than  one  grade  level  below  their  current  grade  level. 

The  district's  Office  of  Accountability  performed  an  evaluation  of  2011 
summer  school  implementation  and  outcome  data,  concluding  that  passing 


2.  Student  Promotion 
and  Retention 
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"at-risk"  elementary  students  who  either  fail  to  attend  summer  school  or  fail 
to  progress  enough  during  summer  school  to  escape  the  "at-risk"  category 
contradicts  the  intent  of  Senate  Bill  319. 

The  evaluation  report  included  pre  and  post  assessment  data  and  the  level  of 
compliance  with  the  summer  reading  requirement  set  forth  in  Senate  Bill 
319.  According  to  the  report,  pre -tests  were  administered  to  over  1,800  3rd 
and  4th  graders  in  May  2011.  Based  on  this  assessment,  749  students  were 
identified  as  "at-risk"  of  reading  failure.  Of  these  students,  372  attended 
summer  school  and  377  did  not  attend.  Of  the  students  that  attended  summer 
school,  only  91  demonstrated  sufficient  improvement  to  escape  the  "at-risk" 
category  when  given  a  post  assessment.  In  total,  747  of  the  749  students 
were  allowed  to  pass  to  the  next  grade  level,  including  375  "at-risk"  students 
that  never  attended  summer  school  and  28 1  students  that  remained  classified 
as  "at-risk"  after  attending  summer  school.  As  a  result,  the  evaluation 
recommended  "at-risk"  elementary  students  not  performing  at  grade  level 
should  be  strongly  encouraged,  required,  or  even  recommended  for  retention 
if  they  do  not  attend  summer  school. 

Effective  in  2007,  upon  being  classified  as  an  unaccredited  school  district 
by  the  DESE,  the  St.  Louis  Public  School  District  also  became  subject  to 
Section  162.1100.6,  RSMo,  which  states,  "No  student  shall  be  promoted  to  a 
higher  grade  level  unless  that  student  has  a  reading  ability  at  or  above  one 
grade  level  below  the  student's  grade  level;  except  that  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection  shall  not  apply  to  students  receiving  special  education  services 
.  .  .  ."  Although  the  district  obtained  provisional  accreditation  in  October 
2012,  this  statute  is  still  applicable  until  the  district  in  no  longer  constituted 
as  the  St.  Louis  Transitional  School  District. 

Results  from  both  2011  and  2012  Missouri  Assessment  Program  (MAP) 
testing  in  the  content  area  of  communications  arts  indicate  more  than  2,000 
district  students  in  grades  3  through  8  were  considered  "below  basic".  The 
district  retained  155  and  128  students  in  grades  1  through  8  after  the 
2010-2011  and  2011-2012  school  years,  respectively.  While  "below  basic" 
does  not  necessarily  equate  to  a  reading  ability  of  more  than  one  grade  level 
below  a  student's  grade  level,  "below  basic"  is  the  lowest  rating  category  for 
the  MAP  testing  program. 

The  district  recently  adopted  a  new  student  promotion  and  retention 
regulation  effective  June  2012.  This  regulation  states,  "retention  shall  be 
considered  only  when  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  student  .  .  .  after 
ongoing,  sustained,  and  intensive  intervention  efforts  have  been 
unsuccessful."  This  new  regulation  also  states,  "Retention  requirements  will 
be  in  place  for  a  fourth-grade  student  who  is  reading  below  the  third  grade 
level  at  the  end  of  summer  school."  However,  Section  162.1100.6,  RSMo, 
appears  to  apply  to  all  grade  levels,  not  just  4th  grade  students.  When  asked 
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about  the  district's  responsibility  to  comply  with  Section  162.1100.6,  RSMo, 
a  district  official  indicated  the  district  does  not  have  the  resources  to  retain 
all  students  who  are  not  reading  at  the  required  grade  level,  and  full 
compliance  with  state  law  would  place  the  district  in  undue  financial 
hardship. 

While  the  district's  new  regulation  clarifies  and  improves  upon  prior  student 
promotion  and  retention  practices  to  ensure  compliance  with  Senate  Bill 
319,  it  does  not  address  the  requirements  of  Section  162.1100,  RSMo. 

Recommendation  The  Special  Administrative  Board  comply  with  the  recently  adopted 

retention  policy,  continue  to  monitor  the  district's  policies  and  procedures 
related  to  student  promotion  and  retention,  and  work  toward  full  compliance 
with  state  laws  regarding  student  promotion  and  retention. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Special  Administrative  Board  provided  the  following  written  response: 

We  acknowledge  that  the  District  was  not  in  "full"  compliance  with  Senate 
Bill  (SB)  319.  We  actually  notify  all  grade  3  and  4  students  whose  reading 
assessment  results  designate  them  "at-risk"  on  two  separate  occasions.  We 
notify  them  in  March  after  the  final  Acuity  C  assessment  and  again  in  May 
after  the  SB  319  mandated  reading  assessment  that  they  are  to  attend 
summer  school.  Additionally,  the  District  informs  parents/guardians  in 
writing  regarding  this  requirement  and  uses  that  notification  in  planning  for 
summer  school.  The  District  then  follows  up  to  see  if  those  students  enroll  in 
summer  school  and  guarantees  space  in  summer  school.  Summer  school 
enrollment  increased  19%  from  5,475  in  2012  to  6,526  in  2013  (data  on 
highest  day).  For  those  students  in  the  SB  319  grades  who  are  promoted 
rather  than  retained  (despite  not  attending  summer  school  or  showing 
sufficient  improvement  to  escape  the  "at-risk"  category),  the  District  has 
been  diligent  in  recommending  the  development  of  reading  improvement 
plans  and  ensuring  that  other  targeted  interventions  are  put  in  place  at 
every  school  for  students  not  reading  at  the  required  level  (including 
tutoring,  Response  to  Intervention,  offering  Supplemental  Education 
Services  and  After-School  programs). 


The  district  has  numerous  educational  programs  which  are  not  adequately 
evaluated  to  determine  impact  on  student  achievement.  District  policies, 
procedures,  and  regulations  regarding  the  evaluation  of  educational 
programs  are  not  followed  or  are  out-of-date.  In  addition,  the  district's 
Accountability  Plan  is  not  adequately  updated  in  a  timely  manner. 


3.  Educational 
Programs 


3.1  Curriculum  Management  An  audit  of  the  district's  curriculum  management  noted  significant  concerns. 
Audit  The  district  contracted  with  the  International  Curriculum  Management 

Audit  Center  at  Phi  Delta  Kappa  International  (PDK)  for  an  audit  completed 
in  July  2010  to  provide  guidance  to  increase  student  achievement  and 
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improve  school  performance.  The  audit  included  a  review  of  program 
evaluation  policies,  plans,  reports,  and  data  pertaining  to  student  assessment 
and  program  evaluation.  The  PDK  interviewed  school  board  members  and 
district  employees  and  surveyed  schools  to  determine  active  programs  in 
use.  The  following  concerns  were  noted  in  the  audit: 

•  "Many  programs  exist  in  schools  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
district  leadership  .  .  .  central  office  administrators  were  generally 
unaware  of  the  number,  nature,  or  location  of  approximately  1,000 
programs." 

•  "Many  (programs)  were  not  subjected  to  a  routine  evaluation  to 
determine  their  impact,  if  any,  on  student  achievement." 

•  "Overall,  the  contents  of  board  policies  provided  sound  guidance  to 
direct  student  assessment  and  program  evaluation.  The  problem  was 
that  several  policies  that  supported  the  District-Wide  Evaluation 
Procedural  Plan  were  not  located  in  the  Policy  Manual  or  on  the 
district's  website.  Also,  some  carried  dates  indicating  that  they  had 
been  replaced  by  policies  of  the  same  name  or  with  a  later  date 
and/or  different  contents.  Because  of  this  confusion,  auditors 
considered  policy  guidance  on  this  subject  inadequate." 

The  audit  concluded,  "If  implemented  in  fidelity,  the  assessments  and 
evaluations  would  provide  a  great  deal  of  data  that  decision  makers  would 
find  useful  in  their  efforts  to  improve  student  achievement.  However, 
policies  and  plans  were  not  being  implemented,  and  a  great  many  programs 
were  not  being  evaluated  for  their  impact  on  student  achievement. 
Essentially,  the  design  was  inadequate,  but  had  many  strengths.  Delivery 
was  ineffective,  and  in  many  instances,  nonexistent." 

In  addition  to  the  issues  regarding  evaluation  of  educational  programs,  the 
PDK  Curriculum  Management  audit  cited  several  other  issues  and  made 
many  recommendations  to  the  district.  The  district's  response  to  the  audit 
was  to  give  more  weight  to  similar  issues  already  identified  for  corrective 
action  as  discussed  in  its  Accountability  Plan  (see  section  3.2).  However, 
the  identification  and  evaluation  of  educational  programs  is  not  addressed  in 
the  district's  Accountability  Plan  and  therefore  considered  a  lower  priority. 
As  a  result,  many  of  the  educational  program  related  issues  noted  in  the 
audit  still  exist: 

•  The  district  was  not  able  to  provide  an  updated  list  of  all 
educational  programs  in  use  throughout  the  district.  As  a  result,  it 
appears  the  district's  central  office  administration  is  still  not  aware 
of  all  educational  programs  and  is  not  properly  evaluating  all 
programs  for  their  impact  on  student  achievement. 
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•  A  reduction  in  staff  from  eight  to  two  has  limited  the  ability  of  the 
district  Accountability  Office  to  conduct  program  evaluations.  Since 
2010,  only  two  staff  comprise  the  office's  Division  of  Research  and 
Evaluation,  and  one  of  these  staff  is  dedicated  to  completing  Title  I 
reports.  The  few  programs  regularly  evaluated  internally  include 
summer  school,  Title  I  (mandated),  after-school,  and  early 
childhood.  A  limited  number  of  other  evaluations  are  also 
performed  at  the  Superintendent's  request.  For  the  2010-2011  school 
year,  the  Accountability  Office  performed  approximately  ten  formal 
program  evaluations.  Program  evaluations  for  the  2011-2012  school 
year  were  not  fully  completed  during  the  time  of  our  audit  work. 

•  Some  program  evaluation  policies,  procedures,  and  regulations  are 
not  followed  or  are  out-of-date.  For  example,  internal  self- 
evaluation  forms  are  not  prepared  as  required,  a  policy  requiring 
biennial  program  evaluations  was  formally  eliminated  but  is  still 
described  on  the  district's  website,  and  there  is  not  a  central 
depository  for  evaluation  reports  as  required  by  district  policy.  In 
addition,  the  district  does  not  have  formal  guidance  on  continuation, 
modification,  or  termination  of  district  programs  or  require  follow- 
up  on  findings  noted  in  program  evaluations. 

As  cited  in  the  PDK  Curriculum  Management  Audit,  "Planning  for 
assessment  of  student  achievement  and  evaluation  of  educational  programs 
and  services  is  a  vehicle  for  examining  the  quality  of  student  performance 
and  determining  if  programs  and  services  are  actually  producing  the  desired 
results.  When  the  district  leadership  does  not  adequately  plan  for  assessing 
student  achievement  and  evaluating  programs,  the  board  and  administrative 
leaders  may  lack  reliable,  systematic  feedback  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
programs,  student  learning,  and  instructional  strategies.  Further,  parents  and 
students  may  get  incomplete  feedback  about  student  learning  .  .  .  The 
purpose  of  program  evaluation  information  is  to  provide  board  members  and 
the  administration  leadership  reliable  information  for  making  decisions 
about  program  continuation,  modifications,  or  termination."  Based  on  the 
significance  of  this  issue,  the  district  should  consider  devoting  more 
resources  to  program  evaluation. 

3.2  Accountability  Plan  The  district's  Accountability  Plan  (plan)  is  not  always  accurately  updated  in 

a  timely  manner. 

The  district  approved  the  plan  in  November  2009,  in  response  to  the 
Missouri  School  Improvement  Program  (MSIP)  review  conducted  by  the 
DESE  during  the  2008-2009  school  year.  The  plan  addresses  what  needs  to 
be  done  to  fix  issues  identified  during  the  MSIP  review  (i.e.  action  steps), 
regain  accreditation,  and  support  the  district's  comprehensive  long-range 
plan.  The  plan  focuses  on  student  performance;  highly  qualified  staff; 
facilities,  instructional  resources,  and  support;  parent  and  community 
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involvement;  and  governance.  The  plan  is  submitted  to  the  DESE  for  review 
and  approval. 

Due  dates  are  established  for  the  implementation  of  plan  action  steps,  and 
progress  is  tracked  throughout  the  year  by  the  achievement  of  various 
benchmarks.  The  Executive  Director  of  the  district's  Project  Management 
Office  (PMO)  regularly  requests  scorecards  from  action  step  owners  for  use 
in  periodically  updating  the  progress  of  each  action  step  toward 
implementation;  therefore,  there  are  multiple  versions  of  the  plan.  Per  the 
PMO,  preliminary  results  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  indicated  48  of 
117  action  steps  had  been  completed,  23  did  not  reach  completion  by  the 
due  date  because  of  lack  of  resources,  and  46  due  dates  were  extended  to 
fiscal  year  2013.  We  reviewed  the  district's  internal  monitoring  process 
related  to  plan  implementation  and  noted  the  following  concerns: 

•  Owners  of  action  steps  do  not  always  submit  scorecard  updates  to 
the  PMO  in  a  timely  manner.  We  reviewed  several  versions  of  the 
district's  plan  which  was  periodically  updated  to  monitor  results  of 
action  step  implementation.  The  June  21,  2012,  version  of  the  plan, 
for  example,  listed  six  steps  as  having  not  achieved  their  projected 
completion  dates  which  were  listed  as  being  prior  to  June  21,  2012, 
or  past  due.  The  PMO  indicated  all  benchmarks  for  three  of  these 
steps  were  completed,  but  updated  scorecards  had  not  been 
submitted.  For  the  other  three  steps,  the  PMO  indicated  due  dates 
would  need  to  be  extended. 

•  Evidence  of  completion  of  action  steps  is  not  always  requested  and 
reviewed  by  the  PMO  to  ensure  the  accuracy  of  scorecard  updates. 
We  reviewed  16  action  steps  from  the  June  30,  2012,  version  of  the 
plan  and  requested  evidence  of  completion  to  verify  the  progress 
stated  in  the  plan.  For  at  least  six  of  these  steps  the  district  was 
unable  to  provide  adequate  evidence  of  the  level  of  completion 
percentage  of  one  or  more  benchmarks.  The  district  subsequently 
provided  updated  scorecards  for  these  action  steps  reducing  the 
level  of  completion. 

Timely  and  accurate  information  provided  in  the  scorecards  is  necessary  for 
the  district  to  adequately  monitor  and  report  on  the  implementation  of  the 
Accountability  Plan.  In  addition,  the  accuracy  and  reliability  of  the  plan 
comes  into  question  when  evidence  of  completion  is  not  verified  at  least 
periodically. 

The  Accountability  Plan  is  used  as  the  primary  plan  to  guide  the  district 
back  to  accreditation.  The  district's  accreditation  status  was  changed  from 
"Unaccredited"  to  "Provisionally  Accredited"  in  October  2012  by  the  DESE. 
Accurate  plan  information  should  be  generated  through  the  monitoring 
process  and  provided  to  the  SAB  and  district  administration  to  make  timely 
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informed  decisions.  In  addition,  timely  and  accurate  information  is 
necessary  to  keep  the  public  informed  of  the  district's  progress  toward 
accreditation. 


Recommendations  The  Special  Administrative  Board: 


3.1  Identify  all  educational  activities  and  programs  and  implement 
established  policies  which  require  regular  reports  on  the  evaluation 
of  programs.  All  evaluations  should  be  coordinated  and  maintained 
by  the  Accountability  Office.  In  addition,  conflicting  and/or  out-of- 
date  policies  should  be  updated  for  consistency  and  accurately 
included  on  the  district's  website.  Procedures  should  include  written 
guidance  for  the  continuation,  modification,  or  termination  of 
programs  and  require  documented  corrective  action  of  formal 
evaluation  findings  and  recommendations. 

3.2  Ensure  procedures  are  in  place  to  accurately  update  the 
Accountability  Plan  in  a  timely  manner,  and  ensure  adequate 
documentation  of  completion  of  action  steps  is  received  and 
verified. 


Auditee's  Responses         The  Special  Administrative  Board  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


3.1  The  District  acknowledges  the  existence  of  a  multitude  of  initiatives 
operating  in  the  system.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the 
majority  of  these  initiatives  are  not  district-wide  or  district  funded. 
Thus,  not  all  programs  are  identified  for  evaluation  because  many 
are  technically  school-based  activities  resulting,  for  example,  from 
small  grants,  partnerships,  community  memorandums  of 
understanding,  and  business-sponsored  small-scale  interventions. 
The  information  from  the  PDK  Audit  will  continue  to  be  reviewed 
and  key  components  of  the  audit  will  be  addressed  which  includes 
the  issue  of  the  existence  of  a  multitude  of  programs  and  initiatives. 
For  example: 

•  Of  53  "programs"  listed  from  the  high  school  in  the  area  of 
behavior,  only  7  of  them  are  "programs "  while  others  are 
activities  (Give  Back  Teens,  Map  Incentives)  or  processes 
(Morning  Meeting,  Focus  Friday)  and  still  others  listed  the 
same  program  with  a  different  name  (Counseling, 
Guidance,  Peer  Counseling  and  Peer  Mediation). 

•  Of  19  communication  arts  "programs",  only  7  of  them  are 
programs  (including  the  high  school  curriculum  program 
of  Kaplan  and  the  reading  program  of  CORE,  which  is 
more   technical   assistance   than  programmatic)  while 
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others  are  activities  (Ben  Carson  Reading  Room,  Cross 
Curricular  Writing,  Career  and  Technical  Education  and 
Communication  Arts  Tutors).  Similar  reports  were  made  in 
math. 

•  Of  10  human  capital  "programs",  0  are  programs  and  all 
would  fall  under  the  category  of  activities  that  occur 
throughout  the  school  year  such,  as  Greek  organizations, 
Red  Cross,  and  faith-based  organizations.  These  are 
groups  that  give  support  on  an  invited  basis. 

The  District-Wide  Procedural  Plan  was  updated  in  2009  based  on 
the  MSIP  4  and  No  Child  Left  Behind  accountability  structures. 
Staff  changes  and  restructuring  of  departmental  responsibilities  in 
the  ensuing  years  have  impacted  the  original  and  updated  policies 
and  plans  outlined  in  the  District-Wide  Procedural  Plan. 

There  are  a  great  many  variables  to  student  achievement  and  the 
likelihood  the  small  initiatives  have  a  significant  and  sustainable 
impact  on  achievement  is  small  particularly  if  not  district-wide  or 
mandated.  The  District  is  open  to  such  claims,  however,  and  will 
evaluate  those  particularly  successful  programs  with  an  eye  toward 
recommending  wider  dissemination  throughout  the  District.  As  a 
result  of  the  State's  NCLB  Waiver  and  the  implementation  of  MSIP 
5,  the  District  is  revisiting  the  District-Wide  Procedural  Plan  to 
align  it  with  updated  district  staff  and  department  reorganization 
and  the  new  accountability  system. 

3.2  Upon  completion  of  the  Accountability  Plan  and  its  submission  to 
and  acceptance  by  DESE,  the  District  developed  an  internal 
monitoring  process  with  oversight  given  to  the  Project  Management 
Office  (PMO).  The  implementation  of  the  Plan  was  tracked 
throughout  the  year  via  completion  of  'scorecards '.  There  were  3 
official  requirements  by  DESE  for  the  Accountability  Plan:  1)  an 
annual  update  be  posted  on  the  District's  website,  2)  the  Plan  be 
presented  to  the  community,  and  3)  a  review  meeting  be  held  with 
'critical  friends'  from  DESE,  Missouri  School  Board  Association, 
and  the  SAB.  These  requirements  were  met.  The  Plan  was  aligned  to 
the  Comprehensive  Long  Range  Plan  and  identified  what  needed  to 
be  done.  It  also  gave  benchmark  indicators  of  completion,  stated 
who  was  responsible  for  the  work,  and  provided  a  timeline  for 
completion  for  those  issues  noted  during  the  MSIP  review.  All  were 
impacted  by  district-wide  changes.  The  accuracy  and  reliability  of 
the  Plan  is  not  in  question.  As  to  the  completion  of  scorecards,  we 
again  refer  to  the  comment  above  regarding  staff  changes  and  shifts 
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in  departmental  responsibilities  contributing  to  the  lack  of  timely 
updates  to  the  Accountability  Plan. 

Auditor's  Comment  ^       While  the  district's  response  indicates  the  accuracy  and  reliability  of 

the  plan  is  not  in  question,  we  noted  various  differences  between 
information  documented  on  scorecards,  which  are  used  to  update 
progress  of  action  steps,  and  information  contained  in  the  plan. 


Timely  follow-up  of  Missouri  Assessment  Program  (MAP)  testing  quality 
assurance  monitoring  was  not  performed.  In  addition,  the  district  does  not 
have  a  formal  process  in  place  to  identify  and  investigate  unusual 
fluctuations  in  MAP  test  scores. 

In  response  to  both  national  and  local  news  articles  regarding  MAP  testing 
irregularities,  the  district  authorized  monitoring  procedures  exceeding 
DESE  requirements  to  help  ensure  2012  MAP  testing  integrity.  These  steps 
included  significantly  increasing  the  number  of  testing  monitors  as  well  as 
the  frequency  of  monitoring  visits.  The  2012  MAP  testing  took  place  from 
April  2nd  through  April  27th. 

4.1  Quality  Assurance  The  Accountability  Office  did  not  perform  timely  follow-up  of  monitoring 

Monitors  visits  conducted  by  Quality  Assurance  Monitors  (QAM)  after  the  2012 

MAP  testing  had  been  completed. 

District  employees  were  assigned  to  perform  monitoring  visits  at  selected 
schools.  Each  school  was  assigned  at  least  one  QAM.  In  addition,  the 
district  hired  seven  independent  QAMs  to  provide  additional  monitoring  at 
selected  schools.  All  QAMs  were  required  to  perform  four  to  six  monitoring 
visits,  complete  a  Quality  Assurance  Assessment  District  Self-Monitoring 
Form  (monitoring  form)  for  each  visit,  and  submit  the  monitoring  form  to 
the  Accountability  Office  either  electronically  or  hardcopy.  The  monitoring 
form  was  created  by  the  DESE  for  districts  to  strengthen  the  administration 
of  the  MAP  tests. 

The  seven  independent  QAMs  were  each  paid  a  stipend  of  $500  for  18 
hours  work,  or  $27.78  per  hour  for  their  services.  District  employees 
assigned  as  QAMs  received  no  additional  compensation. 

In  early  June  2012  we  performed  a  review  of  monitoring  forms  completed 
and  submitted  by  QAMs  to  the  district  Accountability  Office.  At  that  time, 
the  district  had  not  received  approximately  100  required  monitoring  forms 
from  several  QAMs  for  approximately  30  schools.  At  our  request,  the 
Accountability  Office  contacted  the  QAMs  in  an  attempt  to  collect  the 
missing  monitoring  forms. 


4.  Missouri 
Assessment 
Program  Testing 
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We  performed  a  follow-up  review  in  late  June  2012  and  noted  no 
monitoring  forms  had  been  submitted  for  3  schools,  and  less  than  the 
minimum  four  monitoring  forms  (one  for  each  required  visit)  had  been 
submitted  for  another  12  schools.  In  addition,  two  of  the  independent  QAMs 
paid  by  the  district  had  not  submitted  any  monitoring  forms.  Per  a  district 
official,  no  monitoring  tool  was  developed  to  determine  if  the  independent 
QAMs  complied  with  the  agreed-upon  procedures. 

Without  monitoring  information  from  all  QAMs  and  for  all  schools  the 
district  is  unable  to  adequately  assess  administration  procedures  of  the  2012 
MAP  test.  Timely  follow-up  of  MAP  test  monitoring  visits  is  necessary  to 
ensure  propriety  of  the  testing  process  and  investigation  and/or  correction  of 
any  irregularities  noted.  In  addition,  independent  monitors  should  be 
required  to  submit  documentation  of  monitoring  visits  performed  to  support 
their  compensation. 

4.2  Analysis  of  test  results       The  district  does  not  have  a  formal  proactive  process  to  identify  and 

investigate  unusual  fluctuations  in  school  MAP  test  scores  from  year  to 
year,  or  adequately  utilize  test  data  to  identify  schools  which  should  be 
monitored  more  closely  in  subsequent  years. 

The  Accountability  Office  annually  compiles  student  test  performance  data 
and  provides  this  data  to  each  school  to  assist  in  decision  making, 
instructional  planning,  and  accountability  reviews.  However,  it  is  up  to  each 
individual  school  to  determine  the  extent  to  which  the  compiled  data  is 
utilized. 

Based  on  our  comparisons  of  2012  and  prior  year  MAP  test  score  data 
available  on  the  DESE  website,  significant  fluctuations  (increases  or 
decreases)  were  noted  in  the  percentage  of  students  meeting  established 
achievement  levels  at  various  schools.  The  district  relies  on  the  DESE  and 
the  testing  vendor,  which  analyze  the  testing  data,  and  each  individual 
school  to  alert  the  district  of  any  unusual  occurrences  to  be  investigated.  The 
Accountability  Office  performs  informal  and  formal  investigations  when 
specific  testing  irregularities  are  brought  to  its  attention  (i.e.  reactive 
process).  However,  unusual  fluctuations  are  not  required  to  be  investigated. 

Student  test  score  analysis  is  necessary  to  provide  additional  assurance  of 
the  propriety  of  the  testing  process,  by  identifying  schools  with  unusual  test 
score  fluctuations  in  need  of  investigation  and/or  additional  future 
monitoring. 
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Recommendations  The  SPecial  Administrative  Board: 


4.1  Ensure  monitoring  provided  for  future  MAP  testing  is  adequately 
documented,  and  follow-up  is  performed  to  ensure  all  monitoring 
forms  are  submitted  in  a  timely  manner. 


4.2  Adopt  a  formal  proactive  process  to  annually  identify  and 
investigate  unusual  testing  occurrences. 

Auditee's  Responses         The  Special  Administrative  Board  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

4.1  There  are  two  distinct  steps  involved  in  monitoring  testing.  The  first 
step  concerns  the  administration  of  the  testing.  The  Accountability 
Office  conducts  formal  and  informal  investigation  of  testing 
irregularities  during  test  administration  (including  the 
establishment  of  a  telephone  'hotline '  for  anonymous  reporting  of 
any  irregularities).  Formal  investigation  results  are  submitted  to  the 
Superintendent  and  to  DESE.  The  second  step  concerns  the  test 
results  and  those  steps  were  outlined  in  the  Auditee  response  to 
Section  4.2.  The  Accountability  Office  does  assist  schools  in 
analyzing  unusual  fluctuations  in  test  results,  not  only  for  MAP/End 
of  Course,  but  also  for  all  district-wide  benchmark  assessments. 


Due  to  the  high  publicity  about  test  security  and  cheating,  a 
decision  was  made  to  hire  the  independent  Quality  Assurance 
Monitors  for  selected  schools  (identified  for  various  reasons  by  the 
Cluster  Associate  Superintendents).  Their  visits  were  in  addition  to 
District  QAM  visits  at  those  same  schools.  The  purpose  of  external 
QAM  was  to  supplement  not  supplant;  therefore,  a  follow-up 
process  was  not  prepared. 

4.2  The  District  does  have  a  defined  and  comprehensive  formal  process 
in  place  for  identifying  and  investigating  unusual  fluctuations  in 
MAP  scores  once  the  results  are  received.  First,  a  trend  analysis  is 
performed  on  the  preliminary  results  received  from  DESE  to 
determine  if  any  fluctuations  are  statistically  significant.  Second, 
data  are  desegregated  by  grade  and  building  level,  and  summary 
reports  are  provided  and  presented  to  the  Superintendent  and  the 
SAB.  Third,  schools  are  provided  with  the  preliminary  data  for 
potential  appeals  and  to  inform  their  instructional  planning  for  the 
upcoming  year.  Fourth,  once  the  final  data  are  received 
(November/October),  another  report  is  made  regarding  the  results 
and  all  results  are  posted  on  district  data  management  systems 
(e.g.,  Student  Information  System,  Edmin,  Pulse).  Finally, 
Accountability  Office  staff  provides  ongoing  professional 
development  on  data  analysis  and  interpretation  and  data  system 
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usage  throughout  the  school  year.  The  District's  efforts  exceed  all 
requirements  of  the  state. 

The  District  expanded  the  Quality  Assurance  Monitoring  (QAM) 
that  occurred  in  the  District  during  MAP  testing  in  response  to 
concerns  regarding  test  "security"  (based  on  national  and  local 
news  articles  about  alleged  cheating  on  state  assessments).  It 
should  be  noted  that  the  QAM  was  not  about  monitoring  assessment 
results  but  about  monitoring  testing  administration,  a  requirement 
mandated  by  the  State.  The  State  requirement  is  a  QAM  visit  at  an 
elementary/middle  school  level  and  at  a  high  school  level.  That  was 
done  by  the  District  Testing  Coordinator  who  returned  evidence  of 
those  QAM  visits  to  DESE  as  mandated. 

Auditor's  Comments        4.1      The  district  did  not  indicate  in  its  response  whether  it  would  ensure 

monitoring  for  future  MAP  testing  is  adequately  documented  and 
follow-up  performed.  Without  receiving  the  monitoring  forms,  the 
district  cannot  identify  concerns  noted  during  the  monitoring  visits. 
As  a  result,  monitoring  is  a  less  effective  tool  in  improving 
procedures  related  to  the  administration  of  future  MAP  testing. 


4.2  While  the  district  does  compile  MAP  testing  data  and  has 
procedures  to  use  the  data  for  various  purposes  (in  particular  to 
target  schools  performing  below  district  benchmarks),  the  district 
did  not  provide  us  with  specific  procedures  defining  a  significant 
fluctuation  requiring  further  investigation.  Also,  while  the  district 
had  documentation  of  investigations  conducted  as  a  result  of  testing 
irregularities  brought  to  its  attention,  we  were  provided  no 
documentation  of  investigations  conducted  by  the  district  resulting 
from  significant  fluctuations  identified  through  the  district's  internal 
processes. 


5.  Purchasing  Policies 
and  Procedures 


District  procedures  for  procuring  and  selecting  contractors  for  goods  and 
services  need  improvement. 


5.1  Procurement  procedures    The  district  does  not  always  competitively  bid  purchases  of  goods  or 

services  or  routinely  solicit  requests  for  proposals  (RFP)  for  professional 
services.  In  addition,  concerns  were  noted  with  the  documentation  of  sole 
source  procurements. 


The  district's  Purchasing  Guide  requires  a  sealed  competitive  bidding 
process  for  purchases  over  $5,000,  unless  the  purchase  is  considered  sole 
source  or  emergency.  This  may  be  accomplished  through  formal  sealed 
bids,  invitation  for  bids,  or  RFPs.  Bids  and  RFPs  are  to  be  evaluated  prior  to 
award,  taking  into  consideration  price  and  established  evaluation  criteria. 
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Competitive  Bidding  The  district  purchased  the  following  services  or  goods  without  competitive 

bidding  or  adequate  documentation  of  sole  source  procurement: 

•  Since  2004,  the  district  has  contracted  with  the  same  vendor  for 
student  bus  transportation  services.  Student  busing  services  is  the 
district's  largest  contract,  with  expenditures  totaling  $23,906,791 
during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  The  district  has  renegotiated  a 
5-year  contract  with  the  vendor  resulting  in  an  overall  rate  reduction. 
The  district  estimated  savings  of  $523,458  in  the  last  year  of  the 
previous  contract  and  total  savings  of  $2,892,640  over  the  term  of 
the  new  5 -year  agreement. 

•  We  noted  other  purchases  in  2012  over  $5,000  that  did  not  undergo 
competitive  bidding,  including  some  educational  supplies 
(textbooks),  musical  instruments,  and  aquarium/terrarium 
maintenance  services. 

•  We  noted  several  Request  for  Sole  Source  Purchase  forms  were  not 
adequately  completed,  including  a  lack  of  required  approval 
signatures  and  documentation  explaining  why  the  purchases  were 
considered  sole  source. 

Professional  services  The  district  paid  for  the  following  professional  services  without  obtaining 

periodic  RFPs: 

•  The  district  has  contracted  for  grant  writing  services  with  the  same 
person  for  25  years  because  they  considered  this  to  be  "one-of-a- 
kind"  services  and  a  sole  source  purchase.  The  district  paid  $50,000 
for  this  service  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

•  The  district  contracted  with  a  staffing  agency  for  temporary  support 
in  the  Budget  Office.  The  district  paid  $23,472  for  this  service 
during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

•  Since  2007,  the  SAB  has  used  the  same  law  firm  as  its  primary  legal 
counsel.  The  SAB  also  utilizes  other  law  firms  to  a  lesser  extent  for 
specialized  legal  services  when  necessary.  The  district  paid 
approximately  $2.9  million  for  legal  services  during  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012,  with  approximately  $2.7  million  paid  to  its  primary 
legal  counsel.  In  addition,  legal  services  expenses  averaged  $2.46 
million  annually  from  fiscal  years  2009  to  2012. 

•  The  SAB  has  utilized  the  same  company  as  its  primary  lobbyist 
since  the  services  were  last  solicited  in  2008.  The  SAB  also  utilized 
another  lobbying  firm  to  a  lesser  extent  for  specialized  legislative 
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services  without  soliciting  proposals.  The  district  paid  $103,818  for 
these  services  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

In  addition  to  being  required  by  district  policy,  periodically  soliciting 
proposals  or  bids  for  goods  and  services  is  a  good  business  practice,  helps 
provide  a  range  of  possible  choices,  and  allows  the  district  to  make  better- 
informed  decisions  to  ensure  necessary  goods  or  services  are  obtained  from 
the  best  qualified  provider,  taking  expertise,  experience,  and/or  cost  into 
consideration.  In  addition,  to  ensure  the  validity  and  propriety  of 
procurements,  sole  source  procurement  documents  should  be  completed  in 
accordance  with  district  procedures. 

5.2  Bidding  procedures  and     The  district  received  only  one  bid  for  each  of  several  large  construction 
evaluations  projects,  and  improved  bidding  procedures  might  produce  better  results. 

Also,  concerns  were  noted  with  the  development  and  evaluation  of  some 
RFPs. 

•  The  district  had  little  response  to  bid  solicitations  for  several 
construction  projects  at  various  schools  related  to  the  district's 
recent  $155  million  bond  issue  (Prop-S  bonds).  While  the  district 
offered  possible  reasons  for  this,  improved  bidding  procedures 
might  have  produced  better  results. 

Bidding  procedures  for  the  Prop-S  bonds  generally  include  RFPs 
posted  on  the  district's  website.  The  district  typically  reissued  RFPs 
when  only  one  proposal  was  received,  but  had  little  success  as 
additional  proposals  were  rarely  received.  In  addition,  bidding 
procedures  may  include  mass  email  notifications  sent  out  to  a  large 
number  of  vendors  identified  by  the  district.  However,  for  one  such 
mass  email,  recipients  included  non-construction  companies  and  did 
not  include  other  construction  companies  awarded  previous  district 
projects.  For  another  project,  no  mass  email  could  be  provided  by 
the  district.  District  Prop-S  projects  that  only  received  one  bid 
response  included  the  following: 


Project  Cost 
Tuckpointing,  waterproofing  and  plaster 

repair  at  multiple  schools  $  10,920,774 

Renovation  of  parent-infant  interaction  areas  968,880 

Demolition  of  former  Hodgen  Elementary  319,777 

Stair  tread  replacement  at  Sumner  High  1 13,788 

Router  electrical  installations  56,816 
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For  the  $10.9  million  contract  for  waterproofing,  tuckpointing,  and 
plastering  at  multiple  schools,  a  district  official  indicated  the 
complex  and  specific  nature  of  the  project,  as  well  as  its  magnitude 
may  have  contributed  to  the  lack  of  response.  This  district  official 
justified  the  complexity  and  magnitude  of  the  project,  indicating  the 
short  duration  of  the  bond  issue  required  certain  projects  to  be  done 
on  a  larger  scale.  The  district  official  also  indicated  there  was 
potential  cost  savings  by  combining  the  work  at  various  schools  into 
one  larger  project;  however,  the  district  could  not  provide 
documentation  to  support  this  statement. 

As  of  July  2012,  approximately  $99  million  of  the  Prop-S  bond 
funds  had  been  allocated  to  specific  projects.  The  district  has  until 
October  2014  to  expend  the  entirety  of  the  bond  proceeds. 

•  The  district  received  several  proposals  from  vendors  for  employee 
benefit  enrollment  and  eligibility  services  and  employee  benefit 
management  services;  however,  the  district  could  not  locate  the 
evaluation  sheets  and  evaluation  summary  for  this  procurement.  The 
district  indicated  the  vendor  awarded  this  contract  was  the  only  one 
to  tie  together  their  proposal  for  these  services  and  offered  certain 
discounts  and  performance  guarantees  if  both  proposals  were 
accepted.  The  district  considered  the  capabilities  offered  by  this 
vendor  to  be  a  substantial  upgrade  over  that  of  the  prior  vendor; 
however,  the  proposed  costs  for  the  enrollment  and  eligibility 
services  was  over  60  percent  higher  than  that  of  the  prior  vendor. 
The  district  indicated  the  employee  responsible  for  both  RFPs  has 
since  left  the  district  and  her  files  were  being  reviewed  to  try  to 
locate  additional  documentation.  The  district  paid  $327,702  to  the 
vendor  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

•  Evaluation  sheets  or  a  summary  documenting  the  scoring  of 
evaluation  criteria  were  not  always  completed.  Evaluation  sheets 
were  not  completed  for  contracts  awarded  a  lobbyist  (in  2008)  or 
the  purchase  of  a  student  assessment  management  system.  Also,  the 
district  did  not  properly  document  the  evaluation  of  all  three 
proposals  received  related  to  a  greenhouse  renovation.  The  initial 
evaluation  summary  only  included  two  of  the  three  proposals 
received.  After  our  inquiry,  the  district  subsequently  provided  an 
updated  evaluation  summary  which  included  the  third  vendor. 

Open  and  competitive  bidding  helps  ensure  all  interested  vendors  are  given 
an  equal  opportunity  to  participate  in  district  business  and  the  district 
receives  the  best  goods  and/or  services  for  the  best  price.  In  addition, 
adequate  bid  and  proposal  evaluation  documentation  is  necessary  to  ensure 
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the  district  selects  the  lowest  and  best  bid  or  proposal  and  provide  support 
should  questions  arise  regarding  the  procurement  process. 

Recommendations  The  Special  Administrative  Board: 

5.1  Ensure  bids  and  proposals  are  periodically  solicited  for  all  goods 
and  services,  and  sole  source  procurements  are  adequately 
documented  as  required  by  district  policy. 

5.2  Implement  improved  bidding  procedures,  and  ensure  adequate 
documentation  is  maintained  to  support  procurement  decisions. 

Auditee's  Responses         The  Special  Administrative  Board  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

5.1  The  District  agrees  that  bids  and  proposals  should  be  solicited  for 
all  goods  and  services  and  sole  source  procurements  should  be 
adequately  documented  and  is  taking  the  following  actions  to 
improve  its  purchasing  practices: 

•  The  District  is  currently  preparing  revisions  to  the  existing 
purchasing  policy  that  will  provide  clarity  relative  to  the 
appropriate  parameters  for  the  competitive  bid  process. 

•  The  District  is  developing  a  contract  database  which  will 
identify  the  appropriate  term/duration  of  all  contracts  and 
provide  a  proactive  "flag"  indicator  to  signal  end  of 
term/rebid  opportunities. 

•  The  District  is  developing  a  new  policy  specific  to 
professional  services. 

5.2  As  noted  previously,  the  District  agrees  that  improvements  can  be 
made  to  bidding  procedures  and  documentation.  However,  the 
District  feels  that  adequate  processes  have  been  and  are  currently 
in  place  for  Prop  S  projects  to  create  a  competitive  environment. 
Phone  calls  or  email  blasts  were  sent  out  to  all  contractors 
contained  in  the  district  phone  and  email  (e-blast)  listings  and  a 
pre-bid  conference  was  held  for  each  project  that  received  only  one 
qualified  bid. 

•  Tuck-pointing,  Waterproofing  and  Plaster  Repair  at 
Multiple  Schools  -  $10,920,774  -  Nine  contractors  signed 
in  at  the  Pre-Bid  Conference  on  January  17  &  31,  2012 
after  sending  an  e-blast  out  to  344  companies  on 
January  10,  2012. 
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•  Tuck-pointing,  Waterproofing  and  Plaster  Repair  at 
Multiple  Schools  -  $10,920,774  —  Five  contractors  signed 
in  at  the  Pre-Bid  Conference  on  April  2  &  4,  2012  after 
sending  an  e-blast  out  to  93  companies  on  March  28, 
2012. 

•  Renovation  of  Parent -Infant  Interaction  Areas  -  $968,880 
-  Fifteen  contractors  signed  in  at  the  Pre-Bid  Conference 
on  July  20,  2011  after  sending  an  e-blast  out  on  July  14, 
2011. 

•  Demolition  of  former  Hodgen  Elementary  -  $319, 777  -  Six 
contractors  signed  in  at  the  Pre-Bid  Conference.  Calls 
were  made  by  District's  HAZMAT  Consultant  to 
contractors. 

•  Stair  Tread  Replacement  at  Sumner  High  -  $113,788  - 
Three  contractors  signed  in  at  the  Pre-Bid  Conference  on 
July  21,  2011.  Calls  were  made  by  Kwame  Building  Group 
to  contractors. 

•  Router  Electrical  Installations  -  $56,816  -  Twelve 
contractors  signed  in  at  the  Pre-Bid  Conference.  Calls 
were  made  by  Kwame  Building  Group  to  contractors. 

Auditor's  Comment  ^       Although  multiple  vendors  attended  pre-bid  conferences,  the  RFPs 

failed  to  generate  more  than  one  bid  for  each  project.  The  district 
should  evaluate  the  reasons  for  the  lack  of  bid  proposals  and  make 
improvements  to  the  bidding  process  as  necessary. 


District  procedures  for  contracting  for  goods  and  services  need 
improvement.  In  addition,  concerns  were  noted  related  to  disbursements  for 
independent  contractors  and  vehicle  allowances. 

The  district  has  not  performed  a  cost  analysis  to  determine  if  it  would  be 
more  economical  to  hire  employees  to  provide  legal  services.  In  addition, 
the  district  has  used  the  same  law  firm  as  its  primary  legal  counsel  since 
2007  without  periodically  soliciting  proposals  for  these  services  (see  MAR 
finding  number  5).  Instead,  beginning  in  2008,  the  SAB  and  its  primary 
legal  counsel  have  had  several  discussions  regarding  cost  containment 
measures  which  have  subsequently  been  implemented.  As  previously  noted, 
the  district  paid  approximately  $2.9  million  for  legal  services  during  the 
year  ended  June  30,  2012.  In  addition,  legal  services  expenses  averaged 
$2.46  million  for  the  past  4  years. 


6.  Contracts  and 
Disbursements 

6.1  Legal  services 


22 


St.  Louis  Public  School  District 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


While  some  cost  containment  measures  were  implemented  in  2008,  district 
legal  costs  remain  substantial.  A  cost  analysis  should  be  conducted  to 
evaluate  if  legal  costs  are  reasonable  and  if  outsourcing,  versus  moving 
some  or  all  this  work  internally,  continues  to  be  the  most  efficient  method  of 
procuring  these  services.  Periodic  evaluation  of  these  contracts  by  district 
administration  will  help  ensure  district  funds  are  spent  wisely,  and  the  best 
method  of  providing  services  (outsourcing  versus  in-house)  is  utilized. 

6.2  Contract  payments  While  board  resolutions  were  adopted  for  the  authority  to  spend  money  on 

the  following  contracts,  the  district  made  the  following  payments  prior  to 
obtaining  a  signed  contract. 


The  memorandum  of  understanding  with  the  facilities  management 
service  provider  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  was  not  signed 
until  April  10,  2012.  The  district  paid  approximately  $5.8  million 
for  this  service  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

The  written  agreement  with  the  e valuator  of  the  21st  Century 
Community  Learning  Centers  program  was  not  signed  until 
June  13,  2012.  Performance  of  the  contract  was  to  be  completed 
between  March  15  and  June  15,  2012.  The  district  paid  $11,500  for 
this  service  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 


6.3  Monitoring  of  vendor 
performance 


•  The  resolution  authorizing  an  increase  of  $9,600  in  cost  for  the 
2011  independent  audit  was  not  approved  by  the  SAB  until  March 
2012,  after  the  related  audit  report  was  released  on  December  27, 
2011.  In  addition,  the  audit  engagement  letter  (contract)  was  not 
signed  until  April  2012.  The  district  paid  $199,100  for  this  service 
during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

The  lack  of  signed  contracts  prior  to  authorizing  contractors  to  perform 
services  exposes  the  district  to  unnecessary  risks.  If  these  contractors  fail  to 
perform  the  duties  required  in  the  contracts,  the  district  may  not  be  able  to 
enforce  the  requirements  of  the  agreements.  Further,  any  changes  to  an 
original  contract  should  be  subsequently  documented  in  a  timely  formal 
written  contract  amendment  to  ensure  all  parties  are  aware  of  their 
responsibilities  and  to  prevent  misunderstandings. 

The  district  did  not  adequately  monitor  some  service  contracts,  and  some 
contracts  had  monitoring  criteria  which  were  vague  or  non-existent. 

•  Lobbyist  activity  reports  were  to  be  combined  into  one  document  by 
the  district's  primary  lobbyist  for  submission  to  the  SAB.  However, 
combining  the  reports  into  one  document  does  not  allow  either  of 
the  two  contracts  to  be  individually  monitored  as  information  from 
each  lobbyist  is  not  separately  listed  in  the  combined  report.  In 
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addition,  the  primary  lobbyist  contract  specifies  he  is  to  regularly 
meet  with  the  SAB  and  Superintendent,  but  does  not  clearly  specify 
the  frequency  of  these  meetings. 

•  The  district  contracts  for  an  off-site  program  offering  alternative 
education  to  disruptive  students  that  have  been  removed  from  the 
regular  classroom  setting.  The  service  contract  requires  the  vendor 
to  complete  a  self-evaluation  of  the  services  performed;  however, 
these  evaluations  were  not  prepared  and  no  other  contract 
monitoring  is  required.  The  district  paid  $501,600  for  this  service 
during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

•  The  district  contracts  with  a  vendor  to  re -enroll  students  who  have 
dropped  out  of  school  and  work  toward  preventing  students  who  are 
"at-risk"  of  dropping  out,  and  to  provide  course  credit  recovery  for 
current  students.  The  service  contract  requires  the  vendor  to  submit 
progress  reports  to  the  district.  District  officials  indicated  the  vendor 
enters  applicable  information  into  the  district's  Student  Information 
System.  However,  progress  reports  as  defined  by  the  contract  do  not 
appear  to  be  submitted  by  the  vendor  or  reviewed  by  the  district. 
The  district  paid  $1.2  million  for  this  service  during  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012. 

•  The  district's  facilities  management  services  contract  requires 
weekly  facilities  inspections;  however,  the  inspection  reports 
provided  for  our  review  were  completed  inconsistently  on  what 
appeared  to  be  a  monthly  basis. 

•  District  contracts  with  two  DESE-approved  supplemental  education 
service  providers  require  submission  of  invoices  with  a  detailed  list 
of  eligible  students  who  received  services;  however,  vendor- 
provided  invoices  did  not  include  the  required  information.  The 
district  paid  $1.8  million  for  this  service  during  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012. 

In  addition,  evaluation  of  prior  year  performance  by  vendors  was  not  always 
documented,  or  was  not  documented  prior  to  contract  renewal  as  required 
by  the  district  Purchasing  Guide.  For  one  of  the  lobbyist  contracts,  Vendor 
Performance  Reports  (VPR)  were  not  completed  for  fiscal  years  2009  and 
2011.  However,  the  vendor's  contracts  were  subsequently  renewed  for  fiscal 
years  2010  and  2012.  In  addition,  VPRs  were  not  completed  for  the  bus 
transportation  service  provider  prior  to  renewing  contracts  for  fiscal  years 
2009  and  2010. 
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Evaluation  of  vendor  performance  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  district 
receives  the  appropriate  goods  and  services  and  to  ensure  efficient  use  of 
district  funds. 


6.4  Contracts  with  former 
employees 


6.5  Vehicle  allowances 


The  district  may  not  be  following  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS)  rules 
when  hiring  former  employees  as  independent  contractors. 

For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  four  former  district  employees  who 
retired  from  the  district  and  were  receiving  retirement  benefits  were  paid  as 
independent  contractors  to  perform  duties  similar  to  those  they  had 
performed  as  employees.  Administrators  under  contract  for  fiscal  year  2012 
included  the  Chief  of  Staff,  a  Principal,  the  Director  of  Community 
Education,  and  the  Manager  of  the  St.  Louis  Plan.  Independent  contractor 
payments  to  these  individuals  totaled  $125,000,  $104,842,  $92,043,  and 
$51,250,  respectively.  The  district  filed  Forms  1099  for  these  payments. 
However,  under  IRS  rules  and  given  the  district's  control  over  working 
hours  of  these  individuals,  it  appears  these  persons  should  have  been 
considered  employees  and  paid  wages  with  applicable  taxes  withheld,  and 
the  earnings  reported  on  Forms  W-2.  Because  these  former  employees  are 
receiving  retirement  benefits  and  the  classification  of  their  current 
employment  may  not  be  proper,  the  district  may  be  subject  to  IRS  and/or 
state  penalties. 

The  district  did  not  properly  report  to  the  IRS  vehicle  allowances  paid  to  the 
Superintendent  and  former  Chief  Financial  Officer  (CFO).  In  addition,  the 
vehicle  allowances  do  not  appear  reasonable. 


The  district  paid  monthly  vehicle  allowances  of  $800  to  the  Superintendent 
and  $300  to  the  former  CFO.  These  allowances  are  intended  to  cover  in- 
district  travel.  While  the  Superintendent  maintained  documentation  of 
mileage  incurred  for  district  purposes,  neither  the  Superintendent  or  former 
CFO  were  required  to  submit  to  the  district  documentation  of  mileage 
incurred  for  district  purposes,  and  these  allowances  were  not  reported  on 
their  W-2  forms.  In  addition,  the  mileage  rate  allowed  by  the  IRS  for 
business  travel  during  2012  was  55.5  cents  per  mile.  At  55.5  cents  per  mile, 
the  Superintendent  would  have  to  travel  an  average  of  over  1,400  business- 
related  miles  per  month  to  earn  $800  in  reimbursement;  however,  the 
Superintendent  documented  only  5,112  in  district  mileage  for  calendar  year 
2011.  The  CFO  would  have  to  travel  an  average  of  over  500  miles  per 
month  to  earn  $300  in  reimbursement. 


The  IRS  specifically  requires  expenses  not  accounted  for  to  the  employer  to 
be  considered  as  gross  income  and  payroll  taxes  to  be  withheld  from  the 
undocumented  payments.  In  addition,  vehicle  allowances  should  be  based 
on  a  reasonable  estimate  of  miles  driven  for  in-district  business  purposes. 
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Recommendations 


The  Special  Administrative  Board: 

6.1  Perform  a  cost  analysis  for  legal  services  and  consider  appropriate 
action  as  necessary. 

6.2  Enter  into  timely  written  agreements  and  contract  amendments  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  services. 

6.3  Enter  into  detailed  written  agreements  defining  the  services  to  be 
provided  and  the  benefits  to  be  received.  In  addition,  the  SAB 
should  ensure  contracts  are  monitored  for  compliance  and  vendor 
performance  is  adequately  documented. 

6.4  Follow  IRS  guidelines  when  hiring  employees. 


Auditee's  Responses 


Auditor's  Comment 


6.5  Follow  IRS  guidelines  when  paying  vehicle  allowances.  In  addition, 
the  SAB  should  review  all  vehicle  allowances  and  set  the 
allowances  to  reasonably  reflect  actual  expenses  incurred. 

The  Special  Administrative  Board  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

6.1  The  District  performed  a  cost  analysis  for  legal  services  in  2011 
and  determined  that  it  was  more  cost  efficient  to  outsource  these 
services.  The  District  will  continue  to  periodically  evaluate  the  best 
method  for  providing  legal  services  (outsourcing  vs.  in-house).  One 
staff  attorney  has  been  hired.  The  SAB  has  directed  the 
Superintendent  to  hire,  train,  and  develop  staff  attorneys  capable  of 
handling  more  legal  work  on  an  internal  basis. 

6.2  The  District  will  enter  into  timely  written  agreements  and  contract 
amendments  prior  to  commencement  of  services. 

6.3  The  District  will  ensure  that  all  contracts  include  deliverables, 
performance  expectations,  and  timelines  for  submission.  The 
District  will  also  monitor  contracts  for  compliance  and  document 
vendor  performance. 

6.4  The  District  will  follow  IRS  guidelines  when  hiring  employees. 

6.5  The  District  will  follow  IRS  guidelines  when  paying  vehicle 
allowances.  All  vehicle  allowances  will  be  submitted  to  the  SAB  for 
review/approval  on  an  annual  basis. 

6.1  The  2011  cost  analysis  referred  to  in  its  response  is  actually  a 
request  by  the  SAB  to  its  primary  legal  firm  to  identify  ways  to 
reduce  future  legal  costs.  While  the  legal  firm  identified  five  areas 
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to  reduce  costs,  the  recommendations  were  based  on  the  legal  firm 
continuing  to  provide  the  SAB  with  the  majority  of  the  district's 
legal  services,  and  was  not  a  comprehensive  cost  analysis  of 
outsourcing  legal  services  versus  providing  services  in-house. 


The  district  did  not  publicly  report  some  decisions  made  in  closed  SAB 
meetings  or  document  how  some  issues  discussed  in  closed  meetings  were 
allowable  under  the  Sunshine  Law.  In  addition,  committee  meeting  minutes 
are  not  always  prepared  and  approved  in  a  timely  manner. 

7. 1  Closed  session  minutes      Our  review  of  SAB  closed  meeting  minutes  noted  the  following  concerns: 

•  Items  were  approved  in  closed  session  but  not  later  announced  in  an 
open  meeting  or  publicly  disclosed,  including  the  sale  of  school 
buildings  and  an  amendment  to  a  district  lease  agreement. 

•  Some  instances  were  identified  where  the  closed  meeting  minutes 
disclosed  issues  discussed  that  were  not  allowable  under  the 
Sunshine  Law.  Such  issues  discussed  in  closed  sessions  include 
approval  of  a  licensing  agreement  and  an  easement,  the  district 
budget,  and  lobbying  and  legislative  issues. 

Section  610.021  RSMo,  lists  the  topics  which  may  be  discussed  in  closed 
session  and  requires  the  results  of  votes  related  to  certain  decisions  made  in 
closed  sessions  within  specified  timeframes  or  after  conclusion  of  the  action 
authorized  by  the  vote  be  made  public.  This  includes  decisions  on 
settlement  agreements  arising  from  litigation;  execution  of  lease,  purchase 
or  sale  of  real  estate;  and  execution  of  contracts. 

Unless  the  SAB  publicly  announces  or  releases  results  of  votes  taken  in 
closed  sessions  within  a  reasonable  time  following  the  conclusion  of  the 
action  as  required,  the  public  cannot  be  aware  that  a  decision  has  been  made 
or  that  the  related  records  are  available. 

Some  SAB  committee  meeting  minutes  are  not  prepared  and  approved  in  a 
timely  manner.  For  example,  the  Finance  Committee  minutes  from  March 
through  June  2012  were  not  prepared  until  July  2012  and  had  not  been 
approved  as  of  July  31,  2012. 

Minutes  serve  as  the  only  official  permanent  record  of  decisions  made  by 
the  SAB  and  committees  appointed  by  the  SAB.  The  Sunshine  Law, 
specifically  Section  610.020,  RSMo,  requires  minutes  be  taken  of  meetings 
of  all  public  governmental  bodies.  Section  610.010,  RSMo,  defines 
committees  appointed  by  and  reporting  to  public  governmental  bodies  as 
subject  to  Sunshine  Law  requirements.  Minutes  should  be  approved  and 


7.  Closed  Session  and 
Committee  Meeting 
Minutes 


7.2  Committee  meeting 
minutes 
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Recommendations 


signed  to  provide  an  independent  attestation  that  the  minutes  are  an  accurate 
record  of  the  matters  discussed  and  actions  taken  during  the  meetings. 
Furthermore,  timely  preparation  and  approval  not  only  adds  assurance  to  the 
authenticity  of  official  minutes,  but  allows  a  timely  review  of  the  contents  to 
ensure  the  minutes  include  all  important  information  regarding  the  meetings 
held. 

The  Special  Administrative  Board: 


7.1  Ensure  all  closed  session  votes  and  the  related  actions  are  publicly 
disclosed  as  and  when  required,  and  items  discussed  in  closed 
meetings  are  allowable  topics  under  the  Sunshine  Law. 


Auditee's  Responses 


7.2  Ensure  minutes  are  prepared  and  approved  in  a  timely  manner  and 
maintained  for  all  applicable  committee  meetings  in  accordance 
with  the  Sunshine  Law. 

The  Special  Administrative  Board  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


7.1  The  District  will  ensure  all  closed  session  votes  and  the  related 
actions  are  publicly  disclosed  as  and  when  required,  and  items 
discussed  in  closed  meetings  are  allowable  topics  under  the 
Sunshine  Law. 


7.2  The  District  will  ensure  minutes  are  prepared  and  approved  in  a 
timely  manner  and  maintained  for  all  applicable  committee 
meetings  in  accordance  with  the  Sunshine  Law. 


8.  Henry  Elementary 


The  district  has  not  fully  implemented  all  audit  report  recommendations 
cited  in  our  previous  audit  report,  No.  2011-66,  St.  Louis  Public  School 
FollOW-lip  District,  Patrick  Henry  Downtown  Academy  -  Enrollment  and  Attendance 

Recording  and  Reporting. 


In  September  2011,  we  issued  the  audit  report  noted  above  in  response  to 
concerns  that  school  attendance  and  enrollment  data  were  being  falsified  at 
the  Patrick  Henry  Downtown  Academy  (Henry  Elementary).  From  the 
evidence  collected,  it  appeared  enrollment  and  attendance  data  was 
manipulated.  As  a  result,  we  recommended  the  SAB: 

•  Address  the  discrepancies  noted  and  update  and  correct  data 
submitted  to  the  DESE  as  appropriate. 

•  Investigate  allegations  that  unverified  and/or  invalid  changes  were 
intentionally  made  to  data,  and  that  records  were  stolen,  destroyed, 
or  altered. 
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•  Implement  additional  controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  data  is 
accurately  recorded  and  reported. 

•  Ensure  all  schools  in  the  district  comply  with  district  policies 
and  procedures  regarding  attendance,  late  arrival  and  early 
departure,  and  withdrawal  of  students. 

In  August  2012,  the  district  provided  the  following  responses  regarding  the 
status  of  these  recommendations: 

•  During  the  past  year,  the  district  began  reviewing  attendance  data 
submitted  to  the  DESE  for  the  past  five  years,  including  data  for 
Henry  Elementary.  This  is  allowed  under  the  current  MSIP 
(Missouri  School  Improvement  Program)  data  correction  guidelines. 
As  rules  that  govern  attendance  reporting  are  modified  by  the  state, 
school  districts  have  the  ability  to  review  and  act  accordingly.  The 
results,  at  this  point,  reflect  an  accurate  representation  of  applicable 
rule  changes. 

However,  the  district  did  not  provide  us  with  any  documentation 
that  the  discrepancies  noted  in  our  2011  audit  report  were  addressed 
and  attendance  data  updated  and  corrected. 

•  The  employee  against  whom  the  allegations  were  made  is  no  longer 
with  the  district. 

•  In  July  2012  an  audit  trail  log  was  implemented  to  electronically 
track  changes  made  to  student  attendance  by  user. 

However,  as  of  February  2013  the  district  acknowledged  it  had  not 
yet  begun  using  the  audit  trail  logging  feature  to  monitor  changes  to 
the  student  information  system  database. 

•  An  evaluation  report  was  issued  by  the  Office  of  Accountability  in 
September  2011.  Site  visits  were  performed  at  24  schools  (16 
elementary,  2  middle  schools,  and  6  high  schools)  to  determine  how 
closely  schools  adhered  to  district  policies  on  attendance,  student 
enrollment,  etc.  The  report  identified  some  inconsistencies  or  lack 
of  proper  follow-through,  but  concluded  most  schools  were 
following  district  guidelines.  As  a  result,  the  district  provided 
training  to  school  staff  on  attendance  procedures  and  guidelines  and 
a  recap  of  attendance  procedures  was  provided  each  school 
principal  at  the  beginning  of  the  2011-2012  and  2012-2013  school 
years.  The  school  principals  were  responsible  for  sharing  this 
information  with  their  staff. 
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As  the  district  has  noted  in  its  response  above,  the  DESE  allows  schools  up 
to  5  years  to  correct  data  in  the  Missouri  Student  Information  System  and  as 
rules  that  govern  attendance  reporting  are  modified  by  the  state.  However, 
corrections  to  applicable  discrepancies  cited  in  our  previous  audit  report 
suggesting  intentional  manipulation  of  attendance  records  should  be  made 
as  appropriate.  In  addition,  the  audit  trail  logging  feature  should  be  reviewed 
and  its  use  implemented.  Attendance  data  helps  determine  the  amount  of 
state  and  federal  funds  the  district  receives.  In  addition,  accurate  attendance 
data  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  district  complies  with  certain  state  and 
federal  laws  and  regulations. 

Recommendation  The  Special  Administrative  Board  continue  to  review  attendance  data  and 

update,  correct,  and  approve  the  data  submitted  to  the  DESE  for  Henry 
Elementary  as  appropriate.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  ensure  the  audit 
trail  log  is  reviewed  periodically  and  applicable  changes  to  attendance 
investigated  if  necessary. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Special  Administrative  Board  provided  the  following  written  response: 

With  regard  to  updating  the  attendance  data  submitted  to  DESE  for  Henry, 
the  District  reviewed  and  determined  that  there  was  no  conclusive  evidence 
that  would  have  warranted  significant  changes  in  attendance  and/or 
withdrawal  information.  The  District  was  aware  of  sample  documents  that 
alleged  discrepancies,  but  the  entire  information  was  never  received. 
Alleged  discrepancy  updates  were  not  completed  due  to  the  decision  made 
internally  by  St.  Louis  Public  Schools  that  the  financial  impact  would  have 
been  minimal.  Based  on  the  information  provided,  and  using  the  assumption 
of  specific  attendance  percentages  between  85.2%  and  97.4%,  a 
modification  would  have  warranted  a  difference  of  $54,000  to  $145,000 
which  was  considered  immaterial.  Furthermore,  when  modifications  are 
made  in  a  positive  manner  for  the  District,  DESE  does  not  send  additional 
revenue  to  compensate  for  the  change  in  percentage  rates. 

The  District  does  acknowledge  the  importance  of  accurate  attendance 
records  and  has  taken  the  following  actions  to  improve  attendance 
reporting: 

•  Additional  controls  have  been  put  in  place  with  attendance  monitors 
visiting  buildings  on  a  timely  basis.  Data  is  reviewed  to  identify 
anomalies  on  a  more  regular  basis  and  are  brought  to  the  attention 
of  management  when  needed. 

•  Extensive  training  has  been  held  with  building  level  support— four 
different  professional  days  in  2012-13 — to  intensify  the  need  for 
accurate,  timely,  and  up-to-date  reporting  in  all  areas  of  attendance 
and  other  measures  related  to  MSIP  5  reporting. 
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9.  Audit  Functions 


9.1  Annual  independent 
audits 


•  After  the  audit  re:  Patrick  Henry,  the  District's  vendor,  SIS  K-12, 
added  a  feature  that  logs  when  an  attendance  file  is  updated, 
modified,  and/or  adjusted.  This  information  is  now  available  going 
forward  and  will  be  scheduled  for  periodic  review. 

The  district  has  not  implemented  many  recommendations  made  by  the 
district's  independent  auditor,  some  of  which  have  been  repeated  for  several 
years.  In  addition,  the  district  does  not  have  an  internal  audit  function. 

Numerous  recommendations  are  made  by  the  district's  independent  auditor 
in  their  most  recent  annual  financial  statement  audit  report.  Many  of  the 
recommendations  have  not  been  fully  implemented  and  have  been  repeated 
from  prior  years,  some  dating  back  to  2008. 

The  district  has  indicated  some  of  the  audit  recommendations  have  not  been 
implemented  due  to  accounting  system,  staffing,  and/or  budgetary 
constraints. 

In  the  report  issued  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  independent 
auditor  noted  improvement  in  some  areas;  however,  several  findings  were 
repeated  in  whole  or  in  part,  including  several  material  internal  control 
weaknesses  over  financial  reporting,  which  increase  the  possibility  that 
material  misstatements  of  the  district's  financial  statements  will  not  be 
prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  The  material  internal 
control  weaknesses  over  financial  reporting  cited  in  the  2012  audit  report 
were  as  follows  (fiscal  years  in  which  similar  findings  were  cited  are  noted 
in  parentheses): 

•  Improvement  is  needed  regarding  financial  statement  closing  and 
reconciling  procedures  at  month-end  and  year-end  (2011,  2010, 
2009,  and  2008). 

•  Capital  asset  records  are  not  properly  maintained  and  reconciled  to 
supporting  data  in  a  timely  manner  (201 1,  2010,  2009,  and  2008). 

•  Timely  financial  statements  and  budget-to-actual  reports  for 
expenditures  are  not  always  prepared  in  a  timely  manner  or  on  a 
regular  basis  (2011  and  2010). 

•  Accounting  program  and  data  information  security  controls  are  not 
sufficiently  restrictive  to  properly  segregate  duties  (2011,  2010, 
2009,  and  2008). 


District  staff  does  not  have  an  adequate  understanding  of  generally 
accepted  accounting  principles  or  relevant  accounting  standards 
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needed  to  prepare  or  apply  controls  over  the  preparation  of  external- 
use  financial  statements  (2011,  2010,  2009,  and  2008). 

The  independent  auditors  also  identified  three  material  weaknesses  in 
internal  controls  over  compliance  related  to  the  district's  federally  funded 
programs.  One  of  these  material  weaknesses  was  previously  cited  in  the 
district's  2011  and  2010  audit  reports  while  another  was  previously  cited  in 
the  201 1  report. 

The  district  prepared  a  written  corrective  action  plan  for  the  2011  audit 
recommendations,  indicating  most  would  be  corrected  by  June  30,  2012. 
However,  the  independent  auditor  followed  up  on  the  status  of  these 
recommendations  as  part  of  the  2012  audit  and  found  many  of  the  same 
concerns.  The  district's  current  corrective  action  plan  indicates  correction 
for  several  of  the  audit  recommendations  is  expected  during  April  to  June, 
2013. 

Timely  implementation  of  corrective  action  plans  is  necessary  to  ensure 
audit  findings  are  fully  implemented,  thus  strengthening  controls  needed  to 
prevent  fraud,  abuse,  and/or  material  misstatement  of  the  district's  financial 
statements. 

9.2  Internal  audit  The  district  has  financial  activity  of  more  than  $370  million  annually,  and 

numerous  compliance  and  policy  requirements.  Several  control  weaknesses 
were  noted  by  the  district's  independent  auditor.  However,  the  district  does 
not  have  an  internal  audit  function  (this  concern  was  also  noted  in  our 
previous  audit  report,  No.  2004-47,  Review  of  the  St.  Louis  Public  School 
District).  The  district  had  an  internal  auditor  as  recently  as  December  2011 
and  in  the  past  had  an  employee  that  performed  some  internal  audit 
functions;  however,  this  employee  was  also  assigned  several  non-audit 
related  tasks.  As  a  result,  internal  audits  were  limited  mainly  to  emergency 
requests  and  fraud  allegations.  According  to  district  officials,  interviews  for 
the  internal  audit  position  were  held  in  2012  and  a  candidate  was  identified; 
however,  contract  terms  could  not  be  finalized.  Also  in  2012,  the  District 
issued  a  request  for  proposal  and  received  bids  for  an  internal  business 
review;  however,  the  district  indicated  that  project  was  put  on  hold  when 
our  audit  commenced. 

If  utilized  properly,  the  internal  audit  function  can  assist  management  in 
performing  its  duties  more  efficiently  and  effectively,  and  the  savings  could 
potentially  exceed  the  cost.  In  addition,  an  internal  audit  function  can 
enhance  the  district's  annual  external  audit  by  providing  valuable 
information  to  those  auditors  and  ensuring  the  district  has  strong  internal 
controls  and  accounting  procedures  in  place.  An  effective  internal  audit 
function  could  have  helped  in  discovering  and/or  resolving  many  of  the 
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accounting  and  procedural  control  weaknesses,  and  policy  and  compliance 
issues  addressed  in  this  report. 


Recommendations 


The  Institute  of  Internal  Auditors'  standards  provide  that  internal  audit 
activity  is  to  be  independent  and  should  "...  report  to  a  level  within  the 
organization  that  allows  the  internal  audit  activity  to  fulfill  its 
responsibilities."  To  ensure  complete  and  objective  audit  coverage,  the 
internal  audit  function  must  be  independent  of  the  activities  it  audits.  Direct 
communication  between  the  Internal  Auditor  and  the  SAB  would  help 
ensure  independence  and  provide  a  means  whereby  the  SAB  can  be  kept 
abreast  of  current  operations  and  activities.  Such  a  reporting  structure  would 
also  permit  the  SAB  to  request  the  internal  audit  section  to  perform  specific 
audits. 

The  Special  Administrative  Board: 


Auditee's  Responses 


9.1  Ensure  corrective  action  plans  for  audit  findings  are  implemented  in 
a  timely  manner. 

9.2  Consider  hiring  an  internal  auditor  to  conduct  audits  of  district 
operations  and  activities  and  who  reports  directly  to  the  Board. 

The  Special  Administrative  Board  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

9.1       The  District  will  ensure  that  corrective  action  plans  for  audit 
findings  are  implemented  in  a  timely  manner. 


9.2  The  District  agrees  with  the  importance  of  a  strong  internal  control 
environment  and  will  consider  hiring  an  internal  auditor  to  conduct 
audits  of  district  operations  and  activities,  who  reports  directly  to 
the  Board. 
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The  St.  Louis  Public  School  District  encompasses  the  entire  city  of  St. 
Louis,  Missouri. 

The  district  operates  14  senior  high  schools  (grades  9-12)  of  which  9  are 
either  magnet  or  choice  schools;  10  middle  schools  (grades  6-8)  of  which  5 
are  magnet  schools;  5  combination  schools  (grades  ranging  from  preschool 
(PS)-9)  of  which  1  is  a  magnet  school;  40  elementary  schools  (grades 
ranging  from  PS -6)  of  which  9  are  magnet  schools;  2  early  childhood 
magnet  centers  (grades  PS-2);  and  7  alternative  sites.  Enrollment  was 
24,766  for  the  2011-2012  school  year.  The  district  employed  3,360  full-time 
and  969  part-time  employees  at  June  30,  2012. 

At  June  30,  2012,  the  St.  Louis  Public  School  District  was  classified  under 
the  Missouri  School  Improvement  Program  (MSIP)  as  "Unaccredited"  by 
the  Missouri  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  (DESE). 
However,  the  district's  accreditation  status  was  changed  to  "Provisionally 
Accredited"  in  October  2012.  A  provisionally  accredited  district  has  not  met 
enough  of  the  MSIP  standards  and  indicators  to  be  fully  accredited. 

Special  Administrative  Since  2007  the  Special  Administrative  Board  (SAB)  has  acted  as  the  policy- 

Board  making  body  for  the  district's  operations.  In  November  2010  the  State  Board 

of  Education  extended  the  SAB's  authority  for  another  3  years.  The  SAB's 
three  members  serve  without  compensation.  One  member  is  appointed  by 
the  Governor,  one  by  the  Mayor  of  St.  Louis,  and  one  by  the  President  of 
the  St.  Louis  Board  of  Aldermen.  Members  of  the  board  at  June  30,  2012, 
were: 

Rick  Sullivan,  President 
Melanie  Adams,  Vice-President 
Richard  K.  Gaines,  Member 

School  Board  While  the  duties  of  governing  the  district  have  been  transferred  to  the  SAB, 

the  elected  school  board  conducts  regular  meetings  and  maintains  limited 
statutory  duties  (i.e.,  auditing  and  public  reporting  powers).  The  board's 
seven  members  serve  4-year  terms  without  compensation.  Members  of  the 
board  at  June  30,  2012,  were: 

Katherine  Wessling,  President 
David  L.  Jackson,  Jr.,  Vice-President 
Chad  Beffa,  Secretary 
Donna  Jones,  Member 
Rebecca  Rogers,  Member 
Emile  Bradford-Taylor,  Member 
Bill  Haas,  Member 
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Superintendent 


The  district's  superintendent  at  June  30,  2012,  was  Dr.  Kelvin  R.  Adams  and 
his  annual  compensation  was  $234,600,  which  includes  a  vehicle  allowance 
of  $9,600.  The  superintendent's  compensation  is  established  by  the  SAB. 
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To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Cooper  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Cooper  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the  State 
Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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August  8,  201  3 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission 

and  Officeholders  of 
Cooper  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Cooper  County,  Missouri,  which 
comprise  the  statement  of  receipts,  disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  -  regulatory  basis, 
of  each  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  statement  of  receipts, 
disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  -  budget  and  actual  -  regulatory  basis  for  each  fund 
for  the  years  then  ended,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial 
statements  in  accordance  with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri 
Law.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of 
internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that 
are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  error  or  fraud. 

Auditors'  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit. 
We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Governmental  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 
Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance 
about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and 
disclosures  in  the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's 
judgment,  including  the  assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial 
statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor 
considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the 
financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes 
evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of 
significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide 
a  basis  for  our  audit  opinion. 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  (CONTINUED) 


Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  1 ,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Cooper  County,  Missouri,  using 
accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  effects  on  the 
financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  1 
and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion 
on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in 
the  first  paragraph  do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted 
in  the  United  States  of  America,  the  financial  position  of  Cooper  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December 
31 ,  201  2  and  201 1 ,  and  the  changes  in  its  financial  position. 

Basis  for  Qualified  Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

Cooper  County,  Missouri,  has  not  properly  presented  the  receipts  and  disbursements  in  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  and  various  other  funds  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 
Intergovernmental  receipts,  charges  for  services,  and  transfers  in  were  misclassified  to  other  areas; 
sales  taxes  were  misclassified  as  other  revenues;  federal  grants  were  misclassified  as  other  revenues; 
and  transfers  out  were  classified  in  various  disbursement  areas.  The  amounts  by  which  the  receipts 
and  disbursements  are  misstated  is  material  but  not  readily  determinable. 

Qualified  Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  except  for  the  matter  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  the  financial  statements 
referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects,  the  cash  balances  of  each  fund 
of  Cooper  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  their  respective  cash  receipts 
and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  for  the  year  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  the  financial 
reporting  provisions  of  Missouri  Law  as  described  in  Note  1 . 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  August  8, 
2013,  on  our  consideration  of  Cooper  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and 
on  our  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant 
agreements  and  other  matters.  The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to 
provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an 
integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering 
Cooper  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance. 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  opinion  on  the  financial  statements  that 
collectively  comprise  Cooper  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial  statements.  The  accompanying 
schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  as  required 
by  U.S.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and 
Non-Profit  Organizations,  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the  basic  financial  statements.  Such  information 
is  the  responsibility  of  management  and  was  derived  from  and  relates  directly  to  the  underlying 
accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements.  The  information  has 
been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements  and 
certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing  and  reconciling  such  information  directly  to  the 
underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements  or  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing 
standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  In  our  opinion,  the  schedule  of 
expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  fairly  stated,  in  all  material  respects,  in  relation  to  the  basic  financial 
statements  as  a  whole  on  the  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  1 . 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  (CONTINUED) 


This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission,  others 
within  the  entity,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office,  federal  awarding  agencies,  and  pass-through 
entities  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified 
parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Cash 

Cash 

Cash 

January  1 , 

December  31 , 

December  31 

Fund 

201 1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

201 1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

201  2 

General  Revenue 

$  1,135,925 

2,431 ,838 

2,351 ,791 

1 ,21  5,972 

2,368,850 

2,657,757 

927,065 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

380,991 

1 ,343,928 

1 ,297,521 

427,398 

1 ,61  2,71  6 

1 ,51  6,776 

523,338 

Assessment 

100,589 

284,625 

246,666 

1  38,548 

278,1 14 

233,680 

1  82,982 

Road  and  Bridge  Trust 

293,662 

1 ,069,469 

1 ,362,624 

507 

1 ,209,885 

1 ,208,544 

1 ,848 

Enhanced  91 1 

300,980 

51 1 ,478 

473,768 

338,690 

493,075 

508,268 

323,497 

Law  Enforcement  Center 

79,423 

1 ,058,771 

923,846 

21 4,348 

970,073 

961 ,1  40 

223,281 

Election  Services 

22,835 

2,845 

2,1  38 

23,542 

9,849 

33,391 

Collector  Tax  Maintenance 

45,966 

27,950 

5,239 

68,677 

23,271 

51 ,576 

40,372 

Recorder  User  Fee 

35,275 

5,724 

3,623 

37,376 

6,687 

7,691 

36,372 

Recorders  Technical 

5,988 

3,404 

338 

9,054 

3,991 

282 

1  2,763 

Time  Payment 

967 

1 ,807 

694 

2,080 

2,308 

848 

3,540 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

4,51 0 

5,91 1 

5,1  73 

5,248 

7,1  65 

4,996 

7,41  7 

Sheriff 

1  8,041 

31 ,070 

34,822 

1  4,289 

20,745 

28,784 

6,250 

Sheriff  Interest 

3,804 

23 

3,827 

26 

3,853 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

220 

1 ,056 

1 ,026 

250 

1 ,302 

796 

756 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check 

26,298 

15,612 

19,091 

22,819 

10,651 

17,503 

15,967 

Drug  Court 

9  QH4 

o ,  ouu 

9  A7fi 

D,OZO 

Q  AQA 

Administrative  Bond  Fee  ATM 

4,883 

20,064 

19,200 

5,747 

31,638 

31,000 

6,385 

Adult  Abuse 

2,592 

5,505 

5,027 

3,070 

5,347 

6,039 

2,378 

Cemetery  Trust 

6,565 

92 

6,657 

5,061 

5,000 

6,718 

Deputy  Supplementation 

1 1,503 

1 1,503 

9,690 

9,690 

Sheriff  Revolving 

4,651 

9,188 

3,160 

10,679 

10,210 

4,154 

16,735 

Local  Law  Enforcement  Block  Grant 

9,024 

9,012 

12 

12 

Delinquent  Tax 

231 

4,200 

1,746 

2,685 

4,867 

250 

7,302 

FEMA  Reimburse  Account 

70,171 

70,171 

Totals 

$  2,476,700 

6,860,587 

6,780,484 

2,556,803 

7,159,186 

7,259,556 

2,456,433 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THIS  STATEMENT 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


General  Revenue  Fund 


2012  2011 


Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$  515,000 

599,924 

84,924  $ 

510,000 

571,998 

61,998 

Sales  taxes 

850,000 

832,541 

(17,459) 

800,000 

858,701 

58,701 

Intergovernmental 

351,890 

413,305 

61,415 

345,787 

422,928 

77,141 

Charges  for  services 

297,500 

345,953 

48,453 

283,500 

333,389 

49,889 

Interest 

18,000 

6,652 

(11,348) 

20,000 

16,577 

(3,423) 

Other 

249,322 

123,327 

(125,995) 

188,314 

228,245 

39,931 

Transfers  in 

9,000 

47,148 

38,148 

9,000 

(9,000) 

Total  Receipts  $     2,290,712     2,368,850  78,138    $    2,156,601     2,431,838  275,237 


DISBURSEMENTS 


General  County  Government  - 


County  Commission  $ 

137,965 

135,447 

(2,518)  $ 

134,664 

132,733 

(1,931) 

County  Clerk 

149,932 

148,685 

(1,247) 

129,292 

1  13,103 

(16,189) 

Elections 

150,539 

129,547 

(20,992) 

79,789 

52,189 

(27,600) 

Buildings  and  grounds 

162,51  1 

100,089 

(62,422) 

155,813 

138,399 

(17,414) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

346,900 

325,061 

(21,839) 

331,500 

303,094 

(28,406) 

County  Treasurer 

48,298 

47,417 

(881) 

48,688 

45,230 

(3,458) 

County  Collector 

134,215 

123,509 

(10,706) 

127,310 

131,322 

4,012 

Ex  officio  Recorder  of  Deeds 

53,920 

48,250 

(5,670) 

56,070 

44,909 

(11,161) 

Circuit  Clerk 

22,824 

19,624 

(3,200) 

23,324 

17,669 

(5,655) 

Court  Administration 

73,944 

74,702 

758 

73,714 

55,285 

(18,429) 

Public  Administrator 

69,364 

68,314 

(1,050) 

63,257 

63,439 

182 

Public  Safety  - 

Sheriff 

336,974 

325,083 

(1  1,891) 

329,720 

312,932 

(16,788) 

Sheriff  vehicles 

48,300 

49,064 

764 

43,600 

43,836 

236 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

277,841 

260,1 17 

(17,724) 

245,900 

237,567 

(8,333) 

Juvenile  Officer 

36,804 

27,183 

(9,621) 

36,304 

35,093 

(1,21 1) 

County  Coroner 

28,484 

23,507 

(4,977) 

28,082 

26,738 

(1,344) 

Other  - 

General  County  Government 

122,500 

125,715 

3,215 

1 17,700 

1  14,726 

(2,974) 

Contract  services 

74,582 

74,557 

(25) 

69,082 

69,057 

(25) 

Child  support  division 

136,458 

142,300 

5,842 

138,781 

131,276 

(7,505) 

Deputy  Juvenile  Officer  grant 

26,173 

7,339 

(18,834) 

26,173 

22,479 

(3,694) 

Riverboat  expenditures 

4,500 

4,500 

3,400 

3,350 

(50) 

Drug  abuse  resistance  education  (DARE) 

2,700 

2,682 

(18) 

2,700 

2,688 

(12) 

Emergency  management  agency 

31 1,656 

31 1,236 

(420) 

174,806 

179,096 

4,290 

Transfers  out 

20,442 

83,829 

63,387 

20,314 

16,684 

(3,630) 

Emergency  fund 

100,000 

(100,000) 

100,000 

58,897 

(41,103) 

Total  Disbursements  $ 

2,877,826 

2,657,757 

(220,069)  $ 

2,559,983 

2,351,791 

(208,192) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$  (587,114) 

(288,907) 

298,207  $ 

(403,382) 

80,047 

483, 

,429 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

1,215,972 

1,215,972 

1,135,925 

1,135,925 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  628,858 

927,065 

298,207  5 

732,543 

1,215,972 

483, 

,429 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$  710,000 

748,493 

38,493 

$ 

685,000 

686,799 

1,799 

Intergovernmental 

523,000 

723,208 

200,208 

523,000 

525,560 

(523,000) 

Interest 

1,500 

2,523 

1,023 

1,500 

2,889 

1,389 

Other 

5,000 

27,588 

22,588 

50,000 

127,191 

77,191 

Transfers  in 

150,000 

1 10,904 

(39,096) 

50,000 

1,489 

(48,51 1) 

Total  Receipts 

$  1,389,500 

1,612,716 

223,216 

$ 

1,309,500 

1,343,928 

(491,132) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$  460,000 

440,224 

(19,776) 

$ 

490,000 

438,523 

(51,477) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

157,100 

138,335 

(18,765) 

175,000 

157,592 

(17,408) 

Supplies 

255,000 

209,087 

(45,913) 

198,000 

210,786 

12,786 

Insurance 

25,500 

24,048 

(1,452) 

25,000 

23,140 

(1,860) 

Road  and  bridge  materials 

226,500 

219,876 

(6,624) 

186,500 

182,045 

(4,455) 

Equipment  repairs 

95,000 

79,886 

(15,1  14) 

65,000 

76,075 

11,075 

Rentals 

45,000 

(45,000) 

54,000 

55,878 

1,878 

Equipment  purchases 

300,000 

207,657 

(92,343) 

200,000 

43,077 

(156,923) 

Road  and  bridge  construction 

3,000 

2,325 

(675) 

3,000 

27 

(2,973) 

Other  expenditures 

179,750 

195,338 

15,588 

104,794 

1 10,378 

5,584 

Total  Disbursements 

$  1,746,850 

1,516,776 

(230,074) 

$ 

1,501,294 

1,297,521 

(203,773) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$  (357,350) 

95,940 

453,290 

$ 

(191,794) 

46,407 

238,201 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

427,398 

427,398 

380,991 

380,991 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  70,048 

523,338 

453,290 

$ 

189,197 

427,398 

238,201 

Assessment  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

257,521 

256,015 

(1,506)  $ 

242,491 

263,320 

20,829 

Charges  for  services 

3,000 

5,958 

2,958 

3,000 

5,447 

2,447 

Interest 

1,000 

699 

(301) 

1,500 

544 

(956) 

Other 

15,442 

15,442 

15,314 

15,314 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

276,963 

278,1  14 

1,151  $ 

262,305 

284,625 

22,320 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assessor 

$ 

276,963 

233,680 

(43,283)  $ 

281,688 

246,666 

(35,022) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

276,963 

233,680 

(43,283)  $ 

281,688 

246,666 

(35,022) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

44,434 

44,434  $ 

(19,383) 

37,959 

57,342 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

138,548 

138,548 

100,589 

100,589 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

138,548 

182,982 

44,434  $ 

81,206 

138,548 

57,342 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Road  and  Bridge  Trust  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

1,000 

1,037 

37 

$ 

2,000 

1,273 

(727) 

Other 

1,245,000 

1,208,848 

(36,152) 

1,555,000 

1,068,196 

(486,804) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,246,000 

1,209,885 

(36,115) 

$ 

1,557,000 

1,069,469 

(487,531) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Miscellaneous  and  publications 

$ 

3,000 

2,223 

(777) 

S 

2,700 

2,719 

19 

Insurance 

1,650 

1,637 

(13) 

3,000 

1,805 

(1,195) 

County  bridge  replacement 

zuu,uuu 

1  QQ  A  OQ 

(1,572) 

onn  nnn 
zuu,uuu 

i  oU,ucsy 

Off  system  80/20 

375,000 

278,899 

(96,101) 

735,000 

464,524 

(270,476) 

Road  system  improvements 

r  ~jr\  nnn 
□  /u,uuu 

Ou3,oUtj 

(695) 

ccn  nnn 

cci  OOP 

/qq  nnoi 

(oo,UUz) 

Transfers  out 

pp  Rnn 

OO,  OVJVJ 

1  RP  nR9 
I  Oo,UuZ 

69,552 

rp  nnn 

1  APQ 

/EC    R  1  1  \ 
lOD,0  I  I  J 

Total  Disbursements 

6 
V 

1  9pp  1  Rn 

I  ,Zoo,  I  OVJ 

1   9nP  RAA 

(29,606) 

$ 

1  rap  7nn 

I  ,D*f  o,  /  uu 

1  ^R9  R9A 

\ZOO,U  /  OJ 

RFPFIPTQ  n\/FR  M  IMHFR1  m^RI  IR^FMFMT^ 

4 

7  PRO 
/  ,oo\j 

1  341 

(6,509) 

$ 

\C?  I  ,  /  KJKJI 

C?Q1  1  RR1 

\ZU  I  ,*+□□/ 

CASH    JANUARY  1 

507 

507 

293  667 

CASH   nFTFMRFR  31 

$ 

8,357 

1 ,848 

(6,509) 

$ 

201 ,962 

507 

f?01 
\ z \j  \ 

Enhanced  9 

1 1  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

2,500 

1,681 

(819) 

$ 

2,500 

2,272 

(228) 

Other 

500,500 

491 ,394 

(9,106) 

475,500 

509,206 

33,706 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

503,000 

493,075 

(9,925) 

$ 

478,000 

51 1,478 

33,478 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$ 

405,680 

391,663 

(14,017) 

$ 

393,330 

368,449 

(24,881) 

Office 

17,500 

25,857 

8,357 

18,300 

16,995 

(1,305) 

Equipment,  service  charges,  and  other 

108,000 

90,748 

(17,252) 

90,500 

88,324 

(2,176) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

531,180 

508,268 

(22,912) 

$ 

502,130 

473,768 

(28,362) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(28,180) 

(15,193) 

12,987 

(24,130) 

37,710 

61,840 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

338,690 

338,690 

300,980 

300,980 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

310,510 

323,497 

12,987 

$ 

276,850 

338,690 

61,840 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 

-  7  - 


COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Law  Enforcement  Center  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$  500 

638 

138  $ 

500 

465 

(35) 

Other 

910,900 

907,129 

(3,771) 

863,000 

969,721 

106,721 

Transfers  in 

50,000 

62,306 

12,306 

40,000 

88,585 

48,585 

Total  Receipts 

$  961,400 

970,073 

8,673  $ 

903,500 

1,058,771 

155,271 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$  421,782 

395,185 

(26,597)  $ 

412,496 

372,745 

(39,751) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

137,600 

1  19,432 

(18,168) 

133,100 

1  1 1,016 

(22,084) 

Communication  assistance 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Office 

160,600 

1  19,976 

(40,624) 

152,100 

131,457 

Grocery  and  other 

80,150 

83,571 

3,421 

68,550 

66,587 

(1,963) 

Bond  payment 

171,000 

167,976 

(3,024) 

170,000 

167,041 

(2,959) 

Total  Disbursements 

$  1,046,132 

961,140 

(84,992)  $ 

1,01  1,246 

923,846 

(87,400) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$  (84,732) 

8,933 

93,665  $ 

(107,746) 

134,925 

242,671 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

214,348 

214,348 

79,423 

79,423 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $       129,616       223,281  93,665    $         (28,323)       214,348  242,671 


Election  Services  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest  $ 

92 

92  $ 

70 

70 

Other 

4,800 

9,757 

4,957 

1,200 

2,775 

1,575 

Total  Receipts  $ 

4,800 

9,849 

5,049  $ 

1,200 

2,845 

1,645 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Election  services  $ 

25,000 

(25,000)  $ 

23,000 

2,138 

(20,862) 

Total  Disbursements  $ 

25,000 

(25,000)  $ 

23,000 

2,138 

(20,862) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  $ 

(20,200) 

9,849 

30,049  $ 

(21,800) 

707 

22,507 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

23,542 

23,542 

22,835 

22,835 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $ 

3,342 

33,391 

30,049  $ 

1,035 

23,542 

22,507 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Collector  Tax  Maintenance  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

- 

188 

188  $ 

- 

175 

175 

Other 

22,000 

23,083 

1,083 

22,000 

27,775 

5,775 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

22,000 

23,271 

1,271  $ 

22,000 

27,950 

5,950 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment 

25,000 

1 1 ,478 

(13,522)  $ 

25,000 

5,239 

(1  9,761 ) 

Training 

300 

98 

(202) 

300 

(300) 

Tra nof arc  /"\  i  l+- 
l  I  d  1 1  b  I  o  I  b  (JUL 

ac\  nnn 

4n  nnn 

20,000 

ton  nnn) 

Tn+al  nichw  ircomontc 

lULdl    UlSUUI  oclllcl  llo 

$ 

,ouu 

5 1  576 

(13,724)  $ 

45,300 

5  239 

(4n  nfii ) 

RcrpiPTQ  OVFR  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

1  \  1  \j  LI  r    1  O    V~S  V  Lh    \Un  \-J  LI  If    LJ  I0UUI1ULIVILIM  1  O 

$ 

(43  300) 

\  £-  Li  ,  \J  \J  \J  1 

14,995  $ 

(23,300) 

22,7 1  1 

46  01  1 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

68,677 

68,677 

45,966 

45,966 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

25,377 

40,372 

14,995  $ 

22,666 

68,677 

46,01  1 

Recorder  User  Fee  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

121 

121  $ 

108 

108 

Other 

4,000 

6,566 

2,566 

4,000 

5,616 

1,616 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

4,000 

6,687 

2,687  $ 

4,000 

5,724 

1,724 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Recorder 

$ 

34,000 

7,691 

(26,309)  $ 

34,000 

3,623 

(30,377) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

34,000 

7,691 

(26,309)  $ 

34,000 

3,623 

(30,377) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(30,000) 

(1 ,004) 

28,996  $ 

(30,000) 

2,1 01 

32,101 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

37,376 

37,376 

35,275 

35,275 

Vjrton,  uti^LiviDtn  o  I 

6 
9 

/  ,o  /D 

oo,o  / Z 

28,996  $ 

5,275 

0  /  ,0  /D 

OZ,  1  U  1 

Recorders  Technical  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

36 

36  $ 

21 

21 

Other 

3,000 

3,955 

955 

4,300 

3,383 

(917) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

3,000 

3,991 

991  $ 

4,300 

3,404 

(896) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment 

$ 

6,000 

282 

(5,718)  $ 

5,000 

338 

(4,662) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

6,000 

282 

(5,718)  $ 

5,000 

338 

(4,662) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(3,000) 

3,709 

6,709  $ 

(700) 

3,066 

3,766 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

9,054 

9,054 

5,988 

5,988 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

6,054 

12,763 

6,709  $ 

5,288 

9,054 

3,766 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Time  Payment  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

8 

8 

S 

5 

5 

Other 

200 

2,300 

2,100 

200 

1,802 

1,602 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

200 

2,308 

2,108 

$ 

200 

1,807 

1,607 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Office  supplies 

$ 

2,000 

848 

(1,152) 

$ 

750 

694 

(56) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

2,000 

848 

(1,152) 

$ 

750 

694 

(56) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(1 ,800) 

1,460 

3,260 

$ 

(550) 

1,1  13 

1 ,663 

/"*  A  A|  I        1  A  Ml  1  a  n\/  A 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

2,080 

2,080 

967 

967 

CASH,  DtCtMBtR  31 

$ 

280 

3,540 

3,260 

$ 

417 

2,080 

1 ,663 

Law  Enforcement 

Training  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

21 

21 

$ 

1  1 

1  1 

Other 

3,850 

7,144 

3,294 

5,000 

5,900 

900 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

3,850 

7,165 

3,315 

$ 

5,000 

5,91  1 

911 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff 

$ 

7,000 

4,996 

(2,004) 

$ 

6,500 

5,173 

(1 ,327) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

7,000 

4,996 

(2,004) 

$ 

6,500 

5,173 

(1 ,327) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(3,1  50) 

2,169 

5,319 

$ 

(1,500) 

738 

2,238 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

5,248 

5,248 

4,510 

4,510 

CASH,  DtCLMBtR  ol 

$ 

2,098 

7,417 

5,319 

$ 

3,010 

5,248 

2,238 

Sheriff  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

50 

60 

10 

$ 

54 

54 

Other 

25,000 

20,685 

(4,315) 

25,000 

31,016 

6,016 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

25,050 

20,745 

(4,305) 

$ 

25,000 

31,070 

6,070 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Vehicle  purchases 

$ 

30,000 

25,929 

(4,071) 

$ 

30,000 

28,575 

(1,425) 

Other 

5,000 

2,855 

(2,145) 

5,000 

6,247 

1,247 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

35,000 

28,784 

(6,216) 

$ 

35,000 

34,822 

(178) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(9,950) 

(8,039) 

1,91  1 

$ 

(10,000) 

(3,752) 

6,248 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

14,289 

14,289 

18,041 

18,041 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

4,339 

6,250 

1,91  1 

$ 

8,041 

14,289 

6,248 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Sheriff  Interest  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

13 

13  $ 

12 

12 

Other 

- 

13 

13 

1  1 

1  1 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

26 

26  $ 

23 

23 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff 

$ 

3,500 

(3,500)  $ 

3,500 

(3,500) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

3,500 

(3,500)  $ 

3,500 

(3,500) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(3,500) 

26 

3,526  $ 

(3,500) 

23 

3,523 

/"*  A  A|  I        1  A  Ml  1  a  n\/  A 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

3,827 

3,827 

3,804 

3,804 

CASH,  DtCtMBtR  31 

$ 

327 

3,853 

3,526  $ 

304 

3,827 

3,523 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

1 

1  $ 

1 

1 

Other 

450 

1,301 

851 

800 

1,055 

255 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

450 

1,302 

852  $ 

801 

1,056 

255 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Prosecuting  attorney 

$ 

400 

796 

396  $ 

800 

1,026 

226 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

400 

796 

396  $ 

800 

1,026 

226 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

50 

506 

456  $ 

1 

30 

29 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

250 

250 

220 

220 

CASH,  DtCLMBtR  ol 

$ 

300 

756 

456  $ 

221 

250 

29 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

100 

73 

(27)  $ 

150 

77 

(73) 

Other 

18,200 

10,578 

(7,622) 

18,700 

15,535 

(3,165) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

18,300 

10,651 

(7,649)  $ 

18,850 

15,612 

(3,238) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Public  safety 

$ 

23,799 

17,503 

(6,296)  $ 

25,024 

19,091 

(5,933) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

23,799 

17,503 

(6,296)  $ 

25,024 

19,091 

(5,933) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(5,499) 

(6,852) 

(1,353)  $ 

(6,174) 

(3,479) 

2,695 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

22,819 

22,819 

26,298 

26,298 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

17,320 

15,967 

(1,353)  $ 

20,124 

22,819 

2,695 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Drug  Court  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 
Other 

$ 

3,500 

13 
3,481 

13 
(19) 

$ 

3,500 

62 
5,438 

62 
1,938 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

3,500 

3,494 

(6) 

$ 

3,500 

5,500 

2,000 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Training  and  supplies 

$ 

3,650 

4,770 

1,120 

$ 

2,100 

2,476 

376 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

3,650 

4,770 

1,120 

$ 

2,100 

2,476 

376 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

(150) 
5,328 

(1,276) 
5,328 

(1,126) 

$ 

1,400 
2,304 

3,024 
2,304 

1,624 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

5,178 

4,052 

(1,126) 

$ 

3,704 

5,328 

1,624 

Help  America  Vote  Act  (HAVA)  Administration  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Other  $ 

2,500 

(2,500)  $ 

2,500 

(2,500) 

Total  Receipts  $ 

2,500 

(2,500)  $ 

2,500 

(2,500) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Elections  equipment  $ 

2,500 

(2,500)  $ 

2,500 

(2,500) 

Total  Disbursements  $ 

2,500 

(2,500)  $ 

2,500 

(2,500) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  $ 

$ 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $  -  -  -  S 


Administrative  Bond  Fee  ATM  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest  ' 

10 

10  $ 

7 

7 

Other 

18,650 

31,628 

12,978 

18,650 

20,057 

1,407 

Total  Receipts  S 

;  18,650 

31,638 

12,988  $ 

18,650 

20,064 

1,414 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Other  ( 

5  18,000 

31,000 

13,000  $ 

18,000 

19,200 

1,200 

Fees 

200 

(200) 

200 

(200) 

Total  Disbursements  i 

;  18,200 

31,000 

12,800  $ 

18,200 

19,200 

1,000 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  i 

i  450 

638 

188  $ 

450 

864 

414 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

5,747 

5,747 

2,463 

4,883 

2,420 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  5 

!  6,197 

6,385 

188  $ 

2,913 

5,747 

2,834 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Adult  Abuse  Fund 


2012 

201  1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 
Other 

$ 

4,300 

5 

5,342 

5 

1,042 

$ 

2,000 

5 

5,500 

5 

3,500 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

4,300 

5,347 

1,047 

$ 

2,000 

5,505 

3,505 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Domestic  violence  shelter 

$ 

5,000 

6,039 

1,039 

$ 

2,000 

5,027 

3,027 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

5,000 

6,039 

1,039 

$ 

2,000 

5,027 

3,027 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

(700) 
3,070 

(692) 
3,070 

8 

$ 

2,592 

478 
2,592 

478 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $  2,370  2,378  8    $  2,592  3,070  478 


Cemetery  Trust  Fund 


2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

75 

61 

(14) 

$ 

75 

92 

17 

Other 

5,000 

5,000 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

75 

5,061 

4,986 

$ 

75 

92 

17 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Other 

$ 

5,000 

5,000 

Maintenance 

5,000 

(5,000) 

$ 

5,000 

(5,000) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

5,000 

5,000 

$ 

5,000 

(5,000) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(4,925) 

61 

4,986 

$ 

(4,925) 

92 

5,017 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

6,657 

6,657 

6,565 

6,565 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1,732 

6,718 

4,986 

$ 

1,640 

6,657 

5,017 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Deputy  Supplementation  Fund 


2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Other 

$ 

30,000 

9,690 

(20,310) 

$ 

28,000 

1  1,503 

(16,497) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

30,000 

9,690 

(20,310) 

$ 

28,000 

1  1,503 

(16,497) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Other 

$ 

30,000 

9,690 

(20,310) 

$ 

28,000 

11,503 

(16,497) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

30,000 

9,690 

(20,310) 

$ 

28,000 

11,503 

(16,497) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

$ 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $   -   $ 


Sheriff  Revolving  Fund 


2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

43 

43 

$ 

20 

20 

Other 

8,000 

10,167 

2,167 

4,000 

9,168 

5,168 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

8,000 

10,210 

2,210 

$ 

4,000 

9,188 

5,188 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment 

$ 

4,000 

913 

(3,087) 

4,000 

(4,000) 

Other 

4,000 

3,241 

(759) 

3,160 

3,160 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

8,000 

4,154 

(3,846) 

$ 

4,000 

3,160 

(840) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

6,056 

6,056 

$ 

6,028 

6,028 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

10,679 

10,679 

4,651 

4,651 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

10,679 

16,735 

6,056 

$ 

4,651 

10,679 

6,028 

Local  Law  Enforcement  Block  Grant  Fund 


2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

$ 

24 

24 

Other 

9,000 

(9,000) 

9,000 

9,000 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

9,000 

(9,000) 

$ 

9,000 

9,024 

24 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment 

$ 

9,000 

12 

(8,988) 

9,000 

9,012 

12 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

9,000 

12 

(8,988) 

$ 

9,000 

9,012 

12 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(12) 

(12) 

$ 

12 

12 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

12 

12 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

12 

(12) 

$ 

12 

12 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Delinquent  Tax  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

16 

16 

4 

4 

Other 

6,000 

4,851 

(1,149) 

1,200 

4,196 

2,996 

Total  Receipts 

$  6,000 

4,867 

(1,133)  $ 

1,200 

4,200 

3,000 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Schools 

$  1,500 

250 

(1,250)  $ 

1 ,746 

1 ,746 

Total  Disbursements 

$  1,500 

250 

(1,250)  $ 

1 ,746 

1 ,746 

nbUblr  1  b  UVbn  (UNUbn)  UlbbUnbbMbN  1  b 

$  4,500 

4,617 

117  $ 

1,200 

2,454 

1 ,254 

PACU        1  A  Ml  1  A  1 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

2,685 

2,685 

231 

231 

CASH,  DbCbMBbR  ol 

$  7,185 

7,302 

117  $ 

1,431 

2,685 

1 ,254 

FEMA  Reimburse  Account  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Other 

$ 

70,171 

70,171  $ 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

70,171 

70,171  $ 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment 

$ 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

$ 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

70,171 

70,171  $ 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

70,171 

70,171  $ 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES 

Cooper  County,  Missouri  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners.  In  addition  to  the 
three  County  Commissioners,  there  are  nine  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County  Clerk, 
Circuit  Clerk/Ex-Officio  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Collector,  Treasurer,  Coroner,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public 
Administrator,  and  Sheriff. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  1.C.,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  State  Law,  which  practices  differ  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  which  would  include  all  relevant 
Government  Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB)  pronouncements.  The  differences  include  use  of  a 
prescribed  definition  of  the  reporting  entity  and  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

1 .  A.    REPORTING  ENTITY 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts  administration, 
recording  of  deeds  and  other  instruments,  public  safety  and  911,  economic  development,  road  and 
bridge  maintenance,  public  welfare,  and  social  and  human  services.  The  funds  presented  are 
established  under  statutory  or  administrative  authority,  and  their  operations  are  under  the  control  of 
the  County  Commission  or  an  elected  county  official.  The  Collector  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  is  under 
the  control  of  the  County  Collector.  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund,  with  a  separate  appointed  board, 
is  separately  audited  by  an  independent  certified  public  accounting  firm  and,  therefore,  is  not  included 
in  this  report.  In  addition,  the  Overton-Wooldridge  Levee  Fund  is  not  included  in  this  report  since  it 
also  has  a  separate  elected  board  that  authorizes  and  approves  all  transactions  for  this  fund. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  the  primary  government  of  Cooper  County, 
Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices 
that  are  considered  to  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity.  The  financial  statements  do  not  include  the 
Circuit  Clerk  Interest  Fund,  Law  Library  Fund,  and  Circuit  Court  Over/Under  Fund  since  they  are 
controlled  by  the  Circuit  Court. 

1 .  B.    BASIS  OF  PRESENTATION 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds 
based  upon  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities 
are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting  entity  with  self-balancing  accounts  that 
comprise  its  assets,  liabilities,  net  assets,  revenues/receipts,  and  expenditures/disbursements.  The 
County's  funds  are  governmental  funds.  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most 
governmental  functions  are  financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for 
through  governmental  funds. 

Fiduciary  (Agency)  Funds  -  Certain  county  officials  may  collect  fees  from  services,  remit  the  monies 
to  the  county,  state,  or  to  other  parties  or  hold  monies  in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of 
individuals,  taxing  units,  or  other  governments.  These  assets,  which  are  held  for  the  benefit  of 
external  parties,  are  held  in  fiduciary  (agency)  funds  which  are  custodial  in  nature,  and  are  not 
reported  on  the  accompanying  financial  statements. 


COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 
1 .  C.    BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly,  amounts  are 
recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those  principles  require  revenues  to  be 
recognized  when  they  become  available  and  measurable  or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures 
or  expenses  to  be  recognized  when  the  related  liabilities  are  incurred. 

1 .  D.    BUDGETS  AND  BUDGETARY  ACCOUNTING 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budget  information: 

1 .  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County's  policy  is  to  adopt  a  budget  for  each 
governmental  fund. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  January,  each  elected  officer  or  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the 
budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  January  1 .  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues  and  proposed 
expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures 
cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of 
appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well 
as  estimated  revenues  to  be  received. 

4.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget  documents.  Prior  to 
approval  by  the  County  Commission,  the  budget  documents  are  available  for  public 
inspection. 

5.  Prior  to  February  1 ,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 

6.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  formal  vote.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as 
originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County  Commission  during  the  year.  The  County 
amended  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  and  the  Assessment  Fund  in  201 1 . 

8.  Although  adoption  of  a  formal  budget  is  required  by  law,  the  County  did  not  adopt  a  formal 
budget  for  the  FEMA  Reimburse  Account  Fund  for  2012. 

9.  State  law  requires  that,  at  the  individual  fund  level,  budgeted  expenditures  not  exceed 
budgeted  revenues  plus  anticipated  beginning  fund  balance.  The  Law  Enforcement  Center 
Fund  budgeted  a  deficit  cash  balance  for  201 1 . 

10.  Section  50.740,  RSMo  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  Actual 
expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  for  the  following  funds  for  201 2  and  201 1 . 


Fund 


Years  Ended  December  31, 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 
Drug  Court 

Administrative  Bond  Fee  ATM 
Adult  Abuse  Fund 
Delinquent  Tax 

Local  Law  Enforcement  Block  Grant 


2012  and  201 1 
2012  and  201 1 
2012  and  201 1 
2012  and  201 1 
201  1 


201 1 


COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 


1.E.    PROPERTY  TAXES 


Property  taxes  are  based  on  the  voter-approved  tax  levy  applied  to  the  real  and  personal  assessed 
property  values.  Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1 .  Taxes  are 
levied  in  September  and  payable  by  December  31.  Taxes  paid  after  December  31  are  delinquent  and 
subject  to  penalties.  The  County  bills  and  collects  its  own  property  taxes  and  also  taxes  for  most 
other  local  governments  in  the  County. 

The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  property  for  the  calendar  year  2012  and  201  1  for  purposes  of 
local  taxation  was: 


2012  201 1 

Real  Estate                                 $      138,994,530  $  138,628,370 

Personal  Property                                 45,390,920  45,640,606 

Railroad  and  Utilities                             39,599,856  40,227,928 


Total  Assessed  Valuation  $      223,985,306    $  224,496,904 


The  county-wide  levy  per  $100  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  property  for  the  calendar  year 
2012  and  201 1  for  purposes  of  local  taxation  was: 

2012  201 1 

General  Revenue  Fund  $       0.2390    $  0.2390 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  0.3197  0.3197 

Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund  0.2000  0.2000 


1 .  F.    CASH  DEPOSITS  AND  INVESTMENTS 


Cash  deposits  and  investments  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances  for  the 
County  Treasurer  funds  are  invested  in  interest-bearing  bank  accounts  and  in  certificates  of  deposit  to 
the  extent  possible.  Interest  earned  from  such  investments  is  recorded  in  each  of  the  funds  as 
appropriate.  Cash  equivalents  may  include  repurchase  agreements  and  any  other  instruments  with  an 
original  maturity  of  ninety  days  or  less;  however,  nonnegotiable  certificates  of  deposit  with  original 
maturity  of  greater  than  ninety  days  is  considered  as  cash  equivalents. 

State  law  authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in  banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of  funds  in 
bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the  United  States,  other  interest  bearing  obligations  guaranteed  as  to 
both  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  other  government 
bonds,  or  time  certificates  of  deposit,  purchased  at  a  price  at  or  below  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash 
on  deposit  or  time  certificates  of  deposit  are  required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
Corporation  (FDIC)  or  collateralized  by  authorized  investments  held  in  the  County's  name  at  third- 
party  banking  institutions.  Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in  Note  2. 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 


1 .  G.    INTERFUND  ACTIVITY 


During  the  course  of  operations,  interfund  activity  occurs  for  purposes  of  providing  supplemental 
funding,  reimbursements  for  goods  provided  or  services  rendered,  or  short  and  long-term  financing. 
Interfund  activities  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers  out"  by  the 
disbursing  fund. 

Transfers  between  funds  of  the  primary  government  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
201 1  as  shown  on  the  budget  documents  are  as  follows: 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue 
Special  Road  and  Bridge 
Road  and  Bridge  Trust 
Law  Enforcement  Center 
Collector  Tax  Maintenance 
Totals 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue 
Special  Road  and  Bridge 
Road  and  Bridge  Trust 
Law  Enforcement  Center 
Totals 


Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


Transfers  In 


47,148  $ 
1 10,904 

62,306 


220,358  $ 


Transfers  Out 

83,829 

158,052 

 40,000 

281,881 


Year  Ended  December  31 ,  201 1 


Transfers  In 

$ 

1,489 

88,585 
90,074  $ 


Transfers  Out 
16,684 
1,489 
18,173 


The  difference  between  recorded  transfers  in  and  transfers  out  were  mainly  related  to  transfers 
recorded  that  were  shown  in  other  receipts  and  disbursement  areas  in  the  appropriate  funds. 
Transfers  not  recorded  as  such  on  the  budget  documents  are  included  in  other  receipts  and 
disbursement  areas  in  the  appropriate  funds. 


1 .  H.    PUBLISHED  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 


Under  Section  50.800  and  50.810,  RSMo,  the  County  Commission  is  responsible  for  preparing  and 
publishing  in  a  local  newspaper  a  detailed  annual  financial  statement  for  the  County.  The  financial 
statement  is  required  to  show  receipts  or  revenues,  disbursements  or  expenditures,  and  beginning 
and  ending  balances  for  each  fund.  For  the  years  ended  December  31 ,  201 2  and  201 1 ,  the  published 
financial  statements  included  all  funds  and  the  required  information. 


COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  2.     CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 

The  County  has  determined  through  experience  that  business  checking  accounts,  super  NOW 
checking  accounts,  money  market  accounts,  and  certificates  of  deposits  are  appropriate  types  of 
accounts  or  instruments  for  its  needs.  The  County  invests  each  fund's  cash  balance  in  interest- 
bearing  bank  accounts  and  in  certificates  of  deposit  to  the  extent  possible  at  five  different  depository 
banks.  Each  fund  is  included  on  the  financial  statements  as  "Cash"  under  each  fund's  caption. 
Section  110.270,  RSMo,  based  on  Article  IV,  Section  15,  Missouri  Constitution,  authorizes  counties 
to  place  their  funds,  either  outright  or  by  repurchase  agreements,  in  U.S.  Treasury  and  agency 
obligations.  At  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  County  had  no  such  investments. 

Disclosures  are  provided  below  regarding  the  risk  of  potential  loss  of  cash  deposits.  For  the  purpose 
of  the  disclosures,  deposits  with  financial  institutions  are  demand  accounts,  including  negotiable  order 
of  withdrawal  accounts  in  banks.  The  County  did  not  invest  in  any  nonnegotiable  certificates  of 
deposit  or  other  investment  vehicles  during  the  two  years  ended  December  31 ,  201  2. 

Insured  and  Collateralized  Deposits 

In  accordance  with  state  law,  all  uninsured  deposits  in  financial  institutions  must  be  secured  with 
acceptable  collateral.  Acceptable  collateral  includes  certain  U.S.  Government  or  Government  Agency 
securities,  certain  state  or  political  subdivision  debt  obligations,  surety  bonds,  or  certain  letters  of 
credit.  Missouri  statutes  also  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an 
amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits. 

At  December  31,  2012  and  201 1,  the  County's  deposits  held  at  the  respective  depositary  bank  were 
adequately  covered  by  Federal  Depository  Insurance  Coverage  and  with  additional  collateral  held  by 
an  independent  bank  in  the  County's  name  or  by  its  agent  in  the  County's  name.  The  County's 
deposits  were  not  subject  to  custodial  or  investment  credit  risk  at  year  end. 

In  addition,  Section  30.950,  RSMo,  requires  political  subdivisions  with  authority  to  invest  in 
instruments  other  than  depositary  accounts  at  financial  institutions  to  adopt  a  written  investment 
policy.  Among  other  things,  the  policy  is  to  commit  a  political  subdivision  to  the  principles  of  safety, 
liquidity,  and  yield  (in  that  order)  when  managing  public  funds  and  to  prohibit  purchase  of  derivatives 
(either  directly  or  through  repurchase  agreements),  use  of  leveraging  (through  either  reverse 
repurchase  agreements  or  other  methods),  and  use  of  public  funds  for  speculation.  The  County  has 
not  adopted  a  written  investment  policy  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  law. 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS 

The  following  information  is  presented  in  accordance  with  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards 
Board  Statement  27  (GASB  27),  "Accounting  for  Pensions  by  State  and  Local  Governmental 
Employees": 

A.  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF) 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF)  was  established  by  the  state  of  Missouri  to  provide 
pension  benefits  for  County  officials  and  employees. 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS  (CONTINUED) 

1 )  Plan  Description 

The  Retirement  Fund  is  a  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  defined  benefit  pension  plan  covering  any 
County  elected  or  appointed  officer  or  employee  whose  performance  requires  the  actual  performance 
of  duties  of  not  less  than  one  thousand  (1,000)  hours  per  calendar  year  in  each  County  of  the  state, 
except  for  any  city  not  within  a  County  and  any  County  of  the  first  classification  having  a  charter 
form  of  government.  It  does  not  include  County  prosecuting  attorneys  covered  under  sections 
56.800  to  56.840,  RSMo;  circuit  clerks  and  deputy  circuit  clerks  covered  under  the  Missouri  State 
Retirement  System;  County  sheriffs  covered  under  sections  57.949  to  57.997,  RSMo;  and  certain 
personnel  not  defined  as  an  employee  per  section  50.1000(8),  RSMo.  The  Fund  was  created  by  an 
act  of  the  legislature  and  was  effective  August  28,  1994. 

The  general  administration  and  the  responsibility  for  the  proper  operation  of  the  Fund  and  the 
investment  of  the  Fund  are  vested  in  a  board  of  directors  of  eleven  persons. 

2)  Pension  Benefits 

CERF  first  paid  benefits  beginning  January  1,  1997.  At  that  time  a  member  could  not  retire  until  age 
62.  Beginning  January  1,  2000,  a  member  could  retire  with  full  benefits  at  age  62  or  reduced 
benefits  as  early  as  age  55.  The  monthly  benefit  for  County  employees  is  determined  by  selecting 
the  highest  benefit  calculated  using  three  different  prescribed  formulas  (flat-dollar  formula,  targeted 
replacement  ratio  formula,  and  prior  plan's  formula).  An  eligible  death  benefit  of  $10,000  will  be  paid 
to  the  designated  beneficiary  of  every  active  member  upon  his  or  her  death. 

Upon  termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  a  deferred  annuity, 
payable  at  age  sixty-two  or  a  reduced  benefit  annuity  at  age  fifty-five.  Any  member  with  less  than 
eight  years  of  creditable  service  forfeits  all  rights  in  the  Fund  but  will  be  paid  his  or  her  accumulated 
contributions. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of  these 
statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF,  2121  Schotthill 
Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  toll-free  1-877-632-2373. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

In  accordance  with  state  statutes,  the  Fund  is  partially  funded  through  various  fees  collected  by 
counties  and  remitted  to  the  CERF.  A  contribution  to  CERF  of  2%  of  annual  salary  is  required  for 
eligible  employees  hired  before  February  25,  2002  and  not  in  LAGERS,  and  a  contribution  of  6%  of 
annual  salary  is  required  of  employees  hired  after  February  25,  2002,  effective  January  1,  2003,  in 
order  to  participate  in  CERF.  During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF 
$101,916  and  $92,542,  respectively,  for  the  years  then  ended. 

B.  County  Employees  Other  Retirement  Plans 

The  County  Employees'  CERF  401  (a)  and  CERF  457  retirement  funds  were  established  by  the  state  of 
Missouri  to  provide  deferred  pension  options  for  County  officials  and  employees.  The  County 
established  an  employees'  457  retirement  plan  to  provide  another  deferred  pension  option  for  county 
officials  and  employees. 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS  (CONTINUED) 

1 )  Plan  Descriptions 

The  CERF  457  and  County  457  retirement  plans  allow  voluntary  pre-tax  contributions  from  the 
employee's  wages.  The  CERF  401  (a)  requires  a  mandatory  contribution  from  an  employee's  wages. 

2)  Pension  Benefits 

Those  employees  who  leave  county  employment,  reach  retirement  age  (59  V2  for  CERF  401(a)  and 
70  V2  for  CERF  457  and  County  457),  have  a  financial  hardship,  or  die  have  various  payment  options. 
Pension  benefits  are  based  on  the  total  amount  of  each  employee  deferrals. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

The  CERF  401(a)  savings  plan  requires  a  .7%  of  an  employee's  salary  as  pre-tax  deduction.  CERF 
457  plans  are  voluntary.  CERF  will  match  50  cents  for  every  dollar  deferred  up  to  6%  of  the 
employee's  salary  for  those  who  earned  and  received  pay  for  at  least  1,000  hours  during  the  year, 
were  on  qualified  leave,  separated  from  service  after  retirement  age  of  62  if  vested,  or  die  during  the 
year.  The  CERF  match  is  deposited  to  the  employee's  401(a)  account.  Employees  who  enroll  in  the 
county  457  plan  will  receive  a  contribution  from  the  County  of  1  %  of  wages.  Employees  may  not 
defer  more  than  the  maximum  allowed  by  the  IRS  in  their  CERF  457  and  County  457  plans  combined. 
The  maximum  deferral  was  $16,500  in  2011  and  $17,000  in  2012.  Employees  may  contribute  an 
additional  $5,500  in  201 1  and  2012  if  they  are  over  50  years  of  age. 


NOTE  4.     PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  RETIREMENT  FUND 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  chapter  56.807  RSMo,  the  County  contributed  annually  (instead  of 
monthly)  to  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri 
Prosecuting  Attorneys  and  Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System  Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  State  of 
Missouri  is  responsible  for  administration  of  this  plan.  The  County  contributed  $-0-  and  $4,488  for 
the  years  ended  December  31 ,  201 1  and  201  2,  respectively. 


NOTE  5.     POST-  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully 
funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the 
County. 


NOTE  6.     CLAIMS,  COMMITMENTS,  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

1)  Compensated  Absences 

Regular  full-time  employees  who  have  completed  the  introductory  period  are  eligible  to  receive 
vacation  time  after  one  year  as  follows:  1  to  2  years  of  service,  5  days;  2  to  1  2  years  of  service,  10 
days;  and  after  12  years  of  service,  15  days.  Vacation  leave  must  be  used  in  its  entirety  within  one 
year  after  being  earned.  Upon  termination  of  employment,  an  employee  will  receive  equivalent  cash 
reimbursement  for  up  to  one  year's  accrued  vacation  leave.  Regular  full-time  employees  earn  1  day  of 
sick  leave  per  complete  calendar  month.  Sick  leave  may  accrue  unlimited.  Upon  termination  of 
employment,  no  payment  will  be  made  for  unused  sick  leave. 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  6.     CLAIMS,  COMMITMENTS,  AND  CONTINGENCIES  (CONTINUED) 

2)  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs 

The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of  these 
grants,  when  performed,  could  result  in  the  disallowance  of  certain  costs.  Accordingly  such  audits 
could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the  grantor  agencies.  Management  believes  that  any 
required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary,  will  be  immaterial  and,  therefore,  no  provision  has  been 
made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for  the  potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 


NOTE  7.     RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction 
of  assets;  errors  and  omission;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk 
management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  There 
have  been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year  and  settlements  have  not 
exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insurance  Workers' 
Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through 
this  fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  to  provide  insurance  coverage  to  Missouri  counties. 
The  fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  reinsured  up  to  the  statutory  limit 
through  excess  insurance. 


NOTE  8.     LONG-TERM  DEBT 

The  County  had  the  following  debt  outstanding  at  December  31,  2012: 

A.  The  County  refinanced  and  refunded  its  bond  certificates  in  2010  on  the  law  enforcement 
center  with  United  Missouri  Bank  being  the  paying  agent.  The  County  has  long-term  debt 
outstanding  for  these  bonds  at  December  31,  2012  of  $1,235,000.  The  interest  rates  vary 
between  2.8%  and  4.6%  and  the  note  ends  August  2020.  The  approximate  annual  debt 
service  requirements  for  the  law  enforcement  center,  including  principal  and  interest  are  as 
follows: 

Year  Ended  December  31,  Principal  Interest 


2013 

$ 

120,000  $ 

49,093 

2014 

120,000 

45,733 

2015 

125,000 

41 ,892 

2016 

130,000 

37,455 

2017 

135,000 

32,515 

2018-2020 

605,000 

62,800 

Totals 

$ 

1,235,000  $ 

269,488 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  8.     LONG-TERM  DEBT  (CONTINUED) 

B.  In  addition,  the  County  entered  into  a  lease-purchase  agreement  in  July  2012  with  a  local 
bank  for  the  purchase  of  two  2012  John  Deere  road  graders.  The  interest  rate  is  2.25%  and 
four  annual  payments  of  $105,769  are  required  starting  in  August  2013.  The  payment 
schedule  for  principal  and  interest  is  shown  as  follows: 

Year  Ended  December  31,  Principal  Interest 

2013  $  96,644    $  9,125 

2014  98,849  6,920 

2015  101,103  4,666 

2016  103,404   2,365 

Totals  $  400,000    $  23,076 


NOTE  9.  LEASES 

The  county  entered  into  a  lease  agreement  in  December  2009  for  use  of  a  building  for  the  extension 
service.  The  lease  is  for  one  three-year  term  with  the  option  to  renew  the  lease  for  three  additional 
terms  of  one  year  each.  The  county  renewed  the  lease  in  January  2013.  The  county  pays  a  yearly 
rental  of  $7,800.  The  county  has  a  month-to-month  lease  for  office  space  for  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney  for  a  yearly  rental  fee  of  $6,000. 


NOTE  10.    CHANGE  IN  BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

Cooper  County,  Missouri,  has  changed  its  basis  of  accounting  from  presenting  its  financial  statements 
in  accordance  with  GASB  34  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting  to  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  as 
prescribed  or  permitted  in  accordance  with  state  law.  The  accounting  change  had  no  effect  on  the 
beginning  cash  balances  of  the  various  County  funds.  The  County  was  last  audited  for  the  two  years 
ended  December  31 ,  2008. 


NOTE  1 1 .    SUBSEQUENT  EVENT 

In  April  2013,  voters  in  Cooper  County,  Missouri,  approved  a  local  use  tax  on  out-of-state  purchases 
at  the  same  rate  as  the  total  local  sales  tax  rate  of  1.75%.  The  tax  goes  into  effect  on  October  1, 
2013. 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Federal 
CFDA 

Number      Federal  Grantor/Pass-Through  Grantor/Program  Title 


Pass-Through 
Entity 
Identifying 
Number 


Federal  Expenditures 
Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 


201 1 


U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 
Passed  through  state: 

Department  of  Social  Services- 
14.231  Emergency  Shelter  Grants  Program 


04ero1642012 


$  17,300 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Passed  through  state: 

Missouri  Department  of  Public  Safety 
16.575  Crime  Victim  Assistance 


2010-VOCA-007-SE        $         22,584     $  25,913 


U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Passed  through  state: 

Highway  and  Transportation  Commission  - 
20.205  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 


BRO-027  (14) 
BRO-027  (15) 


19,210  $  446,488 
292,337    $  1,078 


39.003 


GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISRATION 
Passed  thorugh  state: 
Office  of  Administration 

Donation  of  Federal  Surplus  Personal  Property 


N/A 


8,034  $ 


1,308 


93.563 


U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  HUMAN  SERVICES 
Passed  through  state: 

Department  of  Social  Services- 
Child  Support  Enforcement 


N/A 


$         103,438    $  103,019 


97.036 


U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOMELAND  SECURITY 
Passed  through  state: 

Department  of  Public  Safety- 
Disaster  Grants  -  Public  Assistance 
(Presidential^  Declared  Disasters) 


163-99163-00 


42,103    $  64,047 


97.042 


Emergency  Management  Performance  Grants 


EMW-201 1-EP-004  $  $  93,883 

EMW-2012-EP-018  $  83,360  $ 


Total  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 


$        571,066     $  753,036 


SEE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  THE  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

A.  PURPOSE  OF  SCHEDULE  AND  REPORTING  ENTITY 

The  accompanying  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  has  been  prepared  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-133.  This  circular  requires  a  schedule  that  provides  total  federal 
awards  expended  for  each  federal  program  and  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance  (CFDA) 
number  or  other  identifying  number  when  the  CFDA  information  is  not  available. 

The  schedule  includes  all  federal  awards  administered  by  Cooper  County,  Missouri. 

B.  BASIS  OF  PRESENTATION 

The  accompanying  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  presented  in  accordance  with  OMB 
Circular  A-133,  which  defines  federal  financial  assistance  as  assistance  that  non-federal  entities 
receive  or  administer  in  the  form  of  grants,  loans,  loan  guarantees,  property  (including  donated 
surplus  property),  cooperative  agreements,  interest  subsidies,  insurance,  food  commodities,  direct 
appropriations,  and  other  assistance,  but  does  not  include  amounts  received  as  reimbursement  for 
service  rendered  to  individuals. 

Federal  award  means  Federal  financial  assistance  and  Federal  cost-reimbursement  contracts  the  non- 
Federal  entities  receive  directly  from  Federal  awarding  agencies  or  indirectly  from  pass-through 
entities.  It  does  not  include  procurement  contracts,  under  grants  or  contracts,  used  to  buy  goods  or 
services  from  vendors. 

Amounts  for  the  Donation  of  Federal  Surplus  Personal  Property  (CFDA  number  39.003)  represent  the 
estimated  fair  market  value  (23.3  percent  of  original  acquisition  cost)  of  the  property  at  the  time  of 
receipt. 

C.  BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

The  schedule  is  presented  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  which  recognizes  amounts  only  when 
disbursed  in  cash. 

D.  MATCHING  REQUIREMENTS 

Certain  Federal  programs  require  that  the  County  contribute  non-federal  funds  (matching  funds)  to 
support  the  federally-funded  programs.  The  County  has  complied  with  the  matching  requirements. 
The  expenditure  of  non-federal  matching  funds  is  not  included  on  the  schedule. 


NOTE  2.  SUBRECIPIENTS 

The  County  provided  federal  awards  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 
Emergency  Shelter  Grants  Program,  CFDA  No.  14.231,  totaling  $17,300  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2011  to  the  Harvest  House  in  Boonville,  Missouri.  The  federal  awards  were  used  by 
the  agency  to  assist  in  providing  assistance  to  families  and  children. 
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August  8,  201  3 


REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND 
ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


To  the  County  Commission 

and  Officeholders  of 
Cooper  County,  Missouri 


We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the 
financial  statements  of  the  various  county  funds  of  Cooper  County,  Missouri,  as  of  and  for 
the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements,  which  collectively  comprise  Cooper  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial 
statements  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  August  8,  2013. 


Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Cooper 
County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the 
audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our 
opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the 
effectiveness  of  Cooper  County,  Missouri's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express 
an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Cooper  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding 
paragraph  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be 
material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or 
significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs,  we  identified  certain  deficiencies 
in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses  and  significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not 
allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material 
weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  such  that  there 
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AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS 
BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED 

IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS  (CONTINUED)  

is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial  statements  will  not 
be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  We  consider  the  deficiencies  described  in 
the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  to  be  material  weaknesses  as  items 
12-01,  12-02,  and  12-03. 

A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is 
less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged 
with  governance.  We  consider  the  deficiency  described  in  the  accompany  schedule  of  findings  and 
questioned  costs  to  be  a  significant  deficiency  as  item  12-04. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Cooper  County's  financial  statements  are 
free  of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws, 
regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and 
material  effect  on  the  determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion 
on  compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit  and,  accordingly,  we  do  not 
express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our  tests  disclosed  an  instance  of  noncompliance  or  other 
matters  that  is  required  to  be  reported  under  Government  Auditing  Standards,  and  which  is 
described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  as  item  12-05. 

Cooper  County,  Missouri's  Responses  to  Findings 

Cooper  County,  Missouri's  responses  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  are  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  Cooper  County,  Missouri's  responses 
were  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and, 
accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  responses. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in 
accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and 
compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission, 
others  within  the  entity,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office,  federal  awarding  agencies,  and  pass- 
through  entities  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these 
specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE  FOR  EACH  MAJOR  PROGRAM 
AND  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  COMPLIANCE 
REQUIRED  BY  OMB  CIRCULAR  A-133 

To  the  County  Commission 
and  Officeholders  of 
Cooper  County,  Missouri 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


Report  on  Compliance  for  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

We  have  audited  Cooper  County,  Missouri's  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance 
requirements  described  in  the  OMB  Circular  A-1 33  Compliance  Supplement  that  could  have 
a  direct  and  material  effect  on  each  of  Cooper  County,  Missouri's  major  federal  programs  for 
the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011.  Cooper  County,  Missouri's  major  federal 
programs  are  identified  in  the  summary  of  auditors'  results  section  of  the  accompanying 
schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs. 

Management's  Responsibility 

Management  is  responsible  for  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts,  and  grants  applicable  to  its  federal  programs. 

Auditors'  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  compliance  for  each  of  Cooper  County, 
Missouri's  major  federal  programs  based  on  our  audit  of  the  types  of  compliance 
requirements  referred  to  above.  We  conducted  our  audit  of  compliance  in  accordance  with 
auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America;  the  standards 
applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States;  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local 
Governments,  and  Non-Profit  Organizations.  Those  standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether 
noncompliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above  that  could  have 
a  direct  and  material  effect  on  a  major  federal  program  occurred.  An  audit  includes 
examining,  on  a  test  basis,  evidence  about  Cooper  County,  Missouri's  compliance  with 
those  requirements  and  performing  such  other  procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in 
the  circumstances. 

We  believe  that  our  audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion  on  compliance  for  each 
major  federal  program.  However,  our  audit  does  not  provide  a  legal  determination  of  Cooper 
County,  Missouri's  compliance. 

Unmodified  Opinion  on  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

In  our  opinion,  Cooper  County,  Missouri,  complied,  in  all  material  respects,  with  the  types  of 
compliance  requirements  referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on 
each  of  its  major  federal  programs  for  the  years  ended  December  31 ,  201 2  and  201 1 . 
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Other  Matters 

The  results  of  our  auditing  procedures  disclosed  an  instance  of  noncompliance,  which  is  required  to 
be  reported  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-133  and  which  is  described  in  the  accompanying 
schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  as  item  12-05.  Our  opinion  on  each  major  federal 
program  is  not  modified  with  respect  to  this  matter. 

Cooper  County,  Missouri's  response  to  the  noncompliance  finding  identified  in  our  audit  is  described 
in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  Cooper  County,  Missouri's 
response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  compliance  and, 
accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  response. 

Report  on  Internal  Control  Over  Compliance 

Management  of  Cooper  County,  Missouri,  is  responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining  effective 
internal  control  over  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  In 
planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  compliance,  we  considered  Cooper  County,  Missouri's  internal 
control  over  compliance  with  the  types  of  requirements  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect 
on  each  major  federal  program  to  determine  the  auditing  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  compliance  for  each  major  federal 
program  and  to  test  and  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular 
A-133,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  internal  control  over 
compliance.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Cooper  County, 
Missouri's  internal  control  over  compliance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  compliance  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the 
preceding  paragraph  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over 
compliance  that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material 
weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  discussed 
below,  we  identified  a  certain  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  that  we  consider  to  be  a 
significant  deficiency. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control 
over  compliance  does  not  allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their 
assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance 
requirement  of  a  federal  program  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over 
compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  such 
that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  material  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance 
requirement  of  a  federal  program  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely 
basis.  We  do  not  consider  the  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  as  item  12-05  to  be  a  material  weakness. 

A  significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of 
deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal 
program  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  yet 
important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We  consider  the  deficiency 
in  internal  control  over  compliance  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and 
questioned  costs  as  item  12-05  to  be  a  significant  deficiency. 

Cooper  County,  Missouri's  response  to  the  internal  control  over  compliance  finding  identified  in  our 
audit  is  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  Cooper  County, 
Missouri's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  compliance 
and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  response. 

The  purpose  of  this  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our 
testing  of  internal  control  over  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing  based  on  the  requirements 
of  OMB  Circular  A-133.  Accordingly,  this  report  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 
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This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission, 
others  within  the  entity,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office,  federal  awarding  agencies,  and  pass- 
through  entities  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these 
specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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COOPER  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
(INCLUDING  MANAGEMENT'S  PLAN  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 

SECTION  I  -  SUMMARY  OF  AUDITORS'  RESULTS 


Financial  Statements 

Type  of  auditors'  report  issued: 

Internal  control  over  financial  reporting: 
Material  weakness(es)  identified? 

Significant  deficiency(ies)  identified? 

Noncompliance  material  to  financial  statements 
noted? 

Federal  A  wards 

Internal  control  over  major  programs: 
Material  weakness(es)  identified? 
Significant  deficiency(ies)  identified? 


Qualified 


yes 
yes 

yes 


 yes 

_X  yes 


No 

none  reported 


no 


_X  No 

 none  reported 


Type  of  auditors'  report  issued  on  compliance  for 
major  programs: 

Any  audit  findings  disclosed  that  are  required  to  be 
reported  in  accordance  with  Section  .510(a)  of  OMB 
Circular  A-133? 

Identification  of  major  programs: 

Program  Title 


CFDA 
Number 


Unmodified 


yes 


20.205 
97.042 


Highway  Planning  and  Construction 
Emergency  Management  Performance  Grants 


No 


Dollar  threshold  used  to  distinguish  between  Type  A 

and  Type  B  programs:  $300,000 


Auditee  qualified  as  a  low-risk  auditee? 


Yes 


no 
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SECTION  II  -  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

This  section  includes  the  audit  findings  that  Government  Auditing  Standards  require  to  be  reported  for 
an  audit  of  financial  statements. 

MATERIAL  WEAKNESSES  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 

12-01        County  Budget  Documents  Materially  Misstated  County's  Financial  Statements 

Condition:  The  County's  budget  documents  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 
materially  misstated  the  various  receipt  classifications  in  various  county  funds  as  follows: 

A.  Sales  tax  collections  were  misclassified  as  Other  Revenues  in  the  Road  and  Bridge  Trust 
Fund,  Enhanced  911  Fund,  and  the  Law  Enforcement  Center  Fund  instead  of  being 
classified  under  Sales  Tax.  The  total  sales  tax  collections  for  these  funds  for  2011  and 
2012  totaled  $2,146,748  and  $2,081,193,  respectively. 

B.  Various  items  that  are  charges  for  services  were  misclassified  as  Intergovernmental 
Revenues  in  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 

C.  Charges  for  services  were  misclassified  as  Other  Revenues  in  many  county  funds. 

D.  Grant  income  from  several  sources  was  included  as  Other  Revenues  in  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  rather  than  recorded  as  Intergovernmental  Revenue. 

E.  Intergovernmental  Revenue  was  misclassified  as  Other  Revenues  in  the  Special  Road  and 
Bridge  Fund,  Road  and  Bridge  Trust  Fund,  Election  Services  Fund,  and  Adult  Abuse  Fund. 

F.  Auction  proceeds  and  other  revenue  items  were  misclassified  as  Intergovernmental 
Revenues  rather  than  Other  Revenues  in  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  and  General 
Revenue  Fund. 

G.  In  the  Cemetery  Trust  Fund,  the  purchase  and  redemption  of  a  certificate  of  deposit  was 
incorrectly  classified  on  the  budget  document  as  a  disbursement  and  as  other  receipts  and 
should  not  have  been  shown. 

H.  The  budget  documents  for  the  Administrative  Bond  Fee  ATM  Fund  did  not  properly 
reconcile  cash  to  the  amounts  held  by  the  Treasurer  at  December  31 ,  201 1 . 

I.  The  Law  Enforcement  Center  Fund  cash  balance  presented  on  the  budget  document  did 
not  properly  include  the  bond  reserve  fund  certificate  of  deposit  recorded  on  the  County 
Treasurer's  settlement  held  on  behalf  of  the  bond  issuance.  The  amount  of  the  certificate 
of  deposit  at  December  31,  201 1  and  2012  was  $158,355  and  $158,195,  respectively. 

Due  to  the  number  of  numerous  misclassifications  on  the  budget  documents  the  financial  statements 
have  not  been  adjusted  to  properly  state  receipts  and  the  cash  balances  for  the  various  funds. 

Criteria:  Strong  internal  controls  over  financial  information  require  that  receipts  be  properly 
classified  within  the  respective  funds  and  an  independent  review  performed  of  the  budget 
documents  to  ensure  that  the  classifications  of  receipts  are  proper. 

Cause:  The  County  had  a  lack  of  controls  over  the  preparation  of  the  budget  documents  and  a 
lack  of  independent  verification  of  amounts  recorded  on  the  budget  documents.  It 
appears  that  the  financial  process  of  preparing  the  budget  document  information  has 
continued  from  prior  years  without  any  willing  to  change  on  the  part  of  county  officials. 

Effect:  The  budget  documents  presented  to  the  public  and  submitted  to  the  State  Auditor's 
Office  contained  material  misstatements  of  financial  amounts  in  various  classifications  of 
receipts  within  various  county  funds.  Financial  information  presented  in  the  published 
financial  statements  is  also  not  accurately  stated  for  the  general  public. 
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Recommendation: 

The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  respective  officials  take  more  care  in 
preparation  of  the  budget  document  each  year  to  ensure  that  the  classifications  of 
receipts  within  the  various  funds  are  properly  stated.  We  also  recommend  the  county  redo 
the  2013  budget  document  with  proper  classifications  of  financial  amounts  in  order  for 
the  2014  budget  to  be  prepared  more  accurately. 

Auditee  Response: 

Cooper  County's  budget,  with  30  funds,  is  balanced  to  the  exact  penny  in  each  and  every  fund  every 
year.  Cooper  County  will  work  to  sort,  define  and  classify  each  revenue  account  and  each 
expenditure  account  categorizing  them  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  schedule  specific  to  each  section  of  the 
budget  in  the  categories  such  as  Charges  for  Services,  Intergovernmental  Revenue,  Other  Revenue, 
and  the  increase  and  reduction  in  cash. 

1 2-02        Accounting  for  Transfers  Need  Improvement 

Condition:  The  financial  statements  of  the  County  as  represented  in  the  annual  budget  document  do 
not  present  the  proper  amount  of  transfers  between  the  various  county  funds.  Total 
amounts  reflected  on  the  budget  documents  for  budgeted  transfers  in  do  not  agree  with 
total  budgeted  transfers  out  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011.  In 
addition,  actual  amounts  for  transfers  in  are  not  properly  reconciled  to  actual  amounts 
transferred  out  each  year. 

The  total  amount  of  transfers  in  presented  on  the  budget  documents  in  the  various  funds 
for  2011  and  2012  was  $90,074  and  $220,358,  respectively,  while  total  transfers  out 
presented  for  2011  and  2012  was  $18,173  and  $281,881,  respectively.  Total  transfers 
in  and  out  between  funds  per  County  Commission  court  orders  for  201 1  and  2012  were 
$136,803  and  $413,665,  respectively,  or  considerably  different  than  what  is  presented 
on  the  budget  documents.  The  differences  in  transfers  are  because  the  transfers  are 
reflected  in  the  various  funds  in  various  revenue  and  disbursement  classifications  instead 
of  in  the  Transfers  classification  as  designated  on  the  budget  document. 

Criteria:  Strong  internal  controls  over  financial  statements  require  that  transfers  in  and  out  are 
properly  reported  in  the  various  funds  and  are  in  balance. 

Cause:  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  Treasurer  did  not  consider  the  importance  of 
balancing  the  budgeted  and  actual  amounts  of  transfers  in  and  out  between  the  various 
funds. 

Effect:  The  transfers  in  and  out  between  various  county  funds  are  not  in  balance  on  the  budget 
documents  filed  with  the  state  and  materially  misstate  the  financial  statements  presented 
by  the  county. 

Recommendation: 

The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  Treasurer  should  ensure  both  budgeted  and 
actual  transfers  to  and  from  other  funds  are  in  agreement  each  year.  Also,  other  types  of 
transactions  that  are  not  operating  transfers  should  not  be  presented  in  the  "Transfers" 
account  category  and  that  transfers  not  be  shown  in  other  revenue  or  disbursement 
categories. 
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Auditee  Response: 

While  not  discounting  the  finding  that  other  types  of  transactions  that  are  not  operating  transfers 
should  be  presented  in  the  "Transfers"  account  category,  all  transfers  between  funds  are  balanced 
when  all  revenues  and  disbursements  are  taken  into  consideration.  Cooper  County  will  work  out  a 
composite  of  which  account  categories  of  various  revenue  and  disbursement  classifications  can  be 
substituted  for  the  title  "Transfers". 

Auditor  Response: 

Even  though  the  total  receipts  and  disbursements  are  balanced  out  by  fund,  transfers  in  and  out  are 
not  properly  classified  on  the  budget  document  as  such  but  are  included  in  other  revenue  and 
disbursement  classifications.  The  total  transfers  in  for  all  funds  should  equal  the  total  amount  of 
transfers  out  for  each  year  and  should  be  shown  as  such  on  the  budget  document  under  the  heading 
of  Transfers  In  and  Transfers  Out. 

12-03        Treasurer's  Bank  Reconciliation  Procedures  Need  Improvement 

Condition:  We  noted  the  following  issues  with  the  Treasurer's  bank  statements  during  our  audit: 

A.  The  Treasurer  has  not  reconciled  the  respective  bank  statements  balances  for  January 
2013  as  of  June  2,  2013,  while  audit  fieldwork  was  conducted.  Consequently,  the 
Commission  does  not  have  timely  accurate  financial  information  on  which  to  base  their 
decisions. 

B.  The  Treasurer  listed  on  the  December  31,  2012  bank  reconciliation  18  outstanding  checks 
written  prior  to  2010.  Two  were  in  2004,  three  in  2006,  two  in  2007,  seven  in  2008 
and  four  in  2009.  The  total  amount  of  outstanding  checks  greater  than  three  years  old  is 
$5,399.  All  except  a  check  written  for  $4,179  in  2006  were  for  minor  amounts. 

None  of  these  checks  were  voided  or  had  follow-up  action  taken  by  the  Treasurer  or 
County  Commission. 

Criteria:  Strong  internal  controls  and  good  business  practices  dictate  that  financial  records  should 
be  accurately  prepared  and  properly  balanced  to  ensure  that  the  financial  statements 
prepared  by  the  County  are  presented  fairly. 

Cause:  The  Treasurer  has  not  prepared  timely  reconciliations  of  the  bank  accounts  or  followed  up 
on  old  outstanding  checks. 

Effect:       The  County  Commission  did  not  have  current  or  accurate  treasurer  settlements  to  review. 

Recommendation: 

A.  The  County  Treasurer  should  ensure  bank  statements  are  timely  reconciled  and  that  the 
interim  settlements  are  properly  prepared  and  presented  to  the  Commission. 

B.  The  Treasurer  should  immediately  turn  over  unclaimed  property  including  stale 
outstanding  checks  more  than  three  years  old  and  deemed  abandoned  to  the  Missouri 
State  Treasurer.  A  Report  of  Unclaimed  Property  should  be  filed  annually  by  November  1st 
as  provided  in  RSMo  447.539. 
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Auditee  Response:  The  County  Treasurer  responded  as  follows: 

I  agree  with  the  auditor's  recommendations  concerning  bank  reconciliation  and  settlement  procedures 
need  improvement.  However,  it  may  always  seem  easy  to  make  excuses  for  not  doing  what  you 
want  to  accomplish.  Here  are  the  circumstances  that  occurred: 

•  In  2012,  we  decided  to  network  the  County  Clerk's  office  and  the  Treasurer's  office 
computers  since  the  clerk 's  office  has  been  using  the  software  for  some  time.  I  had  been 
doing  the  work  by  hand  written  ledger  through  201 1  and  since  1991  with  never  a  penny 
out  of  balance. 

•  Until  2012,  I  had  no  control  over  the  warrants  written  on  the  six  main  funds.  The  County 
Clerk  and  Commission  had  that  control.  I  only  saw  the  warrants  in  daily  bunches.  I 
reconciled  the  bank  account  by  the  last  batch  that  came  through  the  bank  at  the  end  of 
the  month.  The  final  balances  on  the  six  major  funds  were  determined  by  the  County 
Clerk's  office.  They  only  knew  what  warrants  were  outstanding.  I  did  not  know  what 
warrants  were  outstanding  until  2012.  I  will  work  with  the  clerk's  office  to  get  rid  of  the 
outstanding  warrants  mentioned  by  the  auditor. 

•  In  2012,  I  was  faced  with  a  new  computer  program  about  which  I  knew  nothing.  I  got  a 
little  training  but  it  was  after  I  had  fallen  behind.  So  by  the  time  we  created  a  new  chart 
of  accounts,  I  decided  to  code  the  revenue  and  checks  and  had  the  person  that  sold  us 
the  program  input  the  information.  I  am  currently  just  learning  the  various  features  of  the 
program. 

•  Since  I  started  as  Treasurer  in  1991,  the  work  load  for  my  office  has  increased  by  four 
times  what  it  was  in  1991 .  I  am  a  one  person  office  and  you  are  not  supposed  to  get  sick 
or  take  a  vacation.  However,  I  did  have  some  health  issues  in  June  2010  when  I  had  a 
heart  attack  but  had  to  back  to  work  sooner  than  I  was  supposed  to.  I  had  carpal  tunnel 
surgery  on  June  2,  2012,  and  I  had  to  take  care  of  the  estate  issues.  My  back  had  been 
giving  me  trouble  for  a  couple  of  years  and  I  had  outpatient  surgery  on  November  27, 
2012.  When  things  go  wrong  or  when  things  don't  go  wrong,  the  Treasurer  is  at  the 
point  where  he  needs  help.  I  need  help  to  keep  our  accounting  records  up  to  date.  I 
asked  for  $2,500  for  part-time  help  in  my  2013  budget,  but  it  was  declined.  I  was  told 
that  if  I  needed  help  I  had  to  pay  for  it  myself  as  was  the  Treasurer's  practice  in  1990.  I 
am  somewhat  disappointed  that  other  offices  are  treated  with  more  respect  than  mine.  I 
am  an  elected  official  by  the  people.  I  will  ask  again  in  the  2014  budget  for  $2,500  for 
outside  services.   This  would  be  money  well  spent  for  the  county. 


SIGNIFICANT  DEFICIENCIES  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 
1 2-04        Budgetary  Procedures  Not  in  Compliance  With  State  Law 

Condition:  We  noted  the  following  issues  with  the  County's  budgeting  process  during  our  audit: 

A.  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  other  County  officials  did  not  exercise 
adequate  budgetary  control  over  six  funds  during  the  audit  period.  Expenditures  were 
approved  for  payment  that  exceeded  the  approved  budget  for  the  following  funds  as 
shown  below: 
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Fund 

Year 

Amount 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

2012 

$ 

396 

201 1 

226 

Drug  Court 

2012 

1,120 

201 1 

376 

Administrative  Bond  Fee  ATM 

2012 

12,800 

201  1 

1,000 

Adult  Abuse 

2012 

1,039 

201 1 

3,027 

Local  Law  Enforcement  Block  Grant 

201 1 

12 

Delinquent  Tax 

201 1 

1,746 

B.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  did  not  prepare  budget  documents  for  the 
FEMA  Reimburse  Account  Fund  for  the  year  ended  December  31 ,  201  2. 

C.  The  County  Commission  budgeted  a  deficit  cash  balance  for  the  Law  Enforcement  Center 
Fund  for  the  year  ended  December  31 ,  201  1  at  $28,323. 

D.  The  County  Commission  approved  Emergency  expenditures  totaling  $58,897  from  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011.  However,  the 
expenditures  were  not  for  unforeseen  emergencies  as  required  by  state  law.  The  total 
expenditures  included  a  $25,000  transfer  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund  to  the  Road  and 
Bridge  Trust  Fund. 

Criteria:  Section  50.540  RSMo,  requires  that  a  budget  be  prepared  for  all  county  funds  and  that 
the  budget  be  revised  prior  to  authorizing  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  budget.  Section 
50.540  RSMo,  also  states  the  estimated  ending  fund  balance  cannot  be  a  deficit  balance. 
Section  50.540.4  RSMo,  states  that  the  expenditures  shall  be  made  only  for  unforeseen 
emergencies  and  only  on  unanimous  vote  of  the  county  commission. 

Cause:  County  officials  did  not  consider  the  importance  of  preparing  proper  amended  budgets  and 
preparing  budget  documents  in  201 1  and  2012  for  all  applicable  County  operating  funds, 
and  did  not  consider  the  improper  use  of  the  Emergency  Fund  category  within  the  General 
Revenue  Fund. 

Effect:  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  other  County  officials  did  not  follow  state  law 
on  the  preparation  of  budget  documents  and  expenditures  of  funds. 

Recommendation: 

A.  The  County  Commission  should  not  approve  expenditures  in  excess  of  budgeted  amounts. 
The  County  Commission  should  properly  amend  the  budgets  in  a  public  meeting  when 
unforeseen  circumstances  arise  that  necessitate  increased  expenditures  in  any  fund. 

B.  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  other  county  officials  properly  prepare  annual 
budgets  for  all  county  funds  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

C.  The  County  Commission  cease  budgeting  a  deficit  cash  balance  in  any  county  funds. 

D.  The  County  Commission  not  use  the  Emergency  Fund  category  from  the  General  Revenue 
Fund  except  for  unforeseen  emergencies  as  required  by  state  law. 
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Auditee  Response: 

A.  Cooper  County  will  work  with  the  County  Treasurer  using  the  Treasurer's  monthly 
reconciliation  to  review  the  status  of  each  fund  with  the  other  responsible  county  officials  and 
department  heads  to  ensure  that  the  invoices  submitted  for  payment  do  not  exceed  the 
approved  expenditures  in  the  budget  for  any  fund. 

B.  Cooper  County  will  prepare  annual  budgets  for  all  county  funds. 

C.  During  the  annual  budget  process,  the  County  Commission  will  not  budget  a  deficit  balance. 

D.  The  County  Commission  will  follow  the  statutory  guidelines  for  Emergency  Fund  classification 
of  expenditures  within  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 

SECTION  III  -  FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 


12-05 


Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 


Federal  Grantor: 

Pass-Through  Grantor: 
Federal  CFDA  Number: 
Program  Title: 
Pass-Through  Entity 
Identifying  Number: 
Award  Year: 
Questioned  Costs: 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  and  U.S.  Department  of  Homeland 

Security 

Various 

20.205,  97.036,  and  97.042 
Various 

Various 

2012  and  201 1 
N/A 


Condition:  The  County  does  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to  report  accurate  grant 
information  on  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA),  and  as  a 
result,  the  County's  SEFA  contained  material  errors  and  omissions  of  information 
required  by  the  federal  government.  For  the  years  ended  December  31,  2011  and 
2012,  the  County's  SEFA  was  understated  by  $468,586  and  $143,322,  respectively, 
because  some  programs  including  the  crime  victim  assistance  grant,  disaster  grants  - 
public  assistance,  and  the  emergency  management  performance  grants  for  disaster 
relief  were  not  properly  included  on  the  schedule  while  amounts  presented  for  the 
highway  planning  and  constructions  programs  were  incorrectly  presented.  Also,  the 
child  support  enforcement  grant  was  misclassified  in  both  2011  and  2012  under 
community  services  block  grant  on  the  county's  SEFA. 


Criteria: 


Cause: 


Effect: 


Section  .310(b)  of  Circular  A-133,  Audit  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and  Non-profit 
Organizations,  requires  the  County  to  prepare  a  SEFA  for  the  period  covered  by  the 
County's  financial  statements.  The  County  is  required  to  submit  the  SEFA  to  the 
State  Auditor's  Office  as  part  of  the  annual  budget. 

The  County  did  not  fully  understand  how  to  prepare  and  to  take  the  appropriate  time 
to  prepare  the  SEFA  properly. 

The  County's  SEFA  was  incorrectly  prepared  and  materially  misstated  as  prepared  by 
the  County. 


Recommendation: 

Compilation  of  the  SEFA  requires  consulting  County  financial  records  and  requesting 
information  from  other  departments  and/or  officials.  The  County  should  take  steps  to 
ensure  all  departments  and/or  officials  properly  track  federal  awards  to  ensure  all 
federal  awards  with  the  appropriate  CFDA  numbers  and  grant  titles  are  properly 
reported  on  the  SEFA. 
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Auditee  Response: 

Cooper  County  will  implement  adequate  procedures  to  report  accurate  grant  information  on  the 
Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA).  Procedures  such  as  requiring  each  county 
official  and  all  county  staff  to  report  to  the  county  the  Federal  portion  of  all  grants  and  expenditures 
related  to  Federal  awards. 
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Because  Cooper  County,  Missouri,  did  not  obtain  an  audit  of  its  financial  statements  for  the  two 
years  ended  December  31,  2010,  this  section  does  not  report  the  status  of  any  prior  audit  findings. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 

September  9,  2013 


Members  of  the  General  Assembly 
and 

John  R.  Mollenkamp,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Revenue 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

This  letter  relates  to  our  review  of  the  Department  of  Revenue's  (DOR)  drivers'  license  (DL)  application 
process,  the  impact  of  the  Federal  Real  ID  Act  -  Title  II  Improved  Security  for  Drivers'  Licenses  and 
Personal  Identification  Cards  -  of  2005  (the  Act),  and  the  sharing  of  the  concealed  carry  endorsement  data 
with  other  entities.  Members  of  the  Missouri  Senate  requested  we  review  these  matters  in  April  2013.  The 
objectives  of  our  review  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  procedures  related  to  personal  documents  and  data  collected  during  the  (DL) 
and  non-drivers'  license  (ID)  application  and  renewal  process. 

2.  Evaluate  compliance  with  rulemaking  procedures  relating  to  the  scanning  of  certain 
documents  during  this  process. 

3.  Evaluate  compliance  with  Section  302.1831,  RSMo,  which  requires  the  privacy  rights  of 
applicants  not  be  violated  and  prohibits  the  department  from  amending  procedures  for 
applying  for  a  DL  or  ID  to  comply  with  the  goals  or  standards  of  the  Act. 

4.  Evaluate  compliance  with  laws  related  to  sharing  of  information  related  to  holders  of 
concealed  carry  endorsements  with  other  entities. 

5.  Determine  the  impact  to  the  state  and  its  residents  of  failing  to  comply  with  the  Act. 

Our  review  determined  the  DOR  did  not  consider  certain  risks  to  data  collected  during  the  DL  application 
process,  and  violated  state  law  by  failing  to  promulgate  a  rule  before  requiring  contract  license  offices  to 
begin  scanning  certain  DL  and  ID  application  documents  (including  Concealed  Carry  Certificates  of 
Qualification).  However,  had  the  DOR  promulgated  a  rule  allowing  scanning,  the  rule  would  have 
violated  Section  302.183,  RSMo.  Either  way  a  violation  of  state  law  occurred.  In  addition,  the  legislature 
should  consider  amending  the  law  so  that  DOR  can  take  actions  to  make  DLs  and  IDs  more  secure  while 
also  protecting  the  personal  information  of  private  citizens.  Finally,  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 
(MSHP)  actions  to  share  concealed  carry  endorsement  license  data  complied  with  state  law;  however,  the 
DOR  and  the  OA-ITSD  lacked  a  written  agreement  authorizing  the  OA-ITSD  to  provide  this  information 
to  other  entities. 


1  House  Bill  No.  361,  First  Regular  Session,  95th  General  Assembly  (2009) 
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Methodology 


Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  contracts,  and  other  pertinent 
documents,  and  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  DOR  and  the  MSHP,  as  well  as  certain  external 
parties.  We  visited  a  DOR  contract  license  office  and  observed  processes  in  place  regarding  the  scanning 
of  documents.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  including  applicable  state  and  federal  laws  and  regulations.  In  addition,  we 
reviewed  compliance  with  applicable  federal  grant  agreements. 

Background 

Pursuant  to  Section  136.030(2),  RSMo,  the  DOR  has  the  authority  and  responsibility  for  the  collection  of 
motor  vehicle  registration  fees,  driver's  license  fees,  motor  vehicle  sales  and  use  tax,  and  all  other  taxes. 
Pursuant  to  Section  136.055,  RSMo,  the  director  of  the  DOR  has  competitively  awarded  contracts  to  182 
agents  to  operate  contract  license  offices.  The  DOR,  License  Office  Bureau,  under  management  of  the 
Motor  Vehicle  and  Driver  Licensing  (MVDL)  Division,  is  responsible  for  overseeing  the  contract  license 
offices  tasked  with  performing  these  functions.  The  DOR  has  contracted  for  DL  computer  hardware  and 
support  services  with  the  same  contractor2  since  1972.  Prior  to  awarding  a  new  contract  in  2010,  the  DOR 
issued  DLs  using  an  over  the  counter  (OTC)  system  in  which  applicants  received  their  licenses  on  the  day 
of  application.  This  procedure  had  been  in  place  since  1995.  However,  due  to  aging  equipment,  the  DOR 
performed  a  cost  analysis  of  upgrading  the  system  and  identified  three  options  with  the  following 
estimated  annual  cost: 

•  Third  party  central  issuance  -  $3,680,000 

•  Continue  over  the  counter  issuance  with  new  equipment  -  $5,1 16,500 

•  Internal  central  issuance  administered  by  the  DOR  -  $7,879,000 

Based  on  cost  estimates,  and  an  expectation  of  increased  DL  data  security,  the  DOR  awarded  the  third 
party  central  issuance  contract  by  competitive  bid  in  October  2010.  To  offset  some  of  the  costs  of  the  new 
system,  the  DOR  applied  for  and  received  federal  grants  from  the  Department  of  Homeland  Security  in 
state  fiscal  years  2008  through  2011.  The  contractor  provides  license  offices  with  computer  equipment 
and  the  Office  of  Administration,  Information  Technology  Services  Division  (OA-ITSD)  provides  the 
software  system  needed  to  process  DL  applications.  The  contractor  also  provided  equipment  to  scan 
documents  associated  with  DL  applications.  In  accordance  with  contractual  provisions  of  the  previous  and 
current  contracts,  equipment  removed  from  the  licenses  offices  is  returned  to  the  contractor  when  new 
equipment  is  installed.  In  addition,  the  DOR  evaluated  security  procedures  in  place  and  added  security 
features  to  provide  additional  safeguards  against  fraudulently  issued  DLs  and  IDs.  In  December  2012,  the 
DOR  instructed  contract  license  offices  to  begin  scanning  DL  application  documents  (including 
Concealed  Carry  Certificates  of  Qualification)  and  the  contractor  began  issuing  licenses  to  citizens  under 
the  new  third  party  central  issuance  method. 

Prior  to  December  2012,  contract  license  offices  photocopied  certain  application  documents  (such  as 
documents  of  applicants  asking  for  a  review  of  their  denied  DL  applications,  as  well  as  foreign  passports,) 
and  sent  the  documents  to  the  DOR  central  office.  The  DOR  scanned  the  photocopied  documents  and 
retained  the  images  in  a  DOR  database  maintained  by  OA-ITSD.  After  December  2012,  the  images 
scanned  by  contract  license  offices  were  also  retained  in  the  database. 


2  The  current  contract  is  with  Morpho  Trust  USA,  Inc.,  which  was  created  in  2011  when  Safran  acquired  the 
division  of  L-l  Secure  Credentialing,  Inc.  that  held  the  DL  contact.  Various  other  predecessor  firms  held  the 
contract  prior  to  that  time. 
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The  Act  modified  U.S.  law  pertaining  to  security,  authentication,  and  issuance  procedures  standards  for 
state  DLs  and  IDs.  The  law  set  requirements  for  IDs  to  be  accepted  by  the  federal  government  for  official 
purposes  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Homeland  Security  for  the  boarding  of  commercially  operated 
airline  flights  and  entering  federal  buildings  and  nuclear  power  plants.  Several  states  expressed  concerns 
related  to  privacy  of  applicant  information.  While  the  Act  is  optional  for  states,  citizens  of  states  that  do 
not  opt-in  may  not  be  able  to  use  their  state -issued  DLs  and  IDs  for  official  federal  government  purposes. 
According  to  the  American  Association  of  Motor  Vehicle  Administrators,  as  of  February  25,  2013,  there 
were  19  states  complying  with  the  Act,  including  the  neighboring  states  of  Iowa,  Kansas,  Nebraska,  and 
Tennessee;  while  16  states,  including  Missouri  and  Oklahoma,  have  laws  prohibiting  compliance  with  the 
Act.  Requirements  of  the  Act  include  retaining  the  application  and  source  documents  used  to  process 
state -issued  DLs  and  IDs. 

Under  Section  32.091.7,  RSMo,  the  DOR  is  not  permitted  to  collect  from  DL  applicants  any  information 
by  which  such  persons  can  be  individually  identified,  unless  the  department  has  specific  statutory 
authorization  to  collect  such  information.  Section  302.171.1,  RSMo,  requires  the  DOR  to  verify  that 
applicants  are  a  national  of  the  United  States  or  a  noncitizen  with  a  lawful  immigration  status,  and  a 
Missouri  resident.  This  statute  also  allows  the  DOR  to  establish  procedures  to  perform  these  verifications. 
Section  302.183.3,  RSMo,  states  the  DOR  shall  not  amend  procedures  for  applying  for  a  DL  or  ID  to 
comply  with  the  goals  or  standards  of  the  Act,  any  rules  or  regulations  promulgated  under  the  authority 
granted  in  such  Act,  or  any  requirements  adopted  by  the  American  Association  of  Motor  Vehicle 
Administrators  for  furtherance  of  the  Act.  On  March  4,  2013,  a  Stoddard  County  resident  filed  a  lawsuit 
against  a  license  office  contract  agent  and  the  DOR,  alleging  he  was  illegally  denied  a  concealed  carry 
endorsement  on  his  DL  for  not  allowing  the  license  office  to  scan  the  Concealed  Carry  Certificate  of 
Qualification  obtained  from  the  County  Sheriffs  office.  On  April  16,  2013,  the  Governor  issued  an  order 
ending  the  scanning  of  all  Concealed  Carry  Certificates  of  Qualification  in  contract  license  offices. 
Subsequently,  the  Legislature  passed,  and  the  Governor  signed  into  law  effective  July  1,  2013,  Senate  Bill 
252  that  prohibits  retention  of  source  documents,  with  the  following  exceptions: 

•  Original  application  forms,  which  may  be  retained  but  not  scanned 

•  Test  score  documents  issued  by  state  highway  patrol  driver  examiners 

•  Documents  demonstrating  lawful  presence  of  any  applicant  who  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  including  documents  demonstrating  duration  of  the  person's  lawful  presence  in  the  United 
States 

•  Any  document  required  to  be  retained  under  federal  motor  carrier  regulations  relating  to  the 
issuance  of  a  commercial  DL 

•  Any  other  document  the  applicant  requests  be  retained  by  the  DOR 

On  September  4,  2013,  the  Stoddard  County  Lawsuit  was  voluntarily  dismissed. 

Senate  Bill  252  also  requires  the  DOR  to  destroy,  by  December  31,  2013,  all  other  DL  applicant  source 
documents  obtained  after  September  1,  2012.  In  addition,  the  law  specifically  prohibits  the  DOR  from 
retaining  certificates  of  qualification  for  concealed  carry  endorsement.  On  July  1,  2013,  the  DOR 
instructed  the  license  offices  to  only  scan  driver  examination  test  papers,  non-citizen  documents 
demonstrating  lawful  presence,  and  commercial  DL  medical  certifications.  The  DOR  also  contacted  the 
Federal  Motor  Carrier  Safety  Administration  to  confirm  that  commercial  DL  medical  certifications  are  the 
only  documents  the  state  needs  to  retain  to  comply  with  federal  commercial  DL  requirements.  As  of 
August  2013,  the  federal  agency  has  not  contacted  the  DOR. 

In  November  2011  an  investigator  with  the  Social  Security  Administration  (SSA),  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  requested  a  list  of  state  concealed  carry  endorsement  holders  from  the  MSHP.  Pursuant  to  the 
memorandum  of  agreement  between  the  MSHP  and  the  DOR  for  sharing  of  DL  and  ID  information  for 
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investigative  purposes,  the  MSHP  forwarded  the  request  to  the  OA-ITSD  unit  that  maintains  the  DOR 
systems. 

The  OA-ITSD  generated  the  list  of  state  concealed  carry  endorsement  holders  and  sent  a  compact  disc  to 
the  MSHP,  which  then  mailed  the  disc  to  the  SSA  Investigator.  The  data  fields  on  the  compact  disc 
included  the  name,  social  security  number,  date  of  birth,  and  gender  of  each  concealed  carry  endorsement 
holder.  However,  according  to  testimony  by  the  SSA  investigator  to  the  Senate  Appropriations 
committee,  the  investigator  was  not  able  to  read  the  data  provided  and  destroyed  the  disc.  In  January 
2013,  the  SSA  investigator  again  requested  this  data  and  a  disc  was  generated  and  sent  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  initial  disc.  However  according  to  legislative  committee  testimony,  the  SSA  investigator 
again  was  unable  to  access  the  information  and  destroyed  the  disc.  In  February  2013,  the  OA-ITSD 
placed  the  list  on  a  secure  password  protected  File  Transfer  Protocol  website  and  sent  the  password  to  the 
SSA  investigator.  The  OA-ITSD  stated  the  website  was  accessed  five  times  the  day  the  link  was  sent; 
however,  the  SSA  investigator  contacted  the  MSHP  and  stated  he  was  unable  to  view  the  data  and 
requested  a  third  disc  be  provided.  The  OA-ITSD  provided  the  MSHP  a  third  disc  in  February  2013  but 
the  SSA  investigator  did  not  retrieve  it.  As  a  result,  the  MSHP  sent  the  disc  back  to  the  OA-ITSD  in 
March  2013.  According  to  the  OA-ITSD,  it  automatically  disables  secure  websites  after  30  days  and 
deletes  all  data. 

During  a  legislative  committee  hearing,  the  SSA  investigator  provided  an  email  message  showing  the 
website  and  password  provided  to  him  to  access  the  concealed  carry  endorsement  holder  list. 
Subsequently,  a  computer  registered  to  the  House  of  Representatives  (House)  attempted  to  access  the 
secure  website  using  the  password  in  the  email  message.  The  OA  asked  the  House  for  the  records 
documenting  which  computer  was  used  and  the  person  who  attempted  to  access  the  secure  site.  The 
House  denied  the  request  and  has  not  released  the  requested  information.  This  matter  could  potentially  be 
addressed  by  authorities  and  will  not  be  addressed  further  in  this  letter. 

The  Legislature  reduced  DOR  appropriations  funding  the  contract  for  issuing  DLs  and  IDs,  and  boat  and 
ATV  registrations,  essentially  funding  these  activities  for  only  8  months  of  state  fiscal  year  2014.  The 
Legislature  has  indicated  it  will  reconsider  the  DOR  budget  during  the  next  legislative  session  beginning 
in  January  2014,  contingent  upon  the  DOR  discontinuing  the  practice  of  scanning  documents  related  to 
applications  for  DLs  and  IDs. 

In  May  2013,  the  House  of  Representatives  created  the  Bipartisan  Investigative  Committee  on  Privacy 
Protection  to  review  the  state's  handling  of  personal  identifying  information  related  to  the  application  for 
state -issued  DLs  and  IDs  and  concealed  carry  endorsements  on  DLs  and  IDs.  This  Committee  includes 
legislators  and  non-legislators.  In  July  2013,  due  to  questions  of  whether  or  not  a  committee  including 
non-legislators  had  subpoena  power,  the  Special  Interim  Committee  on  Privacy  Protection,  made  up 
entirely  of  legislators,  was  created  so  the  Bipartisan  Investigative  Committee  on  Privacy  Protection  could 
obtain  information  via  subpoena. 

Results,  Conclusions,  and  Recommendations 

1.  Safeguards  to  Protect  Personal  Information 

While  the  DOR  implemented  safeguards  to  protect  the  personal  information  collected,  it  did  not  fully 
consider  risks  related  to  the  personal  data  collected  and  scanned  by  contract  license  office  personnel.  In 
addition,  our  review  of  data  feeds  sent  to  the  DOR  contractor  observed  no  scanned  documents. 

Contract  license  office  personnel  scanned  birth  certificates,  items  proving  applicant  address  such  as  bank 
statements  or  photocopies  of  utilities  bills,  and  documents  related  to  DL  endorsements  including 
Concealed  Carry  Certificates  of  Qualification.  Certain  documents  including  passports  that  are  too  thick  to 
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be  scanned  and  crumpled  documents,  which  could  include  birth  certificates,  cannot  be  scanned  without 
first  being  photocopied.  DOR  personnel  indicated  they  did  not  consider  the  potential  risks  of  networked 
photocopiers,  internal  hard  drives  in  the  photocopiers,  or  fax  machines  attached  to  photocopiers  as  a 
possible  ID  theft  target.  As  a  result,  contract  office  employees  could  obtain  personal  data  by  emailing  or 
faxing  the  scanned  documents  to  a  personal  account,  or  by  accessing  the  internal  memory  of  photocopy 
machines. 

The  OA-ITSD  has  various  security  procedures  in  place  to  protect  the  data  on  ITSD  servers.  These 
procedures  include  security  patch  management,  internet  filtering,  spam  detection,  network  access  control, 
State  Data  Center  physical  security,  authentication  and  authorization,  and  intrusion  prevention  systems. 
Access  to  perform  these  procedures  require  specific  employee  credentials  that  can  include  usernames, 
passwords,  and  biometric  information,  such  as  fingerprints.  While  it  appears  OA-ITSD  has  made  an  effort 
to  secure  the  information  obtained,  no  system  or  data  center  can  be  completely  secure.  The  scanning  of 
applicant  information  that  includes  personal  bank  statements  results  in  information  needed  for  identity 
theft  to  be  compiled  in  a  single  database.  Similar  concerns  were  raised  in  comments  on  the  REAL  ID 
Final  Rule  (Federal  Register,  Volume  73  Issue  19).  One  comment  referred  to  this  compilation  of 
information  as  an  "identity  thief  s  dream  target." 

We  recommend  the  DOR  consider  the  identity  theft  concerns  related  to  personal  data  and  immediately 
develop  policies  and  procedures  to  mitigate  these  risks. 

2.  Compliance  With  Rulemaking  Procedures 

The  DOR's  failure  to  promulgate  a  state  rule  violates  the  holding  of  Young  v.  Children's  Division,  State 
Department  of  Social  Services,  284  S.W.3d  553  (Mo.  Banc  2009),  because  no  statute  or  rule  notifies  the 
public  that  they  must  allow  the  DOR  to  photocopy  and/or  scan  their  birth  certificates  to  obtain  a  DL  or 
ID. 

While  the  DOR  has  the  authority  under  state  law  to  require  individuals  seeking  a  DL  or  ID  to  verify 
residency  and  to  show  photocopies  of  birth  certificates,  state  law  did  not  address  whether  the  DOR  may 
photocopy  or  scan  these  documents.  In  addition,  according  to  Section  32.091.7,  RSMo,  the  DOR  is  not 
permitted  to  collect  from  DL  applicants  any  information  by  which  such  persons  can  be  individually 
identified,  unless  the  department  has  specific  statutory  authorization  to  collect  such  information.  In  April 
2013,  after  legislators  raised  issues  related  to  the  lack  of  a  state  rule,  the  DOR  submitted  preliminary 
information  to  the  Joint  Committee  on  Administrative  Rules  to  begin  the  rule  making  process. 

We  recommend  the  DOR  comply  with  the  rule  making  requirements  in  the  future. 

3.  Real  ID  Compliance 

The  DOR  implemented  additional  provisions  of  the  Act  after  the  state  law  prohibiting  compliance  became 
effective  in  2009.  In  addition,  the  DOR  had  complied,  or  had  planned  to  comply,  with  most  substantial 
provisions  of  the  Act.  However,  because  the  DOR  violated  state  law  by  failing  to  promulgate  a  rule  (as 
described  in  Finding  No.  2  above),  DOR  actions  to  scan  DL  application  documents  (including  Concealed 
Carry  Certificates  of  Qualification)  did  not  technically  violate  the  state  law  prohibiting  compliance  with 
the  Act.  However,  the  legislature  needs  to  review  state  law  as  it  could  be  interpreted  so  that  DOR  cannot 
make  DLs  and  IDs  more  secure. 

Section  302.183,  RSMo,  prohibits  the  DOR  from  amending  procedures  for  applying  for  a  DL  or  ID  to 
comply  with  the  goals  and  standards  of  the  Act.  According  to  DOR  personnel,  prior  to  the  2009  adoption 
of  this  statute  section,  the  state  had  already  complied  with  20  of  the  39  Act  requirements  and  had  partially 
implemented  15  provisions.  Three  years  later,  in  December  2012,  the  DOR  submitted  a  letter  to  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Homeland  Security  (DHS)  stating  the  DOR  had  met  22  of  39  Act  requirements.  The  letter 
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also  indicated  the  DOR  planned  to  fully  or  partially  comply  with  13  more  requirements,  including  5 
additional  requirements  in  2013  (2  of  these  provisions  were  required  under  federal  commercial  DL  laws). 
The  DOR  did  not  intend  to  comply  with  the  remaining  4  requirements  of  the  Act  which  include  1)  placing 
an  indicator  on  the  DL  or  ID  stating  the  state  is  compliant  with  the  Act,  2)  committing  to  be  in  full 
compliance  with  the  Act  by  January  1,  2010,  3)  clearly  stating  on  the  face  of  non-compliant  DLs  or  IDs 
that  the  card  is  not  acceptable  for  official  purposes,  and  4)  submitting  a  final  certification  package  to  the 
DHS,  which  includes  a  statement  from  the  Governor  certifying  the  state  is  in  compliance  with  the  Act  and 
a  letter  from  the  Attorney  General  confirming  the  state  has  the  legal  authority  to  impose  the  Act 
requirements.  The  DOR  also  did  not  intend  to  fully  comply  with  provisions  of  seven  other  Act 
requirements,  including  verifying  applicants'  social  security  numbers  with  the  SSA  and  verifying 
applicants'  birth  certificates  in  the  Electronic  Verification  of  Vital  Events  database.  In  addition,  the  DOR 
can  no  longer  comply  with  the  requirement  of  the  Act  that  requires  retention  of  applications,  declarations, 
and  source  documents  due  to  restrictions  contained  in  Senate  Bill  252. 

A  federal  commission  proposed  standardizing  state -issued  identifications  after  noting  most  terrorists 
involved  in  the  9/1 1  attacks  used  false  identification  to  board  airplanes.  DOR  personnel  indicated  they 
implemented  various  requirements  not  to  comply  with  the  goals  or  standards  of  the  Act,  but  to  make  DLs 
and  IDs  more  secure.  DOR  personnel  also  stated  that  because  the  Act  basically  consisted  of  a  compilation 
of  best  practices  used  in  various  states  to  enhance  security,  there  is  an  overlap  between  the  Act  and 
current  DOR  DL  and  ID  procedures,  and  it  is  the  DOR's  responsibility  to  provide  secure  DLs  and  IDs  to 
prevent  fraudulent  reproduction.  However,  considering  the  DOR  is  compliant  with  most  of  the  Act's 
requirements,  and  the  obvious  goal  of  the  Act  is  to  make  DLs  and  IDs  more  secure,  it  raises  questions  as 
to  whether  the  DOR  is  in  compliance  with  state  law.  From  a  technical  standpoint,  the  DOR  would  have 
had  to  promulgate  a  rule  regarding  the  scanning  of  documents  to  be  in  violation  of  Section  302.183, 
RSMo,  since  this  statute  states  the  DOR  cannot  "amend  procedures"  for  applying  for  a  DL  or  IDs  in  order 
to  comply  with  the  goals  or  standards  of  the  Act.  Therefore,  because  the  DOR  violated  state  law  by  not 
formally  amending  its  procedures  through  the  rulemaking  process  (see  Finding  No.  2  above),  changes  the 
DOR  put  in  place  to  scan  DL  and  ID  application  documents  (including  Concealed  Carry  Certificates  of 
Qualification)  were  not  enforceable,  and  therefore  did  not  violate  Section  302.183,  RSMo.  If  the  DOR 
had  followed  state  law  regarding  the  rulemaking  process  by  promulgating  a  state  rule  related  to  the  new 
DL  and  ID  processes,  its  actions  to  formally  amend  DL  and  ID  processes  would  have  violated  Section 
302.183,  RSMo.  Either  way  the  DOR  violated  state  law. 

The  current  state  law  prohibits  the  DOR  from  amending  procedures  to  comply  with  the  goals  of  the  Act, 
with  the  main  goal  being  improved  security  for  DLs  and  IDs.  However,  it  is  unlikely  the  legislature 
intended  to  prevent  the  DOR  from  implementing  certain  changes  to  make  DLs  and  IDs  more  secure.  As  a 
result,  it  appears  prudent  that  the  legislature  should  enact  necessary  changes  to  protect  the  information  of 
private  citizens  without  prohibiting  the  DOR  from  improving  security  for  DLs  and  IDs. 

We  recommend  the  legislature  consider  amending  state  law  so  private  personal  information  is  protected 
while  not  making  it  illegal  for  the  DOR  to  make  DLs  and  IDs  more  secure. 

4.  Written  Agreement  Between  DOR  and  OA-ITSD 

The  OA-ITSD  did  not  contact  the  DOR  for  permission,  and  no  written  agreement  was  in  place 
authorizing  the  OA-ITSD,  to  provide  DOR  DL  data  (including  concealed  carry  enforcement  data)  to  the 
MSHP. 

The  DOR  informally  agreed  to  allow  the  OA-ITSD  to  provide  investigative  information  to  the  MSHP 
without  prior  approval  from  the  DOR.  This  informal  agreement  consisted  of  email  messages  between  the 
DOR  and  the  OA  indicating  law  enforcement  agencies  could  contact  OA-ITSD  directly  with  specific 
requests  for  DL  data.  As  previously  discussed  in  our  report  No.  2011-56,  Revenue,  Taxation  Division 
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Security  Controls,  the  DOR's  and  the  OA-ITSD's  memorandum  of  understanding  related  to  the  services 
provided  to  the  DOR  by  the  OA-ITSD,  has  not  been  updated  since  2006  and  lacks  critical  information, 
such  as  defining  operational  and  security  responsibilities  for  each  organization,  and  therefore  does  not 
address  MSHP  requests  for  DL  data.  DOR  personnel  stated  they  drafted  an  updated  agreement  in 
November  2011,  however,  the  DOR  and  OA-ITSD  never  finalized  the  agreement. 

While  it  appears  the  OA-ITSD's  sharing  of  DL  data  with  the  MSHP  was  not  a  violation  of  law,  a  formal 
agreement  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  current  and  future  security  of  DOR  data  maintained  by  the  OA- 
ITSD. 

We  recommend  the  DOR  enter  into  a  written  agreement  with  the  OA-ITSD  formalizing  the  OA-ITSD's 
authority  for  sharing  DL  data. 

Matters  Not  Requiring  Corrective  Action 

Scanned  Documents 

Legislative  concerns  included  the  possibility  that  scanned  documents  were  sent  to  the  DL  contractor  that 
maintains  relationships  with  various  governmental  entities,  including  the  federal  government.  However, 
we  viewed  data  feeds  traveling  from  the  DOR  to  the  contractor  and  observed  no  scanned  documents  being 
sent. 

Sharing  of  Concealed  Carry  Endorsement  List 

MSHP  actions  to  share  the  concealed  carry  endorsement  list  with  the  SSA  investigator  appear  to  be 
authorized  under  state  law.  Section  43.659,  RSMo,  allows  the  MSHP  to  enter  into  a  memorandum  of 
understanding  with  other  governmental  agencies  including  the  federal  government.  While  Section 
571.101.9,  RSMo,  makes  concealed  carry  holder  information  a  closed  record,  Section  610.120,  RSMo, 
states  that  closed  records  may  be  accessible  to  federal  agencies  for  investigative  purposes,  and  Missouri 
Attorney  General's  Opinion  No.  106,  1996  to  McManaman,  referred  to  case  law  which  held  that  closed 
records  are  available  to  law  enforcement  and  federal  agencies  for  investigative  purposes  regardless  of  a 
statutory  provision  closing  these  records.  According  to  Title  5,  Section  6  of  the  Inspector  General  Act,  the 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General  is  authorized  as  a  law  enforcement  agency.  Based  on  this  information,  the 
MSHP  provided  the  information  to  a  law  enforcement  agency  as  legally  permitted. 

DHS  DL  Security  Grants 

During  state  fiscal  years  2008  through  2011,  the  DHS  awarded  the  DOR  approximately  $3.2  million  in 
DL  security  grants.  The  2008  grant,  entitled  "Real  ID  Demonstration  Grant  Program",  included 
requirements  for  the  state  to  meet  15  specific  benchmarks  related  to  the  Act.  In  subsequent  years,  the 
DHS  renamed  the  grant  "Driver's  License  Security  Grant  Program"  and  dropped  requirements  of  the  Act. 
It  is  not  clear  why  the  DHS  changed  the  grant  name  and  dropped  "REAL  ID"  terminology.  However, 
DHS  actions  to  change  the  grant  name  and  remove  all  mention  of  the  Act  could  be  interpreted  as  an 
attempt  to  encourage  the  16  states  with  laws  prohibiting  implementation  to  comply  with  the  Act. 

Impact  of  not  Complying  with  the  Federal  Real  ID  Act  of  2005 

At  this  time,  the  full  ramifications  for  citizens  of  states  choosing  not  to  comply  with  the  Act  are  not  clear. 
According  to  the  Act's  Final  Rule  (Federal  Register,  Volume  73,  Issue  19),  beginning  May  11,  2008, 
federal  agencies  were  to  refuse  access  (including  boarding  federally-regulated  commercial  aircraft, 
accessing  federal  buildings  that  require  identification,  and  entering  nuclear  power  plants)  to  individuals 
with  DLs  or  IDs  not  complying  with  the  Act,  unless  the  issuing  state  had  requested  and  obtained  an 
extension  of  the  compliance  date  from  DHS.  The  DHS  has  extended  this  deadline  several  times,  with  the 
DHS  most  recently  granting  a  deferment  of  at  least  6  months  past  the  January  15,  2013  deadline. 
According  to  the  DHS,  individuals  will  still  be  able  to  board  aircraft  with  a  DL  or  ID  issued  by  states  not 
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meeting  the  requirements  of  the  Act;  however,  these  individuals  will  have  to  follow  the  procedures  of 
someone  without  a  DL  or  ID  and  will  require  additional  screening  before  boarding.  It  is  not  clear  what 
these  additional  screening  procedures  entail.  It  is  also  not  clear  when  the  DHS  will  begin  enforcing  these 
non-compliant  DLs  and  IDs  procedures. 


CC:      Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 

Colonel  Ronald  K.  Replogle,  Superintendent 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Douglas  Nelson,  Commissioner 
Office  of  Administration 


Sincerely, 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


8 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


City  of  Marshfield 


September  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  City  of  Marshfield 


Financial  Condition  The  General  Fund  balance  has  plummeted  from  almost  $1.4  million  in  2008  to 

just  over  $200,000  in  2012,  and  the  Board  of  Aldermen  was  not  aware  of  the 
severity  of  the  General  Fund's  financial  condition.  The  city  used  General  Fund 
monies  to  cover  costs  which  could  have  been  paid  from  other  funds,  borrowed 
monies  from  restricted  funds  to  cover  unrelated  costs,  and  has  operated  the  Park 
Fund  and  bus  transportation  service  at  a  loss  without  evaluating  whether  park 
fees  charged  are  appropriate  or  conducting  a  cost-benefit  analysis  to  determine 
whether  the  bus  service  provided  is  beneficial. 

The  city  does  not  properly  account  for  restricted  monies.  The  city  commingles 
monies  from  various  funds  into  one  "pooled  cash"  bank  account,  from  which  it 
makes  disbursements  without  considering  the  availability  of  monies  for  each 
fund,  and  it  improperly  used  other  restricted  monies  to  cover  deficits.  The  city 
has  not  implemented  many  of  the  recommendations  made  by  its  independent 
auditor,  and  the  City  Accountant  was  able  to  make  adjusting  journal  entries 
without  an  independent  review  or  approval. 

The  city  owns  several  properties  which  it  leases  for  minimal  or  no  rental  fees 
and  holds  several  other  properties  for  possible  future  use  by  a  non-profit 
organization.  The  city  entered  a  10-year  lease  with  one  not-for-profit  for  $1  per 
year  plus  free  water  and  sewer  services  and  holds  three  additional  properties  for 
possible  future  construction  for  this  entity.  The  city  leases  four  additional 
properties  to  other  entities,  two  of  which  pay  no  rent,  one  which  pays  $1  per 
year,  and  one  which  pays  $1  per  month.  Given  the  city's  poor  financial 
condition,  it  should  conduct  a  cost-benefit  analysis  to  determine  whether  it  is  in 
the  city's  best  interest  to  continue  owning  these  properties  and/or  leasing  them 
at  minimal  rental  rates. 


City  budgets  do  not  include  all  the  information  required  by  state  law,  and  the 
Board  of  Aldermen  does  not  adequately  monitor  budget  to  actual  receipts  and 
disbursements.  The  city  has  not  published  semiannual  financial  statements,  as 
required  by  state  law,  for  at  least  3  years. 

The  city  does  not  always  issue  receipt  slips  for  monies  received,  use 
prenumbered  receipt  slips,  restrictively  endorse  checks  upon  receipt,  document 
the  method  of  payment,  or  deposit  monies  received  timely  and  intact.  The  city 
does  not  reconcile  business  licenses  and  permits  issued  to  fees  collected  and 
amounts  deposited  and  does  not  always  charge  fees  in  compliance  with  the 
Municipal  Code.  The  city  did  not  timely  prepare  invoices  for  park  facilities 
rental,  and  six  of  the  eight  invoices  reviewed  contained  errors  causing  the  city 
to  undercharge  renters  $268.  The  city  did  not  refund  some  overpayments 
timely. 

The  city  does  not  adequately  segregate  or  supervise  payroll  duties,  timesheets 
were  not  signed  by  most  employees  or  supervisors,  the  city  personnel  manual 
does  not  address  some  significant  issues,  and  the  city  has  not  adopted 
ordinances  to  establish  the  compensation  of  city  officials  and  employees. 


Financial  Activity 


Real  Estate  Purchases  and 
Leases 


Budgets  and  Financial 
Statements 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Payroll  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Written  Contracts  and 
Contract  Compliance 


The  city  does  not  always  enter  into  written  contracts  with  vendors  and  did  not 
always  effectively  monitor  contracts.  The  city  has  paid  over  $50,000  for  an 
updated  comprehensive  plan,  but  the  document  remains  incomplete. 


Disbursements  The  nst  °f  bills  approved  by  the  Board  is  not  complete,  and  the  Board  does  not 

review  or  approve  bank  account  closings  or  transfers.  The  city  does  not 
effectively  monitor  fuel  use  or  verify  the  accuracy  of  fuel  billings.  Some  city 
officials  had  conflicts  of  interest;  former  Alderman  Noland  also  serves  as 
Deputy  Fire  Chief  but  sometimes  voted  to  approve  disbursements  for  the  city 
Fire  Department,  and  the  Public  Works  Superintendent  approved  purchases 
from  a  company  owned  by  his  cousin.  The  city  did  not  competitively  bid  some 
purchases,  did  not  always  receive  or  retain  documentation  to  support 
disbursements  or  show  compliance  with  grant  agreements,  and  did  not  timely 
pay  several  invoices.  The  city  vendor  list  contained  18  duplicate  vendor  names, 
resulting  in  a  duplicate  payment  to  at  least  one  vendor. 

The  city  needs  to  improve  its  computer  controls.  Prior  to  January  2013,  the 
City  Accountant  had  unlimited  access  to  information  recorded  in  the  accounting 
and  utility  billing  system.  In  a  three  month  period,  the  City  Accountant  accessed 
the  administrative  module  containing  all  user  identifications,  passwords,  and 
user  rights  48  times  with  no  apparent  business  need  to  do  so. 

The  city  did  not  investigate  significant  discrepancies  between  the  gallons  of 
water  billed  to  customers  and  gallons  of  water  pumped  and  does  not  track  city 
water  usage.  In  May  2012  alone,  the  city  pumped  6.6  million  more  gallons  of 
water  than  it  billed  to  customers.  As  of  October  2012,  the  city  was  holding 
deposits  totaling  $3,770  on  50  inactive  customer  accounts  and  $1,105  in 
customer  overpayments  on  39  inactive  accounts. 

The  city  lacks  procedures  to  identify  capital  asset  purchases  and  dispositions 
throughout  the  year,  property  is  not  tagged  or  numbered,  and  an  annual  physical 
inventory  is  not  performed  for  items  at  city  hall.  The  city  has  not  obtained 
property  insurance  coverage  for  all  city-owned  property  and  does  not  require 
entities  leasing  city  buildings  to  provide  certificates  of  liability  insurance. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor. 


Computer  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Utility  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Capital  Asset  and  Insurance 
Procedures 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
City  of  Marshfield,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor  was  petitioned  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  to  audit  the  City  of  Marshfield.  We  have 
audited  certain  operations  of  the  city  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The  city  engaged  Decker  &  DeGood, 
Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  city's  financial  statements  for  the  years  ended 
December  31,  2012  and  2011.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  report  and 
substantiating  working  papers  of  the  CPA  firm  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  since  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012,  audit  had  not  been  completed.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  city's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  city,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  city's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in 
our  audit  of  the  city. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of 
Marshfield. 

An  additional  report,  No.  2013-10,  Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Marshfield  Municipal  Division,  was 
issued  in  January  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Kelly  Davis,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CFE 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Natalie  B.  McNish,  CGAP 

Audit  Staff:  Shannon  Spicer 
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City  of  Marshfield 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


j     Financial  Condition  ^£  ^enera^  ^und  *s  m  P°or  financial  condition.  The  Board  of  Aldermen 
*  failed  to  monitor  the  city's  budget  and  cash  balances,  and  as  a  result,  was  not 

aware  of  the  severity  of  the  General  Fund's  financial  condition.  In  addition, 
the  city  improperly  borrowed  monies  from  restricted  funds,  including 
transportation  sales  tax,  water,  and  sewer  monies,  to  finance  general 
operations.  Also,  the  city  used  General  Fund  monies  to  subsidize  the  Park 
Fund  and  transportation  services  without  completing  a  cost  benefit  analysis 
of  these  activities. 


The  General  Fund  balance  significantly  deteriorated  from  2008  to  2012. 
General  Fund  revenues,  expenditures,  and  fund  balances  for  those  years  are 
noted  below: 


Year  ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

Beginning  fund  balance 

$ 

317,599 

516,723 

958,872 

1,383,451 

1,591,720 

Revenues 

1,992,213 

1,933,464 

2,073,689 

1,912,684 

2,042,204 

Expenditures 

(2,125,774) 

(2,230,738) 

(2,389,277) 

(2,659,083) 

(2,403,030) 

Other  financing  sources  (uses) 

16,467 

98,150 

(126,561) 

321,820 

152,557 

Ending  fund  balance 

$ 

200,505 

317,599 

516,723 

958,872 

1,383,451 

Information  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2008  through  201 1,  was  obtained  from  independent  audit 
reports.  Information  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  was  obtained  from  the  city's  unaudited 
financial  statements. 


The  independent  Certified  Public  Accountant  (CPA)  firm  which  completed 
the  annual  financial  statement  audit  (independent  auditor)  identified  an 
additional  $91,096  received  in  2009  as  committed  and  restricted.  This 
results  in  an  unrestricted  fund  balance  of  $109,409  at  December  31,  2012. 

The  city  failed  to  record  transfers  between  various  funds  in  the  accounting 
system  which  may  further  impact  the  unrestricted  fund  balance.  In  addition, 
restricted  street  revenues  and  police  training  fees  maintained  in  the  General 
Fund  are  not  properly  tracked  and  the  portion  of  the  fund  balance  related  to 
these  monies  is  unknown.  Many  funds  established  in  the  city's  accounting 
system  had  negative  balances  at  December  31,  2012.  (See  MAR  finding 
number  2.) 


Financial  information  The  Board  of  Aldermen  does  not  receive  and  review  accurate  financial 

information,  which  would  assist  in  effectively  monitoring  cash  balances  and 
the  financial  condition  of  city  funds.  In  addition,  accounting  records  and 
annual  budgets  are  not  accurate.  (See  MAR  finding  numbers  4  and  8.) 

Allocation  The  city  failed  to  allocate  some  disbursements  to  all  impacted  funds, 

thereby  unnecessarily  using  General  Fund  resources  to  cover  costs  which 
could  legitimately  be  paid  from  other  funds.  For  example,  three 
disbursements  reviewed  could  have  been  allocated  to  other  funds,  but  were 
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instead  paid  entirely  from  the  General  Fund.  These  were  costs  related  to  the 
payroll,  accounts  payable,  and  general  ledger  modules  of  accounting  and 
utility  billing  software  totaling  $17,602,  though  all  city  funds  benefit  from 
the  implementation  of  these  modules;  audit  services  for  2011  totaling 
$10,450,  though  all  funds  were  audited  and  the  audit  was  required  for  the 
Water,  Sewer,  and  Transportation  Sales  Tax  Funds;  and  plans  related  to  an 
annexation  totaling  $5,500,  though  only  water  and  sewer  information  was 
documented  in  the  plans.  In  addition,  the  city's  allocation  of  fuel  expenses 
incurred  during  2012  was  inaccurate  and  no  fuel  costs  were  allocated  to  the 
Sewer  Fund.  (See  MAR  finding  number  8.) 

During  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  the  city  allocated  100  percent  of 
the  salaries  and  benefits  of  the  City  Administrator  and  City  Accountant  to 
the  General  Fund,  though  the  activities  performed  by  these  employees  affect 
all  funds  held  by  the  city.  Further,  the  city  has  no  documented  calculation  or 
tracking  of  time  to  justify  the  allocation  to  various  funds  of  salaries  of 
employees  who  perform  functions  for  multiple  departments. 

Interfund  obligations  During  2008  and  2009  the  city  transferred  monies  from  the  Transportation 

Sales  Tax  Fund  to  the  General  Fund  but  did  not  track  these  monies.  As  a 
result,  approximately  $1.3  million  was  owed  from  the  General  Fund  to  the 
Transportation  Sales  Tax  Fund  as  of  December  2012.  In  late  2012  the  city 
reviewed  General  Fund  disbursements  for  the  past  several  years  and 
determined  that  enough  transportation  related  expenses  have  been  paid  from 
the  General  Fund  since  2009  to  offset  this  obligation.  However,  transfers 
from  restricted  funds  to  general  funds  should  occur  only  for  allowable  and 
specific  purposes,  and  reasons  should  be  adequately  documented.  In 
addition,  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  the  city  recorded  transfers 
from  the  Water  and  Sewer  Funds  to  the  General  Fund  totaling  $208,890  to 
cover  General  Fund  shortages.  No  repayment  to  the  Water  and  Sewer  Funds 
was  made  in  2012  for  201 1  transfers.  (See  MAR  finding  number  2.) 

Subsidization  The  city  has  historically  operated  the  Park  Fund  at  a  loss  and,  according  to 

city  personnel,  has  not  evaluated  the  amounts  charged  by  the  Park 
Department  for  registration  fees,  supplies  provided  by  the  city,  or  rental  of 
pavilions  and  parks  for  several  years.  In  addition,  the  city  operates  an  on- 
demand  bus  transportation  service  at  a  loss  and  has  not  performed  a 
documented  cost-benefit  analysis  to  determine  whether  the  service  is 
beneficial.  The  Park  Fund  had  operating  losses  of  $112,274  and  $219,298 
for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  respectively.  The  city's 
transportation  services  had  operating  losses  of  $42,974  and  $37,758  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  respectively.  These 
transportation  activities  are  accounted  for  within  the  city's  General  Fund.  As 
a  result,  the  General  Fund  subsidizes  park  and  transportation  operations  and 
activities. 
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Conclusion  It  is  essential  the  Board  of  Aldermen  address  the  General  Fund  financial 

condition  both  in  the  immediate-  and  long-term  future.  To  improve  the 
financial  condition,  the  Board  should  reevaluate  amounts  allocated  to  the 
General  Fund,  reduce  spending  as  much  as  possible,  address  General  Fund 
obligations  to  other  funds,  and  evaluate  controls  and  management  practices 
to  ensure  efficient  use  of  city  resources.  To  effectively  monitor  cash 
balances  and  the  financial  condition  of  funds,  and  ensure  appropriate  use  of 
restricted  funds,  the  Board  must  receive  timely  and  complete  financial 
information.  Activities  of  the  city  that  operate  at  a  loss  should  be  carefully 
analyzed  for  ways  to  make  them  more  cost  effective.  While  it  may  be 
desirable  to  fund  certain  operations,  funding  should  be  reviewed 
periodically  to  ensure  activities  are  operated  efficiently  and  are  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  city. 

Recommendation  The  Board  of  Aldermen  require  accurate  and  timely  financial  reports  be 

prepared,  allocate  disbursements  when  appropriate,  and  closely  monitor  the 
city's  financial  condition.  Additionally,  the  Board  of  Aldermen  should 
establish  a  plan  to  repay  General  Fund  obligations  to  other  restricted  use 
funds,  and  periodically  review  operations  of  the  city  to  ensure  activities  are 
operated  efficiently  and  continue  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  city. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  Board  agrees  with  the  auditor's  recommendation  and  will  continue  to 
take  action  to  improve  the  financial  position  of  the  General  Fund.  In 
November  2012,  the  Board  adopted  a  resolution  that  requires  the  city  to 
provide  a  revenue  and  expense  versus  budget  report,  a  report  of  corrective 
journal  entries,  and  a  report  of  cash  balances  to  the  Board  monthly.  Within 
the  2013  budget,  the  Board  made  several  changes  that  allocated 
disbursements  based  on  fund  involvement  with  the  disbursements.  An 
example  is  the  allocation  of  legal  services,  audit  expenses,  and  the  cost  for 
the  City  Administrator  and  City  Accountant  positions.  In  December  2012, 
the  Board  reviewed  past  years'  allocations  of  transportation  related 
expenses  and  determined  the  General  Fund  has  incurred  transportation 
related  expenses  in  excess  of  the  $1.3  million  transfer  identified  in  the 
report  and  therefore,  no  outstanding  obligation  is  due  to  the  Transportation 
Sales  Tax  Fund.  We  will  review  the  transfer  from  the  Water  and  Sewer 
Funds  to  the  General  Fund  and  make  a  plan  to  repay  these  transfers  in  the 
future.  In  October  2012,  the  Board  reviewed  ridership  and  some  financial 
information  related  to  transportation  services  provided  by  the  city.  We  plan 
to  continue  to  review  the  cost  and  benefit  of  both  the  transportation  services 
and  the  subsidization  of  the  Park  Fund. 
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2.  Financial  Activity 


The  city  has  not  established  adequate  accounting  records  and  procedures 
and  has  failed  to  implement  prior  audit  recommendations  related  to 
inadequate  financial  procedures. 


The  City  Accountant  is  responsible  for  establishing  funds  and  accounts,  and 
recording  financial  data  in  the  accounting  system  including  receipts, 
disbursements,  transfers,  and  adjustments.  The  city  hired  a  CPA  not 
associated  with  the  financial  statement  audit  to  complete  monthly  bank 
reconciliations.  Several  adjustments  in  addition  to  those  made  by  the  City 
Accountant  are  often  necessary  to  complete  the  reconciliations. 
Reconciliations  identify  the  cash  balance  for  each  established  fund. 
Annually,  the  city's  independent  auditor  performs  the  financial  statement 
audit.  To  complete  this  work,  the  independent  auditor  combines  some  of 
these  established  funds  into  major  funds  and  proposes  transfers  and  other 
adjustments  be  recorded  in  the  accounting  records.  Due  to  questions  related 
to  past  transfers  between  the  Transportation  Sales  Tax  Fund  and  General 
Fund,  the  independent  auditor  issued  a  qualified  opinion  on  the  audited 
financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011.  The 
independent  auditor  also  recommended  improvements  in  the  city's 
accounting  for  interfund  loans  and  fund  balances. 


2. 1  Restricted  monies  The  city  operated  with  negative  balances  for  some  funds  in  the  "pooled 

cash"  account  during  the  year,  and  financial  information  is  inaccurate 
because  the  city  does  not  record  interfund  transfers  as  they  occur. 


The  city  commingles  monies  from  various  funds  in  one  bank  account  called 
"pooled  cash."  The  city  made  disbursements  for  grant  projects,  an 
annexation  project,  and  the  General  and  Park  Funds  from  the  "pooled  cash" 
account  without  considering  the  availability  of  monies  in  this  account  for 
each  fund.  As  a  result,  these  fund  balances  in  the  "pooled  cash"  account  are 
negative  and  restricted  Debt  Service,  Water,  Sewer,  and  Cemetery  Fund 
monies  were  used  improperly  to  make  these  disbursements.  No  transfers 
were  recorded  between  these  funds  and  no  determination  of  which  fund  was 
used  to  cover  these  negative  balances  was  made  at  the  time  of  the 
disbursement.  Instead,  the  independent  auditor  prepares  proposed  transfers 
when  completing  the  annual  financial  statement  audit,  often  months  after  the 
end  of  the  year.  For  example,  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  the 
city  recorded  proposed  transfers  from  the  Water  and  Sewer  Funds  to  the 
General  Fund  totaling  $208,890  to  cover  General  Fund  shortages.  As  of 
December  31,  2012,  no  repayment  to  the  Water  and  Sewer  Funds  had  been 
made  for  these  transfers. 
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As  of  December  31,  2012,  the  reconciled  cash  balance  of  the  "pooled  cash" 
account  showed  the  following  balances: 


Fund  Balance 


General  Fund 

$            (97  630) 

Water  Fund 

283  116 

Sewer  Fund 

61,087 

Cemetery  Fund 

149,126 

Park  Fund 

(50,659) 

Enhancement  Grant  I  (Sidewalks) 

(94,157) 

Enhancement  Grant  II  (Sidewalks) 

(116,858) 

LWCF  Grant 

(34,042) 

Safe  Room  Grant 

(23,365) 

1-44  Corridor  Federal  Grant 

(9,017) 

Sewer  Fund  Debt  Service 

236,067 

McNabb  Road  Annexation 

(164) 

Water  Fund  Debt  Service 

484,384 

Reconciled  account  balance 

$  787,888 

We  noted  the  following  additional  issues  related  to  the  use  of  restricted 
funds: 

•  The  city  transferred  monies  from  the  Transportation  Sales  Tax  Fund  to 
the  General  Fund  but  did  not  track  these  monies.  In  2012,  the  city  hired 
a  CPA  to  complete  a  detailed  review  of  all  Transportation  Sales  Tax 
receipts  and  disbursements  since  implementation  of  the  tax  in  2005.  The 
CPA  determined  the  city  inappropriately  transferred  $939,743  from  the 
Transportation  Sales  Tax  Fund  to  the  General  Fund  in  2008  for 
unknown  reasons,  and  inappropriately  transferred  $350,000  from  the 
Transportation  Sales  Tax  Fund  to  the  General  Fund  in  2009  to  purchase 
a  new  fire  engine. 

•  The  city  did  not  always  record  disbursements  related  to  grant  projects  in 
the  appropriate  grant  fund.  For  example,  a  disbursement  totaling  $9,797 
for  work  completed  by  an  engineer  on  the  1-44  Interchange  Study  was 
incorrectly  recorded  in  the  Phase  I  Enhancement  Grant  (Sidewalk 
Project)  Fund. 

•  During  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  the  city  deposited  state 
motor  vehicle-related  receipts  of  $237,741  and  Police  Officer  Standards 
Training  (POST)  and  Law  Enforcement  Training  (LET)  fees  totaling 
approximately  $1,300  into  the  "pooled  cash"  account,  to  the  credit  of  the 
General  Fund  without  tracking  the  receipts,  disbursements,  and  balances 
of  these  restricted  monies. 
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•  Donations  received  by  the  city  for  a  sidewalk  improvement  project  were 
not  adequately  tracked  or  identified  as  restricted  monies.  A  2005  grant 
proposal  showed  $27,900  in  donations  pledged  as  matching  funds  from 
area  businesses,  associations,  and  citizens  for  this  project.  A  January 
2008  report  of  revenues  shows  the  city  recorded  two  donations  received 
for  this  project  in  2007  and  2008  totaling  $12,900  to  the  General  Fund. 
The  city  was  unable  to  determine  if  other  monetary  donations  were 
received  or  specifically  account  for  the  use  of  donated  monies. 

•  The  city  incorrectly  reported  negative  lodging  tax  receipts  totaling 
$1,108  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  As  lodging  tax 
monies  are  received,  they  are  immediately  disbursed  to  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce.  The  city  recorded  $12,819  in  lodging  taxes.  However,  due 
to  the  city's  recording  of  disbursements  totaling  $13,927  as  negative 
receipts,  accounting  records  reflect  a  negative  receipts  amount. 

Section  250.150,  RSMo,  restricts  the  use  of  water  and  sewer  monies  for 
operating  the  systems,  payment  of  bonds,  establishment  of  a  reserve, 
fulfillment  of  any  agreements  contained  in  ordinances,  and  payment  of  costs 
of  improvements  of  such  systems.  Section  137.1040(4),  RSMo,  restricts  the 
use  of  cemetery  monies  for  the  maintenance,  upkeep  and  preservation  of 
cemeteries  located  within  the  city.  Section  94.745,  RSMo,  restricts  the  use 
of  transportation  sales  tax  monies  for  transportation  purposes.  Article  IV, 
Section  30,  Missouri  Constitution,  requires  motor  vehicle -related  receipts 
apportioned  by  the  state  of  Missouri  be  disbursed  for  street-related  purposes. 
Section  488.5336.2,  RSMo,  requires  POST  and  LET  fees  be  used  only  for 
the  training  of  law  enforcement  officers. 

To  be  of  maximum  assistance  to  the  Board  and  adequately  inform  the 
public,  accounting  records  should  accurately  report  financial  activity  and 
account  balances.  To  ensure  restricted  monies  are  used  for  the  intended 
purpose,  monies  received  should  be  credited  to  the  appropriate  fund, 
disbursements  should  be  paid  from  the  appropriate  funds,  and  adjustments 
and  transfers  should  be  recorded  timely  to  reflect  actual  financial  decisions 
of  the  city. 

2.2  Corrective  action  The  city  failed  to  implement  many  recommendations  made  by  the 

independent  auditor  who  performed  the  city's  financial  statement  audit  for 
the  past  5  years.  Weaknesses  identified  in  the  audit  of  the  financial 
statements  for  the  years  ended  2010  and  2011  included  negative  cash 
balances,  lack  of  control  over  federal  funds,  not  properly  accounting  for 
transfers  between  funds,  purchasing  policy  noncompliance,  and  lack  of 
segregation  of  duties.  The  city  generally  responded  recommendations  would 
be  addressed;  however,  many  of  the  weaknesses  identified  are  similar  to 
those  noted  in  our  report  and  likely  contributed  to  the  city's  financial 
condition. 
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Adjustments  recorded  in  the  accounting  system  by  the  City  Accountant  are 
not  reviewed  or  approved  by  someone  independent  of  administering  the 
accounting  system.  Between  October  1  and  December  31,  2012,  the  city 
accountant  recorded  51  adjusting  journal  entries  totaling  more  than  $1.6 
million,  without  a  documented  review  or  approval  of  these  entries.  To 
ensure  adjustments  are  valid,  someone  independent  of  receipting  and 
recording  functions  should  review  and  approve  all  adjustments. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

2.1  Establish  procedures  to  ensure  restricted  monies  are  used  only  for 
allowable  purposes  and  accounting  records  accurately  reflect  the 
financial  activity  of  the  city.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  correct 
errors  and  identify  and  review  restricted  fund  activity. 

2.2  Implement  audit  recommendations  timely. 

2.3  Require  an  independent  review  and  approval  of  all  adjustments. 
Auditee's  Response           The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2.1  The  Board  continues  to  identify  and  implement  procedures  that 
protect  restricted  funds  receipts  from  uses  other  that  what  the  funds 
are  intended.  The  city  has  already  moved  the  Transportation  Sales 
Tax  Fund  into  a  separate  bank  account.  The  city  will  continue  the 
separation  of  the  "pooled  cash"  account  to  further  restrict  the  cross 
use  of  funds.  As  the  Board  has  responded  to  finding  1,  we  have 
reviewed  the  $1.3  million  transfer  from  the  Transportation  Sales 
Tax  Fund  to  the  General  Fund,  and  have  determined  the  General 
Fund  has  incurred  transportation  related  expenses  for  the 
Transportation  Sales  Tax  Fund  and  no  outstanding  obligation  is 
due.  We  plan  to  repay  the  Water  and  Sewer  Funds  in  the  future.  The 
city  has  engaged  an  independent  CPA  not  associated  with  the 
annual  independent  audit  to  prepare  corrective  journal  entries  for 
the  errors  identified  in  this  report.  The  city  will  continue  until  all 
identified  errors  are  corrected.  The  end  of  month  revenue  and 
expense  report  will  show  the  Board  the  activities  of  all  funds, 
including  restricted  funds. 

2.2  We  are  being  more  diligent  in  implementing  recommendations  of 
the  Independent  Auditor. 

2.3  The  City  Administrator  now  receives  and  reviews  all  journal  entries 
and  the  Board  receives  and  reviews  all  corrective  journal  entries 
monthly. 


2.3  Adjustments 


Recommendations 
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3.  Real  Estate 
Purchases  and 
Leases 


The  city  leases  properties  for  minimal  or  no  rental  fees  and  is  holding 
additional  property  for  possible  future  use  by  a  not-for-profit  organization 
(NFP)  despite  the  city's  poor  financial  condition. 

The  city  owns  properties  for  the  benefit  of  a  local  NFP  without  a 
documented  plan  for  usage  of  the  land  or  a  cost-benefit  analysis.  The  city 
leases  one  property  (land  and  building)  to  the  NFP.  The  city  entered  into  a 
written  agreement  in  September  2005  to  lease  the  property  to  the  NFP  for  10 
years,  with  rental  fees  of  $1  per  year  and  free  water  and  sewer  services.  This 
agreement  outlines  additional  non-monetary  benefits  received  by  the  city, 
such  as  the  preservation  of  home  bound  meal  services  for  area  residents. 
According  to  city  officials,  this  agreement  formalized  a  long-standing 
arrangement  that  originated  in  the  1970s. 

In  addition,  the  city  is  holding  three  additional  properties  for  possible  future 
construction  of  a  facility  for  the  NFP.  In  the  1990s,  the  NFP  expressed 
interest  in  a  parcel  of  unused  city  property  for  construction  of  a  new  facility. 
The  facility  was  not  built  on  the  property  and  the  city  continues  to  hold  this 
land  for  the  NFP.  In  April  2011,  the  NFP  approached  the  city  regarding  the 
purchase  of  another  parcel  of  land  for  future  construction  of  the  NFP's 
facility.  The  city  purchased  the  property  (land  and  house)  for  $24,000  in 
April  2011,  without  obtaining  an  appraisal.  Then,  in  September  2011,  a 
financial  institution  contacted  the  city  to  see  if  the  city  would  be  interested 
in  purchasing  the  adjacent  property.  The  NFP  expressed  interest  in  this 
location  for  additional  space  needed  for  its  facility  and  the  city  noted  other 
possible  uses  for  the  property,  including  a  community  center  and  storm 
water  improvements.  The  city  purchased  this  property  (land  and  house)  in 
October  2011  at  a  cost  of  $28,500.  Per  city  officials,  the  land  purchases 
were  made  because  they  believed  a  new  facility  for  the  NFP  would  provide 
a  benefit  to  the  city;  however,  no  analysis  was  documented. 

The  city  also  leases  four  additional  properties  to  another  NFP,  a  government 
agency,  and  a  private  business  for  minimal  or  no  rental  fees  and  one 
agreement  has  not  been  formalized  through  a  written  contract.  No  cost- 
benefit  analysis  has  been  completed  for  these  leases.  The  city  received  $1 
per  month  as  rental  fees  for  lease  of  one  property,  $1  per  year  as  rental  fees 
for  lease  of  one  property,  and  no  rental  fees  for  lease  of  the  other  two 
properties. 


To  ensure  efficient  and  effective  use  of  city  resources,  the  Board  should 
have  a  documented  plan,  including  a  cost-benefit  analysis,  for  the  utilization 
of  city  owned  properties.  Good  business  practice  requires  real  estate 
purchases  be  formally  and  independently  appraised  to  ensure  a  reasonable 
price  is  paid.  While  leasing  properties  to  other  entities  may  provide  some 
benefit  to  the  city,  adequate  planning  and  cost-benefit  analysis  is  needed  to 
ensure  the  best  use  of  city  property. 
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Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Board  of  Aldermen  develop  plans  for  the  utilization  of  city  owned 
property  and  ensure  associated  costs  are  considered  and  a  cost  benefit 
analysis  is  performed  when  leasing  properties.  The  Board  should  also  better 
plan  for  future  real  estate  purchases  and  projects,  and  ensure  independent 
appraisals  are  obtained  prior  to  the  purchase  of  real  estate. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  have  initiated  a  process  of  identifying  and  acquiring 
copies  of  all  lease  agreements  or  lack  of;  and  will  perform  a  cost  benefit 
analysis  on  each  property.  The  Board  plans  to  prepare  a  property 
management  plan  so  that  periodic  reviews  of  agreements  and  insurance 
requirements  are  met.  The  Board  recently  sold  one  property  leased  to  a  not- 
for-profit  (nfp)  to  the  county  and  traded  two  additional  properties  held  for 
the  nfp  with  the  Marshfield  Housing  Authority  for  land  to  build  an  area 
storm  water  retention  basin.  Independent  appraisals  were  obtained  for  these 
transactions. 


4.  Budgets  and 
Financial 
Statements 


Budget  preparation  and  financial  reporting  need  improvement. 


4. 1  Budgetary  compliance 
and  monitoring 


City  budgets  do  not  include  all  statutorily  required  information  and  the 
Board  does  not  adequately  monitor  budget  to  actual  receipts  and 
disbursements. 


Compliance 


Monitoring 


City  budgets  do  not  include  a  budget  message  or  budget  summary,  the 
actual  beginning  and  estimated  ending  fund  balances,  or  city  indebtedness. 
Because  the  city  does  not  include  beginning  or  estimated  ending  cash 
balances  on  the  budget,  the  Board  cannot  determine  if  it  is  budgeting  a 
deficit  balance,  and  the  budget  does  not  present  a  complete  financial  plan. 

The  city  has  not  established  adequate  procedures  to  monitor  or  amend 
budgets.  On  December  27,  2012,  after  disbursements  already  exceeded 
budgeted  amounts  in  the  Sewer  Fund  and  several  grant  funds,  the  Board 
amended  the  budget  to  increase  total  budgeted  disbursements  by 
approximately  $170,716  (3  percent)  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 
Even  with  this  late  budget  amendment,  disbursements  exceeded  budgeted 
appropriations  for  the  Sewer  Fund  by  approximately  $55,000. 

In  addition,  the  2012  budgeted  information  was  not  recorded  in  the  city 
accounting  system  correctly,  causing  any  budget  to  actual  reports  generated 
to  be  inaccurate.  For  example,  while  the  Board  approved  budgeted 
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appropriations  of  $214,459  for  the  Fire  Department,  the  city  recorded 
budgeted  appropriations  of  $229,076  in  the  accounting  system. 

Conclusion  Sections  67.010  to  67.040,  RSMo,  outline  requirements  for  the  format  of  the 

annual  operating  budget,  require  the  budget  present  a  complete  financial 
plan  for  the  ensuing  budget  year,  require  political  subdivisions  to  keep 
disbursements  within  amounts  budgeted,  and  allow  for  budget  increases 
after  the  governing  body  officially  adopts  a  resolution  setting  forth  the  facts 
and  reasons.  In  addition,  Section  67.080,  RSMo,  provides  that  no 
disbursement  of  public  monies  should  be  made  unless  it  is  authorized  in  the 
budget. 

A  complete  and  well  planned  budget,  in  addition  to  meeting  statutory 
requirements,  can  serve  as  a  useful  management  tool  by  establishing 
specific  financial  expectations  for  each  area  of  city  operations  and  provides 
a  means  to  effectively  monitor  actual  receipts  and  disbursements  by 
periodically  comparing  budgeted  to  actual  amounts  and  prior  year 
information.  It  also  assists  in  informing  the  public  about  city  operations  and 
current  finances. 


4.2  Financial  Statements  The  city  has  not  published  semiannual  financial  statements  as  required  by 

state  law  for  at  least  3  years.  Section  79.160,  RSMo,  requires  the  Board  of 
Aldermen  to  prepare  and  publish  a  full  and  detailed  account  of  the  receipts, 
disbursements,  and  indebtedness  of  the  city  semiannually.  Complete  and 
accurate  financial  statements  are  necessary  to  keep  citizens  informed  of  the 
financial  activity  and  condition  of  the  city.  In  addition,  Section  79.165, 
RSMo,  states  the  city  cannot  legally  disburse  funds  until  the  financial 
statement  is  published. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


4.1  Ensure  budgets  comply  with  state  law  and  include  the  most  up  to 
date  information.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  establish  procedures 
to  properly  monitor  actual  to  budgeted  activity,  and  ensure  any 
budget  amendments  are  made  prior  to  incurring  related 
disbursements. 


4.2  Ensure  semiannual  financial  statements  are  published  in  accordance 
with  state  law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

4.1  The  2013  Budget,  as  approved,  includes  all  the  elements  required 
by  the  state  and  was  published  for  the  first  time.  As  stated  before  the 
Board  now  receives  an  end  of  month  report  that  gives  them  actual 
to   budgeted   activity.    The   Board   also   receives   any  budget 
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amendment  prior  to  or  with  any  expected  disbursement  that  may 
cause  the  fund  to  exceed  the  annual  budget  level. 


4.2        The  city  plans  to  prepare  and  publish  mid-year  financial  statements 
in  September  2013. 

Accounting  controls  and  procedures  need  improvement.  The  city  has 
multiple  cash  collection  points  which  collect  over  $2.8  million  annually 
(excluding  the  municipal  court). 

The  various  collection  points  include  the  City  Collector,  Building  Inspector, 
Parks  Department,  Cemetery  Superintendent,  Public  Works  Department, 
Police  Department,  Fire  Department,  and  City  Accountant.  All  monies 
collected  regardless  of  collection  point  are  transmitted  to  the  City  Collector 
for  deposit. 

5.1  Receipting,  transmitting,    We  noted  the  following  areas  of  concern  related  to  receipting,  transmitting, 


5.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


and  depositing 
procedures 


and  depositing: 

Receipt  slips  are  not  issued  for  some  monies  received.  In  addition,  the 
City  Collector  does  not  issue  receipt  slips  for  monies  transmitted  from 
other  city  departments. 


•  Receipt  slips  issued  for  building  permits  and  water  deposits  are  not 
prenumbered. 

•  The  method  of  payment  is  not  always  documented  on  utility  stubs  used 
to  receipt  utility  payments  and  is  not  recorded  in  the  utility  billing 
system.  Therefore,  the  composition  of  receipts  cannot  be  reconciled  to 
either  the  accounting  system  or  deposits. 


•    Checks  are  not  always  restrictively  endorsed  upon  receipt. 


•  Monies  collected  are  not  always  timely  transmitted  to  the  City  Collector 
for  deposit.  For  example,  five  checks  received  by  the  Fire  Department 
totaling  $585,  dated  between  September  12  and  September  24,  2012, 
were  not  transmitted  until  October  16,  2012.  In  addition,  some  city 
departments  routinely  withheld  payments  from  transmittals.  For 
example,  the  Parks  Department  held  a  $185  check  dated  September  6, 
2012,  until  October  11,  2012,  when  the  check  was  returned  to  the  payor 
because  the  city  decided  not  to  host  the  event.  No  receipt  slip  was  issued 
for  this  payment.  Also,  Public  Works  employees  do  not  properly  secure 
monies  collected  after  hours  (for  reconnections  when  city  hall  is 
closed).  Employees  took  monies  home,  instead  of  securing  them  at  City 
Hall  or  the  Public  Works  Department,  before  transmitting  the  monies  to 
the  City  Collector. 
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•  Receipts  are  not  always  deposited  timely  and  intact.  Cash  and  checks 
totaling  $131  and  dated  in  2006,  2007,  and  2009  were  found  unrecorded 
and  undeposited  in  the  City  Collector's  cash  register  during  a  cash  count 
completed  on  October  10,  2012. 

Failure  to  implement  adequate  receipting,  transmitting,  and  depositing 
procedures  increase  the  risk  that  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  monies  received 
will  occur  and  go  undetected. 

Business  licenses  and  building  permits  are  not  prenumbered,  and  there  is  no 
procedure  to  reconcile  business  licenses  and  building  permits  issued  to  fees 
collected  and  amounts  deposited.  Also,  fees  charged  were  not  always  in 
compliance  with  the  Municipal  Code.  For  example,  the  city  charged  $750 
for  6  of  the  13  water  tap-in  permits  sold  in  2012  instead  of  the  $700  required 
by  Municipal  Code.  In  addition,  if  business  licenses  are  purchased  after 
November,  the  City  Clerk  only  charges  half  the  required  fee  although  there 
is  no  provision  within  Municipal  Code  allowing  this  reduction.  Without 
proper  controls  and  compliance  with  Municipal  Code,  the  possibility  of  loss, 
theft,  or  misuse  of  monies  increases. 

Prenumbered  documents  allow  for  proper  accountability  over  licenses  and 
permits,  and  enable  the  reconciliation  of  issuances  to  monies  received  and 
deposited.  Adherence  to  Municipal  Code  is  necessary  to  ensure  individuals 
or  entities  are  treated  equitably  and  provide  assurance  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly. 

5.3  Park  fees  and  refunds         Parks  Department  invoicing  and  refunding  procedures  are  not  adequate. 

Individuals  or  groups  renting  park  facilities  are  charged  for  electricity  usage, 
licensing,  and  other  services  or  supplies  provided  by  the  city  (trash  bags, 
lime,  etc.).  Registration  fees  are  paid  by  individuals  for  park  activities 
including  soccer,  swimming  lessons,  swim  team,  and  youth  baseball. 

Invoices  do  not  include  an  invoice  or  due  date.  The  city  did  not  prepare 
invoices  for  events  that  occurred  between  May  and  October  2012  until 
December  2012,  and  six  of  the  eight  invoices  contained  mathematical  errors 
causing  the  city  to  undercharge  renters  a  total  of  $268. 

In  addition,  the  city  identified  refunds  due  to  various  individuals  for 
overpayment  of  registration  and  rental  fees  paid  in  early  2012.  Cash  refunds 
totaling  approximately  $2,200  were  made  between  June  and  October  2012; 
however,  the  remaining  refunds,  totaling  approximately  $1,500,  were  not 
made  until  February  and  March  2013.  To  increase  collectability  and 
decrease  billing  errors,  invoices  should  be  prepared  timely  and  reviewed  for 
accuracy.  In  addition,  to  properly  monitor  customer  accounts  and  ensure 
records  are  accurate,  overpayments  should  be  refunded  timely. 


5.2  Business  licenses  and 
building  permits 
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Recommendations 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

5.1  Require  prenumbered  receipt  slips  or  utility  stubs,  documenting  the 
method  of  payment,  be  issued  for  all  monies  received  including 
transmittals  received  by  the  City  Collector's  office.  The  Board 
should  also  ensure  checks  are  restrictively  endorsed  immediately 
upon  receipt,  maintained  in  a  safe  location,  and  deposited  intact  and 
in  a  timely  manner. 

5.2  Issue  prenumbered  business  licenses  and  building  permits  and 
account  for  the  numerical  sequence,  reconcile  licenses  and  permits 
issued  to  fees  recorded  and  deposited,  and  ensure  fees  charged  are 
supported  by  Municipal  Code  and  charged  consistently. 

5.3  Invoice  park  rental  fees  and  issue  refunds  timely  and  ensure 
invoices  are  complete  and  accurate. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

5.1  The  city  purchased  and  installed  the  Receipt  Management  (RM) 
module  of  the  city  accounting  system  in  2013.  The  RM  addresses 
each  identified  concern  noted  in  5.1  of  this  report.  Checks  are 
endorsed  for  deposit  and  the  funds  are  coded  for  recording  in  the 
appropriate  fund.  All  monies  collected  during  the  day  are  entered 
into  RM  and  an  evening  deposit  is  made.  All  after  hours  collection 
of  monies  for  turning  on  water  service  will  be  deposited  nightly  in 
the  City  Hall  night  deposit  box. 

5.2  The  city  now  issues  prenumbered  building  permits  and  sequentially 
numbered  business  licenses  and  each  line  of  fees  or  deposits 
collected  have  been  coded  into  RM,  after  verification,  as  the  amount 
charged  from  Municipal  Code. 


6.  Payroll  Controls 
and  Procedures 

6. 1  Payroll  procedures 


5.3  The  city  continues  to  improve  on  this  item  and  has  been  aided  by  the 
RM  system  in  the  Parks  department.  In  the  future,  the  city  will 
ensure  refunds  are  made  timely. 

Significant  improvement  over  payroll  controls  and  procedures  is  needed. 
The  city  disburses  over  $1.4  million  for  salaries  annually. 


Payroll  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated  or  supervised,  and  reviews  of 
time  records  are  not  sufficient.  Errors  were  noted  with  some  time  and  leave 
records. 
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•  The  City  Accountant  is  primarily  responsible  for  all  payroll  functions, 
including  receiving  time  records  (time  cards,  timesheets,  and  time 
summaries)  and  entering  time  and  leave  data  into  the  payroll  system. 
The  City  Accountant  also  completes  the  direct  deposit  transaction 
authorizing  the  bank  to  direct  deposit  into  employee  accounts.  Neither 
the  Board  nor  a  supervisor  or  employee  independent  of  these  processes 
reviews  the  City  Accountant's  work  or  approved  payroll  reports. 

Because  of  the  extent  of  the  City  Accountant's  responsibilities  over 
payroll,  a  supervisory  review  of  the  City  Accountant's  time  and  leave 
records  is  essential;  however,  such  a  review  was  not  always  completed 
or  documented.  As  a  result,  errors  occurred  without  being  detected.  For 
the  2  weeks  ended  August  17,  2012,  the  former  City  Accountant 
recorded  time  worked  totaling  70.5  hours  and  compensatory  leave  used 
totaling  4.5  hours,  for  a  total  of  75  hours;  however,  she  was  paid  her 
normal  salary  for  80  hours  worked. 

•  Timesheets  and  timecards  were  not  signed  by  most  employees  or  by 
most  supervisors  to  document  approval  of  time  worked  and  leave  used. 
A  review  of  supporting  documentation  available  for  seven  sewer 
department  employees  between  January  1  and  October  31,  2012, 
determined  22  errors  in  the  calculation  of  vacation  leave  balances,  9 
errors  in  the  calculation  of  sick  leave  balances,  and  26  errors  in  the 
calculation  of  compensatory  leave  balances.  A  careful  review  of  time 
sheets  by  the  City  Accountant  and/or  supervisors  would  likely  have 
detected  these  errors. 

•  The  Police  Department  does  not  submit  time  records  to  the  City 
Accountant  to  support  payroll  disbursements  and  provide  information 
needed  for  updating  centralized  leave  records.  The  City  Accountant 
enters  data  into  the  payroll  system  and  does  not  track  any  leave  for  the 
Police  Department.  As  a  result,  any  adjustments  needed  to  regular  pay 
amounts  are  not  made  and  there  is  less  assurance  leave  records  are 
accurate. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  helps  ensure  all  payroll  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  If  proper 
segregation  of  payroll  duties  cannot  be  achieved,  a  periodic  independent 
review  of  the  records  should  be  performed  and  documented.  Without  a 
review  of  payroll  documentation,  errors,  theft,  or  misuse  of  city  resources 
could  go  undetected.  Original  signed  and  approved  timesheets  are  necessary 
to  document  hours  worked,  substantiate  payroll  disbursements,  provide  the 
city  with  a  method  to  monitor  hours  worked  and  leave  taken,  and  are 
beneficial  in  demonstrating  compliance  with  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of 
1938  (FLSA)  requirements. 
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6.2  Personnel  policies  The  city  personnel  manual  does  not  address  some  significant  issues  and  the 

city  does  not  always  comply  with  the  manual. 

•  The  city  personnel  manual  does  not  address  when  some  vacation  leave 
is  credited.  In  addition  to  the  12  days  of  vacation  leave  awarded 
annually  to  all  employees  who  have  worked  more  than  2  years  for  the 
city,  employees  earn  an  additional  day  of  vacation  leave  after  working  9 
years  for  the  city,  and  continue  to  earn  an  additional  day  for  each  year 
of  service  until  20  years  of  service.  No  additional  leave  is  earned  for  any 
additional  years  of  service  after  20,  so  a  maximum  of  only  12  additional 
vacation  days  is  possible. 

While  the  original  12  days  of  vacation  leave  is  accrued  on  a  monthly 
basis  (1  day  each  month)  in  accordance  with  the  established  personnel 
manual,  the  accrual  of  additional  vacation  leave  is  not  addressed  in  the 
personnel  manual  and  therefore,  some  employees  accumulated  the 
entire  balance  of  additional  leave  on  January  1  of  each  year,  regardless 
of  employment  anniversary  month,  while  other  employees  accumulated 
the  entire  balance  of  additional  leave  on  the  month  of  their  employment 
anniversary.  As  a  result,  employees  with  leave  balances  credited  on 
January  1  received  additional  time  to  use  their  leave.  Additional  leave 
earned  was  also  incorrectly  calculated  for  some  employees  in  January 
2012  and  the  error  was  not  identified  or  corrected  by  the  city  until 
August  2012.  For  example,  one  employee,  who  had  served  more  than  20 
years,  was  awarded  25  days  of  additional  vacation  leave  on  January  1, 
2012,  12  days  more  than  allowed  by  policy. 

•  The  city  personnel  manual  states  employees  may  not  accumulate  more 
than  60  hours  of  compensatory  leave.  The  city  identified  several 
employees  with  excess  leave  accumulations  in  May  2012  and  took  steps 
to  lower  compensatory  leave  balances  below  the  allowed  maximum. 
Despite  efforts  to  reduce  balances  the  city  did  not  establish  a  system  to 
continuously  monitor  compensatory  leave,  and  by  October  2012 
compensatory  leave  balances  of  three  employees  again  exceeded  the 
limit  including  one  employee  with  an  accumulated  balance  exceeding 
120  hours. 

Strict  compliance  with  personnel  policies  is  necessary  to  ensure  employees 
are  treated  equitably  and  are  properly  compensated.  In  addition,  detailed 
written  policies  are  necessary  to  provide  guidance  to  city  employees, 
provide  a  basis  for  proper  compensation,  ensure  equitable  treatment  among 
employees,  and  avoid  misunderstandings. 

6.3  Compensation  The  city  has  not  adopted  ordinances  to  establish  the  compensation  of  city 
Ordinances  officials  and  employees.  Sections  79.270  and  79.290,  RSMo,  require  the 

Board  of  Aldermen  to  fix  the  salaries  of  all  city  officials  and  employees  by 
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ordinance.  Compensation  ordinances  not  only  ensure  compliance  with  state 
law,  but  also  help  prevent  misunderstandings. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

6.1  Adequately  segregate  payroll  duties  or,  at  a  minimum,  ensure  a 
documented  review  of  these  functions  is  performed  on  a  periodic 
basis  by  someone  independent  of  the  payroll  functions.  The  Board 
should  ensure  timesheets  are  prepared,  properly  signed,  approved, 
and  retained  for  all  employees  and  the  information  is  reviewed  for 
accuracy  prior  to  entry  into  the  accounting  system. 

6.2  Ensure  the  city's  personnel  manual  includes  essential  city  policies 
and  procedures,  and  ensure  compliance  with  those  policies  and 
procedures. 

6.3  Establish  the  compensation  of  all  city  officials  and  employees  by 
ordinance. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

6.1  Starting  in  2013,  the  City  Administrator  reviews  the  department 
superintendents'  and  all  direct  report  employees'  timesheets  for 
accuracy.  All  employees,  including  the  Police  Department,  now 
prepare  time  records,  which  are  signed  by  the  employee  and  are 
reviewed  for  accuracy  by  supervisors  before  entering  into  the 
payroll  system.  Once  all  timesheets  are  entered,  a  trial  report  is 
reviewed  by  the  City  Administrator  and  gross  pay  is  checked 
against  the  previous  pay  period.  The  payroll  claim  report  is  then 
signed  by  the  City  Administrator  and  retained. 

6.2  The  city  has  now  added  the  vacation  accrual  rates  into  the  payroll 
accounting  system  so  that  compliance  with  policy  is  met.  We  have 
also  implemented  a  monitoring  system  to  ensure  accumulated 
compensatory  leave  balances  do  not  exceed  the  maximum  allowed 
by  policy. 

6.3  The  Board  is  in  the  process  of  reviewing  job  descriptions  for  all 
positions  and  once  complete  will  adopt  comprehensive  pay  scales 
for  each  position  through  an  annual  Ordinance. 
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7.  Written  Contracts 
and  Contract 
Compliance 


The  city  does  not  have  written  contracts  with  some  service  providers  and  the 
city's  contract  monitoring  procedures  need  improvement. 


7.1  Written  contracts 


The  city  does  not  always  enter  into  written  contracts  defining  services  and 
benefits  received. 


•  The  city  entered  into  oral  agreements  with  several  existing  service 
providers  during  2012,  including  the  purchases  of  information 
technology  services  totaling  $39,327,  audit  services  totaling  $20,900, 
veterinary  services  totaling  $14,559,  cleaning  services  totaling  $10,065 
and  accounting  services  totaling  $5,548. 

•  The  Board  approved  a  lodging  tax  in  August  2004.  The  city  has  an 
informal  arrangement  with  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  to  operate  a 
convention  and  visitors  bureau  in  exchange  for  these  monies  and  paid 
the  chamber  $13,927  in  2012  to  provide  this  service.  No  written 
agreement  was  established  with  the  chamber,  as  required  by  city 
ordinance. 


•  The  city  does  not  have  a  written  agreement  with  the  Marshfield  Fire 
Protection  District  regarding  financial  responsibilities.  In  2006,  a 
separate  political  subdivision,  the  Marshfield  Fire  Protection  District, 
was  organized  (formerly  a  rural  fire  department).  A  decision  was  made 
at  that  time  for  the  city's  full-time  fire  chief  to  serve  as  the  fire  chief  for 
both  the  City  of  Marshfield  Fire  Department  and  the  Marshfield  Fire 
Protection  District  and  for  the  city  to  pay  the  chiefs  entire  salary.  All 
volunteers,  cadets,  and  reserves  also  work  for  both  entities.  These 
employees  are  paid  on  a  per-call  basis  by  both  entities,  based  on  the 
location  of  the  call  worked.  In  August  2011,  a  written  joint  response 
plan  was  adopted,  which  allows  both  entities  to  use  assets,  equipment 
and  personnel  of  the  other  entity  to  respond  to  any  call;  however,  this 
plan  does  not  outline  the  financial  responsibilities  of  each  entity  for 
costs  related  to  the  assets,  equipment,  and  personnel.  The  city  paid  a 
total  of  $201,199  in  expenses  related  to  fire  protection  during  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012.  The  city  does  not  know  the  amount  of 
expenses  paid  by  the  fire  protection  district. 

Clear  and  detailed  written  contracts,  including  reporting  requirements  and 
provisions  to  allow  for  proper  monitoring,  are  necessary  to  ensure  all  parties 
are  aware  of  their  duties  and  responsibilities,  prevent  misunderstandings, 
and  ensure  city  monies  are  used  appropriately  and  effectively.  Section 
432.070,  RSMo,  requires  contracts  for  political  subdivisions  to  be  in 
writing. 
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7.2  Monitoring  contracts  The  city  did  not  always  monitor  contracts  effectively. 

•  The  city  contracted  with  an  engineering  firm  in  March  2008  to  update 
the  city's  comprehensive  plan.  The  comprehensive  plan,  which  provides 
recommendations  for  physical  development  (maps;  plats;  present  and 
future  land  uses;  and  infrastructure  repair,  replacement  and  maintenance 
of  existing  infrastructure)  and  zoning  of  the  city,  has  not  been  updated 
since  2001.  The  contract  provided  for  a  fee  of  $46,500.  However,  due  to 
lack  of  progress,  the  city  terminated  the  agreement  in  September  2009, 
after  having  paid  $14,283  to  the  firm.  In  January  2010  the  city 
contracted  with  a  new  engineering  firm  to  provide  the  same  service  and 
agreed  to  pay  up  to  $35,000.  In  November  2010,  the  city  was  notified 
the  original  engineering  firm,  which  the  city  had  fired  in  2009,  had 
acquired  the  new  engineering  firm  and  the  original  engineering  firm 
assumed  the  second  contract.  As  of  December  31,  2012,  the  city  had 
paid  $36,000  on  the  second  contract,  $1,000  more  than  required,  for  a 
total  of  $50,283  for  this  project  and  the  city  did  not  have  a  finalized 
comprehensive  plan  document.  The  firm  drafted  some  areas  of  the  plan; 
however,  information  gathered  for  the  project  through  citizen  surveys  is 
dated  and  may  no  longer  be  useful  or  accurate.  The  City  Administrator 
indicated  he  does  not  consider  the  document  useful  and  the  document 
remains  incomplete. 

•  The  city  entered  into  a  contract  in  April  2009  with  a  local  company 
which  agreed  to  maintain  a  minimum  average  number  of  full  time  jobs 
over  5  years  (2009  through  2013)  in  exchange  for  6.18  acres  of  city- 
owned  land  in  the  industrial  park  area.  The  written  agreement  requires 
the  company  to  provide  documentation  of  the  average  number  of  full 
time  jobs  maintained;  however,  the  city  did  not  receive  this 
documentation  in  2010,  2011,  or  2012.  As  a  result,  the  city  has  not 
properly  monitored  the  contractual  requirements.  The  city  had  no 
documentation  of  any  attempt  to  request  or  gather  the  required 
information  prior  to  a  June  2012  Board  meeting,  when  the  newly  elected 
Mayor  reported  this  non-compliance  to  the  Board.  The  Mayor  explained 
at  the  June  2012  Board  meeting  she  had  contacted  the  company  and 
anticipated  a  report  would  be  filed  with  the  city  soon.  As  of  December 
31,  2012,  no  report  had  been  filed. 

•  The  city  entered  into  a  contract  in  July  2009  to  lease  the  recycling 
center  to  a  local  sheltered  workshop  for  $1  per  month  for  18  months. 
Although  this  contract  expired  in  December  2011,  the  city  allowed  the 
sheltered  workshop  to  occupy  the  building  until  December  2012  without 
an  updated  contract.  This  arrangement  no  longer  exists. 
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Closely  monitoring  contractor  performance  and  compliance  with  contract 
terms  is  important  to  ensure  limited  city  resources  and  assets  are  used 
wisely  and  that  expectations  of  city  officials  and  the  public  are  met. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


7.1 


Auditee's  Response 


7.2 


Enter  into  written  agreements  defining  services  provided  and 
benefits  received.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  ensure  written 
agreements  include  reporting  requirements  when  city  monies  are 
paid  for  a  specific  purpose  and  allow  for  proper  monitoring  of 
contract  requirements. 

Monitor  contracts  for  compliance  and  ensure  satisfactory  progress 
by  contractors  prior  to  payment. 


The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

These  recommendations  have  been  implemented.  The  Board  of  Aldermen 
have  initiated  a  process  of  identifying  and  acquiring  copies  of  all  contracts 
or  lack  thereof;  and  have  begun  identifying  requirements  of  the  contracts 
and  services  to  be  provided.  The  Board  will  prepare  a  contract  management 
plan  so  that  periodic  reviews  of  contract  requirements  are  met. 


8.  Disbursements 


Weaknesses  exist  in  controls  and  procedures  over  disbursements. 


8.1  Approval  process  and 
oversight 


The  approval  process  for  disbursements  and  oversight  of  bank  account 
activity  is  not  adequate. 

•  The  list  of  bills  approved  by  the  Board  each  month  is  not  complete,  and 
a  comparison  of  this  list  to  approved  invoices  and  the  actual  checks 
written  is  not  performed.  The  list  of  bills  does  not  include  payroll  or 
some  non-payroll  expenditures,  and  some  amounts  listed  are  not 
accurate.  The  July,  August,  and  September  2012  list  of  bills  did  not 
include  $266,363  in  payroll  and  $393,600  in  non-payroll  related 
disbursements,  which  together  represent  50  percent  of  total 
disbursements.  The  types  of  non-payroll  disbursements  omitted  varied 
each  month. 


•  The  Board  does  not  review  or  approve  the  closing  of  bank  accounts  or 
transfers  between  bank  accounts.  Between  January  and  April  2012,  the 
City  Accountant  closed  five  bank  accounts  containing  restricted  water, 
sewer,  and  cemetery  funds  totaling  approximately  $332,700,  and 
deposited  those  funds  into  the  pooled  cash  account  without  Board 
approval.  Also,  between  July  and  December  2012,  the  City  Accountant 
made  30  online  banking  transfers,  totaling  more  than  $420,500. 
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Transfers  were  made  between  bank  accounts  containing  restricted  funds 
without  documented  supervisory  approval  and  from  the  pooled  cash 
account  using  online  banking  to  pay  vehicle  lease  payments  totaling 
$6,436.  As  a  result  of  using  this  payment  method  the  Board  did  not 
approve  these  disbursements. 

•  Some  invoices  were  not  approved  prior  to  payment  and  purchase  orders 
were  not  always  approved  prior  to  the  date  of  purchase.  The  numerical 
sequence  of  purchase  orders  issued  is  not  tracked.  City  purchasing 
policy  requires  purchase  orders  for  some  purchases  and  excludes  certain 
types  of  transactions  from  the  policy  (bond  payments  and  fees,  utilities, 
utility  customer  refunds,  employee  benefits,  postage,  drug  testing, 
professional  services,  and  sales  tax  remittance).  Of  19  disbursements 
reviewed  not  requiring  a  purchase  order,  14  disbursements  totaling 
approximately  $162,900  were  made  without  documented  approval  of 
the  invoice.  In  addition,  of  27  disbursements  reviewed  which  required 
purchase  orders,  9  of  the  purchase  orders  completed  were  approved 
after  the  date  of  purchase. 

Payment  of  invoices  without  documented  approval  from  a  department  head 
and/or  the  City  Administrator  and  a  properly  completed  purchase  order 
increases  the  risk  of  paying  for  goods  or  services  not  actually  received. 

To  ensure  disbursements  and  transfers  are  appropriate,  the  Board  should 
require  complete  and  accurate  financial  information  be  provided  for  its 
review  and  approval.  The  Board  should  also  develop  policies  and 
procedures  to  review  and  approve  bank  account  closures  and  transfers. 

8.2  Fuel  and  usage  records      The  city  does  not  effectively  use  available  information  to  evaluate 

appropriateness  of  fuel  use,  verify  accuracy  of  fuel  billings,  and  properly 
allocate  fuel  costs  to  various  city  departments.  The  city  uses  a  combination 
of  bulk  fuel  tanks  and  fuel  cards  to  provide  fuel  for  city  vehicles  and 
equipment.  The  city  requires  bulk  fuel  pumped  to  be  recorded  on 
department  logs  kept  at  the  tanks.  The  logs  document  the  employee 
pumping  fuel,  vehicle  number,  mileage,  date,  number  of  gallons  and 
description  of  equipment  for  each  fill.  Vehicle  and  equipment  logs  are  also 
maintained  in  each  vehicle  and  document  date  of  vehicle  use,  employee 
using  the  vehicle,  beginning  and  ending  odometer  readings,  purpose  of  use, 
indication  of  business  or  personal  use,  gallons  of  fuel  pumped,  and 
odometer  reading  at  time  of  fueling.  Combined  fuel  use  recorded  on  bulk 
fuel  department  and  vehicle  and  equipment  logs  should  represent  total  fuel 
use  (from  bulk  fuel  tanks  and  fuel  cards)  for  a  given  time  period  and  provide 
a  basis  for  the  allocation  of  related  costs.  Fuel  purchases  totaled  $87,987 
during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 
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•  The  flow  meter  installed  on  the  bulk  fuel  tank  tracks  the  amount  of  fuel 
pumped  per  fill  but  not  the  overall  flow  from  the  tank.  As  a  result,  the 
city  cannot  reconcile  total  fuel  pumped  from  the  tank  to  bulk  fuel 
purchased  or  fuel  usage  records  maintained  at  the  tank. 

•  The  City  Accountant  does  not  reconcile  usage  records  to  individual 
vehicle  and  equipment  logs  to  ensure  fuel  use  is  for  a  business  purpose 
or  to  support  the  allocation  of  fuel  costs. 

•  Calculations  completed  to  allocate  fuel  costs  are  inaccurate.  The  City 
Accountant  used  bulk  fuel  logs  and  fuel  card  invoices  to  allocate  total 
fuel  purchases  to  each  department.  The  worksheet  used  identifies  the 
department,  total  gallons  pumped  for  each  department,  and  the  cost  per 
gallon.  The  total  gallons  pumped  by  each  department  multiplied  by  the 
various  per  gallon  prices  should  equal  the  total  bulk  and  fuel  card 
purchases.  If  the  amounts  do  not  equal,  the  differences  should  be 
investigated.  However,  rather  than  investigating  the  differences  the 
price  per  gallon  of  fuel  purchased  or  number  of  gallons  shown  as 
pumped  by  each  department  were  arbitrarily  adjusted  so  that  total  fuel 
costs  were  allocated.  As  a  result,  inaccurate  amounts  were  charged  to 
each  department. 

For  example,  in  March  2012  the  City  Accountant  inflated  the  price  per 
gallon  charged  to  departments.  Departments  were  charged  $5.81  per 
gallon  for  gasoline  and  $4.40  per  gallon  for  diesel  fuel  used,  although 
fuel  tickets  for  the  same  billing  period  show  a  cost  of  $3.19  per  gallon 
for  gasoline  and  $3.36  per  gallon  for  diesel  fuel.  Also,  the  City 
Accountant  increased  the  number  of  gallons  used  by  the  Police 
Department  from  599  gallons  (number  of  gallons  actually  recorded  as 
used  by  the  department  on  bulk  fuel  department  logs)  to  744  gallons,  to 
account  for  145  gallons  of  unaccounted  for  gallons  on  the  June  2012 
calculation  of  costs  allocated  to  each  department. 

•  The  City  Accountant  unnecessarily  combined  bulk  fuel  and  fuel  card 
purchases  to  calculate  the  allocation  of  fuel  costs.  Fuel  card  invoices 
identify  individual  vehicle  and  equipment  usage  and  costs.  For  example, 
a  fuel  card  is  used  for  all  fuel  purchased  for  the  city  bus.  In  May  2012, 
the  fuel  card  statement  showed  278  gallons  of  gasoline  costing  $910 
was  purchased  for  the  bus;  however,  after  the  allocation  was  completed, 
only  $727  was  allocated  as  fuel  expense  to  the  bus  department. 

Procedures  for  reviewing  fuel  used  and  reconciling  use  to  fuel  purchased 
and  on  hand,  are  necessary  to  ensure  the  reasonableness  and  propriety  of 
fuel  use  and  disbursements.  Proper  allocation  of  fuel  costs  is  needed  to 
ensure  city  departments  and  funds  are  assessed  the  appropriate  amount. 
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Failure  to  account  for  fuel  purchases  could  result  in  theft  and  misuse  of  fuel 
going  undetected. 

8.3  Conflicts  of  interest  Former  Alderman  Noland,  who  served  on  the  Board  until  April  2012  and 

who  also  serves  as  Deputy  Fire  Chief  and  receives  payment  for  fire  calls, 
did  not  always  abstain  from  the  approval  of  disbursements  made  for  the 
operation  of  the  city  Fire  Department.  For  example,  he  voted  to  approve  the 
purchase  of  a  sport  utility  vehicle  in  January  2012.  The  Marshfield  Fire 
Protection  District  and  city  Fire  Department  split  the  associated  costs.  The 
city  paid  $14,700. 

The  Public  Works  Superintendent  approved  purchases  of  ready  mix  totaling 
$14,135  from  a  company  owned  by  his  cousin.  The  Public  Works 
Superintendent  indicated  other  companies  were  contacted  and  goods  were 
purchased  based  upon  availability;  however,  no  supporting  documentation 
of  this  process  was  maintained.  The  Public  Works  Superintendent  provided 
the  only  approval  for  approximately  $11,000  of  the  $14,000  paid  to  this 
vendor  during  2012. 

Board  members  serve  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  and  approving  disbursements 
to  a  department  for  which  they  work,  could  create  a  conflict  of  interest. 
Also,  personal  interests  by  employees  in  business  matters  of  the  city  could 
create  actual  or  the  appearance  of  conflicts  of  interest  and  should  be 
avoided. 

8.4  Bidding  The  city  does  not  always  comply  with  its  own  purchasing  policy.  City 

policy  requires  city  officials  to  advertise  and  solicit  written  bids  for  goods  or 
services  costing  more  than  $5,000,  solicit  written  bids  for  goods  or  services 
costing  more  than  $3,000  but  less  than  $5,000,  and  document  oral  quotes 
received  for  goods  or  services  costing  more  than  $1,000  but  less  than 
$3,000.  City  policy  also  requires  documentation  supporting  sole  source 
procurements. 

Bids  were  not  solicited  for  the  purchase  of  accounting  software  ($60,185), 
information  technology  services  ($39,327),  accounting  services  ($5,548), 
surveying  services  ($5,500),  and  trash  services  ($4,085),  and  oral  quotes 
were  not  documented  for  roofing  services  ($2,390).  Documentation  to 
support  bids  received  for  auditing  services  ($29,000)  could  not  be  located. 
In  addition,  no  documentation  was  maintained  for  several  sole  source 
purchases  including  handheld  meters  ($5,995),  concrete  ($1,172),  or  fire 
department  radios  ($1,009). 

Competitive  bidding  not  only  ensures  the  city  is  complying  with  city  policy, 
but  also  helps  ensure  all  parties  are  given  an  equal  opportunity  to  participate 
in  city  business.  Documentation  of  the  selection  process  and  criteria, 
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including  sole  source  procurement,  should  be  retained  to  support  purchasing 
decisions. 

8.5  Supporting  The   city   does   not   always   receive   or   retain   adequate  supporting 
documentation  documentation  to  support  disbursements  or  show  compliance  with  grant 

agreements. 

•  The  city  did  not  retain  documentation  to  support  amounts  paid  to 
various  vendors  including  $23,625  paid  to  an  accounting  software 
company,  $3,982  paid  to  an  electrical  contractor,  $2,390  paid  to  a 
roofing  company,  $2,527  paid  to  a  veterinary  clinic,  and  $493  paid  to 
reimburse  the  petty  cash  fund.  In  addition,  the  city  did  not  retain  bulk 
fuel  and  fuel  card  statements  for  2  months.  As  a  result,  the  city  is  not 
able  to  provide  an  audit  trail  to  support  that  purchases  were  for  city 
business  and  the  purchased  items  were  received. 

•  The  city  pays  fire  call  payments  without  obtaining  adequate 
documentation.  The  annual  report  submitted  by  the  fire  chief  only 
includes  the  employee's  name,  elected  deductions  for  donations,  and 
total  to  be  paid  to  each  person.  It  does  not  include  the  calculation  used 
to  support  the  amount  to  be  paid,  number  of  calls  responded  to,  or  rate 
of  pay  for  each  employee. 

•  The  city  has  not  established  procedures  to  ensure  documentation  is 
retained  for  federal  and  state  grants.  Grant  related  documentation  is 
scattered  throughout  several  city  offices  and  city  personnel  had 
difficulty  locating  or  could  not  locate  requested  grant  related 
documentation,  including  disbursement  documentation  and  grant 
agreements.  Failure  to  retain  adequate  documentation  of  grant  projects 
and  disbursements  limits  the  city's  ability  to  prove  compliance  with 
grant  agreement  terms  and  conditions. 

Detailed  supporting  documentation,  such  as  itemized  receipts  and  vendor 
invoices,  is  necessary  to  ensure  disbursements  are  proper.  Organization  of 
grant  records  ensures  ability  to  readily  access  such  records  and  demonstrate 
compliance  with  grant  agreement  terms  and  conditions. 

8.6  Untimely  payments  The  city  did  not  pay  several  invoices  timely.  For  example,  the  city  did  not 

pay  bulk  fuel  purchases  totaling  $23,050  made  between  May  and  September 
2012  until  October  2012.  The  city  incurred  unnecessary  late  payment  fees 
for  these  errors,  and  paying  other  invoices  late  could  cause  the  city  to  incur 
additional  unnecessary  costs  and  discourage  vendors  from  bidding  on  future 
city  projects. 

Further,  invoice  due  dates  are  not  correctly  recorded  in  the  accounting 
system.  The  City  Accountant  records  the  board  meeting  date  rather  than 
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invoice  due  date.  Inaccurate  information  hinders  the  Board's  ability  to 
monitor  timely  payment  of  invoices. 

8.7  Vendor  information  As  of  December  2012,  the  city  vendor  list  contained  18  duplicate  vendor 

names,  each  with  a  separate  vendor  number.  The  city  does  not  review  the 
vendor  list  and  was  not  aware  of  these  duplications.  For  one  of  the  duplicate 
vendors,  the  city  entered  an  invoice  totaling  $316  into  the  accounting 
system  twice  in  June  2012,  under  two  different  spellings  of  the  vendor's 
name  and  made  a  duplicate  payment  to  the  vendor.  The  city  requested  a 
refund  for  the  duplicate  payment  after  our  inquiry.  As  of  June  2013,  the  city 
had  not  received  a  refund.  In  addition,  the  vendor  list  did  not  include 
addresses  for  50  vendors.  Requiring  review  and  approval  of  new  vendors 
entered  into  the  accounting  system,  deleting  duplicate  vendor  names,  and 
ensuring  all  vendor  information  is  complete  and  accurate  would  give  the 
city  better  control  over  vendor  information  and  result  in  a  more  efficient 
operation.  In  addition,  inaccurate,  unverified  vendor  information  increases 
the  risk  false  vendors  could  be  established  resulting  in  the  loss,  theft,  or 
misuse  of  city  funds  going  undetected. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

8.1  Ensure  the  list  of  bills  provided  for  approval  at  monthly  meetings  is 
complete,  all  invoices  are  reviewed  and  approved  by  appropriate 
officials  prior  to  payment,  purchase  orders  are  approved  prior  to  the 
date  of  purchase,  and  the  numerical  sequence  of  purchase  orders 
issued  is  accounted  for  properly,  and  establish  adequate  review  and 
approval  procedures  for  transfers  and  bank  account  closures. 

8.2  Require  total  flow  of  bulk  fuel  be  monitored  and  used  to  reconcile 
total  fuel  used  to  total  fuel  recorded  on  usage  records,  review  and 
reconcile  individual  vehicle  and  equipment  logs  to  fuel  usage 
records,  and  investigate  any  discrepancies.  In  addition,  the  Board 
should  ensure  procedures  used  to  allocate  fuel  expenses  are  accurate 
and  consistent. 

8.3  More  closely  examine  city  transactions  to  identify  and  avoid 
apparent  and  actual  conflicts  of  interest. 

8.4  Ensure  bids  are  solicited  for  all  applicable  purchases  in  accordance 
with  city  policy  and  sufficient  documentation  is  maintained. 

8.5  Ensure  sufficient  supporting  documentation  is  maintained  for  all 
disbursements  and  grants. 

8.6  Ensure  all  invoices  are  paid  in  a  timely  manner  and  invoice  due 
dates  are  correctly  recorded  in  the  accounting  system. 
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8.7  Ensure  new  vendors  added  to  the  accounting  system  are  reviewed 
and  approved.  In  addition,  existing  vendor  files  should  be 
periodically  reviewed  by  someone  independent  of  the  disbursement 
process  and  duplicate  vendors  should  be  eliminated. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


8.1  The  Board  now  approves  all  non-payroll  related  disbursements.  In 
the  future,  the  Board  will  be  provided  with  payroll  related 
disbursements.  Also,  the  Board  will  approve  the  closure  of  all  bank 
accounts  and  the  City  Administrator  will  approve  all  transfers 
between  bank  accounts.  The  city  is  in  the  process  of  working  on 
tracking  and  approving  purchase  orders  properly. 

8.2  The  city  no  longer  uses  a  bulk  fuel  tank  and  has  bid  a  fuel 
purchasing  agreement.  The  fuel  program  has  assigned  cards  for 
individuals  and  vehicles.  A  monthly  invoice  and  report  is  generated 
and  checked  against  receipts  given  at  time  of  purchase.  Fuel  costs 
are  then  allocated  to  funds. 

8.3  The  city  will  conduct  a  thorough  review  of  all  vendors  against  the 
State  requirements  for  degrees  of  separation.  Where  a  conflict  of 
interest  exists  an  annual  bid  or  review  and  signature  by  the  City 
Administrator  will  be  used.  The  Board  continues  to  approve  an 
annual  Conflict  of  Interest  Ordinance  for  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission  and  requires  all  transactions  comply. 


8.4       This  recommendation  has  been  implemented. 


8.5       The  city  continues  to  improve  in  documentation  and  retention  of 
documents. 


8.6       The  city  continues  to  improve  in  processing  of  claims  in  a  timely 
manner. 


8.7  The  city  has  reviewed  the  vendor  list  and  has  eliminated 
duplications  identified.  We  will  continue  to  monitor  this  area.  We 
received  a  credit  memo  in  July  2013  from  the  vendor  who  was  paid 
twice. 


q     ^  ,     Controls  over  computer  systems  and  assets  are  not  sufficient  for  proper 

y.   V^OHipUier  V^OIlirOlS  accountability  and  to  prevent  unauthorized  access. 

and  Procedures 


9.1  Computer  access 


Access  to  the  accounting  and  utility  billing  system  was  not  adequately 
restricted.  Prior  to  January  2013,  the  City  Accountant  had  administrative 
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rights  to  the  system,  giving  her  unlimited  access  to  information  recorded  in 
the  system.  The  city  purchased  and  installed  a  new  computerized  accounting 
and  utility  billing  system  between  July  and  September  2012.  At  the  time  of 
the  installation,  the  city  did  not  have  a  City  Administrator  so  the  City 
Accountant  was  given  administrative  rights.  The  city  did  not  restrict  these 
rights  after  the  City  Administrator  was  hired  in  September  2012.  The  City 
Accountant  accessed  the  administrative  module  containing  all  user 
identifications,  passwords,  and  user  rights  48  times  between  October  1, 

2012,  and  January  7,  2013.  City  officials  could  not  explain  why  the  City 
Accountant  would  need  to  access  this  information  so  often  given  her  job 
responsibilities.  After  we  brought  this  to  the  City  Administrator's  attention, 
he  had  the  programmer  limit  the  City  Accountant's  access  rights  in  January 

2013.  Unrestricted  access  can  result  in  the  unauthorized  deletion  or 
alteration  of  data,  change  of  another  employee's  user  rights,  or  use  of 
another  employee's  user  identification  and  password.  To  prevent 
unauthorized  changes,  access  should  be  limited  based  on  user  needs. 

Separate  user  identifications  and  passwords  are  not  required  for  access  to 
the  accounting  and  utility  billing  software.  The  City  Clerk,  Waste  Water 
Treatment  Plant  Director,  and  Public  Works  Director  share  the  same  user 
identification  and  password  to  access  the  accounting  system.  Also,  four 
employees  who  work  in  the  City  Collector's  office  share  the  same  user 
identification  and  password  to  access  the  utility  billing  system.  Additionally, 
passwords  are  not  changed  on  a  periodic  basis.  The  lack  of  an  effective 
system  of  user  identifications  and  passwords  may  allow  unauthorized  access 
and/or  changes  to  the  system.  To  control  access  and  monitor  user  activity,  a 
unique  user  identification  and  password  should  be  assigned  to  each  user  of  a 
system.  User  identifications  and  passwords  should  be  kept  confidential  and 
changed  periodically. 

9.3  Computer  inactivity  The  city  does  not  utilize  security  controls  to  shut  down  accounting  and 

utility  billing  system  computers  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity  and  detect 
or  prevent  incorrect  login  attempts.  As  a  result,  unauthorized  individuals 
could  access  an  unattended  computer  and  have  unrestricted  access  to 
programs  and  data  files.  To  help  protect  computer  files,  security  controls 
should  be  implemented  to  shut  down  the  system  after  a  certain  period  of 
inactivity  and  to  detect  and  prevent  incorrect  login  attempts. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

9.1  Ensure  accounting  and  utility  billing  system  access  rights  are 
limited  to  only  what  is  needed  for  the  users  to  perform  their  job 
duties  and  responsibilities. 


9.2  User  identifications  and 
passwords 
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9.2  Require  unique  user  identifications  and  passwords  for  all  employees 
who  have  access  to  the  accounting  and  utility  billing  systems,  and 
require  passwords  be  kept  confidential  and  changed  periodically. 


9.3  Establish  a  security  control  requiring  computers  to  shut  down  after  a 
certain  period  of  inactivity  and  lock  computers  after  a  specified 
number  of  incorrect  logon  attempts. 


Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


9.1  The  City  Administrator  or  the  accounting  system  programmer,  with 
authorization  from  the  City  Administrator,  can  make  changes  to 
authorization  level  in  the  accounting  system.  All  authorizations  are 
reviewed  for  need  by  the  employee  in  conducting  their  required 
duties. 


9.2        This  recommendation  has  been  implemented. 


10.   Utility  Controls 
and  Procedures 


9.3        This  recommendation  will  be  added  to  the  city's  Computer  Use 
Policy. 

Weaknesses  exist  in  control  procedures  for  the  utility  system.  Per  city 
accounting  records,  utility  system  operating  receipts  exceeded  $1.5  million 
for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 


10.1  Accounts 
Receivable 
Reconciliations 


10.2  Water  usage  and 
billings 


The  city  did  not  perform  monthly  reconciliations  of  total  amounts  billed, 
payments  received,  and  amounts  unpaid  for  utility  services  during  2012.  At 
the  request  of  the  independent  auditor  the  city  completed  a  reconciliation  as 
of  December  31,  2011;  however,  the  city  did  not  continue  this  procedure. 
Monthly  reconciliations  are  necessary  to  ensure  accounting  records  balance, 
transactions  are  properly  recorded,  and  errors  or  discrepancies  are  detected 
on  a  timely  basis. 

The  city  did  not  investigate  significant  differences  identified  in  the  monthly 
comparison  of  gallons  of  water  billed  to  customers  to  gallons  of  water 
pumped.  In  addition,  city  water  usage  is  not  tracked,  and  the  city  failed  to 
install  meters  and  bill  two  other  political  subdivisions  for  water  and  sewer 
services  at  city  properties  leased  by  those  political  subdivisions.  Without 
this  information  the  city  cannot  properly  perform  the  comparison.  It  is 
normal  for  a  comparison  of  gallons  of  water  billed  to  gallons  pumped  to 
show  differences;  however,  city  records  showed  significant  and  unexplained 
differences  for  several  months.  For  January  and  May  2012,  gallons  of  water 
pumped  exceeded  gallons  billed  by  approximately  3  million  gallons  (18 
percent  of  water  pumped)  and  6.6  million  gallons  (31  percent  of  water 
pumped),  respectively.  For  March  and  September  2012,  gallons  of  water 
billed  exceeded  gallons  pumped  by  approximately  1.4  million  gallons  (12 
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10.3   Utility  deposits  and 
overpayments 


Recommendations 


percent  of  water  pumped)  and  4.1  million  gallons  (27  percent  of  water 
pumped),  respectively.  Significant  differences  may  be  indicative  of  water 
loss  issues  and/or  possible  unbilled  usage  or  billing  problems,  and  require 
follow  up. 

Tracking  city  and  other  unbilled  usage,  metering  all  properties  as 
appropriate,  and  timely  investigation  of  unexpected  or  significant 
differences  between  water  billed  and  water  pumped  is  necessary  to  help 
detect  significant  water  loss  on  a  timely  basis  and  ensure  water  usage  is 
properly  billed.  According  to  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
the  water  industry  goal  for  unaccounted  for  water  (water  losses  and  leaks 
not  accounted  for)  is  10  percent  or  less.  1 

Controls  and  procedures  over  utility  deposits  and  customer  overpayments 
need  improvement.  As  of  October  2012,  the  city  held  deposits  totaling  at 
least  $3,770  on  50  inactive  customer  accounts.  Of  these,  43  deposits  totaling 
$3,295  should  be  applied  to  outstanding  balances,  and  7  deposits  totaling 
$475  should  be  refunded.  In  addition,  the  city  is  holding  $1,105  in  customer 
overpayments  on  39  inactive  accounts.  Some  accounts  with  deposits  or 
overpayments  held  have  been  inactive  since  2004.  Applying  deposits  to 
outstanding  balances  reduces  accounts  receivable  balances.  In  addition,  to 
properly  monitor  customer  accounts  and  ensure  records  are  accurate 
deposits  and  overpayments  should  be  refunded  as  appropriate. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


10.1  Ensure  monthly  reconciliations  of  amounts  billed  to  amounts 
collected  and  delinquent  accounts  are  performed.  In  addition,  the 
Board  should  ensure  adequate  documentation  to  support 
reconciliations  is  retained. 

10.2  Investigate  significant  differences  between  gallons  of  water  pumped 
to  gallons  billed,  track  city  usage  on  a  monthly  basis,  and  ensure  all 
usage  is  appropriately  billed  and  collected. 


10.3      Ensure  deposits  are  refunded  or  applied  to  balances  due  and  refund 
all  overpayments  of  utility  services  in  a  timely  manner. 


United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  "Using  Water  Efficiently:  Ideas  for 
Utilities,"  http://www.epa.gov/watersense/pubs/utilities.html,  updated  on  April  22,  2013 
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Audi  tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

10.1  The  city  prepares  a  monthly  report  of  water  and  sewer  billed, 
collected  and  outstanding.  In  the  future,  we  will  begin  completing 
this  reconciliation  and  the  Mayor  will  review  for  adjustments  and 
sign  the  document. 


10.2  The  city  complies  with  Missouri  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
monthly  determination  of  loss  reporting  requirements.  If  a 
significant  difference  is  noted  in  the  future,  we  will  take  action  to 
investigate  the  matter. 


10.3      This  recommendation  has  been  implemented. 


11.   Capital  Asset  and 
Insurance 
Procedures 


City  procedures  to  account  for  capital  assets  and  maintain  proper  insurance 
coverage  are  not  adequate.  City  owned  capital  assets  including  land, 
buildings,  equipment,  and  other  property  are  valued  at  approximately  $12 
million. 

The  city  lacks  procedures  to  identify  capital  asset  purchases  and  dispositions 
throughout  the  year.  In  addition,  property  is  not  tagged,  numbered,  or 
otherwise  identified  as  city  property,  and  an  annual  physical  inventory  is  not 
performed  for  any  items  maintained  at  city  hall.  Other  city  offices  and 
departments  complete  a  physical  inventory  in  conjunction  with  their 
budgetary  review  and  property  records  for  those  offices  and  departments  are 
updated  at  that  time.  Current  property  records  are  not  available  for  city  hall. 
As  a  result,  overall  city  property  records  are  not  complete  and  up  to  date. 


The  city  has  also  not  obtained  property  insurance  coverage  to  safeguard  all 
property  owned  by  the  city.  For  example,  the  city  did  not  have  insurance 
coverage  in  2012  for  two  residential  lots  with  houses  purchased  in  May  and 
November  2011.  In  addition,  the  city  did  not  require  entities  leasing  city 
buildings  to  provide  certificates  of  liability  insurance,  as  required  in  the 
lease  agreements. 

Adequate  capital  asset  records  and  procedures  are  necessary  to  secure  better 
internal  controls  and  safeguard  city  assets  that  are  susceptible  to  loss,  theft, 
or  misuse;  and  to  provide  a  basis  for  determining  proper  insurance  coverage. 

Recommendation  The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  complete  and  up  to  date  property  records  are 

maintained;  city  property  is  properly  tagged,  numbered,  or  otherwise 
identified;  and  annual  physical  inventories  are  conducted  of  all  city 
property.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  obtain  insurance  coverage  for  all  city 
owned  property,  and  require  proof  of  insurance  from  entities  leasing  city 
property. 
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Audi  tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  Board  will  take  these  recommendations  into  consideration  for 
implementation  of  a  policy  to  manage  city  assets.  The  city  will  continue  to 
review  assets  for  proper  and  needed  insurance  coverage  and  will  require 
proof  of  insurance  from  entities  leasing  property  from  the  city  in  the  future. 
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The  City  of  Marshfield  is  located  in  Webster  County.  The  city  was 
incorporated  in  1869  and  is  currently  a  fourth-class  city.  The  city  employed 
39  full-time  employees  and  2  part-time  employees  on  December  31,  2012. 

City  operations  include  fire  services,  law  enforcement,  utilities  (water  and 
sewer),  transportation  services,  a  cemetery,  and  recreational  facilities 
(parks). 

The  city  government  consists  of  a  mayor  and  four-member  board  of 
aldermen.  The  members  are  elected  for  2-year  terms.  The  mayor  is  elected 
for  a  2-year  term,  presides  over  the  board  of  aldermen,  and  votes  only  in  the 
case  of  a  tie.  The  Mayor  and  members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen  at 
December  31,  2012,  are  identified  below.  The  Mayor  is  paid  $825  per 
quarter  and  members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen  are  paid  $375  per  quarter.  In 
addition,  the  Mayor  was  paid  $6,096  for  May  through  August  2012,  for 
duties  as  Interim  City  Administrator.  The  compensation  of  these  officials  is 
not  established  by  ordinance. 

Barbara  Carroll,  Mayor 
Champ  Herren,  Alderman 
Vicki  Montgomery,  Alderwoman 
Robert  Williams,  Alderman 
Vacant,  Alderman* 

*  Alderman  Bill  Schroder  resigned  from  his  position  on  November  26,  2012.  Alderman  Ken  Williams 
was  appointed  in  January  2013  to  fill  the  vacant  position. 


Mayor  and  Board  of 
Aldermen 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Mercer  County 


County  Collector- Treasurer  The  County  Collector-Treasurer  does  not  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  liabilities 
Controls  and  Procedures  anc^  reconcile  ^  to  tne  available  cash  balance.  At  our  request,  the  County 

Collector-Treasurer's  office  prepared  a  list  of  liabilities,  and  liabilities 
exceeded  the  reconciled  cash  balance  by  $192.  A  regular  comparison  of 
liabilities  to  the  reconciled  cash  balance  reduces  the  likelihood  of  errors  and 
allows  discrepancies  to  be  adequately  investigated. 

Neither  the  Senior  Citizens  Board  nor  the  Recreation  District  Board 
adequately  monitors  funding  provided  to  various  entities.  Contracts  with 
entities  funded  do  not  require  the  entities  to  provide  financial  reports  or 
other  documentation  showing  how  the  funds  are  spent.  Contracts  should 
contain  provisions  which  allow  the  Boards  to  evaluate  and  monitor  how 
these  funds  are  being  used. 

Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


Appointed  Boards 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Mercer  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Mercer  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Daniel  Jones  &  Associates,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit  the 
financial  statements  of  Mercer  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant  noncompliance 
with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Mercer 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Todd  M.  Schuler,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Julie  A.  Moulden,  MBA,  CPA 
Audit  Staff:  Andrew  Behrens 

Robert  Graham 
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Mercer  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

1.  County  Collector- 


The  County  Collector-Treasurer  does  not  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  liabilities 
and  reconcile  the  list  to  the  available  cash  balance.  The  County  Collector- 
XrC«lSlir6r  Controls    Treasurer's  office  processed  property  tax  collections  of  approximately  $5 


and  Procedures 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


2.  Appointed  Boards 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


million  during  the  year  ending  February  28,  2013. 

At  our  request,  the  County  Collector-Treasurer's  office  prepared  a  liabilities 
list  as  of  February  28,  2013,  and  compared  liabilities  to  the  reconciled  cash 
balance.  Liabilities  exceeded  the  reconciled  cash  balance  by  $192. 

Without  a  regular  comparison  of  liabilities  to  the  reconciled  cash  balance, 
there  is  less  likelihood  errors  will  be  identified  and  the  ability  to  resolve 
errors  is  diminished.  Differences  must  be  adequately  investigated  and 
explained. 

The  County  Collector-Treasurer  prepare  monthly  lists  of  liabilities, 
reconcile  the  lists  to  the  available  cash  balance,  and  promptly  investigate 
any  differences. 

The  County  Collector-Treasurer  provided  the  following  written  response: 

I  have  already  started  implementing  a  listing  of  liabilities  on  the  monthly 
reconciliation  to  make  sure  all  funds  are  accounted  for. 

The  Senior  Citizens  Board  and  the  Recreation  District  Board  do  not 
adequately  monitor  funding  provided  to  various  entities.  Contracts  with 
entities  funded  do  not  require  the  entities  to  provide  financial  reports  or 
other  documentation  of  how  funds  are  spent.  During  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  the  Senior  Citizens  Board  provided  funding  totaling 
approximately  $27,000  and  the  Recreation  District  Board  provided  funding 
totaling  approximately  $122,500. 

Contract  provisions  requiring  the  submission  of  financial  reports  or  other 
supporting  documents  are  necessary  to  allow  the  Board  to  evaluate  and 
monitor  how  the  funds  are  used. 

The  Senior  Citizens  Board  and  the  Recreation  District  Board  ensure  written 
contracts  require  entities  receiving  funds  to  file  financial  reports  or  other 
documentation  of  how  funds  provided  are  spent. 

The  Senior  Citizens  Board  provided  the  following  response: 

We  have  implemented  the  auditor's  recommendation  and  will  ensure 
contracts  are  in  writing  and  entities  file  financial  reports  or  other 
documentation  of  how  funds  provided  are  spent  in  the  future. 
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The  Recreation  District  Board  provided  the  following  response: 

We  agree  with  the  auditor's  recommendation  and  are  in  the  process  of 
updating  written  contracts  and  will  monitor  the  entities  who  receive  funding 
in  the  future. 
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Mercer  County  is  a  township-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat 
is  Princeton. 

Mercer  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  bridges,  and  performing  miscellaneous 
duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal  functions  of  these 
other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property  assessment,  property  tax 
collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance  of  financial  and  other 
records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county  employed  27  full-time 
employees  and  2  part-time  employees  on  December  31,  2012.  The 
townships  maintain  county  roads. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  a  Senior  Citizens  Board  and  a 
Recreation  District  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


 Officeholder  2013  2012 

Clifford  Shipley,  Presiding  Commissioner  $  23,120 

Thomas  Shane  Grooms,  Associate  21,120 
Commissioner 

Kenneth  D.  Wilson,  Associate  Commissioner  21,120 
Patricia  Stamper,  Circuit  Clerk  and 

Ex  Officio  Recorder  of  Deeds  (1)  54,005 

Judy  Hamilton,  County  Clerk  32,960 

John  L.  Young,  Prosecuting  Attorney  40,170 

Steve  Stockman,  Sheriff  39,140 

Michael  Greenlee,  County  Coroner  8,240 

Kelli  Judd,  Public  Administrator  20,600 
Susan  Moore,  County  Collector-Treasurer  (2), 

year  ended  February  28,  33,964 
Norberta  DeMoss,  County  Assessor, 

year  ended  August  31,  32,640 


(1)  Compensation  is  paid  by  the  state. 

(2)  Includes  $839  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  city  property  taxes. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Livingston  County 


The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties,  and  the 
Sheriff  does  not  provide  adequate  oversight  of  financial  functions  and 
records.  The  office  manager  does  not  timely  deposit  all  receipts.  The  Sheriff 
is  charging  an  additional,  unauthorized  sex  offender  registry  fee  not  allowed 
by  state  law.  In  addition,  the  Sheriff  has  been  depositing  these  funds  into  the 
Inmate  Security  Fund  rather  than  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 

Credit  Cards  The  County  Commission  approves  the  Sheriffs  credit  card  statements  for 

payment  without  adequate  documentation  for  some  charges.  For  the  6 
statements  audit  staff  reviewed,  documentation  was  missing  for  13  of  76 
transactions  (17  percent),  totaling  $1,449  of  the  $6,788  spent  (21  percent). 

As  discussed  in  several  prior  audit  reports,  the  County  Collector-Treasurer 
does  not  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  liabilities  and  reconcile  the  list  to  the 
available  cash  balance.  The  reconciliation  performed  at  our  request  revealed 
the  cash  balance  exceeded  liabilities  by  $769. 

The  county  made  additional  salary  payments  of  $300  to  each  full  time 
employee  in  February  and  March  2011,  which  may  violate  the  Missouri 
Constitution  prohibition  against  additional  discretionary  pay  to  government 
employees  and  officials. 

Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


Sheriff  Controls  and 
Procedures 


County  Collector- Treasurer 
Procedures 


Compensation 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 


Livingston  County 
Table  of  Contents 


State  Auditor's  Report  2 


Management  Advisory 

Report  -  State  Auditor's  l-  Sheriff  Controls  and  Procedures  4 

^  2.  Credit  Cards  5 

n    ngS  3.  County  Collector-Treasurer  Procedures  6 

4.  Compensation  6 


Organization  and  Statistical  8 
Information 


l 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Livingston  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Livingston  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section 
29.230,  RSMo.  In  addition,  Nichols,  Stopp  &  VanHoy,  LLC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged 
to  audit  the  financial  statements  of  Livingston  County  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope 
of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The 
objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Livingston 
County. 

Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Todd  M.  Schuler,  CPA 
Lori  Bryant 

Wayne  Kauffman,  MBA 
Amanda  Messick 
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Livingston  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


1     Sheriff  Controls  and    ^ea^ness  ex^st  m  accounting  controls  and  procedures  in  the  Sheriffs  office. 

The  Sheriffs  office  received  monies  for  civil  fees,  carry  and  conceal 
Procedures  permits,  bonds,  board  bills,  and  other  miscellaneous  receipts  totaling 

approximately  $200,000  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 


1 . 1  Segregation  of  duties         Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated  and  the  Sheriff  does  not 

provide  adequate  oversight  of  financial  functions  and  records.  The  office 
manager  is  responsible  for  receipting,  recording,  depositing  and  disbursing 
monies,  and  reconciles  the  bank  accounts.  The  Sheriff  does  not  review  the 
accuracy  of  the  accounting  records,  but  indicated  he  looks  at  the  bank 
reconciliations  and  asks  the  office  manager  questions  about  one  or  two 
disbursements  each  month. 


Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  documented  independent  or  supervisory  reviews 
of  accounting  and  bank  records  are  essential. 

1.2  Deposits  The  office  manager  did  not  make  deposits  into  the  Sheriffs  fee  account 

timely  and  deposits  did  not  include  all  receipts  on  hand.  As  a  result,  there  is 
an  increased  risk  monies  received  could  be  misused  or  lost.  Our  review  of 
deposits  made  in  December  2012  revealed  that  43  of  the  132  receipts  (33 
percent)  were  deposited  more  than  7  days  after  received  and  several  receipts 
were  held  for  over  2  weeks  before  being  deposited.  In  addition,  some 
monies  receipted  prior  to  the  deposit  date  were  not  included  in  the  deposit. 
For  example,  one  receipt  for  $20  received  on  December  27,  2012,  was  not 
included  in  the  December  28,  2012,  deposit,  but  instead  was  held  and 
subsequently  deposited  on  January  7,  2013.  In  another  instance,  two  receipts 
totaling  $95  received  on  December  10,  2012,  were  not  included  in  the 
deposit  made  on  December  11,  2012,  but  were  instead  deposited  on 
December  19,  2012. 

To  adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse 
of  funds,  deposits  should  be  made  timely  and  include  all  monies  received  at 
the  time  the  deposit  is  prepared. 


1.3  Sex  offender  registry  fees  The  Sheriff  charges  an  extra  $5  sex  offender  registry  fee  which  is  not  in 

accordance  with  state  law.  The  Sheriffs  office  collects  a  $10  fee  for  initial 
sex  offender  registration  and  $5  for  any  changes  in  registration,  in 
accordance  with  state  law;  however,  the  Sheriff  also  assesses  an  additional 
$5  fee  every  90  days  a  person  is  on  the  sex  offender  registry.  The  Sheriff 
does  not  have  statutory  authority  to  collect  this  additional  $5  fee  every  90 
days.  A  total  of  approximately  $1,800  has  been  collected  from  2010  through 
January  31,  2013,  for  sex  offender  registration  fees,  which  includes  the 
unauthorized  amounts.  In  addition,  the  Sheriff  directed  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer  to  deposit  these  fees  to  the  Inmate  Security  Fund,  rather 
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than  the  General  Revenue  Fund,  which  is  the  fund  from  which  the  majority 
of  Sheriffs  office  operating  costs  are  paid.  Unless  otherwise  provided  by 
state  law,  fees  for  services  should  be  credited  to  the  same  fund  from  which 
related  costs  are  paid. 

Sections  589.400.4  and  589.400.5,  RSMo,  provide  for  fees  for  processing 
sex  offender  registrations  but  do  not  specify  to  what  fund  these  fees  should 
be  deposited. 

Recommendations         The  sheriff: 

1.1  Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  documented  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  and  bank 
records  are  performed. 

1.2  Ensure  deposits  are  made  timely  and  include  all  monies  on  hand  at 
the  time  the  deposit  is  prepared. 

1.3  Discontinue  collecting  the  additional  $5  fee  for  every  90  days  on  the 
sex  offender  registry  and  deposit  fees  collected  to  the  General 
Revenue  Fund.  In  addition,  the  Sheriff  should  ensure  the  $1,800  in 
fees  already  collected  is  transferred  from  the  Inmate  Security  Fund 
to  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

1.1  I  agree  with  the  recommendation  and  will  include  the  Chief  Deputy 
in  the  review  process. 

1.2  Due  to  the  closing  of  our  county  jail,  a  decrease  in  the  volume  of 
activity,  and  a  decrease  in  collection  points,  we  are  now  making 
deposits  more  timely  and  ensuring  deposits  are  made  intact. 

1.3  This  was  corrected  the  same  day  the  auditor's  brought  this  to  our 
attention  and  the  $1,800  has  been  transferred  to  the  General 
Revenue  Fund. 


The  County  Commission  approves  the  Sheriffs  credit  card  statements  for 
payment  without  obtaining  and  reviewing  adequate  supporting 
documentation  for  some  charges.  The  Sheriffs  office  has  two  credit  cards 
used  by  employees.  The  office  manager  receives  the  monthly  credit  card 
statements  and  is  responsible  for  comparing  invoices  and  supporting 
documentation  received  from  employees  to  monthly  statements.  However, 
this  documentation  is  not  always  obtained.  Supporting  documentation  was 
not  available  for  13  of  76  transactions  (17  percent)  charged  to  credit  cards 
for  the  six  billing  statements  reviewed  for  the  year  ended  December  31, 


2.  Credit  Cards 
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2012.  These  transactions  represent  $1,449  of  the  $6,788  billed  for  the  six 
statements  reviewed. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


3.  County  Collector- 
Treasurer 
Procedures 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


4.  Compensation 


To  ensure  the  validity  and  propriety  of  disbursements,  adequate  supporting 
documentation  and  approval  should  be  obtained  for  each  charge. 

The  County  Commission  ensure  adequate  supporting  documentation  is 
obtained  to  support  all  charges  on  the  credit  card  statement. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 

We  will  develop  a  policy  by  January  1,  2014,  that  supporting  documentation 
will  be  obtained  for  all  charges  on  credit  card  statements. 

The  County  Collector-Treasurer  does  not  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  liabilities 
and  reconcile  the  list  to  the  available  cash  balance.  The  County  Collector- 
Treasurer's  office  processed  property  tax  collections  of  approximately  $11.5 
million  during  the  year  ending  February  28,  2013. 

As  similarly  discussed  in  several  prior  audit  reports,  throughout  the  audit 
period  there  was  no  procedure  in  place  to  reconcile  the  bank  account 
balance  to  existing  liabilities  at  month-end.  At  our  request,  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer  prepared  a  liabilities  list  and  performed  such  a 
reconciliation  as  of  December  31,  2012,  and  determined  the  reconciled  cash 
balance  of  approximately  $8.6  million  exceeded  total  liabilities  by  $1,345. 
After  some  additional  work  and  discussion  with  the  County  Collector- 
Treasurer,  it  was  determined  the  cash  balance  exceeded  identified  liabilities 
by  $769. 

Without  a  regular  comparison  of  liabilities  to  the  reconciled  cash  balance, 
there  is  less  likelihood  errors  will  be  identified  and  the  ability  to  resolve 
errors  is  diminished.  Differences  must  be  adequately  investigated  and 
explained. 

The  County  Collector-Treasurer  prepare  monthly  lists  of  liabilities, 
reconcile  the  lists  to  the  available  cash  balance,  and  promptly  investigate 
any  differences. 

The  County  Collector-Treasurer  provided  the  following  response: 

I  am  now  comparing  my  reconciled  balance  to  my  liabilities  monthly  and 
have  identified  most  of  the  difference. 

The  county  made  additional  salary  payments  in  lieu  of  permanent  cost  of 
living  adjustments  (COLAs)  to  employees  which  may  be  in  conflict  with  the 
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Missouri  Constitution.  These  payments  were  made  in  two  installments 
during  2011  and  totaled  $18,000. 

Payments  were  made  to  full  time  employees  who  were  employed  as  of 
January  1,  2011.  Each  full  time  employee  received  a  $300  salary 
supplement  in  February  and  March  2011.  The  payments  were  not  based  on 
additional  duties  performed.  In  addition,  the  payments  were  not  considered 
raises  or  added  to  the  base  compensation  of  employees.  The  County 
Commission  indicated  COLAs  were  handled  in  this  manner  to  be  fiscally 
responsible  by  not  permanently  increasing  employee  salaries. 

However,  awarding  additional  pay  to  employees  and  officials  on  a 
discretionary  basis  appears  to  conflict  with  Article  III,  Section  39,  Missouri 
Constitution,  which  prohibits  granting  any  extra  compensation,  fee,  or 
allowance  to  employees  for  services  already  rendered. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  County  Commission  discontinue  additional  payments  in  lieu  of  COLA 
salary  increases  to  employees  and  ensure  employee  compensation  is  in 
compliance  with  state  law. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 

We  will  discuss  this  situation  with  our  attorney  and  will  ensure  future 
employees  compensation  is  in  compliance  with  state  law. 
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Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Livingston  County  is  a  township-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county 
seat  is  Chillicothe. 


Livingston  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  bridges,  and  performing  miscellaneous  duties 
not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal  functions  of  these  other 
officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property  assessment,  property  tax 
collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance  of  financial  and  other 
records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county  employed  36  full-time 
employees  and  8  part-time  employees  on  December  31,  2012.  The 
townships  maintain  county  roads. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  a  Senate  Bill  40  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder  2013  2012 


Eva  Danner  Horton,  Presiding  Commissioner  $ 

32,837 

Todd  Rodenberg,  Associate  Commissioner 

30,837 

Ken  Lauhoff,  Associate  Commissioner 

30,837 

Kelly  Christopher,  Recorder  of  Deeds 

46,183 

Sherry  Parks,  County  Clerk 

46,183 

Adam  L.  Warren,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

64,281 

Steve  Cox,  Sheriff 

50,696 

J.  Scott  Lindley,  County  Coroner 

14,588 

Sherry  Parks,  Public  Administrator 

46,183 

Martha  Peery,  County  Collector-Treasurer  (1), 

year  ended  March  3 1 ,  54,443 

Steve  Ripley,  County  Assessor  , 

year  ended  August  3 1 , 

45,881 

(1)     Includes  $8,260  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  city  property  taxes. 


Financing  In  2006,  the  county  entered  into  a  lease  purchase  agreement  with  United 

Arrangements  Missouri  Bank  to  finance  the  purchase  and  installation  of  a  new  heating  and 

cooling  system.  In  August  2006,  county  voters  approved  a  3/4-cent  county 
use  tax  and  the  county  intends  to  use  revenues  generated  from  this  tax  to 
make  the  principal  and  interest  payments.  The  county  refinanced  the  lease  in 
April  2012.  The  lease  is  scheduled  to  be  paid  off  in  2021.  The  remaining 
principal  and  interest  due  on  the  lease  at  December  31,  2012,  was  $460,000 
and  $45,942,  respectively. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Crawford  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Crawford  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the 
State  Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Davis,  Lynn,  &  Moots,  P.C.,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


September  2013 
Report  No.  2013-091 


P.O.  Box  869  •  Jefferson  City,  MO  65102  •  (573)751-4213  •  FAX  (573)  751-7984 
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Crawford  County  Commission 
Crawford  County 
Steelville,  Missouri 


Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Crawford  County,  Missouri,  which  comprise  the 
cash  balances  of  each  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  receipts,  disbursements  and 
budgetary  results  for  each  fund  for  the  years  then  ended  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial  statements  prepared  using 
accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design, 
implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of 
financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  opinions  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit.  We  conducted  our 
audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable 
assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in  the 
financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's  judgment,  including  the  assessment  of 
the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial  statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those 
risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation 
of  the  financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances,  but  not 
for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we 
express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes  evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and 
the  reasonableness  of  significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 
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We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide  a  basis  for  our 
audit  opinions. 

Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  A,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Crawford  County,  Missouri,  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other  than  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  State  of 
Missouri.  The  effects  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting 
described  in  Note  A  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S. 
Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph 
do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  the  financial  position  of  Crawford  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  changes 
in  its  financial  position,  or,  where  applicable,  its  cash  flows  for  the  years  then  ended. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects, 
the  cash  and  investment  balances  of  the  governmental  and  agency  funds  of  Crawford  County,  Missouri,  as  of 
December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  receipts,  disbursements  and  budgetary  results  of  the  governmental  funds 
for  the  years  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  the  financial  reporting  provisions  of  the  State  of  Missouri  as  described 
in  Note  A. 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  June  17,  2013,  on  our 
consideration  of  Crawford  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  our  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters.  The 
purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  Crawford  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  and  compliance. 
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Other  Information 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  opinions  on  the  financial  statements  that  collectively 
comprise  Crawford  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial  statements.  The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal 
Awards  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the  basic  financial 
statements. 

The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  is  the  responsibility  of  management  and  was  derived  from  and 
relate  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  financial  statements.  The 
information  has  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and 
certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing  and  reconciling  such  information  directly  to  the  underlying 
accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements  or  to  the  basic  financial  statements 
themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America.  In  our  opinion,  the  information  is  fairly  stated,  in  all  material  respects,  in  relation  to 
the  basic  financial  statements  as  a  whole. 

DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  17,  2013 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  ALL 
GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


UND 

Cash 
Balance 
January  1 

Disbursements 

Cash 
Balance 

1  '  \^  \-y  \^  1111/  \^  l  A 

General  Revenue 

$ 

209  636 

$ 

2,547,460 

$ 

2  637  223 

$  119,873 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

740  290 

2,132,512 

2,149,773 

723,029 

Assessment 

225,317 

269,073 

215,812 

278,578 

Children  s  Trust 

697 

653 

704 

646 

Unclaimed  Fees 

210 

1 

211 

Criminal  Costs 

24,825 

24,824 

1 

Tax  Maintenance 

45,197 

38,822 

40,225 

43,794 

Records  Preservation 

37,786 

10,462 

28,643 

19,605 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

13,176 

8,865 

8,935 

13,106 

T"\                                                           A     ■                                    A        A     A                                                      1                T~\                   1                                                     1              "I  1 

Prosecuting  Attorney  s  Bad  Check  Fee 

11,497 

11,496 

1 

Prosecuting  Attorney  s  Training 

3,961 

1,550 

4,847 

664 

Prosecuting  Attorney's  Tax  Collection 

9,763 

983 

2,798 

7,948 

/~1           . 1                    O     T    '1               • .     IT  . 

Courthouse  &  Jail  Capital  Improvement 

348,429 

1  C 1  o  /in 

153,347 

130  901 

370,875 

Law  Enforcement  Equipment 

61,106 

46,635 

55,795 

51,946 

American  Disability  Act 

50,759 

2,336 

4,106 

48,989 

Inmate  Security 

7,643 

5,918 

11,698 

1,863 

Sheriff  s  Special 

40,154 

43,583 

38  345 

45,392 

Family  Access 

1,360 

62 

1,422 

Election  Services 

5  0Q7 

9,625 

2,099 

County  Jail  Project 

117,399 

1,825,022 

1,753,319 

189,102 

Recorder's  Technology 

17,330 

6,050 

3,800 

19,580 

Sheriffs  Revolving 

38,244 

27,446 

9,771 

55,919 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution 

207,124 

219,939 

320,480 

106,583 

National  Forest 

229,700 

229,700 

Scenic  Railway 

26,901 

1,242 

890 

27,253 

Global  Imaging  System 

5,222 

10,533 

6,776 

8,979 

CDBG  Grant 

420,687 

263,721 

156,966 

Law  Library 

26,411 

10,974 

6,845 

30,540 

Senior  Citizens  Services 

51,726 

117,812 

116,752 

52,786 

TOTAL 

$ 

2,290,938 

$ 

8,177,614 

$ 

8,090,802 

$  2,377,750 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  BALANCES  -  ALL 
GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
Year  Ended  December  31,  201 1 


UND 

Cash 
Balance 
January  1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

Cash 
B  alance 
December  31 

General  Revenue 

$ 

181,982 

$ 

2,671,823 

$ 

2  644  169 

$  209,636 

CI                         1     1~\               1                 1     T~\  1 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

711,002 

2,097,914 

2  068  626 

Amm,  ^  V./  V  KJ  1  V  Am-  V 

740,290 

Assessment 

168  654 

264,693 

208  030 

225,317 

Children  s  Trust 

613 

1,236 

1,152 

697 

Unclaimed  Fees 

210 

210 

Criminal  Costs 

418,334 

418  334 

r  j_  KJ  •  ^J  -  '  i 

Tax  Maintenance 

37  055 

39,847 

31,705 

45,197 

Records  Preservation 

27,877 

10,689 

780 

37,786 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

14,312 

9,084 

10  220 

13,176 

Prosecuting  Attorney  s  Bad  Check  bee 

346 

10,458 

10,804 

Prosecuting  Attorney  s  Training 

2,927 

1,547 

513 

3,961 

Prosecuting  Attorney's  Tax  Collection 

19,591 

1,152 

10,980 

9,763 

/~\   .  1                    o     T    "1   /"I        '  4.    1  T  j. 

Courthouse  &  Jail  Capital  Improvement 

278  007 

143,392 

72,970 

348,429 

Law  Enforcement  Equipment 

66,994 

59,652 

65  540 

61,106 

American  Disability  Act 

54,266 

2,163 

5,670 

50,759 

Inmate  Security 

8,387 

5,934 

6,678 

7,643 

ci  i        ■  en     ci          ■  i 

Sheriff  s  Special 

37  858 

I         J  u 

44,140 

41,844 

40,154 

Family  Access 

1,307 

53 

1,360 

Election  Services 

3  1  fift 

3,808 

1  871 

1,0/1 

5,097 

County  Jail  Project 

21,343 

1,883,533 

1,787,477 

117,399 

Recorder's  Technology 

13,193 

5,769 

1,632 

17,330 

Sheriffs  Revolving 

35,012 

21,802 

18,570 

38,244 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution 

79,155 

182,622 

54,653 

207,124 

National  Forest 

215,695 

215,695 

Scenic  Railway 

26,537 

1,072 

708 

26,901 

Global  Imaging  System 

5,636 

8,978 

9,392 

5,222 

CDBG  Grant 

4,000 

4,000 

Law  Library 

21,317 

12,509 

7,415 

26,411 

Senior  Citizens  Services 

56,543 

114,933 

119,750 

51,726 

TOTAL 

$ 

1,873,284 

$ 

8,236,832 

$ 

7,819,178 

$  2,290,938 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 


Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

Variance 

Variance 

With  Final 

With  Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 


RECEIPTS 


Property  taxes 

Cp  jZ,j,y\JVJ 

1  S  70Q  ' 
i            1  J,  1  \)y 

t           391  700 

11  MA\ 

Sales  taxes 

yoo,uy  / 

1  CH  7  SOT 

31  son 

QzlO  OOO 

Q7A  'i^'i 
y  /O,  JJ  J 

Jo,  JJ  J 

Intergovernmental 

j  j4,yzo 

JjJ,  /  ly 

ski. 

OJU,J  1U 

CQA  AOS 

(J  J, 01  J) 

Charges  for  services 

JJ7,  /  54- 

jZ-_i,04U 

(jo,  144J 

CQQ  1  en 

OZj,jU1 

1A  3^1 
Z4 ,  J  J  1 

Interest 

1  /  ,zuu 

90  9AQ 

zu,z4y 

^  OzlQ 

J,u4y 

8  1  00 
o,lUU 

1  S  1  QQ 

1  J,  1  y  j 

7  OQ^ 

uiner 

A^  HQS 

\A  s^o 

A  A  300 

QA  Qii 

t",T-Oo  ) 

Transfers  in 

/  /,JUU 

A  7  1  Q 1 

1  1  O  A09 

1  f\A  lf.1. 

to,l  jy) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

2,527,972 

2,547,460 

19,488 

2,655,962 

2,671,823 

15,861 

ISBURSEMENTS 

Administration 

378,490 

290,176 

88,314 

346,976 

223,019 

123,957 

Child  Support 

114,150 

108,348 

5,802 

116,676 

114,466 

2,210 

Collector  of  Revenue 

122,401 

105,508 

16,893 

115,030 

104,142 

10,888 

Treasurer 

48,590 

51,397 

(2,807) 

47,898 

47,190 

708 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

86,546 

90,354 

(3,808) 

88,470 

86,868 

1,602 

County  Commission 

97,745 

108,048 

(10,303) 

102,188 

104,085 

(1,897) 

Extension  Council 

47,656 

43,694 

3,962 

49,140 

49,140 

Public  Administrator 

49,448 

48,530 

918 

49,719 

48,422 

1,297 

Elections 

183,382 

160,448 

22,934 

84,846 

77,918 

6,928 

County  Clerk 

80,781 

99,276 

(18,495) 

99,618 

99,213 

405 

Crime  Victim's  Advocate 

23,770 

24,425 

(655) 

22,773 

23,198 

(425) 

Court  Reporter 

1,000 

768 

232 

1,000 

968 

32 

Building  and  Grounds 

80,697 

82,345 

(1,648) 

93,375 

77,399 

15,976 

Court  Administration 

5,075 

10,726 

(5,651) 

11,550 

8,426 

3,124 

Circuit  Clerk 

25,123 

46,758 

(21,635) 

37,906 

39,634 

(1,728) 

Coroner 

44,396 

52,053 

(7,657) 

44,024 

52,528 

(8,504) 

Juvenile  Officer 

74,965 

74,964 

1 

75,732 

76,424 

(692) 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

289,522 

315,271 

(25,749) 

285,552 

289,033 

(3,481) 

Sheriff 

559,773 

582,777 

(23,004) 

570,285 

581,467 

(11,182) 

Public  Health  and  Welfare  Services 

324,406 

333,964 

(9,558) 

336,907 

322,519 

14,388 

Public  Defender 

7,085 

7,393 

(308) 

6,825 

7,110 

(285) 

Transfers  out 

6,845 

6,845 

211,000 

211,000 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,651,846 

2,637,223 

14,623 

2,797,490 

2,644,169 

153,321 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (123,874)  (89,763)  34,111  (141,528)  27,654  169,182 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1   209,636   209,636   -_   181,982   181,982   - 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31  $          85,762  $         119,873  $         34,111  $          40,454  $         209,636  $  169,182 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Variance 

Variance 

With  Final 

With  Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

SPECIAL  ROAD  AND  BRIDGE  FUND 


RECEIPTS 


Property  taxes 

$        514,245  : 

$        533,630  5 

;         19,385  : 

$  548,240 

B        521,375  S 

;  (26,865) 

Sales  taxes 

1,504,881 

1      A  A  "1   O  C  A 

1,447,854 

(57,027) 

1,373,000 

1,385,020 

12,020 

Intergovernmental 

25,183 

25,183 

40,000 

70,922 

30,922 

Interest 

35,150 

43,121 

7,971 

30,000 

35,028 

5,028 

Other 

4,500 

25,299 

20,799 

2,860 

31,645 

28,785 

Transfer  in 

57,425 

57,425 

54,000 

53,924 

(76) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

2,058,776 

2,132,512 

73,736 

2,048,100 

2,097,914 

49,814 

ISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

657,000 

661,364 

(4,364) 

607,000 

613,742 

(6,742) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

120,461 

102,239 

18,222 

111,052 

93,940 

17,112 

Equipment 

541,447 

146,603 

394,844 

304,000 

244,966 

59,034 

Construction  and  maintenance 

543,000 

735,818 

(192,818) 

807,000 

643,260 

163,740 

Supplies 

410,100 

337,719 

72,381 

315,000 

322,030 

(7,030) 

Insurance 

59,874 

82,230 

(22,356) 

10,000 

67,778 

(57,778) 

Other 

33,800 

(33,800) 

56,600 

13,832 

42,768 

Transfers  out 

50,000 

50,000 

69,077 

69,078 

(1) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,381,882 

2,149,773 

232,109 

2,279,729 

2,068,626 

211,103 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (323,106)  (17,261)  305,845  (231,629)  29,288  260,917 


CASH  BALANCE,  January  1   740,290   740,290   -_   711,002   711,002   - 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31  $        417,184       $        723,029       $        305,845        $        479,373       $        740,290       $  260,917 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 

2012 

2011 

Jj  llll^d 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budset 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

Interest 

Other 

$  263,500 
9,900 

$  257,795 
11,278 

$  (5,705) 
1,378 

$  277,000 
7,000 

$  254,928 
9,678 
87 

$  (22,072) 
2,678 
87 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

273,400 

269,073 

(4,327) 

284,000 

264,693 

(19,307) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assessor 

251,983 

215,812 

36,171 

245,608 

208,030 

37,578 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

251,983 

215,812 

36,171 

245,608 

208,030 

37,578 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

21,417 

53,261 

31,844 

38,392 

56,663 

18,271 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

225,317 

225,317 

168,654 

168,654 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31  $         246,734       $        278,578       $         31,844        $         207,046       $        225,317       $  18,271 


CHILDREN'S  TRUST  FUND 
RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  $            1,155  $              637  $            (518)  $            1,200  $           1,220  $  20 

Interest    16_   16_   10_   16_   6_ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  1,155  653  (502)  1,210  1,236  26 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Other  1,200  704  496  1,823  1,152  671 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  1,200  704  496  1,823  1,152  671 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (45)  (51)  (6)  (613)  84  697 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1   697_   697_    613_   613_   -_ 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31  $              652  $              646  $               (6)  $                  -  $              697  $  697 


UNCLAIMED  FEES  FUND 
RECEIPTS 


Interest 

$ 

$ 

1 

$ 

1  $ 

$ 

$ 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1 

1 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

210 

210 

210 

210 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  3 1 

$ 

210 

$ 

211 

$ 

1  $ 

210 

$ 

210 

$ 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Variance 

Variance 

With  Final 

With  Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

CRIMINAL  COSTS  FUND 
RECEIPTS 


Charges  for  services 
Interest 
Transfer  in 

$ 

s 

24,824 
1 

$ 

24,824 
1 

$ 

209,000  $ 

4,000 
211,000 

206,394 
940 
211,000 

$ 

(2,606) 
(3,060) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

- 

24,825 

24,825 

424,000 

418,334 

(5,666) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

Transfer  out 

- 

17,737 
7,087 

(17,737) 
(7,087) 

410,000 

31,962 
386,372 

(31,962) 
23,628 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

- 

24,824 

(24,824) 

410,000 

418,334 

(8,334) 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

- 

1 

1 

14,000 

- 

(14,000) 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  3 1 

$ 

$ 

1 

$ 

1 

$ 

14,000  $ 

$ 

(14,000) 

TAX  MAINTENANCE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

$ 

23,000 
1,300 

$ 

35,515 
2,448 
859 

$ 

12,515 
1,148 
859 

$ 

40,000  $ 
1,600 

38,302 
1,335 
210 

$ 

(1,698) 
(265) 
210 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

24,300 

38,822 

14,522 

41,600 

39,847 

(1,753) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Collector  of  Revenue 

55,100 

40,225 

14,875 

28,950 

31,705 

(2,755) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

55,100 

40,225 

14,875 

28,950 

31,705 

(2,755) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(30,800) 

(1,403) 

29,397 

12,650 

8,142 

(4,508) 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

45,197 

45,197 

37,055 

37,055 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

14,397 

$ 

43,794 

$ 

29,397 

$ 

49,705  $ 

45,197 

$ 

(4,508) 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Variance 

Variance 

With  Final 

With  Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECORDS  PRESERVATION  FUND 
RECEIPTS 


Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

9,100  $ 
1,300 

9,176  $ 
1,286 

76  $ 
(14) 

9,100 

$ 

9,393  $ 
1,296 

293 
1,296 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

10,400 

10,462 

62 

9,100 

10,689 

1,589 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Recorder  of  Deeds 

99  780 

P,ODj  ) 

0,y  1U 

7  SO 

f\  1  30 
0, 1  jU 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

22,780 

28,643 

(5,863) 

6,910 

780 

6,130 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(12,380) 

(18,181) 

(5,801) 

2,190 

9,909 

7,719 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

37,786 

37,786 

27,877 

27,877 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

25,406  $ 

19,605  $ 

(5,801)  $ 

30,067 

$ 

37,786  $ 

7,719 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
TRAINING  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

3,000  $ 
5,600 
550 

2,531  $ 
5,699 
635 

(469)  $ 
99 
85 

6,500 

$ 

2,915  $ 
5,633 
536 

2,915 
(867) 
536 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

9,150 

8,865 

(285) 

6,500 

9,084 

2,584 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

7,500 

8,935 

(1,435) 

7,500 

10,220 

(2,720) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

7,500 

8,935 

(1,435) 

7,500 

10,220 

(2,720) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

1,650 

(70) 

(1,720) 

(1,000) 

(1,136) 

(136) 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

13,176 

13,176 

8,479 

14,312 

5,833 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

14,826  $ 

13,106  $ 

(1,720)  $ 

7,479 

$ 

13,176  $ 

5,697 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 

 Year  Ended  December  3 1 ,  

 2012    2011  

Variance  Variance 
With  Final  With  Final 


Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY'S 
BAD  CHECK  FEE  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

10,400 
100 

$ 

11,496 
1 

$ 

1,096 
(99) 

$ 

10,400 
100 

$ 

10,448 
10 

s 

48 
(90) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

10,500 

11,497 

997 

10,500 

10,458 

(42) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  Attorney 
Transfers  out 

9,400 
9,000 

1,392 
10,104 

8,008 
(1,104) 

1,400 
9,000 

2,179 
8,625 

(779) 
375 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

18,400 

11,496 

6,904 

10,400 

10,804 

(404) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(7,900) 

1 

7,901 

100 

(346) 

(446) 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

- 

- 

- 

346 

346 

- 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

(7,900) 

$ 

1 

$ 

7,901 

$ 

446 

$ 

- 

$ 

(446) 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY'S 
TRAINING  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

1,800 
100 

$ 

1,431 
119 

$ 

(369) 
19 

$ 

2,000 

s 

1,417 
130 

$ 

(583) 
130 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,900 

1,550 

(350) 

2,000 

1,547 

(453) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  Attorney 

1,500 

4,847 

(3,347) 

513 

(513) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,500 

4,847 

(3,347) 

513 

(513) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

400 

(3,297) 

(3,697) 

2,000 

1,034 

(966) 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

3,961 

3,961 

2,927 

2,927 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  3 1 

$ 

4,361 

$ 

664 

$ 

(3,697) 

$ 

4,927 

$ 

3,961 

$ 

(966) 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  31, 

2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY'S 
TAX  COLLECTION  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

$  500 
500 

$  602 
381 

$  102 

n  19^ 

$  1,500 

$  385 
641 
126 

$  (1,115) 
641 
126 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,000 

983 

(IV) 

1,500 

1,152 

(348) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  Attorney 

3,000 

2,798 

202 

19,500 

10,980 

8,520 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

3,000 

2,798 

202 

19,500 

10,980 

8,520 

RECEIPTS  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(2,000) 

(1,815) 

185 

(18,000) 

(9,828) 

8,172 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

9,763 

9,763 

19,591 

19,591 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31  $  7,763       $  7,948       $  185        $  1,591       $  9,763       $  8,172 


COURTHOUSE  &  JAIL 
CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  taxes  $         131,250  $         136,483  $          5,233  $         130,000  $         131,391  $  1,391 

Interest   12,500   16,864   4,364   5,000   12,001   7,001 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  143,750  153,347  9,597  135,000  143,392  8,392 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Capital  outlay  205,000  130,901  74,099  159,000   72,970  86,030 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS   205,000   130,901   74,099   159,000   72,970   86,030 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (61,250)  22,446  83,696  (24,000)  70,422  94,422 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1   348,429   348,429   -_   278,007   278,007   -_ 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31  $         287,179  $        370,875  $         83,696  $        254,007  $         348,429  $  94,422 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
EQUIPMENT  FUND 

Interest 

111  1.1^1  I/O  I 

Other 

$ 

2,300 
58,025 

$ 

2,671 
43,964 

$ 

371 
(14,061) 

$ 

2,040 
62,000 

$ 

2,332 
57,320 

$ 

292 
(4,680) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

60,325 

46,635 

(13,690) 

64,040 

59,652 

(4,388) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

55,300 

55,795 

(495) 

79,122 

65,540 

13,582 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

55,300 

55,795 

(495) 

79,122 

65,540 

13,582 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

5,025 

(9,160) 

(14,185) 

(15,082) 

(5,888) 

9,194 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

61,106 

61,106 

66,994 

66,994 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

66,131 

$ 

51,946 

$ 

(14,185) 

$ 

51,912 

$ 

61,106 

$ 

9,194 

AMERICAN  DISABILITY  ACT  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 

$ 

2,000 

$ 

2,336 

$ 

336 

$ 

1,800 

$ 

2,163 

$ 

363 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

2,000 

2,336 

336 

1,800 

2,163 

363 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

6,000 

4,106 

1,894 

8,000 

5,670 

2,330 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

6,000 

4,106 

1,894 

8,000 

5,670 

2,330 

RECEIPTS  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(4,000) 

(1,770) 

2,230 

(6,200) 

(3,507) 

2,693 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

50,759 

50,759 

54,266 

54,266 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

46,759 

$ 

48,989 

$ 

2,230 

$ 

48,066 

$ 

50,759 

$ 

2,693 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

INMATE  SECURITY  FUND 
RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  $  4,600       $  5,686       $  1,086       $  6,500       $  5,618       $  (882) 


Interest   325   232   (93)   800   316   (484) 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

4,925 

5,918 

993 

7,300 

5,934 

(1,366) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

8,800 

11,698 

(2,898) 

6,700 

6,678 

22 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

8,800 

11,698 

(2,898) 

6,700 

6,678 

22 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(3,875) 

(5,780) 

(1,905) 

600 

(744) 

(1,344) 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

7,643 

7,643 

8,387 

8,387 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31  $  3,768       $  1,863       $         (1,905)       $  8,987       $  7,643       $  (1,344) 


SHERIFF'S  SPECIAL  FUND 
RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  $          14,500  $          13,110  $         (1,390)  $          15,000  $          14,425  $  (575) 

Charges  for  services  28,500  29,022  522  35,000  28,435  (6,565) 

Interest   1,275   1,451   176_   900_   1,280   380 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  44,275  43,583  (692)  50,900  44,140  (6,760) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff   60,500   38,345   22,155   54,000   41,844   12,156 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS   60,500   38,345   22,155   54,000   41,844   12,156 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (16,225)  5,238  21,463  (3,100)  2,296  5,396 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1   40,154   40,154   -_   37,858   37,858   -_ 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31  $         23,929  $         45,392  $        21,463  $         34,758  $         40,154  $  5,396 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 

 Year  Ended  December  31,  


2012  2011 


Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

FAMILY  ACCESS  FUND 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 

$ 

55 

$ 

62 

$ 

7 

$  40 

$ 

53 

$  13 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

55 

62 

7 

40 

53 

13 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

1,360 

1,360 

1,307 

1,307 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  3 1 

$ 

1,415 

$ 

1,422 

$ 

7 

$  1,347 

$ 

1,360 

$  13 

ELECTION  SERVICES  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Interest 

$ 

3,750 
150 

$ 

9,317 
308 

$ 

5,567 
158 

$  1,500 
150 

$ 

3,621 
187 

$  2,121 
37 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

3,900 

9,625 

5,725 

1,650 

3,808 

2,158 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Elections 

2,500 

12,623 

(10,123) 

4,500 

1,871 

2,629 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

2,500 

12,623 

(10,123) 

4,500 

1,871 

2,629 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

1,400 

(2,998) 

(4,398) 

(2,850) 

1,937 

4,787 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

5,097 

5,097 

3,160 

3,160 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  3 1 

$ 

6,497 

$ 

2,099 

$ 

(4,398) 

$  310 

$ 

5,097 

$  4,787 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Variance 

Variance 

With  Final 

With  Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

COUNTY  JAIL  PROJECT  FUND 


RECEIPTS 


Sales  Tax 

UcugCS  lOl  SClviCCS 

Interest 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$ 

884,684 
Q33  000 
2,000 

6,845 

s 

929,046 

O00,t  /  U 

7,375 
125 

$ 

44,362 
(44,524) 
5,375 
125 
(6,845) 

$ 

840,000 
^8?  000 
7,500 

421,000 

$ 

875,916 
617  854 
2,812 
579 
386,372 

$ 

35,916 
35  854 
(4,688) 
579 
(34,628) 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

1,826,529 

1,825,022 

(1,507) 

1,850,500 

1,883,533 

33,033 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Jail 

1,825,739 

1,753,319 

72,420 

1,850,491 

1,787,477 

63,014 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,825,739 

1,753,319 

72,420 

1,850,491 

1,787,477 

63,014 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

790 

71,703 

70,913 

9 

96,056 

96,047 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

117,399 

117,399 

21,343 

21,343 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

118,189 

$ 

189,102 

$ 

70,913 

$ 

21,352 

$ 

117,399 

$ 

96,047 

RECORDER'S  TECHNOLOGY  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

5,375 
625 

s 

5,185 
865 

$ 

(190) 
240 

$ 

5,375 
450 

$ 

5,145 
624 

s 

(230) 
174 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

6,000 

6,050 

50 

5,825 

5,769 

(56) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Recorder  of  Deeds 

5,000 

3,800 

1,200 

4,000 

1,632 

2,368 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

5,000 

3,800 

1,200 

4,000 

1,632 

2,368 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

1,000 

2,250 

1,250 

1,825 

4,137 

2,312 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

17,330 

17,330 

13,193 

13,193 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

18,330 

$ 

19,580 

$ 

1,250 

$ 

15,018 

$ 

17,330 

$ 

2,312 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 

 Year  Ended  December  31,  


2012  2011 


Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 

VV  1111  i  lllul 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 

VV  1111  1  lllul 

Budget 

SHERIFF'S  REVOLVING  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

20,250 
1,600 

s 

25,316 
2,130 

$ 

5,066 
530 

$ 

14,000 
1,000 

$ 

20,253 
1,549 

$ 

6,253 
549 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

21,850 

27,446 

5,596 

15,000 

21,802 

6,802 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

11,100 

9,771 

1,329 

10,200 

18,570 

(8,370) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

11,100 

9,771 

1,329 

10,200 

18,570 

(8,370) 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

10,750 

17,675 

6,925 

4,800 

3,232 

(1,568) 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

38,244 

38,244 

- 

35,012 

35,012 

- 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

48,994 

$ 

55,919 

$ 

6,925 

$ 

39,812 

$ 

38,244 

$ 

(1,568) 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
RESTITUTION  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

Interest 

Other 

<c 

•p 

1  JU,UUU 

3,000 

-P 

Z 1 1 ,  /  O  J 

8,174 

0 1 ,  /  OJ 

5,174 

<c 

•p 

cn  r>r\r\ 
JU,UUU 

2,500 

-P 

1  7A  £7^ 
1  /O,o  ID 

4,417 
1,330 

1  0£  S7^ 

1,917 
1,330 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

153,000 

219,939 

66,939 

52,500 

182,622 

130,122 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

Transfers  out 

52,894 

320,480 

(267,586) 

74,290 

33,093 
21,560 

41,197 
(21,560) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

52,894 

320,480 

(267,586) 

74,290 

54,653 

19,637 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

100,106 

(100,541) 

(200,647) 

(21,790) 

127,969 

149,759 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

207,124 

207,124 

79,155 

79,155 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  3 1 

$ 

307,230 

$ 

106,583 

$ 

(200,647) 

$ 

57,365 

$ 

207,124 

$ 

149,759 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

NATIONAL  FOREST  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$  225,000 

$  229,700 

$  4,700 

$  195,000 

$  215,695 

$  20,695 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

225,000 

229,700 

4,700 

195,000 

215,695 

20,695 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

Transfer  out 

225,000 

172,275 
57,425 

52,725 
(57,425) 

195,000 

161,771 
53,924 

33,229 
(53,924) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

225,000 

229,700 

(4,700) 

195,000 

215,695 

(20,695) 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 


CASH  BALANCE,  January  1   -_   _   -_   -_   -_   

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31  $  -       $  -       $  -        $  -       $  -  $ 


SCENIC  RAILWAY  FUND 
RECEIPTS 

Interest  $  950       $  1,242       $  292       $  900       $  1,072       $  172 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS  950  1,242  292  900  1,072  172 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Other   300_   890_   (590)   800_   708_   92_ 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS   300   890_   (590)   800_   708   92_ 

RECEIPTS  OVER 

DISBURSEMENTS  650  352  (298)  100  364  264 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1   26,901   26,901    26,537   26,537   -_ 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31  $          27,551  $          27,253  $            (298)  $          26,637  $          26,901  $  264 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 


GLOBAL  IMAGING  SYSTEM  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

Transfer  out 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  3 1 


5,222 


5,222 


Year  Ended  December  31, 

2012 

201 1 

Variance 

Variance 

With  Final 

With  Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

$  8,000 

$  10,128 

$  2,128 

$  10,000 

$  8,743 

$  (1,257) 

250 

405 

155 

150 

235 

85 

8,250 

10,533 

2,283 

10,150 

8,978 

(1,172) 

6,776 

(6,776) 

10,000 

4,392 

5,608 

5,000 

5,000 

5,000 

5,000 

5,000 

6,776 

(1,776) 

15,000 

9,392 

5,608 

3,250 

3,757 

507 

(4,850) 

(414) 

4,436 

5,636 


5,636 


8,472 


8,979 


507 


786 


5,222 


4,436 


CDBG  GRANT  FUND 
RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental                                   _$  -_  $        420,687  $       420,687      _$  -_  _$  4,000  $  4,000 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS  -  420,687  420,687  -  4,000  4,000 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Other  -  3,290  (3,290) 

Grants   -_  260,431  (260,431)   -_   4,000   (4,000) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS   -_   263,721  (263,721)   _   4,000   (4,000) 

RECEIPTS  OVER 

DISBURSEMENTS  -  156,966  156,966 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1           

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31  $                  -  $         156,966  $        156,966  $                  -  $                  -  $ 


See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BALANCES  -  BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
(CONTINUED) 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Variance 
With  Final 
Budget 

LAW  LIBRARY  FUND 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

- 

$ 

10,974 

$ 

10,974 

$ 

- 

$ 

12,509 

$  12,509 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

- 

10,974 

10,974 

- 

12,509 

12,509 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  Attorney 

6,845 

(6,845) 

7,415 

(7,415) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

- 

6,845 

(6,845) 

- 

7,415 

(7,415) 

RECEIPTS  OVER 
DISBURSEMENTS 

- 

4,129 

4,129 

- 

5,094 

5,094 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

26,411 

26,411 

21,317 

21,317 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

26,411 

$ 

30,540 

$ 

4,129 

$ 

21,317 

$ 

26,411 

$  5,094 

SENIOR  CITIZENS  SERVICES  FUND 

TJLTT7TDTC 

Prnnertv  taxes 
Interest 

$ 

116,000 

1 17,544 
268 

s 

1,544 
268 

$ 

115,000 

114,706 
227 

%  (294) 
227 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

116,000 

117,812 

1,812 

115,000 

114,933 

(67) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

125,500 

116,752 

8,748 

119,750 

119,750 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

125,500 

116,752 

8,748 

119,750 

119,750 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(9,500) 

1,060 

10,560 

(4,750) 

(4,817) 

(67) 

CASH  BALANCE,  January  1 

51,726 

51,726 

56,543 

56,543 

CASH  BALANCE,  December  31 

$ 

42,226 

$ 

52,786 

$ 

10,560 

$ 

51,793 

$ 

51,726 

$  (67) 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS 
December  31,  2012 


Collector's 

Collector's 

Collector's 

Collector  of 

Collector's 

Installment 

Payment 

Protested 

Sheriffs 

Jail 

Revenue 

Bankruptcy 

Plan 

Plan 

Tax 

Landfill 

Fee 

Commissary 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  investments 

<fc            1  9 1  Q 

<t         to  one 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

$  8,384,163 

$  104 

$  1,219 

$  20,093 

$  30,695 

$  63,398 

$ 

9,245 

$  3,049 

LIABILITIES 

Due  to  other  funds 

$  963,922 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$  30,695 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Due  to  other  governments 

7,420,241 

104 

1,219 

20,093 

63,398 

9,245 

Due  to  others 

3,049 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

$  8,384,163 

$  104 

$  1,219 

$  20,093 

$  30,695 

$  63,398 

$ 

9,245 

$  3,049 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
December  31,  2012 


Prosecuting 


Sheriffs 
ATM 
Fund 

Recorder's 
Fund 

Attorney's 
Bad  Check 
Fund 

Fines 
Fund 

Political 
Subdivision 
Fund 

Surplus 
Land 
Fund 

Cemetery 
Fund 

Total 

Cash  and  investments 

$ 

1,000 

$  13,428 

$  3,118 

$  59,273 

$  32,983 

$ 

10,725 

$ 

692,725 

$  9,325,218 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

$ 

1,000 

$  13,428 

$  3,118 

$  59,273 

$  32,983 

$ 

10,725 

$ 

692,725 

$  9,325,218 

LIABILITIES 
Due  to  other  funds 
Due  to  other  governments 
Due  to  others 

$ 

1,000 

$  9,949 
3,479 

$  672 
2,446 

$ 

59,273 

$ 

32,983 

$ 

10,725 

$ 

692,725 

$  1,006,238 
7,623,206 
695,774 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

$ 

1,000 

$  13,428 

$  3,118 

$  59,273 

$  32,983 

$ 

10,725 

$ 

692,725 

$  9,325,218 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS 
December  31,  2011 


Collector's 

Collector's 

Collector  of 

Collector's 

Installment 

Payment 

Sheriffs 

Jail 

Revenue 

Bankruptcy 

Plan 

Plan 

Landfill 

Fee 

Commissary 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  investments 

$  7,250,245 

$  122 

$  47 

$  1,852 

$  61,167 

$  11,762 

$  4,913 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

$  7,250,245 

$  122 

$  47 

$  1,852 

$  61,167 

$  11,762 

$  4,913 

LIABILITIES 

Due  to  other  funds 

$  747,063 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Due  to  other  governments 

6,503,182 

122 

47 

1,852 

61,167 

11,762 

Due  to  others 

4,913 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

$  7,250,245 

$  122 

$  47 

$  1,852 

$  61,167 

$  11,762 

$  4,913 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  AND  INVESTMENT  TRANSACTIONS  -  AGENCY  FUNDS  - 
REGULATORY  BASIS  (CONTINUED) 
December  31,  2011 


ASSETS 
Cash  and  investments 


LIABILITIES 
Due  to  other  funds 
Due  to  other  governments 
Due  to  others 


TOTAL  ASSETS 


TOTAL  LIABILITIES 


Prosecuting 


Sheriffs 

Attorney's 

Surplus 

ATM 

Recorder's 

Bad  Check 

Fines 

Land 

Cemetery 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Total 

$  1,000 

$  13,871 

$  2,252 

$ 

45,106 

$ 

10,281 

$  689,632 

$ 

8,092,250 

$  1,000 

$  13,871 

$  2,252 

$ 

45,106 

$ 

10,281 

$  689,632 

$ 

8,092,250 

$  1,000 

$  11,711 

$  670 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

760,444 

2,160 

1,582 

45,106 

10,281 

6,637,261 

689,632 

694,545 

$  1,000 

$  13,871 

$  2,252 

$ 

45,106 

$ 

10,281 

$  689,632 

$ 

8,092,250 

See  accompanying  notes. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 


Crawford  County,  Missouri,  ("County")  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners.  In  addition  to 
the  three  Commissioners,  there  are  ten  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County  Clerk,  Circuit  Clerk, 
Recorder,  Coroner,  Collector,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public  Administrator,  Sheriff,  and  Treasurer. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  A,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting. 
This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America 
(GAAP). 

Reporting  Entity 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  county  recorder,  public  safety,  economic 
development,  social  and  human  services,  and  cultural  and  recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  only  the  primary  government  of  Crawford  County,  Missouri, 
which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices  that  comprise  the  County's  legal 
entity.  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  is  audited  and  separately  reported  on  by  other  independent  auditors  and  is  not 
presented  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements.  Requests  for  copies  of  those  financial  statements  should  be 
directed  to  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board. 

Basis  of  Presentation 

The  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law, 
which  include  a  Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in  Cash  Balances  -  All  Governmental 
Funds,  a  Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts  and  Disbursements  -  Budget  and  Actual  -  All  Governmental 
Funds,  and  a  Statement  of  Assets  and  Liabilities  Arising  from  Cash  and  Investment  Transactions  -  Agency 
Funds. 

Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds  based  upon  the  purposes  for 
which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities  are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a 
separate  accounting  entity  with  self -balancing  accounts.  The  following  funds  are  used  by  the  County: 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most  governmental  functions 
are  financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for  through  governmental 
funds. 

Fiduciary  Funds  -  Fiduciary  funds  (agency  funds)  are  used  to  account  for  assets  held  by  the  County 
in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of  individuals,  private  organizations,  or  other  governmental  units. 
Agency  funds  are  custodial  in  nature  (assets  equal  liabilities)  and  do  not  involve  the  measurement  of 
results  of  operations.  These  funds  account  for  activities  of  collections  for  other  taxing  units  by  the 
Collector  and  other  officeholders. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 
Basis  of  Accounting 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly,  amounts  are 
recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those  principles  require  revenues  to  be  recognized  when 
they  become  available  and  measureable  or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures  or  expenses  to  be  recognized 
when  the  related  liabilities  are  incurred. 


Budgets  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budgetary  data  reflected  in  the  financial  statements: 

1.  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50,  RSMo,  the  County  adopts  a  budget  for  each  governmental  fund. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  January,  each  elected  officer  and  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the  budget 
request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues  and  proposed 
expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures 
cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of 
appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as 
estimated  revenues  to  be  received. 

4.  State  law  requires  that,  at  the  individual  fund  level,  budgeted  expenditures  not  exceed  budgeted 
revenues  plus  anticipated  beginning  fund  balance.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  a 
deficit  was  budgeted  in  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  Bad  Check  Fee  Fund. 

5.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget.  Prior  to  its  approval  by 
the  County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is  available  for  public  inspection,  which  usually 
takes  place  the  third  and  fourth  weeks  of  January. 

6.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  a  formal  vote  of  the  Commission.  Adjustments 
made  during  the  year  were  not  significant  and  are  reflected  in  the  budget  information  in  the 
financial  statements.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County 
Commission  throughout  the  year.  Individual  amendments  were  not  material  in  relation  to  the 
original  appropriations  which  were  adopted. 

8.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  A  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 


9.  Although  adoption  of  a  formal  budget  is  required  by  law,  the  County  did  not  adopt  a  formal 
budget  for  the  Law  Library  Fund. 

10.  Section  50.740  RSMo,  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  Actual 
expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  for  several  funds  of  the  County. 

Cash 


The  County  pools  cash  resources  of  various  funds  in  the  County  Treasurer's  office  in  order  to  facilitate  the 
management  of  cash.  Cash  applicable  to  a  particular  fund  is  readily  identifiable.  Some  County  offices  also 
hold  cash  in  their  own  separate  bank  accounts  as  required  by  state  statute.  The  balance  in  the  pooled  cash 
account  is  available  to  meet  current  operating  requirements.  State  statutes  require  that  County  deposits  be  fully 
collateralized  in  the  name  of  the  County.  As  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  all  bank  balances  on  deposit  are 
entirely  insured  or  collateralized  with  securities. 


NOTE  B  -  INVESTMENTS 


Investments  of  the  County  consist  of  certificates  of  deposit  with  local  banking  institutions  held  as  agency  funds. 
State  statutes  require  that  County  deposits  be  fully  collateralized  in  the  name  of  the  County.  As  of  December 
31,  2012  and  201 1,  all  certificates  of  deposit  are  not  entirely  insured  or  collateralized  with  securities. 

The  County's  investments  at  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  are  as  follows: 

 Year  Ended  December  31,  

 Investment  Type    Maturity   2012  2011 

Certificates  of  Deposit  1/15/2013  -  9/15/2016       $       692,387      $  689,065 


Certificates  of  Deposit 

Certificates  of  deposit  are  classified  as  investments  but  are  considered  deposits  for  custodial  risk  determination. 
State  statutes  require  that  the  County's  deposits  be  collateralized  in  the  name  of  the  County  by  the  trust 
department  of  a  bank  that  does  not  hold  the  collateralized  deposits.  As  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011, 
$139,915  and  $142,220,  respectively,  was  not  insured  or  collateralized  with  securities. 

The  County  does  not  have  a  policy  on  interest  rate  risk. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  C  -  CLAIMS,  JUDGMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES 


Federal  and  State  Grants 

The  County  participates  in  a  number  of  federal  and  state  programs  that  are  fully  or  partially  funded  by  grants 
received  from  other  governmental  units.  Disbursements  financed  by  grants  are  subject  to  audit  by  the 
appropriate  grantor  government.  If  disbursements  are  disallowed  due  to  noncompliance  with  grant  program 
regulations,  the  County  may  be  required  to  reimburse  the  grantor  government.  As  of  December  31,  2012  and 
201 1,  significant  amounts  of  grant  disbursements  have  not  been  audited  by  grantor  governments,  but  the  County 
believes  that  disallowed  disbursements,  if  any,  based  on  subsequent  audits  will  not  have  a  material  effect  on  any 
of  the  individual  government  funds  or  the  overall  financial  position  of  the  County. 


NOTE  D  -  PENSION  PLAN  -  CERF 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI  COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  FUND 
Plan  Description 

Crawford  County  participates  in  the  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF),  a  cost-sharing  multiple- 
employer  pension  plan.  CERF  is  a  defined  benefit  pension  plan  which  provides  retirement  and  death  benefits  to 
plan  members  and  beneficiaries.  CERF  was  created  and  is  governed  by  state  statute,  RSMo.  50.1000  to 
50.1300.  As  such,  it  is  the  system's  responsibility  to  administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the  expressed  intent 
of  the  General  Assembly.  The  plan  is  qualified  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section  401a  and  it  is  tax 
exempt. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  a  publicly  available  financial  report  that  includes  financial 
statements  and  required  supplementary  information.  That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing  to  CERF  Plan 
Administrator,  2121  Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101. 

Funding  Policy 

Crawford  County's  full-time  employees  hired  before  February  25,  2002,  are  required  by  state  statute  to 
contribute  2%  of  annual  payroll  to  the  pension  plan.  Crawford  County's  full-time  employees  hired  after 
February  25,  2002,  are  required  by  state  statute  to  contribute  6%  of  annual  covered  payroll  to  the  pension  plan. 
The  County  is  required  by  state  statute  to  remit  the  fees  collected  under  RSMo.  Sections  52.290,  150.150, 
137.280,  137.345  and  Chapters  59  and  54,  RSMo,  plus  interest.  The  required  contributions  have  been  made. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  E  -  ASSESSED  VALUATION,  TAX  LEVY  AND  LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN 

Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1.  Taxes  are  levied  on  November  1,  and 
are  payable  by  December  3 1 . 

The  2012  and  2011  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  taxable  property  (excluding  railroad  and  utilities)  and  the 
tax  levies  per  $100  assessed  valuation  of  that  property  were  as  follows: 

2012  2011 

ASSESSED  VALUATION 


Real  estate 

$ 

220,628,946 

$ 

214,386,918 

Personal  property 

59,535,782 

60,239,236 

$ 

280,164,728 

$ 

274,626,154 

TAX  LEVY 

General  Revenue 

$ 

.1271 

$ 

.1035 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

.2036 

.1869 

Senior  Citizens  Services 

.0462 

.0424 

$ 

.3769 

$ 

.3328 

legal  debt  margin  at  December  31, 

2012  and  2011,  is  computed  as  follows: 

2012 

2011 

Constitutional  debt  limit 

$ 

28,016,473 

$ 

27,462,615 

General  obligation  bonds  payable 

LEGAL  DEBT  MARGIN  $ 

28,016,473 

$ 

27,462,615 

Under  Article  VI,  Section  26(b)  and  (c),  Missouri  Constitution,  the  County,  by  a  vote  of  its  qualified  electors 
voting  therein,  may  incur  an  indebtedness  for  any  purpose  authorized  by  law  of  the  County  or  by  any  general 
law  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  The  borrowings  authorized  by  this  section  shall  not  exceed  ten  percent  of  the 
value  of  the  taxable  tangible  property  in  the  County. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  F  -  RISK  MANAGEMENT 


The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to,  and  destruction  of  assets; 
errors  and  omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters.  The  County  has  transferred  its  risk  by 
obtaining  coverage  from  commercial  insurance  companies.  In  addition,  it  has  effectively  managed  risk  through 
various  employee  education  and  prevention  programs.  There  has  been  no  significant  reduction  in  insurance 
coverage  from  the  previous  year. 


NOTE  G  -  INTERFUND  TRANSFERS 


Interfund  transfers  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  consisted  of  the  following: 


Transfers  In  (Out) 

2012 

2011 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$  67,191 

$  (106,737) 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 

7,425 

(15,154) 

Criminal  Costs  Fund 

(7,087) 

(175,372) 

Prosecuting  Attorney's  Bad  Check  Fee  Fund 

(10,104) 

(8,625) 

County  Jail  Project  Fund 

386,372 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution  Fund 

(21,560) 

National  Forest  Fund 

(57,425) 

(53,924) 

Global  Imaging  System  Fund 

(5,000) 

$         -  $ 


Transfers  are  used  to  (1)  move  receipts  from  the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  collect  them  to  the  fund 
that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  disburse  them,  and  (2)  use  unrestricted  receipts  in  the  General  Revenue  Fund 
to  finance  various  programs  accounted  for  in  other  funds  in  accordance  with  budgetary  authorizations. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  H  -  LONG-TERM  DEBT 


Certificates  of  Participation 


During  2011,  the  County  issued  $3,305,000  in  Refunding  Certificates  of  Participation  to  refinance  the  2001  and 
2002  Leasehold  Revenue  Bonds.  The  201 1  certificates  bear  interest  at  3.0%  to  4.2%.  Interest  payments  are  due 
in  semi-annual  installments  on  May  1  and  November  1  of  each  year  with  annual  principal  payments  due 
November  1  of  each  year. 

The  annual  debt  service  requirements  to  amortize  the  principal  on  the  2011  Refunding  Certificates  of 
Participation  outstanding  at  December  31,  2012,  are  as  follows: 


Year  Ended 

Amount  Due 

December  31, 

Principal 

Interest 

Total 

2013 

$ 

275,000 

$  95,604 

$ 

370,604 

2014 

280,000 

87,354 

367,354 

2015 

290,000 

78,954 

368,954 

2016 

300,000 

70,254 

370,254 

2017 

305,000 

61,254 

366,254 

2018 

315,000 

51,723 

366,723 

2019 

325,000 

40,698 

365,698 

2020 

340,000 

28,510 

368,510 

2021 

355,000 

14,910 

369,910 

$ 

2,785,000 

$  529,261 

$ 

3,314,261 

The  following  is  the  changes  in  long-term  debt  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1: 


2001  Leasehold  Revenue  Bonds 

2002  Leasehold  Revenue  Bonds 
2011  Certificates  of  Participation 


Balance 
December  31, 
2010 

$  2,975,000 
515,000 


Additions 


Retirements 


3,305,000 


Balance 
December  31, 
2011 


$  2,975,000  $ 
515,000 

255,000  3,050,000 


Balance 
December  31, 
Additions     Retirements  2012 


265,000 


2,785,000 


$  3,490,000      $3,305,000      $3,745,000      $  3,050,000  $ 


$  265,000       $  2,785,000 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
December  31,  2012 


NOTE  I  -  COMPENSATED  ABSENCES  PAYABLE 


Compensated  absences  payable  consists  of  one  half  of  the  unused  sick  time  and  unused  accumulated  comp  time 
up  to  240  hours  for  employees.  The  balance  at  December  31,  2011  and  2012,  totaled  $114,675  and  $123,439, 
respectively. 


NOTE  J  -  DEBT  REFUNDING 


On  June  28,  2011,  the  County  issued  $3,305,000  in  Series  2011  Refunding  Certificates  of  Participation  with 
interest  rates  ranging  from  3.0%  to  4.2%.  The  County  issued  and  used  the  net  lease  proceeds  to  pay  off  on 
November  1,  2011,  and  November  1,  2012,  respectively,  $2,975,000  of  outstanding  principal  and  accrued 
interest  on  Series  2001  Leasehold  Revenue  Bonds  with  interest  rates  ranging  from  4.1%  to  5.0%  and  $515,000 
of  outstanding  principal  and  accrued  interest  on  Series  2002  Leasehold  Revenue  Bonds  with  interest  rate  of 
5.25%.  The  County  deposited  lease  proceeds  totaling  $553,981  in  irrevocable  escrow  accounts  at  UMB  Bank 
to  earn  interest  and  pay  principal  and  accrued  interest  on  Series  2002  Leasehold  Revenue  Bonds  on  November 
1,2011  and  May  1,2012. 

As  a  result  of  the  refunding,  the  County  reduced  its  debt  service  requirements  by  $215,244,  which  resulted  in  an 
economic  gain  (difference  between  the  present  value  of  the  debt  service  payments  on  old  and  new  debt)  of 
$220,417. 


NOTE  K  -  RESTATEMENT  OF  CASH  BALANCES 


Beginning  cash  balances  have  been  restated  to  remove  the  Emergency  911  Board,  which  is  considered  a 
separate  political  subdivision.  Cash  balances  have  also  been  restated  to  include  the  Law  Library  Fund,  which  is 
considered  a  special  revenue  fund  due  to  being  maintained  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office. 

The  restatement  is  as  follows: 

Ending  Cash  Balance,  as  previously  stated,  December  31,  2010  $  2,072,918 


Law  Library 
Cash  Balance,  as  restated,  January  1,  2011 


E911  Board 


(220,951) 
21,317 


$  1,873,284 
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SUPPLEMENTARY  SCHEDULES 
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3838  SOUTH  AVENUE 
SPRINGEIELD,  MO  65807 
(417)  883-0904 
FAX  (417)  883-4343 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON 
INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING 
AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON 
AN  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN 
ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


Crawford  County  Commission 
Crawford  County 
Steelville,  Missouri 


We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  financial  statements  of  Crawford  County,  Missouri,  as  of  and  for 
the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which 
collectively  comprise  Crawford  County,  Missouri's  financial  statements,  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon, 
dated  June  17,  2013.  In  our  report,  our  opinion  was  modified  because  the  County  prepares  its  financial 
statements  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  differs  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Crawford  County,  Missouri's 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate 
in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the 
purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Crawford  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  and  was 
not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that  might  be  material 
weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and,  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist 
that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs, 
we  identified  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 


36 


Crawford  County  Commission 
Crawford  County 
Steelville,  Missouri 


A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management  or 
employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in 
internal  control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial 
statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a 
deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet 
important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We  consider  the  deficiencies  described 
in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  to  be  material  weaknesses.  They  are  identified 
as  items  12-1  and  12-2. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Crawford  County,  Missouri's  financial  statements  are 
free  of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the 
determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those 
provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit  and,  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of 
our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under 
Government  Auditing  Standards. 

Crawford  County,  Missouri's  Response  to  Findings  and  Other  Matters 

The  County's  response  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  is  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  questioned  costs.  The  County's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in 
the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

We  noted  certain  other  matters  that  we  have  reported  to  management  of  the  County  in  a  separate  letter  dated 
June  17,  2013. 

Purpose  of  This  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and  compliance  and 
the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Crawford  County,  Missouri's 
internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  Crawford  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  and  compliance. 
Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  17,  2013 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE 
FOR  EACH  MAJOR  PROGRAM  AND  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL 
OVER  COMPLIANCE  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  OMB  CIRCULAR  A-133 


Crawford  County  Commission 
Crawford  County 
Steel ville,  Missouri 


Compliance 

We  have  audited  Crawford  County,  Missouri's  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  described 
in  the  OMB  Circular  A-133  Compliance  Supplement  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the 
County's  major  federal  programs  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011.  Crawford  County, 
Missouri's  major  federal  programs  are  identified  in  the  summary  of  audit  results  section  of  the  accompanying 
schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs. 

Management's  Responsibility 

Management  is  responsible  for  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grants 
applicable  to  its  federal  programs. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  compliance  for  the  Crawford  County,  Missouri's  major  federal 
programs  based  on  our  audit  of  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  We  conducted  our 
audit  of  compliance  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America; 
the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States;  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and 
Non-Profit  Organizations.  Those  standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the 
audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  noncompliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements 
referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  major  federal  programs  occurred.  An  audit 
includes  examining,  on  a  test  basis,  evidence  about  the  County's  compliance  with  those  requirements  and 
performing  such  other  procedures  as  we  consider  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 
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Crawford  County  Commission 
Crawford  County 
Steelville,  Missouri 


We  believe  that  our  audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion  on  compliance  for  the  major  federal 
programs.  However,  our  audit  does  not  provide  a  legal  determination  on  the  Crawford  County,  Missouri's 
compliance. 

Opinion  on  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

In  our  opinion,  the  Crawford  County,  Missouri  complied,  in  all  material  respects,  with  the  compliance 
requirements  referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  its  major  federal  programs  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

Internal  Control  over  Compliance 

Management  of  the  Crawford  County,  Missouri  is  responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining  effective 
internal  control  over  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts  and  grants  applicable  to 
federal  programs.  In  planning  and  performing  our  audit,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  over 
compliance  with  requirements  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  a  major  federal  program  in  order 
to  determine  our  auditing  procedures  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinion  on  compliance  and  to  test  and 
report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-133,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of 
expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control  over  compliance.  Accordingly,  we 
do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control  over  compliance. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  over 
compliance  does  not  allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal 
program  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or 
combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that 
material  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  will  not  be  prevented,  or 
detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a 
deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance  with  a  type  of  compliance 
requirement  of  a  federal  program  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over 
compliance,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  compliance  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  this  section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  compliance 
that  might  be  deficiencies,  significant  deficiencies,  or  material  weaknesses.  We  did  not  identify  any 
deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  compliance  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses,  as  defined  above. 
However,  material  weaknesses  may  exist  that  have  not  been  identified. 
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Crawford  County  Commission 
Crawford  County 
Steelville,  Missouri 


The  purpose  of  this  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of 
internal  control  over  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing  based  on  the  requirements  of  OMB  A- 133. 
Accordingly,  this  report  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  17,  2013 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
Years  Ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 


Federal  Grantor 

Pass  Through  Grantor/ 
Program  Title 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Missouri  Office  of  Administration 

Schools  and  Roads  -  Grants  to  States 
Missouri  Department  of  Health  &  Senior  Services 

Special  Supplemental  Nutrition  Program  for  Women,  Infants  and  Children 

Summer  Food  Service  Progam  for  Children 

TOTAL  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Missouri  Department  of  Economic  Development 
Community  Development  Block  Grant 


TOTAL  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING 
AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
University  of  Central  Missouri 
Highway  Safety  Cluster 
DWI  Grant 

Child  Safety  and  Child  Booster  Seats  Incentive  Grant 
Click-it  or  Ticket  Enforcement 
Missouri  Department  of  Transportation 
HMV  Enforcement 

TOTAL  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Missouri  Department  of  Public  Safety 

Bulletproof  Vest  Partnership  Program 
Direct 

Equitable  Sharing  Seized  Property 

TOTAL  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 


Federal 
CFDA 
Number 


10.665 

10.557 
10.559 


Federal  Expenditures 


Pass-through 
Grantor's  Number 


14.228 


20.601 
20.613 
20.600 

20.607 


16.607 
16.000 


ERS219-9128i 
ERS2 19- 12029 


10-PF-03 
2008-DI-37 
2010-PF-35 


SAF006 
SAF008 
SAF014 


N/A 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 

2012 

201 1 

$  229,700 

$  215,695 

113,892 

112,111 

560 

270 

343,862 

328,366 

5,000 

4,000 

258,721 

1  56  966 

420,687 

4,000 

1,800 

500 

750 

600 

900 

600 

3,950 

4,997 

6,798 

11,795 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
Years  Ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 


Federal  Grantor 

Pass  Through  Grantor/ 
Program  Title 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  &  HUMAN  SERVICES 
Missouri  Department  of  Social  Services 

Child  Support  Enforcement 
Missouri  Department  of  Health  &  Senior  Services 

Maternal  Child  Health  Services  Block  Grant 


Child  Care  &  Development  Block  Grant 


ARRA  -  Child  Care  and  Development  Grant 
Public  Health  Emergency  Preparedness 


Cooperative  Agreements  for  State-Based  Comprehensive 
Breast  and  Cervical  Cancer  Early  Detection  Programs 

Child  Abuse  and  Neglect  Grant 

TOTAL  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  &  HUMAN  SERVICES 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR 
Direct 

Payment  in  Lieu  of  Taxes 

TOTAL  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 
State  Office  of  Administration 

Surplus  Property 
Secretary  of  the  State 

Federal  Voting  Equipment  Maintenance  and  Security  Grant 

TOTAL  GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 
TOTAL  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 


Federal 
CFDA 
Number 


93.563 
93.994 
93.575 


93.713 
93.069 


Federal  Expenditures 


Pass-through 
Grantor's  Number 


Year  Ended  December  3 1 , 
2012  2011 


93.919 
93.669 

15.226 

39.003 
39.011 


AOC08380131 
DH120004028 
DH1 10004021 
DH130002058 
ERS220-11028 
DH100018034 
AOC10380066 
AOC12380113 
AOC10380141 
AOC12380310 

ERS161-11019 
ERS161-112044 


N/A 


119,186 

113,052 

16,199 

21,034 

5,255 

3,408 

4,058 

1,620 

1,680 

1,242 

12,387 

7,516 

8,397 

874 

12,390 

6,760 

2,240 

4,740 

168,044 

173,994 

54,148 

49,362 

54,148 

49,362 

6,295 

10,157 

3,280 

9,575 

10,157 

$  996,916 

$  581,624 

N/A  -  Not  Applicable 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  THE  SUPPLEMENTARY  SCHEDULE 

Years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 


1.  Summary  of  Significant  Accounting  Policies 

A.  Purpose  of  Schedule  and  Reporting  Entity 

The  accompanying  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  has  been  prepared  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A- 133.  This  circular  requires  a  schedule  that  provides 
total  federal  awards  expended  for  each  federal  program  and  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic 
Assistance  (CFDA)  number  or  other  identifying  number  when  the  CFDA  information  is  not 
available. 

The  schedule  includes  all  federal  awards  administered  by  Crawford  County,  Missouri. 

B   Basis  of  Presentation 

OMB  Circular  A-133  includes  these  definitions,  which  govern  the  contents  of  the  schedule: 

Federal  financial  assistance  means  assistance  that  non-Federal  entities  receive  or  administer 
in  the  form  of  grants,  loans,  loan  guarantees,  property  (including  donated  surplus  property), 
cooperative  agreements,  interest  subsidies,  insurance,  food  commodities,  direct 
appropriations,  and  other  assistance,  but  does  not  include  amounts  received  as  reimbursement 
for  services  rendered  to  individuals. 

Federal  award  means  Federal  financial  assistance  and  Federal  cost-reimbursement  contracts 
that  non-Federal  entities  receive  directly  from  Federal  awarding  agencies  or  indirectly  from 
pass-through  entities.  It  does  not  include  procurement  contracts,  under  grants  or  contracts, 
used  to  buy  goods  or  services  from  vendors. 

Accordingly,  the  schedule  includes  expenditures  of  both  cash  and  noncash  awards. 

C.  Basis  of  Accounting 

Except  as  noted  below,  the  schedule  is  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  which 
recognizes  amounts  only  when  disbursed  in  cash. 

2.  Subrecipients 

Of  the  federal  expenditures  presented  in  the  schedule,  the  County  provided  $424,687  to 
subrecipients  under  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant  (CFDA  14.228).  The  funds  were 
received  by  the  County  and  passed  through  to  the  Steelville  Fire  Protection  District;  Sullivan 
Homes,  Incorporated;  and  the  Public  Water  Supply  District  #1  of  Crawford. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
Years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 


Summary  of  Auditor's  Results 


Financial  Statements 

Type  of  auditors'  report  issued: 

Internal  control  over  financial  reporting: 

Material  weaknesses  identified? 

Significant  deficiencies  identified  that  are 
not  considered  to  be  material  weaknesses? 

Noncompliance  material  to  the  financial 
statements  noted? 

Federal  Awards 

Internal  control  over  major  programs: 

Material  weaknesses  identified? 

Significant  deficiencies  identified  that  are 
not  considered  to  be  material  weaknesses? 

Type  of  auditors'  report  issued  on  compliance 
for  major  program(s): 

Any  audit  findings  disclosed  that  are  required 
to  be  reported  in  accordance  with 
Section  510(a)  of  OMB  Circular  A- 133? 

Identification  of  major  program(s): 

CFDA  or  Other 

Identifying  Number    Program  Title 


Unmodified  on  the  Basis  of 
Accounting  described  in  Note  A 


X  Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


X     None  reported 


X  No 


Yes 


X  No 


Yes 


X     None  reported 


Unmodified 


Yes 


X  No 


10.665 
14.228 


Schools  and  Roads  -  Grants  to  States 
Community  Development  Block  Grant 


Dollar  threshold  used  to  distinguish  between  Type  A  and 
and  Type  B  program: 


$300,000 


Auditee  qualified  as  a  low  -risk  auditee? 


Yes 


X  No 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  (CONTINUED) 
Years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 


Financial  Statement  Findings 

12-1     Segregation  of  Duties 

Condition:  Because  of  a  limited  number  of  available  personnel,  it  is  not  always  possible  to  adequately 
segregate  certain  incompatible  duties  so  that  no  one  employee  has  access  to  both  physical  assets  and  the 
related  accounting  records,  or  to  all  phases  of  a  transaction. 

Criteria:  Duties  should  be  segregated  so  that  no  one  employee  has  access  to  both  physical  assets  and  the 
related  accounting  records,  or  to  all  phases  of  a  transaction. 

Effect:  Risk  is  present  that  errors  or  irregularities  in  amounts  that  would  be  material  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  may  occur  and  not  be  detected  within  a  timely  period  by  employees  in  the  normal 
course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions. 

Recommendation:  We  realize  that  because  of  limited  resources  and  personnel,  management  may  not  be 
able  to  achieve  a  proper  segregation  of  duties;  however,  our  professional  standards  require  that  we  bring 
this  lack  of  segregation  of  duties  to  your  attention  in  this  report. 

Response:  The  limited  number  of  available  personnel  prohibits  segregation  of  incompatible  duties. 
12-2    Wire  Transfers 

Condition:  The  depository  agreements  with  the  County  banking  institutions  do  not  address  by  whom 
and  to  whom  a  wire  transfer  may  be  made.  They  also  do  not  include  special  instructions  for  wire 
transfers. 

Criteria:  The  County  should  have  written  and  signed  instructions  with  banking  institutions  requiring  the 
approval  of  two  authorized  individuals  before  a  wire  transfer  is  made  and  by  whom  and  to  whom  a  wire 
transfer  may  be  made. 

Effect:  Risk  is  present  that  unauthorized  wire  transfers  may  be  made. 

Recommendation:  The  County  should  include  in  future  depository  agreements  with  its  banking 
institutions,  who  is  authorized  to  make  wire  transfers  for  the  County,  and  to  whom  wire  transfers  are 
allowed,  and  require  two  authorized  signatures  for  approval. 

Response:  The  County  will  update  its  depository  agreements  with  its  banking  institutions  to  include 
who  is  authorized  to  make  wire  transfers  for  the  County,  to  whom  wire  transfers  are  allowed,  and 
require  two  authorized  signatures  for  approval. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  (CONTINUED) 
Years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 


Federal  Award  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs 

None 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY 

SUMMARY  SCHEDULE  OF  PRIOR  AUDIT  FINDINGS 
IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  OMB  CIRCULAR  A- 133 


There  were  no  prior  year  audit  findings. 
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In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements  of  Crawford  County,  Missouri  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  to  determine  our 
auditing  procedures  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  basic  financial  statements  and  not  to 
provide  assurance  on  the  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
County's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the 
preceding  paragraph  and  would  not  necessarily  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  that  might  be  significant  deficiencies  or  material  weaknesses.  However,  as  discussed  in  the  Report  on 
Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting  and  on  Compliance  and  Other  Matters  Based  on  an  Audit  of  Financial 
Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  With  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  identified  deficiencies  in 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 

In  addition  to  the  material  weaknesses  discussed  in  the  Report  on  Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting  and 
on  Compliance  and  Other  Matters  Based  on  an  Audit  of  Financial  Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  With 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  became  aware  of  additional  matters  to  bring  to  your  attention.  The 
following  paragraphs  summarize  our  comments  and  suggestions  regarding  these  matters. 

1.     Budgetary  Compliance 

The  County  was  not  in  compliance  with  the  budgetary  statute,  Chapter  50,  RSMo,  in  201 1  and  2012  as  the 
County  did  not  adopt  a  proper  budget  for  the  Law  Library  Fund.  In  addition,  actual  disbursements 
exceeded  budgeted  disbursements  in  2011  in  the  National  Forest,  Criminal  Costs,  Law  Enforcement 
Training,  Prosecuting  Attorney's  Bad  Check  Fee,  Prosecuting  Attorney's  Training,  Sheriff's  Revolving, 
Tax  Maintenance,  and  CDBG  Grant  Funds.  In  2012,  actual  disbursements  exceeded  budgeted 
disbursements  in  the  National  Forest,  Criminal  Costs,  Records  Preservation,  Law  Enforcement  Training, 
Prosecuting  Attorney's  Training,  Law  Enforcement  Equipment,  Inmate  Security,  Election  Services,  Law 
Enforcement  Restitution,  Scenic  Railway,  Global  Imaging  System,  and  CDBG  Grant  Funds.  Also,  a 
deficit  was  budgeted  in  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  Bad  Check  Fee  Fund. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  adopt  a  budget  for  all  funds,  review  expenditures  during  the  year  and  amend  the  budget  as 
necessary  to  include  necessary  transfer  amounts  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  budgetary  statute  (Chapter 
50,  RSMo). 


Crawford  County  Commission 
Crawford  County 
Steelville,  Missouri 
Page  Two 


2.  Bank  Depository  Agreements 

As  a  custodian  of  public  monies,  we  believe  the  County  should  review  certain  elements  of  depository 
agreements  with  the  County's  banking  institutions  to  ensure  proper  controls  are  in  place  regarding  the 
deposits  and  bank  wires.  The  County  has  a  responsibility  for  the  safety  of  County  monies  and  the 
depository  agreements  are  often  not  reviewed  and  updated  appropriately. 

We  Recommend: 

a.  The  County  determine  that  the  depository  agreement  with  the  banking  institution  has  instructions 
regarding  when  a  check  is  valid  and  may  be  honored  by  the  institution.  If  more  than  one  signature  is 
required  on  checks,  then  the  depository  agreement  should  reflect  that  requirement. 

b.  The  County  determine  that  the  depository  agreement  specify  the  persons  authorized  to  make  wire 
transfers  and  to  whom  they  may  be  made.  This  is  necessary  to  prevent  unauthorized  wire  transfers  of 
County  funds. 

c.  The  County  determine  that  the  depository  agreement  has  procedures  for  opening  new  accounts  in 
order  to  prevent  unauthorized  accounts  from  being  opened  under  the  County's  name. 

3.  Disbursement  Procedures 

Currently  the  County  does  not  require  two  signatures  on  checks  from  some  of  the  County's  Bank 
accounts.  Coupled  with  the  lack  of  segregation  of  duties,  this  creates  an  environment  in  which  County 
assets  could  be  misappropriated  and  the  misappropriation  would  not  be  discovered  in  a  timely  manner. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  institute  a  policy  requiring  two  signatures  on  all  checks  for  all  County  disbursements. 

4.  Operating  Reserves 

In  the  current  year,  the  General  Revenue  Fund  experienced  deficit  spending  and  a  decreasing  cash 
balance.  At  December  31,  2012,  the  General  Revenue  Fund  had  an  operating  reserve  (cash  balance 
divided  by  expenses)  of  4.5%. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  review  its  operating  reserve  requirements.  Once  the  County  has  determined  the  appropriate 
level  of  operating  reserves,  the  County  should  then  review  its  budget  to  ensure  the  appropriate  level  of 
operating  reserves  is  maintained. 
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5.     Agency  Funds  Balance  Listings 

At  December  31,  2011,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  bad  check  and  jail  commissary  bank  accounts  had 
$2,252  and  $4,913,  respectively,  in  funds  where  an  insufficient  open  items  list  could  not  be  produced. 

We  Recommend: 

Records  be  traced  back  to  collection  and  pay-out  and  an  open  items  list  be  generated.  An  open  items  list 
should  be  maintained  on  an  ongoing  basis  to  ensure  proper  collection  and  disbursements  of  funds.  Also, 
the  open  items  list  should  be  an  integral  part  of  the  bank  reconciliation  process  each  month  to  ensure  all 
funds  are  identified. 

6      Patient  Protection  and  Affordable  Care  Act 

In  August  2010,  the  United  States  Congress  passed  H.R.  3590  Patient  Protection  and  Affordable  Care  Act. 
The  Act  affects  many  sectors  of  the  private-sector  economy  and  government  including  establishing 
individual  responsibilities  regarding  health  coverage  as  well  as  employer  responsibilities  for  providing 
health  coverage.  Employer  responsibilities  include:  automatic  enrollment  for  employees  of  larger 
employers,  employer  requirement  to  inform  employees  of  coverage  options,  shared  responsibilities  for 
employers,  reporting  of  employer  health  insurance  coverage,  offering  of  exchange-participating  qualified 
health  plans  through  cafeteria  plans.  The  effective  date  for  the  employer  responsibilities  section  of  the  Act 
is  for  months  beginning  after  December  31,  2013.  Due  to  the  many  provisions  and  complexity  of  the  Act, 
governments  may  need  to  obtain  outside  counsel  from  its  attorney  and  health  insurance  provider  to 
determine  the  steps  necessary  to  properly  implement  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

We  Recommend: 

Management  become  familiar  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act  and  consider  obtaining  outside  counsel  to 
comply  with  the  new  Act  and  avoid  potential  penalties  and  unwanted  costs  associated  with  this  Act. 

7.     Software  Implementation 

During  our  audit,  it  came  to  our  attention  that  the  County  had  complications  implementing  their  new 
financial  software.  There  were  issues  with  both  inputting  revenue  information  and  subsequently 
generating  financial  reports. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County's  personnel  receive  software  and  accounting  training  to  ensure  that  those  responsible  for 
inputting  and  generating  financial  information  have  the  necessary  level  of  knowledge  to  operate  the 
financial  software  efficiently  and  effectively  during  the  year. 
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8.  Bank  Reconciliation  Review 

Although  the  role  of  the  Treasurer  limits  the  extent  of  separation  of  duties,  we  believe  certain  steps  could 
be  taken  to  separate  incompatible  duties.  The  Treasurer  currently  has  access  to  all  phases  of  certain 
transactions  and  prepares  the  bank  reconciliations. 

We  Recommend: 

Someone  other  than  the  Treasurer  receives  and  reviews  the  bank  statements  prior  to  turning  them  over  to 
the  Treasurer  to  prepare  the  bank  reconciliations.  We  further  recommend  the  Commission  or  other 
authorized  individual  review  the  reconciliations  after  they  are  prepared  on  a  monthly  basis. 

9.  Collateralization  of  District  Deposits 

County  deposits  were  not  adequately  secured  at  various  times  during  the  current  year  in  accordance  with 
Sections  110.010  and  110.020,  RSMo.  The  financial  institution  did  not  adequately  cover  the  County's 
deposits  in  excess  of  FDIC  coverage. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  monitor  the  collateralization  during  the  year  and  ensure  that  the  County  deposits  are 
adequately  secured  at  all  times. 

10.  Approved  Vendor  List 

We  noted  that  the  County  does  not  have  policies  and  procedures  in  place  to  require  purchases  only  from 
approved  vendors.  Maintenance  of  an  approved  vendor  list  is  an  excellent  procedure  to  have  in  place  to 
prevent  fraudulent  disbursements  to  fictitious  vendors. 

We  Recommend: 

The  County  develop  policies  and  procedures  in  order  to  have  an  approved  vendor  list  for  purchases  made 
by  the  County. 

We  will  review  the  status  of  these  comments  during  our  next  audit  engagement.  We  will  be  pleased  to  discuss 
them  in  further  detail  at  your  convenience,  to  perform  any  additional  study  of  these  matters  or  to  assist  you  in 
implementing  the  recommendations. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  serve  as  Crawford  County's  independent  auditor  and  the  courtesies  and 
assistance  extended  to  us  by  the  County's  employees. 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  17,  2013 
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We  have  audited  the  financial  statements  of  Crawford  County,  Missouri,  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012 
and  201 1.  Professional  standards  require  that  we  provide  you  with  information  about  our  responsibilities  under 
generally  accepted  auditing  standards  and  Government  Auditing  Standards,  as  well  as  certain  information 
related  to  the  planned  scope  and  timing  of  our  audit.  We  have  communicated  such  information  in  our  letter  to 
you  dated  April  10,  2013.  Professional  standards  also  require  that  we  communicate  to  you  the  following 
information  related  to  our  audit. 

Significant  Audit  Findings 

Qualitative  Aspects  of  Accounting  Practices 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  selection  and  use  of  appropriate  accounting  policies.  The  significant 
accounting  policies  used  by  Crawford  County,  Missouri,  are  described  in  Note  A  to  the  financial  statements. 
All  significant  transactions  have  been  recognized  in  the  financial  statements  in  the  proper  period.  No  new 
accounting  policies  were  adopted  and  the  application  of  existing  policies  was  not  changed  during  2012  and 
2011.  We  noted  no  transactions  entered  into  by  the  governmental  unit  during  the  year  for  which  there  is  a  lack 
of  authoritative  guidance  or  consensus.  All  significant  transactions  have  been  recognized  in  the  financial 
statements  in  the  proper  period. 

The  financial  statement  disclosures  are  neutral,  consistent,  and  clear. 
Difficulties  Encountered  in  Performing  the  Audit 

We  encountered  no  significant  difficulties  in  dealing  with  management  in  performing  and  completing  our  audit. 
Corrected  and  Uncorrected  Misstatements 

Professional  standards  require  us  to  accumulate  all  known  and  likely  misstatements  identified  during  the  audit, 
other  than  those  that  are  clearly  trivial,  and  communicate  them  to  the  appropriate  level  of  management. 
Management  has  corrected  all  such  misstatements.  The  following  material  misstatements  detected  as  a  result  of 
audit  procedures  were  corrected  by  management: 

•  Cash 

•  Fund  Balance 
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Disagreements  with  Management 

For  purposes  of  this  letter,  a  disagreement  with  management  is  a  financial  accounting,  reporting,  or  auditing 
matter,  whether  or  not  resolved  to  our  satisfaction,  that  could  be  significant  to  the  financial  statements  or  the 
auditor's  report.  We  are  pleased  to  report  that  no  such  disagreements  arose  during  the  course  of  our  audit. 

Management  Representations 

We  have  requested  certain  representations  from  management  that  are  included  in  the  management 
representation  letter  dated  June  17,  2013. 

Management  Consultations  with  Other  Independent  Accountants 

In  some  cases,  management  may  decide  to  consult  with  other  accountants  about  auditing  and  accounting 
matters,  similar  to  obtaining  a  "second  opinion"  on  certain  situations.  If  a  consultation  involves  application  of 
an  accounting  principle  to  the  governmental  unit's  financial  statements  or  a  determination  of  the  type  of 
auditor's  opinion  that  may  be  expressed  on  those  statements,  our  professional  standards  require  the  consulting 
accountant  to  check  with  us  to  determine  that  the  consultant  has  all  the  relevant  facts.  To  our  knowledge,  there 
were  no  such  consultations  with  other  accountants. 

Other  Audit  Findings  or  Issues 

We  generally  discuss  a  variety  of  matters,  including  the  application  of  accounting  principles  and  auditing 
standards,  with  management  each  year  prior  to  retention  as  the  governmental  unit's  auditors.  However,  these 
discussions  occurred  in  the  normal  course  of  our  professional  relationship  and  our  responses  were  not  a 
condition  to  our  retention. 

This  information  is  intended  solely  for  the  use  of  the  County  Commission  and  management  of  Crawford 
County,  Missouri,  and  is  not  intended  to  be,  and  should  not  be,  used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified 
parties. 

Very  truly  yours, 


DAVIS,  LYNN  &  MOOTS,  P.C. 
June  17,  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of 
Environmental  Quality,  Solid  Waste  Management  Program 


Background 


Fee  Structure  and 
Administrative  Costs 


The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR),  Solid  Waste  Management 
Program's  (SWMP)  main  goal  is  to  reduce  the  amount  of  solid  waste 
generated  in  the  state.  The  program  provides  solid  waste  management 
permitting,  monitoring,  and  enforcement  efforts  to  help  prevent  illegal 
dumping  and  environmental  problems.  The  state  is  divided  into  20  solid 
waste  management  districts  which  assist  the  DNR  in  implementing  the 
state's  solid  waste  management  plan,  with  an  emphasis  on  diverting  waste 
from  landfills.  The  primary  source  of  funding  for  the  program  is  a  fee 
collected  when  waste  is  disposed  of  in  Missouri's  landfill,  currently  $2.11 
per  ton. 

The  program  should  perform  a  comprehensive  review  to  determine  if 
changes  are  needed  in  its  fee  structure  and  services  could  be  provided  more 
cost  effectively.  The  tonnage  fee  charged  appears  high,  the  operating  costs 
as  a  percentage  of  allocated  revenue  incurred  by  the  solid  waste 
management  districts  is  significant  and  varies  considerably  among  the 
districts,  and  significant  funding  allocated  to  the  districts  has  accumulated  in 
the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund.  Missouri  charges  a  higher  tonnage  fee 
than  6  of  8  border  states,  and,  during  fiscal  years  2011  and  2012,  the 
operating  cost  percentages  for  Missouri's  solid  waste  management  districts 
varied  from  a  low  of  7  percent  to  a  high  of  50  percent.  In  addition,  amounts 
allocated  to  solid  waste  management  districts  are  more  than  needed  for 
current  operations.  Funding  is  allocated  to  the  districts  in  accordance  with 
the  statutory  funding  formula,  and  $7.6  million  allocated  to  the  districts 
remained  unspent  at  June  30,  2012. 


District  Audit  Requirements 


State  laws  require  three  separate  audits  for  each  solid  waste  management 
district,  which  is  excessive  and  inefficient.  The  DNR  should  consider 
seeking  legislation  to  streamline  district  audit  requirements. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 

Excellent:        The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

Good:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 

most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

Fair:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 

findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

Poor:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 

findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Sara  Parker  Pauley,  Director 
Department  of  Natural  Resources 
and 

Leanne  Tippett  Mosby,  Director 
Division  of  Environmental  Quality 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Environmental 
Quality,  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The 
scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  2011. 
The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  program's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  program's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  program,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  program's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures 
applied  in  our  audit  of  the  program. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  control,  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and 
procedures.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our 
audit  of  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Environmental  Quality,  Solid  Waste 
Management  Program. 

Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 


Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Mark  Ruether,  CPA 

Joyce  Thomson 

Mariam  Ahmedbani 

Alex  R.  Prenger,  M.S.Acct.,  CPA 
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Division  of  Environmental  Quality  -  Solid  Waste  Management  Program 
Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 

The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR),  Solid  Waste  Management 
Program  (SWMP)  should  perform  a  comprehensive  review  to  determine  if 
changes  are  needed  in  its  fee  structure  and  services  could  be  provided  more 
cost  effectively.  From  our  review,  the  tonnage  fee  charged  appears  high 
when  compared  to  contiguous  states,  the  operating  costs  as  a  percentage  of 
allocated  revenue  incurred  by  the  solid  waste  management  districts  is 
significant  and  varies  considerably  among  the  districts,  and  significant 
funding  allocated  to  the  solid  waste  management  districts  has  accumulated 
in  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund. 

The  main  goal  of  the  SWMP  is  to  reduce  the  amount  of  solid  waste 
generated  in  the  state,  and  to  provide  solid  waste  management  permitting, 
monitoring,  and  enforcement  efforts  to  help  prevent  illegal  dumping  and 
other  environmental  problems.  Solid  waste  management  districts  were 
established  in  1990  as  part  of  the  state's  solid  waste  management  plan.  The 
state  is  divided  into  20  solid  waste  management  districts  which  assist  the 
DNR  in  implementing  the  state's  plan,  with  an  emphasis  on  diverting  waste 
from  landfills. 

Funding  and  fee  Structure  The  SWMP  and  district  funding  is  provided  from  the  state's  Solid  Waste 

Management  Fund  which  is  primarily  funded  by  tonnage  fees  remitted  by 
landfills.  Funding  for  the  SWMP  and  districts  is  based  on  a  formula  set 
through  legislation.  After  allocating  $800,000  annually  to  the 
Environmental  Improvement  and  Energy  Resources  Authority  and  $200,000 
to  districts  receiving  fewer  funds  than  under  a  prior  allocation  formula,  the 
remaining  tonnage  fees  are  allocated  39  percent  to  the  SWMP  and  61 
percent  to  the  districts.  Each  district's  allocation  is  determined  based  on 
district  population  and  the  number  of  landfills  located  in  the  district.  During 
the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  SWMP  spent  approximately  $7.7 
million  for  program  operation  and  regulation,  and  the  districts  received 
approximately  $13  million  for  operations,  plan  implementation,  and  grants 
for  waste  reduction,  reuse,  and  recycling  programs. 

We  obtained  information  from  the  eight  states  which  border  Missouri,  and 
the  following  chart  summarizes  the  type  of  administration  of  the  solid  waste 
program  (statewide  or  district)  and  the  tonnage  fees  collected  by  each  state: 


1.  Fee  Structure  and 
Administrative 
Costs 
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STATE 


PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION 


TONNAGE 
FEES 


Arkansas*  Districts 


Illinois 


Iowa 


Kansas* 
Kentucky* 

Nebraska* 
Oklahoma 

Tennessee* 


Statewide 


Statewide 


Statewide 


Statewide 
Statewide 


$2.50  per  ton,  $.75  per  compacted 
cubic  yard,  or  $.40  per  un- 
compacted  cubic  yard,  depending  on 
the  type  of  waste.  Local  fees  may 
also  be  levied. 

$2.00  per  ton  or  $.95  per  cubic  yard 
for  landfills  which  process  over 
150,000  cubic  yards  annually,  and 
flat  annual  fees  for  landfills  which 
process  less  than  150,000  cubic 
yards.  Local  fees  may  also  be  levied. 

Planning  areas  with  less  than  25% 

diversion: 

$4.75  per  ton 

Planning  areas  over  25%  diversion, 
under  state  average,  and  under  50%: 
$3.65  per  ton 

Planning  areas  over  25%  diversion, 
over  state  average,  and  under  50%: 
$3.65  per  ton 

Planning  areas  over  25%  diversion, 
over  state  average,  and  over  50%: 
$3.25  per  ton 

$1.00  per  ton 


Districts  (one  per  $1.75  per  ton 
county) 


$  1 .25  per  ton 

$1.50  per  ton,  maximum  of  $40,000 
collected  per  landfill,  then  drops  to 
$1.25  per  ton 


Districts  (county/city    $0.90  per  ton  in  addition  to  any  fee 
level)                        imposed  by  local  government 
 jurisdiction  

*  These  states  also  collect  annual  landfill  permit  fees  which  Missouri  does  not  impose. 

As  noted  on  the  chart,  five  contiguous  states  administer  solid  waste 
management  programs  on  a  statewide  basis  and  the  other  three  states  are 
divided  into  solid  waste  management  districts  or  local  government 
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administration  similar  to  Missouri.  The  operation  and  funding  of  these 
states'  programs  vary  significantly  from  Missouri,  so  it  was  not  possible  to 
compare  administrative  and  operating  costs  percentages  for  these  states; 
however,  only  two  states  charge  a  tonnage  fee  higher  than  Missouri's 
tonnage  fee  of  $2.11. 

The  SWMP  tracks  operating  costs  incurred  by  each  district  as  a  percentage 
of  total  state  funding  provided  to  each  district.  The  operating  costs  are 
tracked  to  monitor  compliance  with  Section  260.335,  RSMo,  which  states 
that  districts  cannot  spend  more  than  50  percent  of  allocated  state  funding 
on  implementation  of  a  solid  waste  management  plan  and  district 
operations.  The  operating  cost  percentages  for  fiscal  years  2012  and  2011 
ranged  from  a  low  of  7  percent  to  a  high  of  50  percent,  according  to  the 
SWMP.  During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  districts  spent  $4.2 
million  on  administration  and  operations,  or  32  percent  of  the  $13  million 
state  funding  provided  to  the  districts. 

SWMP  personnel  indicated  these  costs  vary  significantly  from  district  to 
district  based  on  a  number  of  factors.  For  example,  some  districts  contract 
with  other  local  governments  or  regional  planning  agencies  to  operate  the 
district  while  other  districts  hire  employees.  In  addition,  some  districts  pay  a 
portion  of  operating  costs  with  matching  funds  or  local  revenues  while  other 
districts  provide  no  matching  funds  or  local  revenues. 

Accumulated  district  The  amounts  required  by  state  law  to  be  allocated  to  the  solid  waste 
funds  management  districts  are  more  than  needed  for  current  operations,  resulting 

in  some  districts  accumulating  significant  reserves  for  future  operations  and 
grant  programs.  These  funds  remain  on  deposit  in  the  Solid  Waste 
Management  Fund,  and  at  June  30,  2012,  the  Solid  Waste  Management 
Fund  balance  of  approximately  $10.3  million  included  $7.6  million  in 
unspent  district  allocations.  The  two  largest  districts  had  unspent  funds  of 
$2.4  million  (District  L,  St.  Louis  area)  and  $1.3  million  (District  E,  Kansas 
City  area)  at  June  30,  2012.  The  other  18  districts  had  unspent  funds  at  June 
30,  2012,  ranging  from  $65,060  to  $697,232.  The  significant  amount  of 
unspent  district  funds  suggests  the  solid  waste  tonnage  fee  is  set  at  a  rate 
higher  than  needed  or  the  funding  allocation  formula  needs  revision. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  Missouri's  solid  waste  management  program  to 
other  states.  However,  the  high  tonnage  fee  compared  to  contiguous  states 
coupled  with  significant  variations  in  administrative  cost  percentages  among 
the  districts  and  the  existence  of  significant  fund  reserves  within  the  Solid 
Waste  Management  Fund  suggest  the  delivery  of  solid  waste  management 
services  could  be  performed  more  cost  effectively.  A  comprehensive  review 
of  the  program  would  assist  the  legislature  in  determining  if  improvements 
can  be  made  to  improve  the  statewide  delivery  of  solid  waste  management 
services.  This  should  include  a  detailed  review  of  the  fee  structure  and 
funding  allocation  formula,  significant  variances  in  district  administrative 
costs,  and  various  delivery  of  services  models  used  by  other  states. 


District  administrative 
costs 
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Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


2.  District  Audit 
Requirements 


The  DNR  perform  a  comprehensive  review  to  determine  the  most  cost 
effective  method  to  deliver  solid  waste  management  services  statewide, 
including  whether  the  current  tonnage  fee  can  be  reduced  or  the  funding 
allocation  formula  should  be  revised. 

In  the  2013  Legislative  Session,  House  Bill  28  was  passed  which  established 
a  Joint  Committee  on  Solid  Waste  Management  District  Operations.  The 
committee  is  to  provide  a  report,  including  any  recommended  legislative 
changes,  by  December  31,  2013.  The  department  will  be  available  to 
provide  information  to  the  committee  if  the  committee  requests  same. 

Audit  requirements  for  solid  waste  districts  are  excessive  and  inefficient. 

State  laws  require  three  separate  audits  for  each  solid  waste  management 
district.  Section  260.325.10,  RSMo,  requires  the  districts  to  obtain  financial 
statement  audits  annually  or  biannually,  depending  on  the  amount  of 
revenues  received  by  the  district,  and  requires  the  DNR  to  conduct  a 
performance  audit  of  grants  to  each  district  at  least  once  every  3  years. 
Section  29.380,  RSMo,  effective  August  28,  2012,  requires  the  State 
Auditor  to  conduct  an  audit  of  each  solid  waste  management  district  and 
thereafter  conduct  audits  of  the  districts  as  deemed  necessary. 


Recommendation 


The  SWMP  provides  regular  oversight  and  monitoring  of  districts,  including 
approval  of  all  recycling  and  administrative  grants  awarded  by  the  districts. 
Streamlined  audit  requirements  coupled  with  effective  oversight  and 
monitoring  procedures  would  result  in  a  more  efficient  administration  of  the 
SWMP. 

The  DNR  consider  seeking  legislation  to  streamline  the  audit  requirements 
for  solid  waste  management  districts. 


Auditee's  Response 


The  department  will  consider  and  evaluate  this  recommendation. 
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Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  is  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR),  Division  of  Environmental 
Quality.  The  main  goal  of  the  program  is  to  reduce  the  amount  of  solid 
waste  generated  in  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  program  provides  solid  waste 
management  permitting,  monitoring,  and  enforcement  efforts  to  help 
prevent  illegal  dumping  and  other  factors  that  may  cause  long-term  social, 
economic,  and  environmental  problems. 

In  1990,  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund  was  established  by  Section 
260.330,  RSMo.  The  primary  source  of  funding  is  a  fee  collected  when 
waste  is  disposed  in  Missouri's  landfills,  or  when  it  is  sent  through  a  transfer 
station  for  disposal  in  another  state.  The  fee  is  established  by  legislation  and 
is  currently  $2.11  per  ton.  This  is  the  primary  source  of  funding  for  the 
program.  In  addition,  recycling  projects  are  funded  through  funds  passed  on 
to  the  Environmental  Improvement  and  Energy  Resources  Authority  and 
Solid  Waste  Management  Districts  (districts).  These  districts  were 
established  by  Section  260.305,  RSMo.  There  are  20  districts  statewide. 

The  Solid  Waste  Advisory  Board  (SWAB)  was  established  by  Section 
260.345,  RSMo,  to  advise  the  department  regarding  solid  waste 
management  issues.  The  SWAB  is  composed  of  the  chairman  of  the 
executive  board  of  each  district  and  up  to  five  additional  members  appointed 
by  the  Director  of  the  DNR. 

Sara  Parker  Pauley  currently  serves  as  the  Director  of  the  DNR,  and  Leanne 
Tippett  Mosby  currently  serves  as  the  Director  of  the  Division  of 
Environmental  Quality. 
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Appendix  A 


Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Division  of  Environmental  Quality  -  Solid  Waste  Management  Program 

Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments  - 

Solid  Waste  Management  Fund 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


RECEIPTS 

2012 

2011 

Tonnage  fees 

$  11,292,335 

11,047,524 

utner 

i  c  i  no 

ah  'infi. 

Total  Receipts 

11,307,437 

11,094,830 

DISBURSEMENTS 

District  grants 

7,512,971 

5,565,564 

Solid  waste  agency  costs 

3,895,927 

3,834,614 

Market  development 

554,322 

660,681 

Total  Disbursements 

11,963,220 

10,060,859 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(655,783) 

1,033,971 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

10,926,536 

9,892,565 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

$  10,270,753 

10,926,536 
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Appendix  B 


Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Division  of  Environmental  Quality  -  Solid  Waste  Management  Program 
Compartive  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


SOLID  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  FUND 
Solid  Waste  Management 

Division  of  Geology  and  Land  Survey  Operations  Personal  Services 
Division  of  Geology  and  Land  Survey  Operations  Expenses  and  Equipment 
Department  Operations-Contract  Audits  Expenses  and  Equipment 
Refund  Accounts 

Regional  Offices  Personal  Services 
Regional  Offices  Expenses  and  Equipment 
Solid  Waste  Management  Personal  Services 
Solid  Waste  Management  Expenses  and  Equipment 
Hazardous  Waste  Personnal  Services 
Environmental  Services  Personnal  Services 
Environmental  Services  Expenses  and  Equipment 
Total  Solid  Waste  Management  Fund 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


 2012  

Appropriation  Lapsed 
Authority  Expenditures  Balances 


15,545,026 

8,367,837 

7,177,189 

114,335 

79,805 

34,530 

10,061 

9,748 

313 

92,064 

17,834 

74,230 

1,165 

0 

1,165 

381,673 

359,640 

22,033 

134,969 

45,422 

89,547 

1,496,738 

1,197,928 

298,810 

494,496 

97,973 

396,523 

10,996 

10,895 

101 

45,975 

30,705 

15,270 

11,348 

3,306 

8,042 

18,338,846 

10,221,093 

8,117,753 

 2011  

Appropriation  Lapsed 
Authority  Expenditures  Balances 


14,435,633 

6,226,245 

8,209,388 

114,335 

113,893 

442 

10,061 

10,061 

0 

22,834 

5,000 

17,834 

1,165 

0 

1,165 

474,673 

375,939 

98,734 

134,969 

32,832 

102,137 

1,503,238 

1,178,967 

324,271 

474,377 

129,947 

344,430 

10,996 

10,606 

390 

45,975 

44,447 

1,528 

11,348 

3,554 

7,794 

17,239,604 

8,131,491 

9,108,113 

Appendix  C 


Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Division  of  Environmental  Quality  -  Solid  Waste  Management  Program 
Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (from  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


o/~\  1  o 

2012 

r\f\'\  1 

2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

Salaries  and  wages 

o> 

i,o/o,y  11 

1, 115, 851 

l,oo2,U3  / 

2,U6  /,6  /2 

1  mA  TOO 

1,9  /U,2o2 

Travel,  in-state 

AC)     1  1  A 

48,334 

38,418 

23,509 

71,339 

60,374 

Travel,  out-of-state 

126 

1     1  1  C 

1,115 

3,614 

3,316 

17,697 

Fuel  and  utilities 

246 

384 

412 

352 

317 

Supplies 

36,795 

i o  inn 

38,299 

42,757 

52,306 

CO  OAO 

52,803 

Professional  development 

1  C  f  ")  C 

15,635 

41,380 

11    1  CO 

11,152 

47,317 

OA  11/' 

34,316 

Communication  service  and  supplies 

1  c  or\o 

15,808 

1  c 

15,293 

17,012 

1  o  a 

18,420 

1  o  r\o  1 

18,921 

Services: 

Professional  services 

A  1    1  *2  /I 

41,134 

in  /I  /TO 

19,468 

nc  A  A1 

95,443 

59/, 989 

1T1    A  AO 

23 1 ,4U2 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial 

34 

20 

306 

339 

397 

Maintenance  and  repair 

8,969 

11,304 

11,669 

12,749 

12,337 

Equipment: 

Office 

3,069 

716 

1,612 

2,256 

6,822 

Other 

2,934 

14,572 

277 

1,952 

3,293 

Debt  service 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,900 

Building  lease  payments 

0 

0 

382 

374 

11,400 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

397 

433 

422 

330 

618 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

803 

1,775 

391 

2,373 

1,160 

Program  distributions 

8,367,837 

6,224,463 

7,782,466 

9,151,780 

8,994,625 

Total  Expenditures 

$ 

10,221,093 

8,131,491 

9,873,461 

12,030,864 

11,420,664 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Saline  County 


Accounting  Controls  and  The  court  clerks'  duties  are  not  properly  segregated.  All  nine  clerks  have  the 

Procedures  ability  to  assess  fees,  receipt  monies,  enter  voids  and  adjust  costs  in  the 

system,  and  two  of  these  clerks  are  able  to  prepare  deposits  and  issue 
disbursements.  The  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  review  daily  cashier  sessions  to 
ensure  all  monies  are  properly  recorded  and  deposited.  Non-monetary 
transactions,  voids  and  adjustments  are  not  properly  documented  or 
reviewed  by  supervisors  or  the  Circuit  Clerk.  The  court  does  not  properly 
account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  numbers  assigned  by  the  court 
accounting  system  or  reconcile  the  composition  of  receipts  to  the 
composition  of  deposits.  Monies  received  in  the  mail  are  not  recorded  on  a 
mail  log,  and  checks  are  not  restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon 
receipt.  The  Associate  Circuit  Division  regularly  issues  manual  receipt  slips, 
but  there  is  no  independent  review  to  ensure  they  are  properly  recorded  in 
the  system  and  the  monies  deposited,  the  receipt  slips  do  not  always  indicate 
the  method  of  payment,  and  the  Associate  Circuit  Division  does  not  retain 
voided  receipt  slips.  The  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  review  accrued  case  costs 
owed  to  the  court,  and  audit  staff  noted  two  cases  in  which  costs  were  not 
accurate.  Clerks  do  not  consistently  or  accurately  document  the  final 
disposition  of  each  case. 

The  Probate  Clerk  performs  all  accounting  duties  related  to  the  Law  Library 
bank  account  without  adequate  segregation  or  an  independent  or  supervisory 
review.  Monthly  bank  reconciliations  are  not  prepared.  The  Probate  Clerk 
did  not  issue  receipt  slips  for  monies  received,  timely  record  monies  on 
receipt  ledgers,  or  timely  deposit  receipts.  The  court  incurred  a  $24 
overdraft  fee  in  November  2012,  which  could  have  been  avoided  by  timely 
depositing  receipts  on  hand. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 


Law  Library  Fund  Controls 
and  Procedures 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 


Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit 


Saline  County 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge  and  Court  en  banc 
and 

Circuit  Clerk  of  the 
Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Saline  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Saline  County,  in  fulfillment  of  our 
duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  court's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  court's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  court,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures 
to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  court's  management,  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  and 
Saline  County  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  court. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our 
findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Saline  County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Lori  Melton,  M.  Acct.,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Deborah  Whitis,  MBA,  CPA,  CIA 

Audit  Staff:  Nicole  Meltabarger,  M.Acct.,  CPA 
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Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Saline  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


1.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


Significant  weaknesses  were  identified  with  accounting  controls  and 
procedures. 

According  to  court  records,  receipts  collected  during  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  totaled  approximately  $1.4  million.  Fines  and  court 
costs  are  collected;  recorded  in  the  Justice  Information  System  (JIS),  the 
Missouri  Courts  automated  case  management  system;  and  deposited  into  the 
Circuit  Clerk's  general  bank  account  by  personnel  of  the  Consolidated 
Circuit  Court  offices.  Cash  bonds  are  collected  and  receipted  by  the  Saline 
County  Sheriffs  office,  then  transmitted  by  check  to  the  Circuit  Clerk's 
office  for  deposit. 

1 . 1  Segregation  of  duties  and  The  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  adequately  segregated  accounting  duties  or 

limited  user  access  rights  in  the  JIS  and  supervision  is  not  adequate  to 
identify  errors.  All  nine  clerks  have  the  ability  to  assess  fees,  receipt  monies, 
enter  voids,  and  adjust  costs  in  the  JIS.  In  addition,  two  of  these  clerks  have 
the  ability  to  prepare  deposits  and  issue  disbursements.  For  example,  the 
clerk  primarily  responsible  for  preparing  deposits  and  reviewing  daily 
cashier  sessions  has  the  ability  to  assess  or  adjust  costs,  receipt  monies,  void 
transactions,  and  issue  disbursements.  The  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  review 
daily  cashier  sessions  to  ensure  all  monies  are  properly  recorded  and 
deposited. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls  should 
provide  reasonable  assurance  that  all  transactions  are  accounted  for  properly 
and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal  controls  could  be  improved 
by  segregating  duties  to  the  extent  possible  and  limiting  user  access  rights 
within  the  JIS.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties  is  not  possible,  a  documented 
independent  review  of  work  performed  by  the  clerks  is  necessary. 


supervisory  review 


1.2  Non-monetary 
transactions 


The  Circuit  Clerk  or  Supervisors  do  not  review  non-monetary  transactions, 
voids,  and  adjustments  in  the  JIS  and  non-monetary  transactions,  voids,  and 
adjustments  are  not  always  properly  documented.  Non-monetary 
transactions,  including  judicial  orders,  garnishments,  and  application  of 
bonds,  are  transactions  where  no  monies  are  received;  however,  a  credit  is 
applied  or  the  amount  due  is  changed.  All  clerks  are  allowed  to  enter  non- 
monetary transactions,  void  receipt  transactions,  and  adjust  costs  in  the  JIS. 
Non-monetary  transactions,  voids,  and  adjustments  should  be  supported  by 
documentation  or  a  judicial  order.  Documentation  was  not  prepared  or 
retained  for  some  of  these  transactions  that  occurred  during  our  audit  period. 
For  example,  we  identified  fines  and  court  costs  for  two  cases  totaling  $685 
that  were  adjusted  to  zero  for  time  served.  Although  the  Judge  confirmed  he 
had  authorized  these  adjustments,  there  was  no  documentation  in  the  case 
files  to  support  these  adjustments. 
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Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Saline  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


An  independent  review  of  non-monetary  transactions  recorded  in  the  JIS  is 
necessary  to  ensure  such  transactions  are  appropriate  and  to  reduce  the  risk 
of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds  going  undetected. 

Receipting  and  depositing  procedures  need  improvement.  In  addition, 
control  weaknesses  exist  related  to  the  recording  and  handling  of  monies 
received  in  the  mail. 

•  The  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  numbers  assigned  by  the  JIS  is  not 
accounted  for  properly,  and  the  composition  of  receipts  is  not  always 
reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits,  resulting  in  some 
discrepancies.  We  noted  one  receipt  totaling  $142  was  entered  in  the  JIS 
as  a  check  on  December  10,  2012,  but  was  actually  received  and 
deposited  as  cash.  In  addition,  a  $31  receipt  was  entered  in  the  JIS  as 
cash  on  January  12,  2012,  but  was  actually  received  and  deposited  as  a 
money  order.  There  were  no  notes  on  the  cashier  sessions  or  deposit 
documentation  to  indicate  these  errors  were  detected  and  investigated. 

•  Monies  received  in  the  mail  are  not  recorded  on  a  mail  log  and  checks 
are  not  restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt.  An  employee 
initially  opens  and  delivers  the  mail  to  various  clerks;  however,  that 
individual  does  not  record  the  payments  or  restrictively  endorse  the 
checks.  Instead,  the  various  clerks  that  receive  the  checks,  record  and 
process  the  monies  received. 

To  adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse 
of  funds,  it  is  necessary  to  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt 
slips,  reconcile  the  composition  of  receipts  to  the  composition  of  deposits, 
maintain  an  initial  record  of  monies  received  in  the  mail,  and  ensure  checks 
are  restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt. 

1 .4  Manual  receipt  Slips  The  Associate  Circuit  Division  does  not  have  adequate  controls  over  manual 

receipt  slips.  The  Associate  Circuit  Division  issued  624  manual  receipt  slips 
during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

•  There  is  no  independent  review  to  ensure  transactions  related  to  manual 
receipt  slips  are  properly  recorded  in  the  JIS  and  subsequently 
deposited.  The  Circuit  Clerk  indicated  the  Associate  Circuit  Division 
regularly  issues  manual  receipt  slips  in  an  effort  to  expedite  defendants 
through  the  payment  line  after  court. 

•  The  Associate  Circuit  Division  did  not  record  the  method  of  payment  on 
54  manual  receipt  slips  totaling  $9,967. 

•  The  Associate  Circuit  Division  does  not  retain  voided  receipt  slips.  As  a 
result,  there  is  less  assurance  all  monies  received  have  been  accounted 


1.3  Receipting,  recording, 
and  depositing 
procedures 
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Saline  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


for  properly.  Our  review  identified  four  voided  manual  receipt  slips  in 
which  the  original  copies  were  torn  from  the  receipt  slip  books  and  not 
retained. 

To  adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse 
of  funds,  procedures  to  account  for  all  monies  received  are  necessary.  These 
procedures  include  limiting  the  use  of  manual  receipt  slips;  however,  when 
their  use  is  necessary,  procedures  should  be  implemented  to  reconcile  the 
receipt  slips  to  the  JIS,  and  ensure  the  method  of  payment  is  recorded  and 
voided  receipt  slips  are  retained. 

1.5  Accrued  COStS  The  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  review  accrued  case  costs  owed  to  the  court 

(court  costs,  incarceration  costs,  court-ordered  restitution,  guardian  ad  litem 
fees,  and  fines),  which  totaled  approximately  $2  million,  as  of  December  31, 
2012. 

We  noted  two  cases  in  which  costs  were  not  accurately  reflected  on  the  JIS 
list  of  accrued  costs.  The  JIS  list  included  an  outstanding  guardian  ad  litem 
fee  of  $8,000  for  one  case;  however,  the  case  was  transferred  to  Lafayette 
County  in  a  change  of  venue  and  disposed  in  May  2006.  Saline  County  is  no 
longer  responsible  for  collecting  these  fees  and  the  amount  should  not  be 
listed  as  outstanding.  In  another  case,  we  identified  costs  of  $11,889  that 
were  incorrectly  coded  as  Criminal  Costs-State  Reimbursement  in  April 
2009  and  should  have  been  coded  as  Board  Bill-Due  to  State. 

A  complete  and  accurate  list  of  accrued  costs  would  allow  the  Circuit  Clerk 
to  easily  review  amounts  due  the  court  and  take  appropriate  steps  to  ensure 
amounts  owed  are  collected. 

1.6  Case  disposition  The  clerks  do  not  consistently  or  accurately  document  the  final  disposition 

of  each  case  on  the  court  dockets  in  the  JIS,  and  the  report  of  open  cases  is 
not  periodically  reviewed. 

The  standard  procedure  of  the  Associate  Judge  is  to  suspend  case  activity  in 
the  JIS  for  some  minor  traffic  violations,  such  as  seatbelt  violations  and 
failure  to  display  plates  on  vehicles.  Rather  than  issuing  warrants,  when  the 
defendants  subsequently  receive  other  tickets  clerks  are  to  check  the  JIS  for 
open  cases  and  take  action  to  resolve  the  suspended  cases.  When  case 
activity  is  suspended,  the  case  no  longer  appears  on  the  docket. 

The  inventory  of  open  cases  report  generated  from  the  JIS  shows  324  traffic 
cases  filed  prior  to  January  1,  2012,  were  still  open  as  of  December  31, 
2012.  Our  review  of  25  open  traffic  cases  identified  six  cases  (24  percent) 
which  should  have  been  disposed  because  judgment  was  made  and  the 
related  costs  were  satisfied.  In  addition,  7  of  the  25  cases  (28  percent)  were 
improperly  suspended  in  the  JIS  because  these  cases  do  not  meet  the  Judge's 
criteria  for  case  suspension.  These  errors  occurred  because  the  clerks  failed 
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to  record  all  activity  on  the  docket  sheets  or  schedule  subsequent  court  dates 
and  went  undetected  because  there  was  no  review  of  the  open  cases  report. 

Without  procedures  to  ensure  the  proper  disposition  and  activity  of  all  cases 
have  been  recorded  in  the  JIS,  the  court  cannot  be  assured  all  cases  are 
properly  handled. 

Recommendations  The  Circuit  Clerk: 

1 . 1  Segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible,  limit  user  access 
rights  within  the  JIS  to  only  those  necessary  for  the  user  to  perform 
job  duties,  and  implement  appropriate  reviews  and  monitoring 
procedures. 

1.2  Implement  procedures  requiring  non-monetary  transactions,  voids, 
and  adjustments  be  documented  and  reviewed  and  approved  by  a 
supervisor. 

1.3  Improve  receipting  and  deposit  procedures  to  account  for  the 
numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  and  reconcile  the  composition  of 
receipt  slips  to  the  composition  of  deposits.  In  addition,  the  Circuit 
Clerk  should  improve  controls  over  mail  receipts  and  restrictively 
endorse  all  checks  immediately  upon  receipt. 

1.4  Establish  procedures  to  ensure  all  transactions  related  to  manual 
receipt  slips  are  recorded  in  the  JIS  and  subsequently  deposited.  In 
addition,  all  manual  receipt  slips  should  indicate  the  method  of 
payment  and  all  copies  of  voided  receipt  slips  should  be  retained. 

1.5  Maintain  and  review  a  complete  and  accurate  list  of  accrued  costs. 

1.6  Ensure  the  disposition  of  cases  is  properly  recorded  in  the  JIS  and 
the  report  of  open  cases  is  periodically  reviewed. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Circuit  Clerk  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1.1  The  Circuit  Clerk  has  implemented  procedures  where  only  the 
Circuit  Clerk  or  supervisor  voids  receipts  entered  in  error  and  has 
made  inquiries  with  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator 
(OSCA)  concerning  the  possibility  of  blocking  the  capability  of 
voiding  receipts  by  other  clerks.  The  Circuit  Clerk  or  supervisor  is 
reviewing  daily  cashier  sessions  for  accuracy  and  unauthorized 
voids. 

1.2  Documentation  on  non-monetary  transactions  and  adjustments  will 
be  made  as  docket  entries  and  approved  by  the  Court  Judges  or 
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supervisor.  As  noted  in  my  response  to  finding  1.1,  we  have 
implemented  procedures  related  to  void  transactions. 


1.3  Clerks  have  been  reminded  to  enter  receipts  correctly  according  to 
the  type  of  payment  received,  i.e.  cash,  check,  money  order.  Cashier 
sessions  are  being  reviewed  and  approved  daily  by  the  supervisor 
or  Circuit  Clerk  when  making  the  bank  deposit.  This  review  process 
includes  ensuring  the  numeric  sequence  of  receipt  slips  and 
reconciling  the  cash/check  composition  of  the  cashier  sessions  to 
the  deposit.  All  monies  received  in  the  mail  are  being  recorded  on  a 
log  and  endorsed  prior  to  receipting.  Logs  are  being  reviewed  and 
matched  to  cashier  sessions  by  the  supervisor  or  Clerk  when  closing 
sessions  and  making  the  daily  bank  deposit.  If  a  problem  is  noted,  it 
will  be  researched  and  documented. 


1.4  Associate  Clerks  are  now  writing  manual  receipts  only  during 
periods  J1S  is  not  available.  All  other  receipts  are  entered  through 
JIS.  Clerks  have  been  instructed  to  note  the  method  of  payment  on 
all  receipts  and  to  retain  all  copies  of  voided  receipts.  The  Circuit 
Clerk  has  implemented  a  weekly  procedure  of  reviewing  manual 
receipts  and  reconciling  them  to  JIS. 

1.5  A  timelier  and  thorough  procedure  in  reviewing  accrued  court  costs 
and  to  assure  change  of  venue  fees  do  not  appear  as  Saline  County 
accrued  costs  will  be  implemented. 


2.  Law  Library  Fund 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


1.6  Clerks  have  been  instructed  to  properly  document  the  final 
disposition  of  cases.  An  open  case  review  will  be  implemented  on  a 
timely  basis.  Summonses  are  now  being  issued  on  seatbelt 
violations  and  failure  to  display  plates. 

Significant  weaknesses  were  identified  with  accounting  controls  and 
procedures  of  the  Circuit  Court's  Law  Library  Fund.  According  to  financial 
records,  Law  Library  receipts  collected  during  the  year  ended  December  31, 
2012,  were  approximately  $18,000. 


2. 1  Segregation  of  duties  and  Accounting  duties  related  to  the  Law  Library  bank  account  are  not 
SUDervisorv  review  adequately  segregated,  and  an  independent  or  supervisory  review  of  the 

v  financial  activities  is  not  performed.  The  Probate  Clerk  performs  all  of  the 

accounting  duties  including  recording  receipts,  depositing  monies,  and 
writing  and  signing  checks.  In  addition,  bank  reconciliations  are  not 
prepared. 


Internal  controls  would  be  improved  by  segregating  duties.  If  proper 
segregation  of  duties  is  not  possible,  at  a  minimum,  periodic  reviews  of  the 
records  should  be  performed  by  an  independent  individual  and  documented. 
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In  addition,  monthly  bank  reconciliations  should  be  prepared  and 
periodically  reviewed  by  someone  independent  of  the  accounting  functions. 


2.2  Receipting,  recording, 
and  depositing 
procedures 


The  Probate  Clerk's  procedures  for  receipting,  recording,  and  depositing 
monies  are  not  sufficient.  As  a  result,  some  receipts  were  not  deposited 
timely  and  overdraft  charges  were  incurred. 

Receipt  slips  were  not  issued  for  monies  received,  monies  were  not  recorded 
on  receipt  ledgers  immediately  when  received,  and  receipts  were  not  always 
deposited  timely.  For  example,  four  receipts  totaling  $4,937  from 
September  4,  2012,  to  December  5,  2012,  were  not  recorded  and  deposited 
until  December  12,  2012.  Because  a  $3,126  check  was  issued  in  November 
prior  to  the  December  deposit,  a  $24  overdraft  fee  was  incurred. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  procedures  should  be 
established  to  ensure  all  monies  received  are  properly  receipted,  promptly 
recorded,  and  deposited  intact  and  timely.  In  addition,  maintaining  an 
accurate  cash  balance  would  aid  in  monitoring  the  account  and  eliminate  the 
occurrence  of  bank  overdraft  fees. 


Recommendations 


The  Court  En  Banc  and  the  Probate  Clerk: 


2.1  Ensure  accounting  duties  are  adequately  segregated  or  independent 
reviews  are  performed  periodically.  In  addition,  bank 
reconciliations  should  be  prepared  monthly  and  periodically 
reviewed. 


2.2  Ensure  official  prenumbered  receipt  slips  are  issued  immediately  for 
all  receipts,  receipts  are  promptly  recorded,  and  monies  received  are 
deposited  intact  and  in  a  timely  manner.  In  addition,  an  accurate 
cash  balance  should  be  maintained  to  aid  in  eliminating  unnecessary 
bank  charges. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Associate  Judge  and  Probate  Clerk  provided  the  following  written 

response: 


We  agree  with  the  recommendations  and  have  implemented  them  in  our  Law 
Library  Fund  Controls  and  Procedures. 
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Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Saline  County 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  Saline  County  as  well  as  Lafayette 
County. 

The  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  one  circuit  judge  and  four 
associate  circuit  judges.  The  circuit  judge  hears  cases  in  Saline  and 
Lafayette  Counties.  Of  the  four  associate  circuit  judges,  two  are  located  in 
Saline  County  and  preside  over  Associate  Circuit  Division  V  and  VI.  The 
other  two  associate  circuit  judges  are  located  in  Lafayette  County.  Circuit 
personnel  located  in  Lafayette  County  are  not  included  in  the  scope  of  this 
audit. 

Personnel  At  December  31,  2012,  the  judges,  Circuit  Clerk,  and  Juvenile  Officer  of  the 

Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Saline  County,  were  as  follows: 


 Title  Name  

Circuit  Judge,  Division  IV  Dennis  A.  Rolf 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  V  Hugh  C.  Harvey 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  VI  James  T.  Bellamy 

Circuit  Clerk  Sharon  D.  Crawford 

Juvenile  Officer  Amy  Meyers 


Financial  Information  Receipts  of  the  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Saline  County,  were  as  follows: 


Year  Ended 
December  31,  2012 


Court  deposits,  fee,  bonds,  and  other  $1,366,286 
Drug  Court  5,185 
Interest  Income  391 


Total  $1,371,862 


Caseload  Information  From  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  Missouri  Judicial  Reports, 

case  filings  of  the  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Saline  County,  were  as  follows: 


Year  Ended 
June  30,  2012 


Civil  1,050 

Criminal  2,445 

Juvenile  155 

Probate  62 


Total  3,712 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Texas  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Texas  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the  State 
Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Daniel  Jones  &  Associates,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


September  2013 
Report  No.  2013-094 
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Daniel  Jones 
&  Associates 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission 
The  County  of  Texas,  Missouri 

Report  on  the  Financial  Statements 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Texas,  Missouri,  which 
comprise  cash  and  unencumbered  cash  for  each  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related 
statements  of  cash  receipts  and  disbursements  and  disbursements-budget  and  actual  for  the  years  then 
ended,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial  statements  in 
accordance  with  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  a  financial  reporting  framework  prescribed  or 
permitted  by  Missouri  law  as  described  in  Note  I  of  the  accompanying  financial  statements.  Management 
is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  internal  control  relevant  to  the 
preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that  are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether 
due  to  fraud  or  error. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit.  We 
conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards, 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform 
the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material 
misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and  disclosures  in 
the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's  judgment,  including  the 
assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial  statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error. 
In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor  considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation 
and  fair  presentation  of  the  financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in 
the  circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's 
internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes  evaluating  the 
appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of  significant  accounting  estimates 
made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall  presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide  a  basis  for 
our  audit  opinion. 
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Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  I  of  the  financial  statements,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  basis  of  the 
financial  reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
Missouri. 

The  effects  on  the  financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described 
in  Note  I  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S. 
Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  do  not 
present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America, 
the  financial  position  of  each  fund  of  the  County  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  or  changes  in  financial 
position  or  cash  flows  thereof  for  the  years  then  ended. 

Opinions 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects,  the  cash  and 
unencumbered  cash  of  each  fund  of  the  County  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  their  respective  cash 
receipts  and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  for  the  years  then  ended  in  accordance  with  the  financial 
reporting  provisions  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  law  described  in  Note  I. 

Other  Matters 

Other  Information 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  opinion  on  the  financial  statements  that  collectively 
comprise  the  County  of  Texas'  basic  financial  statements.  The  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards,  as 
required  by  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and 
Non-Profit  Organizations  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the 
basic  financial  statements. 

The  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  the  responsibility  of  management  and  was  derived  from  and 
relates  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements. 
Such  information  has  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  basic  financial 
statements  and  certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing  and  reconciling  such  information  directly 
to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements  or  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  In  our  opinion,  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal 
Awards  is  fairly  stated,  in  all  material  respects,  in  relation  to  the  basic  financial  statements  as  a  whole. 
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Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  July  5,  2013  on  our 
consideration  of  the  County  of  Texas'  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  on  our  tests  of  its 
compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters. 
The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with 
Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  County  of  Texas'  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and 
compliance. 

T>eutce£  (famed.  &  t4a40cia€€& 

DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

July  5,  2013 
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FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 


THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 


ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS 

-  REGULATORY  BASIS 

YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 

CASH 

RECEIPTS 

DISBURSEMENTS 

CASH 

FUND 

JANUARY  1,  2012 

2012 

2012 

DECEMBER  31,  2012 

General  Revenue  Fund 

$ 

306,588.95  $ 

3,057,492.54 

$  3,227,726.61 

$  136,354.88 

Special  Road  &  Bridge  Fund 

89,445.25 

925,637.11 

923,172.74 

91,909.62 

Assessment  Fund 

35,047.34 

212,916.30 

204,255.04 

43,708.60 

Election  Services  Fund 

3,961.60 

9,803.15 

1,440.00 

12,324.75 

Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 

8,443.74 

6,599.15 

3,678.03 

11,364.86 

Prosecutor's  Training  Fund 

149.27 

1,150.65 

1,093.14 

206.78 

Emergency  Management  Fund 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Law  Enforcement  Operation  Fund 

20,300.25 

18,786.09 

8,713.93 

30,372.41 

Texas  County  Museum  Fund 

3,823.78 

82.71 

- 

3,906.49 

Wri-Tex  91 1  Operations  Fund 

157,061.17 

366,862.27 

440,090.64 

83,832.80 

Wri-Tex  911  Depreciation  Fund 

14,678.92 

145.79 

_ 

14,824.71 

Recorder  User  Fee  Fund 

28,760.57 

13,884.75 

18,528.56 

24,116.76 

Prosecutor's  Bad  Check  Fund 

1,132.33 

13,400.25 

14,530.49 

2.09 

L.E.P.C.  Fund 

17,949.31 

2,884.12 

3,516.72 

17,316.71 

Defense  Deductible  Fund 

254,791.13 

108,702.96 

18,387.25 

345,106.84 

Concealed  Firearms  Permit  Fund 

7,334.81 

14,498.86 

3,768.74 

18,064.93 

National  Forest  Fund 

93,836.64 

273,521.06 

258,017.23 

109,340.47 

Domestic  Violence  Victim  Fund 

14,884.82 

6,766.64 

11,115.00 

10,536.46 

Museum  Endowment  Fund 

733.53 

6.90 

44.32 

696.11 

Bridge  Replacement  Fund 

85,499.02 

640,924.59 

649,424.87 

76,998.74 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution  Fund 

37,899.19 

27,915.53 

23,994.62 

41,820.10 

Prosecutor's  Delinquent  Tax  Fund 

2,299.08 

8,782.29 

10,466.88 

614.49 

Judicial  Court  Program  Fund 

1,421.83 

23,991.13 

21,741.14 

3,671.82 

Special  Sales  Tax  Fund 

1,504,923.72 

945,505.46 

1,287,231.21 

1,163,197.97 

Capital  Improvement  Bond  Fund 

92,690.38 

1,069,998.47 

1,081,824.15 

80,864.70 

Emergency  Management  Conference  Fund 

1,179.79 

91.63 

- 

1,271.42 

Capital  Improvement  Project  Fund 

36,732.60 

1,827.00 

34,905.60 

Inmate  Security  Fund 

21,905.03 

4,544.17 

26,449.20 

Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Fund 

10,010.00 

10,010.00 

Special  Election  Fund 

166,480.37 

166,480.37 

Transfer  Fund 

52,253.41 

273,150.49 

179,883.79 

145,520.11 

Collector's  Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

10,965.22 

15,003.61 

17,238.14 

8,730.69 

Garner  Covert  Memorial  Fund 

3,123.06 

343.86 

820.00 

2,646.92 

SB  40  Fund 

97,291.57 

186,408.85 

172,621.56 

111,078.86 

F.B.O.M.  Certificate  of  Payment  Fund 

0.62 

1,081,825.04 

1,081,825.00 

0.66 

F.B.O.M.  Reserve  Fund 

1,499,500.00 

14,705.79 

14,705.79 

1,499,500.00 

F.B.O.M.  Project  Fund 

73,592.82 

14,713.42 

88,306.24 

TOTAL 

$ 

4,580,200.75  $ 

9,517,536.00 

$              9,858,172.96  : 

$  4,239,563.79 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2011 


FUND 


CASH 
JANUARY  1,2011 


RECEIPTS 
2011 


DISBURSEMENTS 
2011 


CASH 
DECEMBER  31,  2011 


General  Revenue  Fund 

Special  Road  &  Bridge  Fund 

Assessment  Fund 

Election  Services  Fund 

Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 

Prosecutor's  Training  Fund 

Emergency  Management  Fund 

Law  Enforcement  Operation  Fund 

Texas  County  Museum  Fund 

Wri-Tex  911  Operations  Fund 

Wri-Tex  911  Depreciation  Fund 

Recorder  User  Fee  Fund 

Prosecutor's  Bad  Check  Fund 

L.E.P.C.  Fund 

Defense  Deductible  Fund 

Concealed  Firearms  Permit  Fund 

National  Forest  Fund 

Domestic  Violence  Victim  Fund 

Museum  Endowment  Fund 

Bridge  Replacement  Fund 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution  Fund 

Prosecutor's  Delinquent  Tax  Fund 

Judicial  Court  Program  Fund 

Special  Sales  Tax  Fund 

Capital  Improvement  Bond  Fund 

Emergency  Management  Conference  Fund 

Capital  Improvement  Project  Fund 

Inmate  Security  Fund 

Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Fund 

Special  Election  Fund 

Transfer  Fund 

Collector's  Tax  Maintenance  Fund 
Garner  Covert  Memorial  Fund 
SB  40  Fund 

F.B.O.M.  Certificate  of  Payment  Fund 
F.B.O.M.  Reserve  Fund 
F.B.O.M.  Project  Fund 


305,241.36 
90,681.74 
23,548.01 
149.80 
6,208.22 
460.47 
77.67 
61,726.86 
11,432.44 
198,738.17 
22,795.06 
41,893.95 
6,017.44 
15,356.72 
3,432.26 
16,998.00 

11,547.38 
720.04 
64,264.53 
29,205.58 
1,282.82 

1,976,047.42 
91,528.07 
1,158.10 

16,541.75 


128,241.16 
19,770.11 
3,022.92 
1 14,300.62 
1.46 

1,499,500.00 
55,664.93 


3,085,432.54 
905,515.24 
233,616.10 
4,534.88 
7,625.30 
1,279.30 

23,437.69 
168.29 
369,192.63 
12,988.86 
13,694.86 
16,892.61 
3,029.89 
252,055.51 
8,946.56 
357,720.94 
20,485.86 
13.49 
26,564.70 
26,007.82 
1,016.26 
1,421.83 
978,025.94 
1,051,984.59 
21.69 
57,265.72 
5,363.28 
8,335.00 
99,451.88 
282,900.35 
20,904.11 
900.14 
178,262.14 
1,050,824.16 
37,132.32 
37,137.76 


3,084,084.95 
906,751.73 
222,116.77 
723.08 
5,389.78 
1,590.50 
77.67 
64,864.30 
7,776.95 
410,869.63 
21,105.00 
26,828.24 
21,777.72 
437.30 
696.64 
18,609.75 
263,884.30 
17,148.42 

5,330.21 
17,314.21 


1,449,149.64 
1,050,822.28 

20,533.12 

8,335.00 
99,451.88 
358,888.10 
29,709.00 
800.00 
195,271.19 
1,050,825.00 
37,132.32 
19,209.87 


306,588.95 
89,445.25 
35,047.34 
3,961.60 
8,443.74 
149.27 

20,300.25 
3,823.78 
157,061.17 
14,678.92 
28,760.57 
1,132.33 
17,949.31 
254,791.13 
7,334.81 
93,836.64 
14,884.82 
733.53 
85,499.02 
37,899.19 
2,299.08 
1,421.83 
1,504,923.72 
92,690.38 
1,179.79 
36,732.60 
21,905.03 


52,253.41 
10,965.22 
3,123.06 
97,291.57 
0.62 
1,499,500.00 
73,592.82 


TOTAL 


4,817,555.06  $ 


9,180,150.24  $ 


9,417,504.55  $ 


4,580,200.75 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 


2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

$  4,500.00 

$  4,611.55 

$  4,700.00 

d1                            A    CI  A  "7A 

$  4,574.79 

Sales  laxes 

HTO  AAA  AA 

938,000.00 

mi  £^a  n 

931,620.32 

AOC  AAA  AA 

925,000.00 

A  A  A  1 1  t  AO 

944,713.03 

Intergovernmental 

,—  ^V"\   OA  A  CA 

522,894.50 

467,703.63 

i  i  z'  f\/~  r\  r\r\ 

416,060.00 

ri  a  rx  a  a  ai 

539,949.01 

Charges  for  Services 

A  r\  rt    c"AA  AA 

423,500.00 

A  1  A  CA1    A  CI 

419,593.48 

A  1  A    AAA  AA 

434,000.00 

422,174.21 

Interest 

C  AAA  AA 

5, (XX). 00 

4,351.56 

1  A  AAA  AA 

14,000.00 

1 1,431.79 

utner 

oa  Ann  nn 
o(J,U00.00 

1  1  n  QQ<  Q< 

0.1  nn 
yi,20/.U0 

1  1  O  fY7 1  OA 
1 IV, 0/  l.ZO 

Transfers  In 

1  rvip.  nnn  nn 

1   1  1  8  71  A  1  ^ 
1,1  lo,  /  lO.l  J 

1  1     nnn  nn 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

3,021,894.50 

3,057,492.54 

3,049,967.00 

3,085,432.54 

DISBURSEMENTS 

County  Commission 

100,100.00 

91,962.13 

89,670.00 

86,294.13 

County  Clerk 

152,824.28 

147,621.15 

148,776.80 

139,466.04 

Elections 

128,752.00 

97,417.23 

36,700.00 

18,466.99 

Buildings  and  Grounds 

59,250.00 

52,172.61 

88,000.00 

52,944.02 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 

578,900.00 

623,817.59 

633,640.00 

546,815.56 

County  Treasurer 

111,597.00 

102,870.96 

105,879.00 

111,605.29 

Collector 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

64,771.20 

61,763.38 

68,040.00 

66,321.69 

Circuit  Clerk 

15,150.00 

14,858.10 

13,500.00 

12,957.77 

Court  Administration 

357,519.80 

308,208.28 

388,524.00 

355,340.76 

Public  Administrator 

43,550.00 

42,793.98 

43,550.00 

43,549.18 

Sheriff 

309,791.00 

305,708.94 

280,370.00 

298,713.61 

lail 

784,514.32 

772,781.08 

779,836.00 

769,597.78 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

205,658.40 

220,997.44 

217,426.00 

216,297.34 

luvenile  Officer 

75,000.00 

72,000.00 

77,440.00 

74,439.96 

Coroner 

23,460.00 

20,001.16 

23,700.00 

21,213.49 

Other 

183,600.00 

288,247.81 

194,750.00 

230,061.34 

Health  and  Welfare 

9,275.00 

4,504.77 

Transfers  Out 

15,000.00 

55,000.00 

40,000.00 

Emergency  Fund 

91,000.00 

80,000.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

3,309,713.00 

3,227,726.61 

3,324,801.80 

3,084,084.95 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(287,818.50) 

(170,234.07) 

(274,834.80) 

1,347.59 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

306,588.95 

306,588.95 

305,241.36 

305,241.36 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$  18,770.45 

$  136,354.88 

$  30,406.56 

$  306,588.95 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SPECIAL  ROAD  &  BRIDGE  FUND 


2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  In 

$ 

903,757.86 
300.00 

$ 

921,125.68 
4,511.43 

$ 

896,993.74 
1,000.00 

$ 

904,605.44 
909.80 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

904,057.86 

925,637.11 

897,993.74 

905,515.24 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

Employee  Fringe  Benefits 
Supplies 

Tn«;i  lranfp 

1 1 1  J  LI  1  ill  1 

Road  &  Bridge  Materials 
Equipment  Repairs 
Equipment  Purchases 
R&B  Construction 
Other  Expenditures 
Debt  Service 
Transfers  Out 

14,280.00 
2,100.00 
7,350.00 
2  000  00 

i-iUVU .  \J\J 

11,000.00 
821,999.00 
47,772.00 

15,282.02 
1,194.71 

2  000  00 
3,795.71 

852,137.51 
2,772.00 

45,990.79 

14,500.00 
2,050.00 
7,350.00 
2  000  00 

i-lUvW .  \J\J 

11,000.00 
897,000.00 
47,359.65 

13,978.46 
659.81 
- 

4,775.43 
842,002.72 
45,335.31 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

906,501.00 

923,172.74 

981,259.65 

906,751.73 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(2,443.14) 

2,464.37 

(83,265.91) 

(1,236.49) 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

89,445.25 

89,445.25 

90,681.74 

90,681.74 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

87,002.11 

$  91,909.62 

$ 

7,415.83 

$ 

89,445.25 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


ASSESSMENT  FUND  ELECTION  SERVICES  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$  177,300.00 
5,300.00 
100.00 
7,450.00 

$  190,703.08 
10,931.68 
781.54 
10,500.00 

$202,706.00 
2,484.00 
2,000.00 
6,800.00 

$223,437.27 
8,250.55 
1,928.28 

$ 

4,500.00 
50.00 

$  1,440.00 
7,549.73 
78.42 
735.00 

$  12,000.00 
2,800.00 
200.00 

$  800.00 
3,701.42 
33.46 

TOTAT  RFPFTPTS 

1  qo  i  so  on 

lyu,  1  JW.WW 

919  Ql  6  30 

9 1  3  QQO  00 

933  616  10 

A  SSO  00 

Q  803  1  S 

1  S  000  00 

A  S3/1  88 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assesor 

Miscellaneous  Expense 
Voting  Equipment 

218,161.00 

204,255.04 

233,281.00 

222,116.77 

8,500.00 

1,440.00 

15,000.00 

723.08 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

218,161.00 

204,255.04 

233,281.00 

222,116.77 

8,500.00 

1,440.00 

15,000.00 

723.08 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(28,011.00) 

8,661.26 

(19,291.00) 

11,499.33 

(3,950.00) 

8,363.15 

3,811.80 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

35,047.34 

35,047.34 

23,548.01 

23,548.01 

3,555.23 

3,961.60 

149.80 

149.80 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$  7,036.34 

$  43,708.60 

$  4,257.01 

$  35,047.34 

$  (394.77) 

$  12,324.75 

$  149.80 

$  3,961.60 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT  TRAINING  FUND 

PROSECUTOR'S  TRAINING  FUND 

2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$  2,500.00 
5,500.00 
50.00 

$ 

4,309.63 
96.42 
2,193.10 

$    2,700.00  $ 
6,000.00 
200.00 

5,032.50 
130.65 
2,462.15 

$  $ 
1,365.00 
10.00 

1,090.38 
60.27 

$             -  J 
1,400.00 

20.00 

1,269.10 
10.20 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

8,050.00 

6,599.15 

8,900.00 

7,625.30 

1,375.00 

1,150.65 

1,420.00 

1,279.30 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Training 

15,900.00 

3,678.03 

13,900.00 

1,520.00 

1,093.14 

1,880.00 

1  ,Jy\).J\) 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

15,900.00 

3,678.03 

13,900.00 

5,389.78 

1,520.00 

1,093.14 

1,880.00 

1,590.50 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(7,850.00) 

2,921.12 

(5,000.00) 

2,235.52 

(145.00) 

57.51 

(460.00) 

(311.20) 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

8,443.74 

8,443.74 

6,208.22 

6,208.22 

149.27 

149.27 

460.47 

460.47 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$  593.74 

$  11,364.86 

$     1,208.22  $ 

8,443.74 

$           4.27  $ 

206.78 

$           0.47  i 

;  149.27 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT  FUND  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  OPERATION  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

19,650.00 
500.00 
250.00 

$ 

18,220.00 
281.09 
285.00 

$ 

16,500.00 
2,000.00 
100.00 

$ 

22,039.00 
1,023.69 
375.00 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

- 

- 

- 

- 

20,400.00 

18,786.09 

18,600.00 

23,437.69 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Emergency  Management  Expenses 

Federal  Forfeitures 

Fundraiser 

Special  Civil  Sheriff  Fee  Expense 
Transfers  Out 

77.67 

4,815.00 
3,750.00 
32,000.00 

54.00 
8,659.93 

6,061.00 
11,900.00 
62,365.86 

1,290.00 
8,384.81 
55,189.49 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

77.67 

40,565.00 

8,713.93 

80,326.86 

64,864.30 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(77.67) 

(20,165.00) 

10,072.16 

(61,726.86) 

(41,426.61) 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

77.67 

77.67 

20,300.25 

20,300.25 

61,726.86 

61,726.86 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

$ 

$  77.67 

$ 

$  135.25 

$  30,372.41 

$ 

$20,300.25 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


TEXAS  COUNTY  MUSEUM  FUND 


WRI  -  TEX  91 1  OPERATIONS  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmentai 

9 

4>   jjI ,UUU.UU 

t         109  oo 

t   364  000  00 

Interest 

50  00 

38  39 

500  00 

168  29 

500.00 

1,317.10 

9  000  00 

3  747  63 

144  32 

44  32 

130  83 

250.00 

5,152.18 

900  00 

4  938  18 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

194.32 

82.71 

630  83 

168.29 

351,750.00 

366,862.27 

373  700  00 

369  192  63 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

235,230.00 

200,968.50 

240,116.00 

195,432.67 

Fringe  Benefits 

- 

- 

- 

- 

104,100.00 

93,203.23 

98,000.00 

85,508.65 

Mileage  &  Training 

5,000.00 

3,208.39 

5,000.00 

4,209.48 

Office  Expense 

- 

- 

- 

- 

15,900.00 

12,319.14 

15,750.00 

12,603.79 

Administrative  Fee 

20,000.00 

21,912.35 

20,000.00 

20,350.39 

Operations  Expense 

f.  ^nn  nn 
o,juu.uu 

1 A  {.{.Ci  A 1 

6,500.00 

2,388.38 

Legal 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1,000.00 

15,000.00 

Depreciation 

75,000.00 

71,906.27 

75  000  00 

70  095  88 

Museum  Operations 

4,000.00 

11,965.88 

7,776.95 

Transfers  Out 

21,912.35 

20,350.39 

Emergency  Fund 

3,550.00 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

4,000.00 

11,965.88 

7,776.95 

466,280.00 

440,090.64 

475,366.00 

410,869.63 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(3,805.68) 

82.71 

(11,335.05) 

(7,608.66) 

(114,530.00) 

(73,228.37) 

(102,166.00) 

(41,677.00) 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

3,823.78 

3,823.78 

11,432.44 

11,432.44 

157,061.17 

157,061.17 

198,738.17 

198,738.17 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$  18.10 

$  3,906.49 

$       97.39  : 

5  3,823.78 

$  42,531.17 

$  83,832.80 

$  96,572.17 

$  157,061.17 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


WRI  -  TEX  9 1 1  DEPRECIATION  FUND  RECORDER  USER  FEE  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$ 

100.00 

$ 

145.79 

$ 

1,000.00 

$ 

417.61 
12,571.25 

$ 

12,678.75 
250.00 

$ 

13,612.00 
272.75 

$ 

14,000.00 
500.00 

$ 

12,964.00 
730.86 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

100.00 

145.79 

1,000.00 

12,988.86 

12,928.75 

13,884.75 

14,500.00 

13,694.86 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Expenses 

Recorder's  Expense 

14,764.00 

23,700.00 

21,105.00 

24,116.76 

18,528.56 

56,393.95 

26,828.24 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

14,764.00 

23,700.00 

21,105.00 

24,116.76 

18,528.56 

56,393.95 

26,828.24 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(14,664.00) 

145.79 

(22,700.00) 

(8,116.14) 

(11,188.01) 

(4,643.81) 

(41,893.95) 

(13,133.38) 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

14,678.92 

14,678.92 

22,795.06 

22,795.06 

28,760.57 

28,760.57 

41,893.95 

41,893.95 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$  14.92 

$  14,824.71 

$  95.06 

$  14,678.92 

$  17,572.56 

$  24,116.76 

$ 

$  28,760.57 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


PROSECUTOR'S  BAD  CHECK  FUND 


L.E.P.C.  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

201 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 

$                  -  $ 
20,000.00 
394.69 

13,245.24 
155.01 

$               -  $ 
15,500.00 
100.00 

16,509.83 
382.78 

$             -  $ 
2,700.00 
100.00 

2,710.36 
173.76 

$ 

2,800.00 
600.00 

$ 

2,733.74 
296.15 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

20,394.69 

13,400.25 

15,600.00 

16,892.61 

2,800.00 

2,884.12 

3,400.00 

3,029.89 

DISBURSEMENTS 

PA  Bad  Check  Expenditure 
LEPC  Expenses 

21,527.02 

14,530.49 

21,207.00 

21,777.72 

20,715.61 

3,516.72 

18,756.72 

437.30 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

21,527.02 

14,530.49 

21,207.00 

21,777.72 

20,715.61 

3,516.72 

18,756.72 

437.30 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(1,132.33) 

(1,130.24) 

(5,607.00) 

(4,885.11) 

(17,915.61) 

(632.60) 

(15,356.72) 

2,592.59 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

1,132.33 

1,132.33 

6,017.44 

6,017.44 

17,949.31 

17,949.31 

15,356.72 

15,356.72 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  3 1 

$                  -  $ 

2.09 

$           410.44  $ 

1,132.33 

$           33.70  $ 

17,316.71 

$ 

$  17,949.31 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


DEFENSE  DEDUCTIBLE  FUND 


CONCEALED  FIREARMS  PERMIT  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  In 

$  $ 

50.00 
106,000.00 

2,702.96 
106,000.00 

$          -  $ 

100.00 
252,000.00 

55.51 
252,000.00 

$              -  $ 
100.00 

8  SOO  00 

133.86 

1 4  36S  00 

$              -  $ 
500.00 

8  S00  00 

296.56 
8  6S0  00 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

106,050.00 

108,702.96 

252,100.00 

252,055.51 

8,600.00 

14,498.86 

9,000.00 

8,946.56 

Expenses 

Miscellaneous  Expense 
Fringe  Benefits 
Equip/ Auto  Expense 
Other  -  Sheriff 
Other  -  Jail 
Debt  Service  /  Equip 

360,736.00 

18,387.25 

255,432.26 

696.64 

15,500.00 

3,768.74 

25,500.00 

18,609.75 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

360,736.00 

18,387.25 

255,432.26 

696.64 

15,500.00 

3,768.74 

25,500.00 

18,609.75 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(254,686.00) 

90,315.71 

(3,332.26) 

251,358.87 

(6,900.00) 

10,730.12 

(16,500.00) 

(9,663.19) 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

254,791.13 

254,791.13 

3,432.26 

3,432.26 

7,334.81 

7,334.81 

16,998.00 

16,998.00 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$       105.13  $ 

.  345,106.84 

$      100.00  $ 

254,791.13 

$          434.81  $ 

18,064.93 

$          498.00  $ 

7,334.81 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NATIONAL  FOREST  FUND  DOMESTIC  VIOLENCE  VICTIM  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RTTnriFT  APTTTAT 
DUUUL1                .  \ V    1  1 ;  \  1  . 

RT  TnriFT 

A  PTT  T  A  T 

RT  TnriFT 

A  PTT  T  A  T 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  In 

$ 

290,000.00 
725.00 

$ 

272,393.92 
1,127.14 

$  $ 

288,569.12 
1,584.38 
67,567.44 

$  $ 

10,000.00 
7,000.00 
100.00 

6,639.00 
127.64 

$  $ 

20,000.00 
9,000.00 
500.00 

13,143.42 
7,100.50 
241.94 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

290,725.00 

273,521.06 

357,720.94 

17,100.00 

6,766.64 

29,500.00 

20,485.86 

DISBURSEMENTS 

lury  Expense 
Other 

384,561.64 

258,017.23 

263,884.30 

31,900.00 

11,115.00 

40,000.00 

17,148.42 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

384,561.64 

258,017.23 

263,884.30 

31,900.00 

11,115.00 

40,000.00 

17,148.42 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(93,836.64) 

15,503.83 

93,836.64 

(14,800.00) 

(4,348.36) 

(10,500.00) 

3,337.44 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

93,836.64 

93,836.64 

14,884.82 

14,884.82 

11,547.38 

11,547.38 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

$  109,340.47 

$                    $  93,836.64 

$           84.82  $ 

10,536.46 

$        1,047.38  $ 

14,884.82 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


MUSEUM  ENDOWMENT  FUND  BRIDGE  REPLACEMENT  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$           -  $ 
10.00 

6.90 

$           -  $ 
30.00 

13.49 

t  61  n  647  no 
100.00 

3,269.80 

^640  1  55  98 

768.61 

$  539,737.16 

1,000.00 
7,439.00 
2,359.65 

$  17,573.70 

1,551.29 
7,439.71 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

10.00 

6.90 

30.00 

13.49 

614,016.80 

640,924.59 

550,535.81 

26,564.70 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Expenses 

Museum  Endowment 

44.32 

44.32 

44.32 

633,408.00 

649,424.87 

548,703.31 

5,330.21 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

44.32 

44.32 

44.32 

633,408.00 

649,424.87 

548,703.31 

5,330.21 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(34.32) 

(37.42) 

(14.32) 

13.49 

(19,391.20) 

(8,500.28) 

1,832.50 

21,234.49 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

733.53 

733.53 

720.04 

720.04 

85,499.02 

85,499.02 

64,264.53 

64,264.53 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$      699.21  $ 

696.11 

$      705.72  $ 

733.53 

$  66,107.82 

$  76,998.74 

$  66,097.03 

$  85,499.02 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT  RESTITUTION  FUND 


PROSECUTOR'S  DELINQUENT  TAX  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  Services 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  In 

$          -  5 
30,000.00 
500.00 
- 

26,887.38 
403.15 
625.00 

$  1 
30,000.00 
1,000.00 
- 

25,422.50 
585.32 
- 

$  $ 

30.00 
- 

8,741.36 
40.93 
- 

$  $ 
500.00 
50.00 
- 

987.95 
28.31 
- 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

30,500.00 

27,915.53 

31,000.00 

26,007.82 

30.00 

8,782.29 

550.00 

1,016.26 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Law  Enforcement  Restitution 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Expense 
Transfers  Out 

37,900.00 

18,206.02 
5,788.60 

29,205.58 

11,472.01 
5,842.20 

2,300.00 

10,466.88 

1,282.82 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

37,900.00 

23,994.62 

29,205.58 

17,314.21 

2,300.00 

10,466.88 

1,282.82 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(7,400.00) 

3,920.91 

1,794.42 

8,693.61 

(2,270.00) 

(1,684.59) 

(732.82) 

1,016.26 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

37,899.19 

37,899.19 

29,205.58 

29,205.58 

2,299.08 

2,299.08 

1,282.82 

1,282.82 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$  30,499.19  $ 

:  41,820.10 

$  31,000.00  S 

;  37,899.19 

$        29.08  $ 

614.49 

$       550.00  $ 

2,299.08 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


JUDICIAL  COURT  PROGRAM  FUND 


SPECIAL  SALES  TAX  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET  ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  In 

$  5 

30,000.00 
21,000.00 
100.00 

- 

23,958.31 
32.82 

- 

$  $ 

1,421.61 

0.22 

- 

$    938,000.00  $ 

7,000.00 
- 

931,224.96 

14,280.50 
- 

$    925,000.00  $ 

90,000.00 
- 

941,931.32 

36,094.62 
- 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

51,100.00 

23,991.13 

1,421.83 

945,000.00 

945,505.46 

1,015,000.00 

978,025.94 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Judicial  Court  Program  Expense 
Special  Maintenance  Expense 
Transfers  Out 

52,421.00 

21,741.14 

1,378,133.00 

1,287,231.21 

1,587,000.00 

161,061.20 
1,288,088.44 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

52,421.00 

21,741.14 

1,378,133.00 

1,287,231.21 

1,587,000.00 

1,449,149.64 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(1,321.00) 

2,249.99 

1,421.83 

(433,133.00) 

(341,725.75) 

(572,000.00) 

(471,123.70) 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

1,421.83 

1,421.83 

1,504,923.72 

1,504,923.72 

1,976,047.42 

1,976,047.42 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$       100.83  J 

:  3,671.82 

$                     $  1,421.83 

$  1,071,790.72  $ 

1,163,197.97 

$  1,404,047.42  $ 

1,504,923.72 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  BOND  FUND  EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT  CONFERENCE  FUND 


2012 

201 1 

2012 

201 1 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  Taxes 

«C             000  00  t 

931  9 1 9  06 

«t    09?  000  00 

t  QA]  Q9^  40 

Intergovernmental 

- 

- 

V^lliUgO  1U1  JC1  VlLtft 

Interest  Income 

1,000.00 

2,572.61 

10,000.00 

5,961.30 

10.00 

12.43 

50.00 

21.69 

Other 

79.20 

Transfers  In 

50,132.62 

136,206.80 

25,000.00 

104,097.89 

; 

; 

; 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

989,132.62 

1,069,998.47 

960,000.00 

1,051,984.59 

10.00 

91.63 

50.00 

21.69 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Conference  Expenses 

1,100.00 

1,200.00 

Bond  Repayment 

1,081,823.00 

1,081,824.15 

1,050,824.50 

1,050,822.28 

Capital  Improvement  Expenses 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,081,823.00 

1,081,824.15 

1,050,824.50 

1,050,822.28 

1,100.00 

1,200.00 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

(92,690.38) 

(11,825.68) 

(90,824.50) 

1,162.31 

(1,090.00) 

91.63 

(1,150.00) 

21.69 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

92,690.38 

92,690.38 

91,528.07 

91,528.07 

1,179.79 

1,179.79 

1,158.10 

1,158.10 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$               -  $ 

80,864.70 

$  703.57 

$  92,690.38 

$        89.79  $ 

1,271.42 

$         8.10  $ 

;  1,179.79 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT  FUND  INMATE  SECURITY  FUND 


2012  2011  2012  2011 


BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL 


RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  $      86,170.81       $  $      84,012.67       $      57,265.72         $  $  $  $ 

Charges  for  Services  ....  5,000.00  4,302.00  6,000.00  5,016.00 

Interest  ....  ioo.OO  242.17  500.00  347.28 

Transfers  In  ________ 


TOTAL  RECEIPTS  86,170.81  -  84,012.67  57,265.72  5,100.00  4,544.17  6,500.00  5,363.28 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Expenditures  -  27,000.00  -  23,000.00 

Capital  Improvement  122,903.00  1,827.00  84,012.67  20,533.12 

Intergovernmental  -  -  -  _____ 


TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS  122,903.00  1,827.00  84,012.67  20,533.12  27,000.00   -  23,000.00 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS  (36,732.19)  (1,827.00)  36,732.60  (21,900.00)  4,544.17         (16,500.00)  5,363.28 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1  36,732.60  36,732.60  -  -  21,905.03  21,905.03  16,541.75  16,541.75 


CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31  $  0.41       $      34,905.60      $  -  $      36,732.60         $  5.03       $  26,449.20      $        41.75       $  21,905.03 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 


20 


THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 


DEPUTY  SHERIFF  SALARY  FUND 


SPECIAL  ELECTION  FUND 


RECEIPTS 


2012 


2011 


2012 


2011 


BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL 


Property  Taxes 

Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  In 
TOTAL  RECEIPTS 


10,000.00  10,010.00  8,000.00  8,335.00 


10,000.00  10,010.00  8,000.00  8,335.00 


166,480.37 


166,480.37 


99,451.1 


99,451.! 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Distribution  to  State  Fund 
Special  Election  Cost 
Transfers  Out 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 


10,000.00  10,010.00 


10,000.00  10,010.00 


8,000.00 


8,000.00 


8,335.00 


8,335.00 


166,480.37 


166,480.37 


99,45  Li 


99,451.8 


CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 


CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


TRANSFER  FUND 


COLLECTOR'S  TAX  MAINTENANCE  FUND 


2012 


2011 


2012 


2011 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 

Sales  Taxes 

Intergovernmental 

Charges  for  Services 

Interest 

Other 

Transfers  In 
TOTAL  RECEIPTS 


BUDGET 


146,090.05 


146,090.05 


ACTUAL 


273,150.49 


273,150.49 


BUDGET 


ACTUAL 


282,822.68 


77.67 


282,900.35 


BUDGET  ACTUAL  BUDGET  ACTUAL 


24,000.00 


15,003.61 


23,300.00 


23,500.00  14,868.97  22,000.00  20,417.03 

500.00  134.64  1,200.00  487.08 

100.00 


20,904.11 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Distributions 
Collector's  Operations 
Transfers  Out 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 


179,883.79 


179,883.79 


128,241.16 


128,241.16 


291,320.66 

67,567.44 
358,888.10 


34,000.00  17,238.14  43,000.00 


29,709.00 


34,000.00  17,238.14  43,000.00  29,709.00 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 


146,090.05 


93,266.70  (128,241.16) 


(75,987.75) 


(10,000.00)  (2,234.53)        (19,700.00)  (8,804.89) 


CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 


52,253.41 


52,253.41 


128,241.16 


128,241.16 


10,965.22 


10,965.22 


19,770.11 


19,770.11 


CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 


$    198,343.46       $    145,520.11  $ 


52,253.41         $       965.22      $     8,730.69       $        70.11       $  10,965.22 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


GARNER  COVERT  MEMORIAL  FUND 

SB40  FUND 

2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 
Sales  Taxes 
Interest 
Other 

$  $ 
50.00 

- 

43.86 
300.00 

$  $ 
200.00 

_ 

100.14 
800.00 

$  180,000.00  i 

600.00 
1,230.44 

.  185,841.46 

566.02 
1.37 

$  175,000.00  5 
500.00 

i  176,388.63 

643.07 
1,230.44 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

50.00 

343.86 

200.00 

900.14 

181,830.44 

186,408.85 

175,500.00 

178,262.14 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Expenditures 

Opportunity  Sheltered  Ind. 
General  Expense 

3,150.00 

820.00 

3,200.00 

800.00 

172,850.00 

172,621.56 

195,500.00 

195,271.19 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

3,150.00 

820.00 

3,200.00 

800.00 

172,850.00 

172,621.56 

195,500.00 

195,271.19 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

(3,100.00) 

(476.14) 

(3,000.00) 

100.14 

8,980.44 

13,787.29 

(20,000.00) 

(17,009.05) 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

3,123.06 

3,123.06 

3,022.92 

3,022.92 

97,291.57 

97,291.57 

114,300.62 

114,300.62 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 

$           23.06  $ 

2,646.92 

$           22.92  $ 

3,123.06 

$  106,272.01  $ 

111,078.86 

$  94,300.62  i 

;  97,291.57 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


F.B.O.M.  CERTIFICATE  OF  PAYMENT  FUND 


F.B.O.M.  RESERVE  FUND 


2012 

2011 

2012 

2011 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

BUDGET 

ACTUAL 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  Services 
Sales  Taxes 
Interest  Income 
Other 

$               -  $ 

1,081,824.15 
0.89 

$  1,050,824.50  $ 

i  1,050,822.28 
1.88 

$               -  $ 
13,800.00 

- 

14,705.79 

$               -  1 
60,000.00 

37,132.32 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 

- 

1,081,825.04 

1,050,824.50 

1,050,824.16 

13,800.00 

14,705.79 

60,000.00 

37,132.32 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Bond  Repayment 
Distribution  Expense 
Transfers  Out 

1,081,825.00 

1,050,824.50 

1,050,825.00 

13,800.00 

14,705.79 

60,000.00 

37,132.32 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,081,825.00 

1,050,824.50 

1,050,825.00 

13,800.00 

14,705.79 

60,000.00 

37,132.32 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 

0.04 

(0.84) 

CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 

2.41 

0.62 

1.46 

1.46 

1,499,500.00 

1,499,500.00 

1,499,500.00 

1,499,500.00 

CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  3 1 

$             2.41  $ 

0.66 

$              1.46  $ 

;  0.62 

$  1,499,500.00  $ 

1,499,500.00 

$  1,499,500.00  $ 

.  1,499,500.00 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


F.B.O.M.  PROJECT  FUND 


RECEIPTS 

Property  Taxes 
Sales  Taxes 
Interest  Income 
Transfers  In 

TOTAL  RECEIPTS 


2012 


BUDGET 


ACTUAL 


7.63 
14,705.79 


14,713.42 


2011 


BUDGET 


30,000.68 


30,000.68 


ACTUAL 


5.44 

37,132.32 


37,137.76 


DISBURSEMENTS 

Arbitrage  Taxes 
Distribution  Expense 

TOTAL  DISBURSEMENTS 


85,665.61 


85,665.61 


19,209.87 


19,209.87 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 
DISBURSEMENTS 


14,713.42 


(55,664.93) 


17,927.89 


CASH  BALANCES,  JANUARY  1 


73,592.82 


73,592.82 


55,664.93 


55,664.93 


CASH  BALANCES,  DECEMBER  31 


$       73,592.82       $       88,306.24  $ 


$  73,592.82 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS 
AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
AS  OF  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


2012 


Collector 
Funds 

Clerk 
Funds 

Recorder  of 
Deeds  Funds 

Sheriff 
Funds 

Sheriff 
Land 

Prosecuting 
Attorney  Funds 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 
Investments 

$  4,520,070.79 

$ 

$  13,423.95 

$  6,127.90 

$  10.35 

$  11,756.69 

Total  Assets 

4,520,070.79 

13,423.95 

6,127.90 

10.35 

11,756.69 

III  ■  >  1 1  ITIT7C   A  MT\  T7¥TVTT\  DATA  IVTiTC 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

- 

- 

- 

T  TMT1  T7  CT7D  \  7T?T~,  T7T  THTT~\  DAT    A  MPr  C" 

UNKbSbKVbD  bUND  BALANCES 

4,520,070.79 

13,423.95 

6,127.90 

10.35 

1 1,756.69 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 
FUND  BALANCES 

$  4,520,070.79 

$ 

$  13,423.95 

$  6,127.90 

$  10.35 

$  11,756.69 

Hutcheson 
Cemetary  Funds 

Garner  Covert 
Memorial  Funds 

CERF 

Criminal  Costs 

Unclaimed  Fees 

Total  Fiduciary 
Funds 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 
Investments 

$ 

7,318.74 

$ 

12,000.00 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$  4,551,389.68 
19,318.74 

Total  Assets 

7,318.74 

12,000.00 

4,570,708.42 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

7,318.74 

12,000.00 

4,570,708.42 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 
FUND  BALANCES 

$  7,318.74 

$  12,000.00 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$  4,570,708.42 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENTS  OF  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES  ARISING  FROM  CASH  TRANSACTIONS 
AGENCY  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
AS  OF  DECEMBER  31,  201 1 


2011 


Collector 
Funds 

Clerk 
Funds 

Recorder  of 
Deeds  Funds 

Sheriff 
Funds 

Sheriff 
Land 

Prosecuting 
Attorney  Funds 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 
Investments 

$  4,687,213.27 

$  0.52 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6,700.83 

$ 

10.33 

$ 

11,920.61 

Total  Assets 

4,687,213.27 

0.52 

9.00 

6,700.83 

10.33 

11,920.61 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

4,687,213.27 

0.52 

9.00 

6,700.83 

10.33 

11,920.61 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 
FUND  BALANCES 

$  4,687,213.27 

$  0.52 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6,700.83 

$ 

10.33 

S 

11,920.61 

Hutch  eson 
Cemetary  Funds 

Garner  Covert 
Memorial  Funds 

CERF 

Criminal  Costs 

Unclaimed  Fees 

Total  Fiduciary 
Funds 

ASSETS 

Cash  and  Cash  Equivalents 
Investments 

$ 

7,318.74 

$ 

12,000.00 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

4,705,854.56 
19,318.74 

Total  Assets 

7,318.74 

12,000.00 

4,725,173.30 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES  -  OVERDRAFT 

UNRESERVED  FUND  BALANCES 

7,318.74 

12,000.00 

4,725,173.30 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND 
FUND  BALANCES 

$  7,318.74 

$  12,000.00 

$ 

$ 

$ 

S 

4,725,173.30 

The  accompanying  notes  to  the  financial  statements  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

The  County  of  Texas,  Missouri  ("County"),  which  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of 
commissioners,  was  established  in  1845  by  an  Act  of  the  Missouri  Territory.  In  addition  to  the  three 
board  members,  there  are  nine  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County  Clerk,  Coroner, 
Circuit  Clerk,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public  Administrator,  Sheriff,  and 
Treasurer/Collector  of  Revenue. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  I,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  on  the  regulatory  basis  of 
accounting.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  (GAAP). 

A.  Reporting  Entity 

As  required  by  generally  accepted  accounting  principles,  as  applicable  to  the  regulatory  basis 
of  accounting,  these  financial  statements  present  financial  accountability  of  the  County. 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts,  county 
recorder,  police  protection,  transportation,  economic  development,  social  and  human 
services,  and  cultural  and  recreation  services. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  only  the  primary  government  of  Texas 
County,  Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies, 
departments,  and  offices  that  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity. 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation 

The  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by 
Missouri  Law,  which  include  a  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and  Changes  in  Cash- 
All  Governmental  Funds,  a  Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts  and  Disbursements  -  Budget 
and  Actual  -  All  Governmental  Funds,  and  a  Statement  of  Assets  and  Liabilities  Arising  from 
Cash  Transactions  -  Agency  Funds. 

Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds  based  upon  the 
purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities  are 
controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting  entity  with  self-balancing  accounts. 
The  following  fund  types  are  used  by  the  County: 

Governmental  Fund  Types 

Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most  governmental  functions  are  financed.  The 
County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for  through  governmental  funds.  The 
measurement  focus  is  upon  determination  of  and  changes  in  financial  position  rather  than 
upon  net  income. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation  (concluded) 
Fiduciary  Fund  Types 

Agency  -  Agency  funds  are  used  to  account  for  assets  held  by  the  County  in  a  trustee  capacity 
as  an  agent  of  individuals,  private  organizations,  other  funds  or  other  governmental  units. 
Agency  funds  are  accounted  for  and  reported  similar  to  the  governmental  funds.  Agency 
funds  are  custodial  in  nature  (assets  equal  liabilities)  and  do  not  involve  the  measurement  of 
results  of  operations.  These  funds  account  for  activities  of  collections  for  other  taxing  units 
by  the  Collector  of  Revenue  and  other  agency  operations. 

C.  Basis  of  Accounting 

Basis  of  accounting  determines  when  transactions  are  recorded  in  the  financial  records  and 
reported  on  the  financial  statements. 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting.  This  basis  of 
accounting  recognizes  amounts  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash  and  differs  from 
accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

As  a  result  of  the  use  of  this  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  certain  assets  (such  as  accounts 
receivable  and  capital  assets),  certain  revenues  (such  as  revenue  for  billed  or  provided 
services  not  yet  collected),  certain  liabilities  (such  as  accounts  payable,  certificates  of 
participation  bonds  and  obligations  under  capital  leases)  and  certain  expenditures  (such  as 
expenditures  for  goods  or  services  received  but  not  yet  paid)  are  not  recorded  in  these 
financial  statements. 

If  the  County  utilized  the  basis  of  accounting  recognized  as  generally  accepted,  the  fund 
financial  statements  for  governmental  funds  would  use  the  modified  accrual  basis  of 
accounting,  while  the  fund  financial  statements  for  proprietary  fund  types,  if  applicable, 
would  use  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting.  All  government-wide  financials  would  be 
presented  on  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting. 

D.  Budget  and  Budgetary  Accounting 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budgetary  data  reflected  in  the 
financial  statements: 

1.         In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County  adopts  a  budget  for  each 
governmental  fund. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.    SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

D.  Budget  and  Budgetary  Accounting  (concluded) 

2.  On  or  before  January  15th,  each  elected  officer  and  department  director  will  transmit 
to  the  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the  budget  request  and  revenue 
estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  included  estimated  revenues 
and  proposed  expenditures  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures  cannot 
exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting 
of  appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  unencumbered  fund  balance  at  the 
beginning  of  the  year  as  well  as  estimated  revenues  to  be  received.  The  budget  to 
actual  comparisons  in  these  financial  statements,  however,  do  not  present 
encumbered  fund  balances,  but  only  compare  budgeted  and  actual  revenues  and 
expenditures. 

4.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment.  Prior  to  its  approval  by  the 
County  Commission,  the  budget  document  is  available  for  public  inspection. 

5.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County 
Commission. 

6.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the 
authority  to  make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  formal  vote  of  the 
Commission.  Adjustments  made  during  the  year  are  reflected  in  the  budget 
information  in  the  financial  statements. 

Budgeted  amounts  are  as  originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County 
Commission  throughout  the  year.  Individual  amendments  were  not  material  in 
relation  to  the  original  appropriations  which  were  adopted. 

7.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

E.  Property  Taxes 

Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1 .  Taxes  are  levied  on 
October  1  and  tax  bills  are  mailed  to  taxpayers  in  November,  at  which  time  they  are  payable. 
All  unpaid  property  taxes  become  delinquent  as  of  January  1 ,  of  the  following  year. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.    SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES  (continued) 

E.        Property  Taxes  (concluded) 

The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  taxable  property,  included  within  the  County's 
boundaries  for  the  calendar  year  2012  and  201 1,  for  purposes  of  taxation  was: 


2012 

2011 

Real  Estate 

$  142,525,320 

$  140,411,340 

Personal  Property 

51,504,802 

48,862,693 

Railroad  and  Utilities 

9,256,157 

11,259,259 

$  203,286,279 

$  200,533,292 

The  County  Commission  did  not  approve  a  tax  levy  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation  of 
tangible  taxable  property  for  the  calendar  years  2012  and  201 1. 

The  tax  levy  for  the  SB40  in  2012  was  $0.0976,  and  in  201 1  it  was  $0.0967. 

F.         Cash  Deposits  and  Investments 

Deposits  and  investments  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances  for 
all  the  County  Treasurer  Funds  are  pooled  and  invested  to  the  extent  possible.  Interest  earned 
from  such  investments  is  allocated  to  each  of  the  funds  based  on  the  funds'  average  daily 
cash  balance.  Cash  equivalents  include  repurchase  agreements  and  any  other  instruments 
with  an  original  maturity  of  ninety  days  or  less.  State  law  authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in 
banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of  funds  in  bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the 
United  States,  other  interest  bearing  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  both  principal  and  interest 
by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  other  government  bonds,  or  time 
certificates  of  deposit,  provided,  however,  that  no  such  investment  shall  be  purchased  at  a 
price  in  excess  of  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash  on  deposit  or  time  certificates  of  deposit  are 
required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  (FDIC)  or  collateralized 
by  authorized  investments  held  in  the  County's  name  at  third-party  banking  institutions. 
Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in  Note  II. 

G.  Interfund  Transactions 

During  the  course  of  operations,  numerous  transactions  occur  between  individual  funds  for 
goods  provided  or  services  rendered.  These  receivables  and  payables,  if  applicable,  are 
eliminated  due  to  reporting  the  financial  statements  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting. 

Legally  required  transfers  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers 
out"  by  the  disbursing  fund. 
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H.       DEPOSITS  AND  INVESTMENTS 

The  County  maintains  a  cash  and  temporary  investment  pool  that  is  available  for  use  by  all  funds. 
Deposits  with  maturities  greater  than  three  months  are  considered  investments.  Each  fund  type's 
portion  of  this  pool  is  displayed  as  "Cash  and  Investments"  under  each  fund's  caption. 

Deposits  -  Missouri  statutes  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an 
amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits.  At  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  carrying  amount  of 
the  County's  deposits  was  $4,239,563.79  and  $4,580,200.75,  and  the  bank  balance  was  $8,979,643.21 
and  $9,203,115.91,  respectively.  The  total  bank  balances  as  of  December  31,  2012,  and  December  31, 
2011,  were  insured  through  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  and  securities  set  by  the 
County's  financial  institutions. 

Summary  of  Carrying  Values 

The  carrying  values  of  deposits  and  investments  shown  above  are  included  in  the  financial  statements 
at  December  31,  2012,  as  follows: 

Included  in  the  following  fund  financial  statement  captions: 

Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and 
Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments: 

Deposits  and  Cash  Equivalents  $  4,239,563.79 

Investments   -_ 

Total  Deposits  &  Investments  as  of  December  31,  2012  $  4,239,563.79 


The  carrying  values  of  deposits  and  investments  at  December  31,  2011,  are  as  follows: 

Included  in  the  following  fund  financial  statement  captions: 

Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements  and 
Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments: 

Deposits  and  Cash  Equivalents  $  4,580,200.75 

Investments   - 

Total  Deposits  &  Investments  as  of  December  3 1 ,  201 1  $  4,580,200.75 
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H.        DEPOSITS  AND  INVESTMENTS  (concluded) 
Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Deposits 

For  a  deposit,  custodial  credit  risk  is  the  risk  that  in  the  event  of  a  bank  failure,  the  government's 
deposits  may  not  be  returned  to  it.  The  County's  investment  policy  does  not  include  custodial  credit 
risk  requirements.  The  County's  deposits  were  not  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  for  the  years 
ended  December  31,  2012,  and  2011. 

Custodial  Credit  Risk  -  Investments 

Investment  securities  are  exposed  to  custodial  credit  risk  if  the  securities  are  uninsured,  are  not 
registered  in  the  name  of  the  government,  and  are  held  by  the  party  who  sold  the  security  to  the 
County  or  its  agent  but  not  in  the  government's  name.  The  County  does  not  have  a  policy  for 
custodial  credit  risk  relating  to  investments. 

Investment  Interest  Rate  Risk 

Investment  interest  rate  risk  is  the  risk  that  changes  in  interest  rates  will  adversely  affect  the  fair  value 
of  an  investment.  The  County  does  not  have  a  formal  investment  policy  that  limits  investment 
maturities  as  a  means  of  managing  its  exposure  to  fair  value  losses  arising  from  increasing  interest 
rates. 

Concentration  of  Investment  Credit  Risk 

Concentration  of  investment  credit  risk  is  required  to  be  disclosed  by  the  County  for  any  single 
investment  that  represents  5%  or  more  of  total  investments  (excluding  investments  issued  by  or 
explicitly  guaranteed  by  the  U.S.  Government,  investments  in  mutual  funds,  investments  in  external 
investment  pools  and  investments  in  other  pooled  investments).  The  County  has  no  policy  in  place  to 
minimize  the  risk  of  loss  resulting  from  over  concentration  of  assets  in  specific  maturity,  specific 
issuer  or  specific  class  of  securities.  The  County's  deposits  were  not  exposed  to  concentration  of 
investment  credit  risk  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1. 

III.       LONG-TERM  DEBT 

The  county  has  $14,995,000  Texas  County,  Missouri  Certificates  of  Participation  (Texas  County 
Justice  Center  Project)  Series  2006  dated  September  1,  2006.  Serial  certificates  of  $9,430,000  mature 
on  December  1,  2021,  and  term  certificates  of  $5,565,000  mature  on  December  1,  2025.  Principal 
and  interest  payments  are  due  annually  on  December  1,  with  a  variable  annual  interest  rate  from 
4.00%  to  4.60%.  First  Bank  is  the  paying  agent  of  this  bond. 

In  2011,  the  Office  of  the  Recorder  entered  into  a  lease  agreement  with  Bancorp  for  a  LW310  copier. 
The  County  must  make  two  annual  payments  of  $3,306.36  with  an  interest  rate  of  18.267%.  Bancorp 
is  the  holder  of  this  lease. 

In  201 1,  the  Recorder  entered  into  a  lease  agreement  with  Mobilis  for  Recorder  Software.  The  County 
must  make  a  payment  on  the  loan  date  of  $10,000,  two  annual  payments  of  $8,300  and  a  final 
payment  of  $8,400.  There  is  no  interest  with  this  lease.  Mobilis  is  the  holder  of  the  lease. 
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III. 


LONG-TERM  DEBT  (concluded) 


As  of  December  31,  2012,  the  unpaid  principal  balance  of  the  County's  Capital  Leases  was 
$12,236,700.  The  future  payments  for  the  lease  purchase  agreements  of  the  County  are  as  follows: 


Description 


Series  2006  COPs 
Bancorp  Copier  Lease 
Mobilis  Software  Lease 
TOTAL 


Balance 
12/31/2011 


Additions 


$    12,745,000.00  $ 
2,758.13 

25,000.00   

$    12,772,758.13  $ 


Payments 


525,000.00 
2,758.13 
8,300.00 


Balance 
12/31/2012 


$    12,220,000.00  $ 


16,700.00 


Interest 
Paid 


555,225.00 
548.23 


$    536,058.13      $    12,236,700.00      $  555,773.23 


Year  Ending 
December  31, 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018-2022 
2023-2025 


Interest 


532,912.50 
509,537.50 
483,825.00 
456,200.00 
426,450.00 
1,621,812.50 
488,700.00 


Principal 


558,300.00 
613,400.00 
650,000.00 
700,000.00 
750,000.00 
4,340,000.00 
4,625,000.00 


Total 


1,091,212.50 
1,122,937.50 
1,133,825.00 
1,156,200.00 
1,176,450.00 
5,961,812.50 
5,113,700.00 


$     4,519,437.50       $     12,236,700.00       $  16,756,137.50 


As  of  December  31,  2011,  the  unpaid  principal  balance  of  the  County's  Capital  Leases  was 
$12,772,758.13.  The  future  payments  for  the  lease  purchase  agreement  of  the  County  are  as  follows: 


Description 


Series  2006  COPs 
Bancorp  Copier  Lease 
Mobilis  Software  Lease 
TOTAL 


Balance 
12/31/2010 


13,220,000.00 


Additions 


$    13,220,000.00  $ 


6,064.49 
35,000.00 


41,064.49 


Payments 


475,000.00 
3,306.36 
10,000.00 
488,306.36 


Balance 
12/31/2011 


12,745,000.00 
2,758.13 
25,000.00 
12,772,758.13 


Interest 
Paid 


S  574,225.00 


574,225.00 


Year  Ending 
December  31, 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017-2021 
2022-2025 


Interest 


555,773.23 
532,912.50 
509,537.50 
483,825.00 
456,200.00 
1,797,837.50 
739,125.00 


Principal 


536,058.13 
558,300.00 
613,400.00 
650,000.00 
700,000.00 
4,150,000.00 
5,565,000.00 


Total 


1,091,831.36 
1,091,212.50 
1,122,937.50 
1,133,825.00 
1,156,200.00 
5,947,837.50 
6,304,125.00 


$     5,075,210.73       $      12,772,758.13       $  17,847,968.86 
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IV.       INTERFUND  TRANSFERS 

Transfers  between  funds  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  2011  are  as  follows: 

2012  2011 


TRANSFERS 
IN 


TRANSFERS 
OUT 


TRANSFERS 
IN 


TRANSFERS 
OUT 


General  Revenue  Fund           $  1,118,716.15  $ 
Special  Road  &  Bridge  Fund 
Emergency  Management 
Fund 

Wri-Tex  911  Operations  Fund 

Defense  Deductible  Fund  106,000.00 

National  Forest  Fund 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution 

Fund 

Special  Sales  Tax  Fund 
Capital  Improvement  Bond 
Fund  136,206.80 

Transfer  Fund 

F.B.O.M.  Reserve  Fund 

F.B.O.M.  Project  Fund  14,705.79  _ 

TOTAL 


$  1,043,518.45 


45,990.79 


21,912.35 


$  40,000.00 
45,335.31 

77.67 
20,350.39 


252,000.00 
67,567.44 


5,788.60 
1,287,231.21 


14,705.79 


104,097.89 
77.67 

 37,132.32 

$  1,375,628.74    $  1,375,628.74    $  1,504,393.77 


5,842.20 
1,288,088.44 


67,567.44 
37,132.32 

1,504,393.77 


V. 


Transfers  are  used  to  (1)  move  receipts  from  the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  collect  them  to 
the  fund  that  statute  or  budget  requires  to  disburse  them,  and  (2)  use  unrestricted  receipts  in  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  to  finance  various  programs  accounted  for  in  other  funds  in  accordance  with 
budgetary  authorizations. 

LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  (LAGERS) 

A.        Plan  Description 

Texas  County  participates  in  the  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System 
(LAGERS),  an  agent  multiple-employer  public  employee  retirement  system  that  acts  as  a 
common  investment  and  administrative  agent  for  local  government  entities  in  Missouri. 
LAGERS  is  a  defined  benefit  pension  plan  which  provides  retirement,  disability,  and  death 
benefits  to  plan  members  and  beneficiaries. 

LAGERS  was  created  and  governed  by  statute,  section  RSMO  70.600  -  70.755.  As  such,  it  is 
the  system's  responsibility  to  administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the  expressed  intent  of 
the  General  Assembly.  The  plan  is  qualified  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section  401(a) 
and  it  is  tax  exempt. 
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V.        LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  (LAGERS)  (continued) 

A.  Plan  Description  (concluded) 

The  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  issues  a  publicly  available 
financial  report  that  includes  financial  statements  and  required  supplementary  information. 
That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing  to  LAGERS,  P.O.  Box  1665,  Jefferson  City,  MO 
65102  or  by  calling  1-800-447-4334. 

B.  Funding  Status 

Full-time  employees  of  Texas  County  do  not  contribute  to  the  pension  plan.  The  June  30th 
statutorily  required  contribution  rates  are  12.9%  (General)  and  9.9%  (Police)  for  2012  and 
12.2%  (General)  and  8.9%  (Police)  for  2011,  of  annual  covered  payroll.  The  contribution 
requirements  of  plan  members  are  determined  by  the  governing  body  of  the  political 
subdivision.  The  contribution  provisions  of  the  political  subdivision  are  established  by  state 
statute. 

C.  Annual  Pension  Cost  (APC)  and  Net  Pension  Obligation  (NPO) 

The  subdivision's  annual  pension  cost  and  net  pension  obligation  for  the  current  years  2012 
and  2011  were  as  follows: 


2012 


Annual  required  contribution 

$ 

192,557 

Interest  on  net  pension  obligation 

1,079 

Adjustment  to  annual  required  contribution 

(1,197) 

Annual  pension  cost 

192,439 

Actual  contributions 

(191,594) 

Increase  (decrease)  in  NPO 

845 

NPO  beginning  of  year 

14,882 

NPO  end  of  year 

$ 

15,727 

The  annual  required  contribution  (ARC)  was  determined  as  part  of  the  February  28,  2010  and 
February  28,  2011  annual  actuarial  valuations  using  the  entry  age  actuarial  cost  method.  The 
actuarial  assumptions,  as  of  February  29,  2012,  included:  (a)  a  rate  of  return  on  the 
investment  of  present  and  future  assets  of  7.25%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  (b) 
projected  salary  increases  of  3.5%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  attributable  to  inflation, 
(c)  additional  projected  salary  increases  ranging  from  0.0%  to  6.0%  per  year,  depending  on 
age  and  division,  attributable  to  seniority /merit,  (d)  pre-retirement  mortality  based  on  75%  of 
the  RP-2000  Combined  Healthy  table  set  back  0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women  and  (e) 
post-retirement  mortality  based  on  105%  of  the  1994  Group  Annuity  Mortality  table  set  back 
0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women.  The  actuarial  value  of  assets  was  determined  using 
techniques  that  smooth  the  effects  of  short-term  volatility  in  the  market  value  of  investments 
over  a  five-year  period.  The  unfunded  actuarial  accrued  liability  is  being  amortized  as  a  level 
percentage  of  projected  payroll  on  an  open  basis.  The  amortization  period  as  of  February  28, 
2010  was  28  years  for  the  General  division  and  13  years  for  the  Police  division.  The 
amortization  period  as  of  February  28,  2011  was  16  years  for  the  General  division  and  30 
years  for  the  Police  division. 
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V.        LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  (LAGERS)  (continued) 
C.        Annual  Pension  Cost  (APC)  and  Net  Pension  Obligation  (NPO)  (continued) 

Three- Year  Trend  Information 


Year 

Ended  Annual  Pension  Percentage  of  Net  Pension 

June  30                Cost  (APC)  APC  Contributed  Obligation 

2010  $    "    162,653  "      95.1%  $  7,970 

2011  168,687  95.9  14,882 

2012  192,439  99.6  15,727 


REQUIRED  SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION 
Schedule  of  Funding  Progress 


(b) 

(b-a) 

[(b-a)/c] 

(a) 

Entry  Age 

Unfunded 

UAL  as  a 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Accrued 

(a/b) 

(c)  Annual 

Percentage 

Valuation 

Value  of 

Accrued 

Liability 

Funded 

Covered 

of  Covered 

Date 

Assets 

Liability 

(UAL) 

Ratio 

Payroll 

Payroll 

2/28/2010 

$1,830,809 

$2,096,828 

$  266,019 

87% 

$1,446,970 

18% 

2/28/2011 

2,125,208 

2,437,310 

312,102 

87 

1,332,734 

23 

2/29/2012 

2,517,395 

2,809,846 

292,451 

90 

1,638,672 

18 

Note:  The  above  assets  and  actuarial  accrued  liability  do  not  include  the  assets  and  present 
value  of  benefits  associated  with  the  Benefit  Reserve  Fund  and  the  Casualty  Reserve  Fund. 
The  actuarial  assumptions  were  changed  in  conjunction  with  February  28,  2011  annual 
actuarial  valuations.  For  a  complete  description  of  the  actuarial  assumptions  used  in  the 
annual  valuations,  please  contact  the  LAGERS  office  in  Jefferson  City. 

2011 


Annual  required  contribution 

$ 

168,516 

Interest  on  net  pension  obligation 

598 

Adjustment  to  annual  required  contribution 

(427) 

Annual  pension  cost 

168,687 

Actual  contributions 

161,775 

Increase  (decrease)  in  NPO 

6,912 

NPO  beginning  of  year 

7,970 

NPO  end  of  year 

$ 

14,882 

The  annual  required  contribution  (ARC)  was  determined  as  part  of  the  February  28,  2009  and 
February  28,  2010  annual  actuarial  valuations  using  the  entry  age  actuarial  cost  method.  The 
actuarial  assumptions  as  of  February  28,  2011  included:  (a)  a  rate  of  return  on  the 
investment  of  present  and  future  assets  of  7.25%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  (b) 
projected  salary  increases  of  3.5%  per  year,  compounded  annually,  attributable  to  inflation, 
(c)  additional  projected  salary  increases  ranging  from  0.0%  to  6.0%  per  year,  depending  on 
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V.        LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  (LAGERS)  (concluded) 


C.        Annual  Pension  Cost  (APC)  and  Net  Pension  Obligation  (NPO)  (concluded) 

age  and  division,  attributable  to  seniority /merit,  (d)  pre-retirement  mortality  based  on  75%  of 
the  RP-2000  Combined  Healthy  Table  set  back  0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women  and 
(e)  post-retirement  mortality  based  on  105%  the  1994  Group  Annuity  Mortality  table  set  back 
0  years  for  men  and  0  years  for  women.  The  actuarial  value  of  assets  was  determined  using 
techniques  that  smooth  the  effects  of  short-term  volatility  in  the  market  value  of  investments 
over  a  five-year  period.  The  unfunded  actuarial  accrued  liability  is  being  amortized  as  a  level 
percentage  of  projected  payroll  on  an  open  basis.  The  amortization  period  as  of  February  28, 
2009  was  30  years  for  the  General  division  and  8  years  for  the  Police  division.  The 
amortization  period  as  of  February  28,  2010  was  28  years  for  the  General  division  and  13 
years  for  the  Police  division. 


Three- Year  Trend  Information 


Year 

Ended  Annual  Pension  Percentage  of  Net  Pension 

June  30  Cost  (APC)  APC  Contributed  Obligation 

2009  $  121,914  ~~       100.0%       ~  "  $ 

2010  162,653  95.1  7,970 

2011  168,687  95.9  14,882 


REQUIRED  SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION 
Schedule  of  Funding  Progress 


(b) 

(b-a) 

[(b-a)/c] 

(a) 

Entry  Age 

Unfunded 

UAL  as  a 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Actuarial 

Accrued 

(a/b) 

(c)  Annual 

Percentage 

Valuation 

Value  of 

Accrued 

Liability 

Funded 

Covered 

of  Covered 

Date 

Assets 

Liability 

(UAL) 

Ratio 

Payroll 

Payroll 

2/28/2009 

$1,574,278 

$1,820,602 

$  246,324 

86% 

$1,080,455 

23% 

2/28/2010 

1,830,809 

2,096,828 

266,019 

87 

1,446,970 

18 

2/28/2011 

2,125,208 

2,437,310 

312,102 

87 

1,332,734 

23 

Note:  The  above  assets  and  actuarial  accrued  liability  do  not  include  the  assets  and  present 
value  of  benefits  associated  with  the  Benefit  Reserve  Fund  and  the  Casualty  Reserve  Fund. 
The  actuarial  assumptions  were  changed  in  conjunction  with  the  February  28,  2011  annual 
actuarial  valuations.  For  a  complete  description  of  the  actuarial  assumptions  used  in  the 
annual  valuations,  please  contact  the  LAGERS  office  in  Jefferson  City. 
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VI.       COUNTY  EMPLOYEES '  RETIREMENT  FUND  (CERF) 

A.        Plan  Description 

CERF  was  established  by  an  act  of  the  Missouri  General  Assembly  effective  August  28, 
1994.  Laws  governing  the  retirement  fund  are  found  in  Sections  50.1000-50.1300  of  the 
Missouri  Revised  Statutes  (RSMo).  The  Board  of  Directors  consists  of  eleven  members,  nine 
of  whom  are  county  employee  participants.  Two  members,  who  have  no  beneficiary  interest 
in  CERF,  are  appointed  by  the  Governor  of  Missouri.  The  Board  of  Directors  has  the 
authority  to  adopt  rules  and  regulations  for  administering  the  system. 

CERF  is  a  mandatory  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  retirement  system  for  each  county  in 
the  state  of  Missouri,  except  any  city  not  within  a  county  (which  excludes  the  City  of  St. 
Louis)  and  counties  of  the  first  classification  with  a  charter  form  of  government.  CERF 
covers  county  elective  or  appointive  officers  or  employees  whose  position  requires  the  actual 
performance  of  duties  not  less  than  1,000  hours  per  year;  including  employees  of  circuit 
courts  located  in  a  first  class,  non-charter  county  which  is  not  participating  in  the  Local 
Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS);  and  does  not  cover  circuit  clerks, 
deputy  circuit  clerks,  county  prosecuting  attorneys,  and  county  sheriffs. 

Until  January  1,  2000,  employees  hired  before  January  1,  2000  could  opt  out  of  the  system. 
CERF  is  a  defined  benefit  plan  providing  retirement  and  death  benefits  to  its  members.  All 
benefits  vest  after  8  years  of  creditable  service.  Employees  who  retire  on  or  after  age  62  are 
entitled  to  an  allowance  for  life  based  on  the  form  of  payment  selected.  The  normal  form  of 
payment  is  a  single  life  annuity.  Optional  joint  and  survivor  annuity  and  10-year  certain  and 
life  annuity  payments  are  also  offered  to  members  in  order  to  provide  benefits  to  a  named 
survivor  annuitant  after  their  death.  Employees  who  have  a  minimum  of  8  years  of  creditable 
service  may  retire  with  an  early  retirement  benefit  and  receive  a  reduced  allowance  after 
attaining  age  55.  Annual  cost-of-living  adjustments,  not  to  exceed  1%,  are  provided  for 
eligible  retirees  and  survivor  annuitants,  up  to  a  lifetime  maximum  of  50%  of  the  initial 
benefit  which  the  member  received  upon  retirement.  Benefit  provisions  are  fixed  by  state 
statute  and  may  be  amended  only  by  action  of  the  Missouri  Legislature.  Administrative 
expenses  for  the  operation  of  CERF  are  paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the  system. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of 
these  statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF, 
2121  Schotthill  Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  1-573-632-9203. 

B.  Contributions 

Prior  to  January  1,  2003,  participating  county  employees,  except  for  those  who  participated  in 
LAGERS,  were  required  to  make  contributions  equal  to  2%  of  gross  compensation.  Effective 
January  1,  2003,  participating  county  employees  hired  on  or  after  February  25,  2002  are 
required  to  make  contributions  of  4%  if  they  are  in  a  LAGERS  county  and  contributions  of 
6%  if  they  are  in  a  non-LAGERS  county.  If  an  employee  leaves  covered  employment  before 
attaining  8  years  of  creditable  service,  accumulated  employee  contributions  are  refunded  to 
the  employee. 

The  contribution  rate  is  set  by  state  statute  and  may  be  amended  only  by  action  of  the 
Missouri  Legislature.  During  2012  and  201 1,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF, 


39 


THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


VI.  COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  FUND  (CERF)  (concluded) 

B.     Contributions  (concluded) 

employee  contributions  of  approximately  $71,778.35  and  $79,626.46,  respectively,  for  the 
years  then  ended. 

VII.  PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  RETIREMENT  FUND 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  Chapter  56.807  RSMo,  the  County  contributes  monthly  to  the 
Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri  Prosecuting 
Attorneys  and  Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System  Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  State  of  Missouri  is 
responsible  for  administration  of  this  plan.  The  County  has  contributed  $7,752.00  and  $7,752.00, 
respectively,  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  2011. 

VIII.  POST  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully 
funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the 
County.  There  was  one  participant  at  December  31,  2012,  and  zero  participants  at  December  31, 
2011. 

IX.  CLAIMS  COMMITMENTS  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

A.  Litigation 

The  County  was  not  involved  in  any  litigation  as  of  the  audit  report  date. 

B.  Compensated  Absences  (Vacation  and  Sick  Time) 

The  County  provides  employees  with  up  to  three  weeks  of  paid  vacation  based  upon  the 
number  of  years  of  continuous  service.  Vacation  days  do  not  carry  forward  if  they  are 
unused.  Upon  termination,  an  employee  will  not  be  reimbursed  for  any  unused  vacation 
days.  Employees  earn  one -half  day  of  sick  leave  per  month.  The  County  allows  employees  to 
carry  forward  six  days  a  year  and  cannot  be  accrued  beyond  six  days  total.  An  employee  will 
not  be  reimbursed  for  unused  sick  leave.  These  have  not  been  subjected  to  auditing 
procedures. 

C.  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs 

The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of 
these  grants  are  required  and  certain  costs  may  be  questioned  as  inappropriate  expenditures 
under  the  grant  agreements.  Such  audits  could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the 
grantor  agencies.  Management  believes  that  any  required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary, 
will  be  immaterial.  No  provision  has  been  made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for 
the  potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 
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X.  SUBSEQUENT  EVENTS 

There  are  no  subsequent  events  to  report  as  of  the  audit  report  date. 

XI.  RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction  of 
assets;  errors  and  omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk 
management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  There  have 
been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year  and  settlements  have  not  exceeded 
coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  participant  in  a  public  entity  risk  pool  which  is  a  corporate  and  political 
body  created  pursuant  to  state  statute  (Chapter  537.70  RSMo.  1986).  The  purpose  of  the  risk  pool  is 
to  provide  liability  protection  to  participating  public  entities,  their  officials,  and  employees.  Annual 
contributions  are  collected  based  on  actuarial  projections  to  produce  sufficient  funds  to  pay  losses  and 
expenses.  Should  contributions  not  produce  sufficient  funds  to  meet  its  obligations,  the  risk  pool  is 
empowered  with  the  ability  to  make  special  assessments.  Members  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  for 
all  claims  against  the  risk  pool. 

The  County  is  also  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insured  Workers' 
Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through 
this  Fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  for  the  purpose  of  providing  insurance  coverage  for 
Missouri  counties.  The  Fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  is  reinsured  up  to 
the  statutory  limit  through  excess  insurance. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY  SCHEDULES 
AND 

AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


STATE  COMPLIANCE  SECTION 


THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  STATE  FINDINGS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SCHEDULE  OF  STATE  FINDINGS 

I.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  the  County  incurred  a  negative  budgeted  fund  balance  for 
the  Election  Services  Fund. 

II.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  actual  expenses  exceeded  budgeted  expenses  for  the  Special 
Road  and  Bridge  Fund,  Bridge  Replacement  Fund,  Prosecutor's  Delinquent  Tax  Fund,  Capital 
Improvement  Bond  Fund,  Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Fund,  and  Transfer  Fund. 

III.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  actual  expenses  exceeded  budgeted  expenses  for  the 
Prosecutor's  Bad  Check  Fund,  Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Fund,  Transfer  Fund,  F.B.O.M.  Certificate  of 
Payment  Fund  and  F.B.O.M.  Reserve  Fund. 

IV.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  there  was  no  budget  prepared  for  the  Special  Election  Fund, 
F.B.O.M.  Certificate  of  Payment  Fund,  and  the  F.B.O.M.  Project  Fund. 

V.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  there  was  no  budget  prepared  for  the  Emergency 
Management  Fund,  National  Forest  Fund,  Judicial  Court  Program  Fund  and  Special  Election  Fund. 
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FEDERAL  COMPLIANCE  SECTION 


Daniel  Jones 
&  Associates 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND  ON 
COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


Independent  Auditor' s  Report 


To  the  County  Commission 
The  County  of  Texas,  Missouri 

We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards  issued 
by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Texas  ("County") 
as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements, 
which  collectively  comprise  the  County's  basic  financial  statements,  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon  dated 
July  5,  2013. 

Internal  Control  Over  Financial  Reporting 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control 
over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of 
expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express 
an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management 
or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct, 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in 
internal  control  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial 
statements  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  is  a 
deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness, 
yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first  paragraph  of  this 
section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be  material  weaknesses 
or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were 
not  identified.  Given  these  limitations,  during  our  audit  we  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal  control 
that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses.  However,  material  weaknesses  may  exist  that  have  not  been 
identified.  We  did  identify  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control,  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  questioned  costs  that  we  consider  to  be  significant  deficiencies.  (FS  12/11-01,  FS  12/11-02,  FS 
12/11-03,  FS  12/11-04) 
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Compliance  and  Other  Matters 


As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  County's  financial  statements  are  free  from 
material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  the 
determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion  on  compliance  with  those 
provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit,  and  accordingly,  we  do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results 
of  our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other  matters  that  are  required  to  be  reported  under 
Government  Auditing  Standards. 

The  County's  Response  to  Findings 

The  County's  responses  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  are  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of 
findings  and  questioned  costs.  The  County's  responses  were  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied 
in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and  compliance  and 
the  result  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  entity's  internal  control  or 
on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing 
Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and  compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not 
suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 


DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

July  5,  2013 
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Daniel  Jones 
&  Associates 

CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE  FOR  EACH  MAJOR  FEDERAL  PROGRAM; 

REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  COMPLIANCE; 
AND  REPORT  ON  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL 
AWARDS  REQUIRED  BY  OMB  CIRCULAR  A- 133 

Independent  Auditor' s  Report 

To  The  County  Commission 
The  County  of  Texas,  Missouri 

Report  on  Compliance  for  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

We  have  audited  the  County  of  Texas'  ("County")  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements 
described  in  the  OMB  Circular  A-133  Compliance  Supplement  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on 
each  of  the  County's  major  federal  programs  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1.  The  County's 
major  federal  programs  are  identified  in  the  summary  of  auditor's  results  section  of  the  accompanying 
schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs. 

Management's  Responsibility 

Management  is  responsible  for  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grants 
applicable  to  its  federal  programs. 

Auditor's  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  compliance  for  each  of  the  County's  major  federal  programs 
based  on  our  audit  of  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  We  conducted  our  audit  of 
compliance  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America;  the 
standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States;  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments, 
and  Non-Profit  Organizations.  Those  standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133  require  that  we  plan  and  perform 
the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  noncompliance  with  the  types  of  compliance 
requirements  referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  a  major  federal  program 
occurred.  An  audit  includes  examining,  on  a  test  basis,  evidence  about  the  County's  compliance  with  those 
requirements  and  performing  such  other  procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

We  believe  that  our  audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion  on  compliance  for  each  major  federal 
program.  However,  our  audit  does  not  provide  a  legal  determination  of  the  County's  compliance. 

Opinion  on  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

In  our  opinion,  the  County  complied,  in  all  material  respects,  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements 
referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  each  of  its  major  federal  programs  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  2011. 
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Report  on  Internal  Control  Over  Compliance 


Management  of  the  County  is  responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining  effective  internal  control  over 
compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  In  planning  and  performing  our 
audit  of  compliance,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  over  compliance  with  the  types  of 
requirements  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on  each  major  federal  program  to  determine  the 
auditing  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on 
compliance  for  each  major  federal  program  and  to  test  and  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  in 
accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-133,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness 
of  internal  control  over  compliance.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
County's  internal  control  over  compliance. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  over 
compliance  does  not  allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal 
program  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or 
combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility 
that  material  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  will  not  be 
prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  A  significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over 
compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance  with  a  type 
of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal  program  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness  in  internal  control 
over  compliance,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  compliance  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  this  section  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  compliance 
that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies.  We  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal 
control  over  compliance  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses.  However,  material  weaknesses  may 
exist  that  have  not  been  identified. 

The  purpose  of  this  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of 
internal  control  over  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing  based  on  the  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A- 
133.  Accordingly,  this  report  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 
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Report  on  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  Required  by  OMB  Circular  A-133 

We  have  audited  the  financial  statements  of  the  County  as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which  collectively  comprise  the  County's  basic 
financial  statements.  We  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  July  5,  2013,  which  contained  an  unmodified  opinion 
on  those  basic  financial  statements.  Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  opinion  on  the 
basic  financial  statements  that  collectively  comprise  the  basic  financial  statements.  The  accompanying 
schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  as  required  by 
OMB  Circular  A-133  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the  basic  financial  statements.  Such  information  is  the 
responsibility  of  management  and  was  derived  from  and  relates  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and 
other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements.  The  information  has  been  subjected  to  the 
auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and  certain  additional  procedures, 
including  comparing  and  reconciling  such  information  directly  to  the  underlying  accounting  and  other  records 
used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements  or  to  the  basic  financial  statements  themselves,  and  other 
additional  procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of 
America.  In  our  opinion,  the  schedule  of  expenditure  of  federal  awards  is  fairly  stated  in  all  material  respects 
in  relation  to  the  basic  financial  statements  as  a  whole. 

DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 

July  5,  2013 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


FEDERAL  GRANTOR  /  PASS-THROUGH  GRANTOR  PROGRAM  TITLE 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

Passed  Through  State  Office  of  Administration 

Schools  and  Roads  -  Grants  to  States  and  National  Forest 

Total  Department  of  Agriculture 

U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

Passed  Through  the  State  Department  of  Social  Services 

Emergency  Shelter  Grants  Program 

Total  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  Development 

Direct  Program: 

Payment  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  -  PILT 

Total  Interior  Development 

U.S.  Department  of  Justice 

Direct  Program: 

Equitable  Sharing  of  Seized  and  Forfeited  Property 

Total  Department  of  Justice 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Passed  Through  the  Missouri  Highway  and  Transportation 
Commission 

Highway  Planning  and  Construction 
Total  Department  of  Transportation 

General  Services  Administration 

Passed  Through  the  State  Office  of  Administration 

Voting  Equipment  Maintenance  and  Security  Grant 
Total  General  Services  Administration 
U.S.  Department  of  Energy 

Passed  Through  the  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
ARRA  -  Energy  Efficiency  Conservation  Block  Grant 
Total  Department  of  Energy 
Election  Assistance  Commission 

Passed  Through  the  State  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  State 
Help  America  Vote  Act  Requirements  Payments 
Total  Election  Assistance  Commission 
U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Passed  Through  the  State  Office  of  Social  Services 
Child  Support  Services 
Total  Health  and  Human  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Homeland  Security 
Passed  through  the  State  Department  of  Public  Safety 
Presidentially  Declared  Disaster  Grant 
Total  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES 


FEDERAL 
CFDA 

NUMBER 


PASS-THROUGH 
ENTITY 


ERO1642-1057 


BRO-107(S) 


G10-EECBG-02-0624329468 


DECEMBER  31, 


2012 
EXPENDITURES 


258,017.23 


4,533.75 


34,571.84 


2011 
EXPENDITURES 


13,143.42 


13,143.42 


5,441.00 


The  accompanying  notes  to  the  expenditures  of  federal  awards  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NOTE  1  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

A.  Purpose  of  Schedule  and  Reporting  Entity 

The  accompanying  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  has  been  prepared  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A- 133.  This  circular  requires  a  schedule  that  provides  total  federal 
awards  expended  for  each  major  program  and  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance  (CFDA) 
number  or  other  identifying  number  when  the  CFDA  information  is  not  available. 

The  schedule  includes  all  federal  awards  administered  by  Texas  County,  Missouri. 

B.  Basis  of  Presentation 

OMB  Circular  A-133  includes  these  definitions,  which  govern  the  contents  of  the  schedule: 

Federal  financial  assistance  means  assistance  that  non-Federal  entities  receive  or  administer  in  the 
form  of  grants,  loans,  loan  guarantees,  property  (including  donated  surplus  property),  cooperative 
agreements,  interest  subsidies,  insurance,  food  commodities,  direct  appropriations,  and  other 
assistance,  but  does  not  include  amounts  received  as  reimbursement  for  services  rendered  to 
individuals. 

Federal  award  means  Federal  financial  assistance  and  Federal  cost-reimbursement  contracts  that  non- 
Federal  entities  receive  directly  from  Federal  awarding  agencies  or  indirectly  from  pass-through 
entities.  It  does  not  include  procurement  contracts,  under  grants  or  contracts,  used  to  buy  goods  or 
services  from  vendors. 

Accordingly,  the  schedule  includes  expenditures  of  both  cash  and  noncash  awards.  Texas  County  had 
no  instances  of  noncash  awards  for  the  years  ending  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

C.  Basis  of  Accounting 

The  schedule  is  presented  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  which  recognizes  amounts  only  when 
disbursed  in  cash. 

NOTE  2  -  SUBRECIPIENTS 

The  County  provided  federal  awards  to  subrecipients  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011.  The  County 
provided  Emergency  Shelter  Grants  Program  CFDA#  14.231  funding  to  the  Agape  House  of  $13,143.42. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SUMMARY  OF  AUDITOR'S  RESULTS 
A.        Financial  Statements 

1.  Type  of  auditor's  report  issued:   Unmodified  -  Regulatory  Basis 

2.  Internal  control  over  financial  reporting: 


B. 


a.  Any  material  weakness(es)  identified? 


2012 
2011 


Yes 
Yes 


b.  Any  significant  deficiencies  identified  that  are 

not  considered  to  be  material  weaknesses?  2012  X  Yes 


2011  X  Yes 


3. 


Any  noncompliance  material  to  financial 
statements  noted? 


2012 


2011 


Yes 


Yes 


Federal  Awards 

1.    Internal  control  over  major  programs: 
Any  material  weakness(es)  identified? 


2.    Any  significant  deficiencies  identified  that  are  not 
considered  to  be  material  weaknesses? 


2012 
2011 

2012 
2011 


Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 


X  No 


X  No 


None  Reported 
None  Reported 


X  No 


X  No 


X  No 


X  No 


X  None  Reported 
X  None  Reported 


3.  Type  of  auditor's  report  issued  on  compliance  for     2012  -Unmodified 
major  programs: 

2011  -Unmodified 

4.  Any  audit  findings  disclosed  that  are  required  to 
be  reported  in  accordance  with  section  510  (a)  of 

Circular  A- 1331  2012       Yes       X  No 


2011 


Yes 


X  No 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


SUMMARY  OF  AUDITOR'S  RESULTS  (concluded) 


B.        Federal  Awards  (concluded) 

5.    Identification  of  major  programs: 


Year 


2012/2011 
2012/2011 


CFDA 
Number(s) 

10.665 

20.205 


Name  of  Federal  Program  or  Cluster 

Schools  and  Roads  -  Grants  to  States  (PILT) 
Highway  Planning  and  Construction 


II. 


6.  Dollar  threshold  used  to  distinguish  between  type  A  and  type  B  programs:     $  300,000 

7.  Auditee  qualified  as  low -risk  auditee?  2012  Yes       X  No 

2011 


Yes 


X  No 


FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 


FS  12/11-01  Criteria:  Auditors  may  continue  to  assist  clients  with  the  preparation  of  the  financial 
statements  now  and  in  the  future.  However,  under  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards 
(SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal  Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an 
Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending  on  or  after  December  15,  2009,  as 
amended  by  SAS  No.  122  Statements  on  Auditing  Standards:  Clarification  and 
Recodification,  conditions  necessitating  the  entity's  auditor  to  provide  such 
assistance  is  at  least  indicative  of  a  significant  deficiency. 

Condition:  During  the  current  year,  auditors  of  the  County  assisted  with  the 
preparation  of  the  financial  statements  and  the  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Context:  During  the  audit  planning  phase  of  the  audit,  the  client  informed  us  that  we 
would  be  preparing  the  audited  financials. 


Effect:  Auditors  may  continue  to  assist  clients  with  the  preparation  of  the  financial 
statements  now  and  in  the  future.  However,  SAS  122  indicates  that  conditions 
necessitating  the  entity's  auditor  to  provide  such  assistance  are  at  least  indicative  of  a 
significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  financial  reporting. 

Cause:  Management  did  not  prepare  the  financial  statements  or  the  notes  to  the 
financial  statements. 


Recommendation :  Due  to  the  changing  standards,  the  County  may  wish  to  consider 
alternatives  available  that  would  eliminate  this  situation. 


Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk' s 
Office  (Don  Troutman)  has  taken  steps  to  complete  the  audited  financial  statements 
for  the  next  audit  period.  The  Clerk's  phone  number  is  417-967-2112. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


H.        FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (continued) 

FS  12/11-02  Criteria:  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal 
Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending 
on  or  after  December  15,  2009,  as  amended  by  SAS  No.  122  Statements  on 
Auditing  Standards:  Clarification  and  Recodification,  considers  inadequate 
documentation  of  the  components  of  internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant 
deficiency. 

Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Context:  During  walkthroughs,  the  County  informed  us  that  internal  control 
documentation  had  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  SAS  122  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal 
control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency.  Without  documented  internal  controls, 
the  County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place,  communicated  and 
operating  effectively. 

Cause:  The  County  did  not  prepare  the  required  documentation. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal 
control  documentation.  In  addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal 
control  guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this  documentation 
is  complete,  those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the 
controls  and  ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk' s 
(Don  Troutman)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to 
document  their  internal  control  structure  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework. 
The  expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  phone  number  for  the 
Clerk's  office  is  417-967-2112. 

FS  12/11-03  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place 
by  an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They 
are  part  of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of 
financial  reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  the  walkthroughs  of  the  County,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud 
risk  assessment  in  place. 

Context:  During  walkthroughs,  the  County  informed  us  that  the  necessary  risk 
assessment  documentation  had  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not 
being  identified  by  County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a 
fraud  or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by  management  without  proper  assessment 
procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including 
identified  risks  and  mitigating  controls. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


H.        FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (concluded) 

FS  12/11-03  Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the 
environment,  including  risk  of  fraud  occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify, 
analyze  and  manage  these  risks. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk' s 
(Don  Troutman)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to 
document  their  internal  control  structure  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework. 
The  expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  phone  number  for  the 
Clerk's  office  is  417-967-2112. 

FS  12/11-04  Criteria:  Section  50.800.5  The  published  financial  statements  shall  show  receipts  or 
revenues  into  each  and  every  fund  separately.  Each  fund  shall  show  the  beginning 
balance  of  each  fund;  each  source  of  revenue;  the  total  amount  received  from  each 
source  of  revenue;  the  total  amount  available  in  each  fund;  the  total  amount  of 
disbursements  or  expenditures  from  each  fund  and  the  ending  balance  of  each  fund  as 
of  December  thirty-first. 

Condition:  During  2012,  the  Collector  opened  an  additional  bank  account  for  the 
Collector's  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  but  did  not  provide  the  required  information  to 
the  Commission  for  the  2012  published  financial  statements. 

Context:  After  audit  fieldwork  was  performed,  we  were  made  aware  of  the  existence 
of  this  additional  tax  maintenance  fund  account. 

Effect:  Lack  of  reporting  financial  information  to  the  Commission  and  to  the 
auditors  results  in  incorrect  financial  statements. 

Cause:  The  Collector  failed  to  provide  the  information  for  the  new  tax  maintenance 
fund  account  opened  in  2012  to  the  Commission. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  the  Collector  provide  the  financial  information  to 
the  Commission  and  auditors  in  a  timely  fashion  so  as  not  to  result  in  incorrect 
published  financial  statements. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  Collector- 
Treasurer'  s  (Tammy  Cantrell)  office  will  make  sure  the  County  Clerk  receives  all  the 
financial  information  that  is  needed  in  a  timely  fashion  as  the  County  Clerk  is 
responsible  for  preparing  and  maintaining  the  financial  report.  This  will  be 
immediately  implemented.  The  phone  number  for  the  Collector- Treasurer' s  office  is 
417-967-2580. 

III.       FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 

There  were  no  single  audit  findings  noted  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
SUMMARY  SCHEDULE  OF  PRIOR  YEAR  FINDINGS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

FS  10/09-01  Criteria:  Auditors  may  continue  to  assist  clients  with  the  preparation  of  the  financial 
statements  now  and  in  the  future.  However,  under  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards 
(SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal  Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an 
Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending  on  or  after  December  15,  2009, 
conditions  necessitating  the  entity's  auditor  to  provide  such  assistance  is  at  least 
indicative  of  a  significant  deficiency.  SAS  No.  115  supersedes  SAS  No.  112. 

Condition:  During  the  current  year,  auditors  of  the  County  assisted  with  the 
preparation  of  the  financial  statements  and  the  notes  to  financial  statements. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  that  we  will  be  assisting  the 
County  with  the  preparation  of  their  audited  financial  statements  and  footnotes. 

Effect:  Auditors  may  continue  to  assist  clients  with  the  preparation  of  the  financial 
statements  now  and  in  the  future.  However,  SAS  115  indicates  that  conditions 
necessitate  the  entity's  auditor  to  provide  such  assistance  is  at  least  indicative  of  a 
significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  financial  reporting. 

Cause:  Management  did  not  prepare  the  financial  statements  or  the  notes  to  financial 
statements. 

Recommendation :  Due  to  the  changing  standards,  the  County  may  wish  to  consider 
alternatives  available  that  would  eliminate  this  situation. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  is 
currently  complying  with  all  state  statutes  relating  to  the  preparation  of  the  financial 
statements  with  the  preparation  of  the  county's  annual  budget  document  and  annual 
financial  statement. 

Status:  It  appears  no  corrective  action  plan  has  been  implemented.  Therefore,  this 
finding  has  been  re-issued  in  the  current  year  as  FS  12/11-01. 

FS  10/09-02  Criteria:  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal 
Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending 
on  or  after  December  15,  2009,  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the 
components  of  internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency. 

Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  that  internal  control 
documentation  has  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  SAS  115  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal 
control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency.  Without  documented  internal  controls, 
the  County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place,  communicated  and 
operating  effectively. 
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THE  COUNTY  OF  TEXAS 
HOUSTON,  MISSOURI 
SUMMARY  SCHEDULE  OF  PRIOR  YEAR  FINDINGS 
YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


I.         FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS  (concluded) 

FS  10/09-02      Cause:  The  County  did  not  prepare  the  required  documentation. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal 
control  documentation.  In  addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal 
control  guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this  documentation 
is  complete,  those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the 
controls  and  ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  is  willing 
to  review  this  recommendation  with  the  state  auditor  and  the  contract  auditor  to 
further  understand  the  COSO  internal  controls. 

Status:  It  appears  no  corrective  action  plan  has  been  implemented.  Therefore,  this 
finding  has  been  re-issued  in  the  current  year  as  FS  12/1 1-02. 

FS  10/09-03  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place 
by  an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They 
are  part  of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of 
financial  reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  our  audit,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in 
place. 

Context:  During  discussions  with  management,  we  noted  there  were  no  formal  fraud 
risk  assessments  implemented. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not 
being  identified  by  County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a 
fraud  or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by  management  without  proper  assessment 
procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including 
identified  risks  and  mitigating  controls. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the 
environment,  including  risk  of  fraud  occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify, 
analyze  and  manage  these  risks. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  County  is  willing 
to  review  this  recommendation  with  the  state  auditor  and  the  contract  auditor  to 
determine  various  risk  assessments. 

Status:  It  appears  no  corrective  action  plan  has  been  implemented.  Therefore,  this 
finding  has  been  re-issued  in  the  current  year  as  FS  12/1 1-03. 
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Daniel  Jones 
&  Associates 


MEMBERS  OF 
MISSOURI  SOCIETY  OF  CPA'S 
AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  CPA'S 


CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 


July  5,  2013 

To  the  Board  of  Commissioners 
County  of  Texas 

In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  regulatory  based  financial  statements  of  the  County  of  Texas  (the 
"County")  as  of  and  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  December  31,  2011,  in  accordance  with  auditing 
standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  we  considered  the  County's  internal  control  over 
financial  reporting  (internal  control)  as  a  basis  for  designing  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinions  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of 
expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an 
opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  County's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  and  was 
not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant 
deficiencies  and,  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified. 
However,  as  discussed  below,  we  identified  certain  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be 
significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not  allow  management  or 
employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct 
misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies  in  internal 
control,  such  that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial  statements 
will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely  basis.  We  did  not  identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal 
control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 

A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less  severe 
than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We  consider 
the  following  deficiencies  in  the  County's  internal  control  to  be  significant  deficiencies  as  noted  in  section  I: 

Our  comments  concerning  internal  control  and  other  significant  matters  are  presented  as  follows: 

I.  Deficiencies  Considered  to  be  Significant 

II.  Information  Required  by  Professional  Standards 

The  County's  management  has  provided  written  responses  to  the  findings  in  this  report  that  were  identified  in  our 
audit.  These  responses  have  not  been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial 
statements  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  them. 

This  communication  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  the  County  Commission,  County  Office 
Holders,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor  and  federal  agencies  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by 
anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties. 

Very  truly  yours, 


DANIEL  JONES  &  ASSOCIATES,  P.C. 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
ARNOLD,  MISSOURI 
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I. 


DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 


FS  12/11-01  Criteria:  Auditors  may  continue  to  assist  clients  with  the  preparation  of  the  financial 
statements  now  and  in  the  future.  However,  under  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS) 
No.  115,  Communicating  Internal  Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which 
is  effective  for  periods  ending  on  or  after  December  15,  2009,  as  amended  by  SAS  No. 
122  Statements  on  Auditing  Standards:  Clarification  and  Recodification,  conditions 
necessitating  the  entity's  auditor  to  provide  such  assistance  is  at  least  indicative  of  a 
significant  deficiency. 

Condition:  During  the  current  year,  auditors  of  the  County  assisted  with  the  preparation 
of  the  financial  statements  and  the  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Context:  During  the  audit  planning  phase  of  the  audit,  the  client  informed  us  that  we 
would  be  preparing  the  audited  financials. 

Effect:  Auditors  may  continue  to  assist  clients  with  the  preparation  of  the  financial 
statements  now  and  in  the  future.  However,  SAS  122  indicates  that  conditions 
necessitating  the  entity's  auditor  to  provide  such  assistance  are  at  least  indicative  of  a 
significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  financial  reporting. 

Cause:  Management  did  not  prepare  the  financial  statements  or  the  notes  to  the  financial 
statements. 

Recommendation :  Due  to  the  changing  standards,  the  County  may  wish  to  consider 
alternatives  available  that  would  eliminate  this  situation. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk's 
Office  (Don  Troutman)  has  taken  steps  to  complete  the  audited  financial  statements  for 
the  next  audit  period.  The  Clerk's  phone  number  is  417-967-2112. 

FS  12/11-02  Criteria:  Statement  on  Auditing  Standards  (SAS)  No.  115,  Communicating  Internal 
Control  Related  Matters  Identified  in  an  Audit,  which  is  effective  for  periods  ending  on 
or  after  December  15,  2009,  as  amended  by  SAS  No.  122  Statements  on  Auditing 
Standards:  Clarification  and  Recodification,  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the 
components  of  internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency. 

Condition:  Documentation  of  the  County's  internal  controls  has  not  been  prepared. 

Context:  During  walkthroughs,  the  County  informed  us  that  internal  control 
documentation  had  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  SAS  122  considers  inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal 
control  to  be  at  least  a  significant  deficiency.  Without  documented  internal  controls,  the 
County  may  not  be  able  to  ensure  that  controls  are  in  place,  communicated  and  operating 
effectively. 

Cause:  The  County  did  not  prepare  the  required  documentation. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  develop  the  required  internal  control 
documentation.  In  addition,  we  recommend  studying  the  COSO  internal  control 
guidance  and  tools  as  a  means  to  begin  the  process.  Once  this  documentation  is  complete, 
those  charged  with  governance  have  a  responsibility  to  understand  the  controls  and 
ensure  they  are  operating  effectively. 


I. 


DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT  (continued) 


FS  12/11-02  Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk's 
(Don  Troutman)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to 
document  their  internal  control  structure  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework.  The 
expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  phone  number  for  the  Clerk's  office 
is  417-967-2112. 

FS  12/11-03  Criteria:  Antifraud  programs  and  controls  are  the  policies  and  procedures  put  in  place  by 
an  organization  to  help  ensure  that  management  directives  are  carried  out.  They  are  part 
of  the  overall  system  of  internal  control  established  to  achieve  reliability  of  financial 
reporting,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations,  and  compliance  with  applicable 
laws  and  regulations. 

Condition:  During  the  walkthroughs  of  the  County,  we  noted  there  is  no  formal  fraud 
risk  assessment  in  place. 

Context:  During  walkthroughs,  the  County  informed  us  that  the  necessary  risk 
assessment  documentation  had  not  been  prepared. 

Effect:  Lack  of  an  appropriate  risk  assessment  process  may  result  in  certain  risks  not 
being  identified  by  County's  management.  Opportunities  to  commit  and  conceal  a  fraud 
or  irregularity  may  go  undetected  by  management  without  proper  assessment  procedures. 

Cause:  Management  has  not  prepared  documentation  of  risk  assessments,  including 
identified  risks  and  mitigating  controls. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  that  the  County  address  various  risks  in  the 
environment,  including  risk  of  fraud  occurring  by  performing  assessments  to  identify, 
analyze  and  manage  these  risks. 

Views  of  Responsible  Officials  and  Planned  Corrective  Actions:  The  County  Clerk's 
(Don  Troutman)  office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  needed  documentation  to 
document  their  internal  control  structure  in  conformity  with  the  COSO  framework.  The 
expected  completion  date  is  December  31,  2013.  The  phone  number  for  the  Clerk's  office 
is  417-967-2112. 

FS  12/11-04  Criteria:  Section  50.800.5  The  published  financial  statements  shall  show  receipts  or 
revenues  into  each  and  every  fund  separately.  Each  fund  shall  show  the  beginning 
balance  of  each  fund;  each  source  of  revenue;  the  total  amount  received  from  each  source 
of  revenue;  the  total  amount  available  in  each  fund;  the  total  amount  of  disbursements  or 
expenditures  from  each  fund  and  the  ending  balance  of  each  fund  as  of  December  thirty- 
first. 

Condition:  During  2012,  the  Collector  opened  an  additional  bank  account  for  the 
Collector's  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  but  did  not  provide  the  required  information  to  the 
Commission  for  the  2012  published  financial  statements. 

Context:  After  audit  fieldwork  was  performed,  we  were  made  aware  of  the  existence  of 
this  additional  tax  maintenance  fund  account. 

Effect:  Lack  of  reporting  financial  information  to  the  Commission  and  to  the  auditors 
results  in  incorrect  financial  statements. 


I. 


DEFICIENCIES  CONSIDERED  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT  (concluded) 


FS  12/11-04     Cause:  The  Collector  failed  to  provide  the  information  for  the  new  tax  maintenance  fund 
account  opened  in  2012  to  the  Commission. 

Recommendation :  We  recommend  the  Collector  provide  the  financial  information  to  the 
Commission  and  auditors  in  a  timely  fashion  so  as  not  to  result  in  incorrect  published 
financial  statements. 

Views  of  responsible  officials  and  planned  corrective  actions:  The  Collector- Treasurer' s 
(Tammy  Cantrell)  office  will  make  sure  the  County  Clerk  receives  all  the  financial 
information  that  is  needed  in  a  timely  fashion  as  the  County  Clerk  is  responsible  for 
preparing  and  maintaining  the  financial  report.  This  will  be  immediately  implemented. 
The  phone  number  for  the  Collector- Treasurer' s  office  is  417-967-2580. 

II.       INFORMATION  REQUIRED  BY  PROFESSIONAL  STANDARDS 

Our  Responsibilities  under  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Auditing  Standards  and  Government 
Auditing  Standards 

Professional  standards  require  that  we  provide  you  with  information  about  our  responsibilities  under 
generally  accepted  auditing  standards,  Government  Auditing  Standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  as  well 
as  certain  information  related  to  the  planned  scope  and  timing  of  our  audit.  We  have  communicated  such 
information  in  our  letter  to  you  dated  April  4,  2013.  Professional  standards  also  require  that  we 
communicate  to  you  the  following  information  related  to  our  audit. 

Significant  Audit  Findings 

Qualitative  Aspects  of  Accounting  Practices 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  selection  and  use  of  appropriate  accounting  policies.  The  significant 
accounting  policies  used  by  the  County  are  described  in  Note  I  to  the  financial  statements.  No  new 
accounting  policies  were  adopted  and  the  application  of  existing  policies  was  not  changed  during  the 
2012-2013  fiscal  year.  We  noted  no  transactions  entered  into  by  the  governmental  unit  during  the  year 
for  which  there  is  a  lack  of  authoritative  guidance  or  consensus.  All  significant  transactions  have  been 
recognized  in  the  financial  statements  in  the  proper  period. 

Accounting  estimates  are  an  integral  part  of  the  financial  statements  prepared  by  management  and  are 
based  on  management's  knowledge  and  experience  about  past  and  current  events  and  assumptions  about 
future  events.  Certain  accounting  estimates  are  particularly  sensitive  because  of  their  significance  to  the 
financial  statements  and  because  of  the  possibility  that  future  events  affecting  them  may  differ 
significantly  from  those  expected.  Due  to  the  County  applying  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  no 
estimates  are  made  during  the  preparation  of  financial  statements. 

The  financial  statement  disclosures  are  neutral,  consistent,  and  clear. 

Difficulties  Encountered  in  Performing  the  Audit 

We  encountered  no  significant  difficulties  in  dealing  with  management  in  performing  and  completing  our 
audit. 

Corrected  and  Uncorrected  Misstatements 

Professional  standards  require  us  to  accumulate  all  known  and  likely  misstatements  identified  during  the 
audit,  other  than  those  that  are  clearly  trivial,  and  communicate  them  to  the  appropriate  level  of 
management.  Management  has  corrected  all  such  misstatements.  In  addition,  none  of  the  misstatements 
detected  as  a  result  of  audit  procedures  and  corrected  by  management  were  material,  either  individually  or 
in  the  aggregate,  to  each  opinion  unit' s  financial  statements  taken  as  a  whole. 


INFORMATION  REQUIRED  BY  PROFESSIONAL  STANDARDS  (concluded) 

Disagreements  with  Management 

For  purposes  of  this  letter,  a  disagreement  with  management  as  a  financial  accounting,  reporting,  or 
auditing  matter,  whether  or  not  resolved  to  our  satisfaction  that  could  be  significant  to  the  financial 
statements  or  the  auditor's  report.  We  are  pleased  to  report  that  no  such  disagreements  arose  during  the 
course  of  our  audit. 

Management  Representations 

We  have  requested  certain  representations  from  management  that  are  included  in  the  management 
representation  letter  dated  July  5,  2013. 

Management  Consultations  with  Other  Independent  Accountants 

In  some  cases,  management  may  decide  to  consult  with  other  accountants  about  auditing  and  accounting 
matters,  similar  to  obtaining  a  "second  opinion"  on  certain  situations.  If  a  consultation  involves 
application  of  an  accounting  principle  to  the  County's  financial  statements  or  a  determination  of  the  type 
of  auditor's  opinion  that  may  be  expressed  on  those  statements,  our  professional  standards  require  the 
consulting  accountant  to  check  with  us  to  determine  that  the  consultant  has  all  the  relevant  facts.  To  our 
knowledge,  there  were  no  such  consultations  with  other  accountants. 

Other  Audit  Findings  or  Issues 

We  generally  discuss  a  variety  of  matters,  including  the  application  of  accounting  principles  and  auditing 
standards,  with  management  each  year  prior  to  retention  as  the  governmental  unit's  auditors.  However, 
these  discussions  occurred  in  the  normal  course  of  our  professional  relationship  and  our  responses  were 
not  a  condition  to  our  retention. 

Other  Matters 

With  respect  to  the  supplementary  information  accompanying  the  financial  statements,  we  made  certain 
inquiries  of  management  and  evaluated  the  form,  content,  and  methods  of  preparing  the  information  to 
determine  that  the  information  complies  with  a  regulatory  basis  of  accounting,  the  method  of  preparing  it 
has  not  changed  from  the  prior  period,  and  the  information  is  appropriate  and  complete  in  relation  to  our 
audit  of  the  financial  statements.  We  compared  and  reconciled  the  supplementary  information  to  the 
underlying  accounting  records  used  to  prepare  the  financial  statements  or  to  the  financial  statements 
themselves. 

We  noted  during  our  audit  certain  matters  that  were  not  considered  to  be  significant  deficiencies  or 
material  weaknesses.  Several  county  offices  have  limited  numbers  of  staff  which  inherently  increases  the 
risk  of  misstatement.  Office  holders  appear  to  have  mitigating  controls  in  place  to  lower  these  risks  to  an 
acceptable  level  but  the  commission  does  need  to  be  aware  of  these  risks  and  offices  need  to  remain 
vigilant  in  deterring  the  potential  for  erroneous  or  fraudulent  activity. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


September  25,2013 


Mr.  Phil  Broyles,  Chairman 
and 

Board  of  Directors 

Heer's  Tower  Transportation  Development  District 
Springfield,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor  is  required  under  Section  238.275,  RSMo,  to  audit  a  transportation  development  district 
prior  to  the  question  of  abolishment  being  submitted  to  a  vote.  On  June  13,  2013,  the  Board  of  Directors 
of  the  TDD  approved  a  resolution  of  its  intent  to  dissolve  the  district  and  request  an  audit  as  required  by 
statute.  The  State  Auditor  was  subsequently  notified  of  this  resolution.  Because  the  TDD  had  no  financial 
activity  an  audit  was  not  performed. 

The  scope  of  our  review  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013.  The 
objectives  of  our  review  were  to  evaluate  the  financial  status  of  the  district  and  determine  whether  it  may 
be  abolished  pursuant  to  law. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  financial  statements  filed  with  the  State  Auditor's  office  and  other 
pertinent  documents,  obtaining  a  signed  statement  from  the  Treasurer  of  the  TDD  indicating  no  financial 
activity  occurred,  and  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  district,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties. 

The  TDD  is  located  in  the  City  of  Springfield.  The  TDD  was  organized  in  March  2006  by  petition  of  the 
property  owners  within  the  proposed  TDD,  and  the  City  of  Springfield.  The  Board  of  Directors  and 
officers  include  the  property  owners/developer,  and  one  external  board  member.  The  TDD  was  formed 
for  the  purpose  of  constructing  transportation  projects  with  a  cost  of  approximately  $8.8  million  and  has  a 
fiscal  year  end  of  June  30.  While  the  TDD  voted  to  enact  a  sales  tax,  the  project  was  not  constructed  and 
there  are  no  businesses  located  within  the  TDD.  Our  review  confirmed  the  TDD  does  not  have  a  bank 
account,  has  not  received  any  sales  tax  monies  or  incurred  any  expenditures,  and  has  no  outstanding 
liabilities. 

Based  on  our  review,  the  Board  of  Directors  may  proceed  with  repealing  the  sales  tax  and  the  abolishment 
of  the  district  in  accordance  with  Section  238.275,  RSMo. 


Sincerely, 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


P.O.  Box  869  •  Jefferson  City,  MO  65102  •  (573)751-4213  •  FAX  (573)  751-7984 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Morgan  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Morgan  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the 
State  Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


September  2013 
Report  No.  2013-096 


P.O.  Box  869  •  Jefferson  City,  MO  65102  •  (573)751-4213  •  FAX  (573)  751-7984 


AUDITED  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 


MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED 
DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


* 

*  * 

*  *  * 

*  *  *  * 
***** 

****** 
******* 
****** 
***** 

*  *  *  * 

*  *  * 

*  * 
* 


CASEY-BEARD-BOEHMER  PC 
CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS 
COLUMBIA,  MISSOURI 


MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


Page 

FINANCIAL  SECTION 

Independent  Auditors'  Report   1  -  3 

FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS: 

Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash- 
All  Governmental  Funds  — Regulatory  Basis 

For  the  Years  ended  December  31 ,  201  2  and  201 1   4 

Comparative  Statements  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash- 
Budget  and  Actual  — Regulatory  Basis 

For  the  Years  ended  December  31 ,  201  2  and  201 1   5  -  18 

Notes  to  Financial  Statements  19  -  27 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 

For  the  Years  Ended  December  31 ,  201  2  and  201 1   28 

Notes  to  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  29 

COMPLIANCE  SECTION 


AUDITORS'  REPORTS  PURSUANT  TO  GOVERNMENTAL  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


Report  on  Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting  and  on 
Compliance  and  Other  Matters  Based  on  an  Audit  of  Financial 
Statements  Performed  in  Accordance  with  Government 

Auditing  Standards  30-31 

Report  on  Compliance  with  Requirements  That  Could  Have  a  Direct 
and  Material  Effect  on  Each  Major  Program  and  on  Internal  Control 

Over  Compliance  in  Accordance  With  OMB  Circular  A-133    32  -  34 

Schedule  of  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs 
(Including  Management's  Plan  for  Corrective  Action) 
For  the  Years  Ended  December  31 ,  201  2  and  201 1 

Section  I  -  Summary  of  Auditors'  Results  35 

Section  II  -  Financial  Statement  Findings  36  -  40 

Section  III  -  Federal  Award  Findings  and  Questioned  Costs  40-41 

Follow-Up  on  Prior  Audit  Findings  for  an  Audit  of  Financial  Statements 

Performed  in  Accordance  With  Government  Auditing  Standards  42 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 


'CPA 


A  Certified  Public  Accounting  and  Consulting  Firm 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


One  Broadway  Building 
1  East  Broadway 
Columbia,  MO  65203-4205 
573  /  442  -  8427 
FAX  /  875  -  7876 
www.caseycpas.com 


September  12,  2013 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission 

and  Officeholders  of 
Morgan  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Morgan  County,  Missouri,  which 
comprise  the  statement  of  receipts,  disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  -  regulatory  basis, 
of  each  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  statement  of  receipts, 
disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  -  budget  and  actual  -  regulatory  basis  for  each  fund 
for  the  years  then  ended,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial 
statements  in  accordance  with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri 
Law.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of 
internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that 
are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  error  or  fraud. 

Auditors'  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit. 
We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Governmental  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 
Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance 
about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and 
disclosures  in  the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditors' 
judgment,  including  the  assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial 
statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor 
considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the 
financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes 
evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of 
significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide 
a  basis  for  our  audit  opinion. 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  (CONTINUED) 


Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  1,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Morgan  County,  Missouri,  using 
accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  effects  on  the 
financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  1 
and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion 
on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in 
the  first  paragraph  do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted 
in  the  United  States  of  America,  the  financial  position  of  Morgan  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December 
31 ,  201  2  and  201 1 ,  and  the  changes  in  its  financial  position. 

Basis  for  Qualified  Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

Morgan  County,  Missouri,  has  not  properly  presented  the  receipts  and  disbursements  in  the  General 
Revenue  Fund  and  various  other  funds  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 
Intergovernmental  receipts,  charges  for  services,  and  transfers  in  were  misclassified  to  other  areas; 
federal  grants  were  misclassified  as  other  revenues;  and  transfers  out  were  classified  in  various 
disbursement  areas.  The  amount  by  which  the  receipts  and  disbursements  are  misstated  is  material 
but  not  readily  determinable. 

Qualified  Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  except  for  the  matter  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  the  financial  statements 
referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects,  the  cash  balances  of  each  fund 
of  Morgan  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  201 1,  and  their  respective  cash  receipts 
and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  for  the  year  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  the  financial 
reporting  provisions  of  Missouri  Law  as  described  in  Note  1 . 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  September 
12,  2013,  on  our  consideration  of  Morgan  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  on  our  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant 
agreements  and  other  matters.  The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to 
provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an 
integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering 
Morgan  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance. 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  opinion  on  the  financial  statements  that 
collectively  comprise  Morgan  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial  statements.  The  accompanying 
schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  as  required 
by  U.S.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and 
Non-Profit  Organizations,  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the  basic  financial  statements.  Such  information 
is  the  responsibility  of  management  and  was  derived  from  and  relates  directly  to  the  underlying 
accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements.  The  information  has 
been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements  and 
certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing  and  reconciling  such  information  directly  to  the 
underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements  or  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing 
standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  In  our  opinion,  the  schedule  of 
expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  fairly  stated,  in  all  material  respects,  in  relation  to  the  basic  financial 
statements  as  a  whole  on  the  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  1 . 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  (CONTINUED) 


This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission,  others 
within  the  entity,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office,  federal  awarding  agencies,  and  pass-through 
entities  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified 
parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Cash 

Cash 

Cash 

January  1 , 

December  31 , 

December  31 , 

Fund 

201 1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

201 1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

2012 

General  Revenue 

$  2,286,915 

2,192,128 

2,048,081 

2,430,962 

2,330,991 

2,440,220 

2,321,733 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

752,917 

1,962,960 

2,135,969 

579,908 

1,884,719 

1,888,135 

576,492 

Assessment 

120,803 

444,657 

439,722 

125,738 

430,732 

459,945 

96,525 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

8,789 

3,239 

575 

1 1,453 

3,199 

180 

14,472 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

1,190 

794 

- 

1,984 

793 

- 

2,777 

Johnson  Grass 

148,162 

2,658 

2,430 

148,390 

1,680 

1,61 1 

148,459 

91 1 

- 

586,127 

586,127 

- 

625,716 

625,716 

- 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee 

1,099 

- 

- 

1,099 

- 

- 

1,099 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Sales  Tax 

2,41 1 

1,277 

1,000 

2,688 

926 

18 

3,596 

Recorder  User 

35,785 

22,358 

23,373 

34,770 

35,537 

23,958 

46,349 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement 

- 

7,752 

7,752 

- 

7,752 

7,752 

- 

Domestic  Violence 

4,681 

7,714 

10,999 

1,396 

4,872 

1,722 

4,546 

Bad  Check  Collection 

399 

10,530 

10,929 

- 

10,353 

10,252 

101 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax 

- 

3,357,264 

2,991,702 

365,562 

3,405,413 

3,233,694 

537,281 

NID  Debt  Service  Bond* 

448,609 

451,524 

397,384 

502,749 

468,61  1 

383,587 

587,773 

NID  Ongoing  Maintenance  and  Construction* 

1,459,876 

204,583 

65,026 

1,599,433 

201,899 

453,296 

1,348,036 

Sheriff  Fees 

38,094 

36,803 

46,775 

28,122 

54,908 

41,369 

41,661 

Peace  Officers  Standard  Training  (POST) 

- 

1,465 

1,465 

- 

1,346 

- 

1,346 

Election  Services 

13,795 

3,127 

3,325 

13,597 

7,1  14 

13,000 

7,71  1 

County  Law  Enforcement  Restitution  (1) 

- 

12,062 

- 

12,062 

35,730 

23,200 

24,592 

Sheriff's  Revolving 

44,339 

15,759 

3,812 

56,286 

26,004 

19,634 

62,656 

Help  America  Vote  Act  (HAVA) 

18,128 

1,701 

1,079 

18,750 

10,494 

13,167 

16,077 

MoSmart  Grant 

84,530 

84,530 

Inmate  Security 

16,485 

3,357 

19,842 

3,280 

23,122 

Law  Library 

4,031 

10,143 

12,407 

1,767 

9,519 

10,833 

453 

Collector  Tax  Maintenance 

1 18,991 

46,736 

44,461 

121,266 

47,352 

58,009 

1 10,609 

Drug  Task  Force 

6,927 

234,200 

233,872 

7,255 

252,1  18 

257,324 

2,049 

Drug  Task  Force  Supplemental 

7,235 

25,384 

32,619 

54,681 

32,619 

22,062 

Senior  Services  Board 

59,169 

180,295 

164,608 

74,856 

192,747 

198,049 

69,554 

Senate  Bill  40  Board 

80,801 

394,328 

360,469 

1 14,660 

463,555 

387,151 

191,064 

Totals 

S  5,679,631 

10,305,455 

9,710,491 

6,274,595 

10,572,041 

10,584,441 

6,262,195 

(1 )  The  county  did  not  prepare  a  budget  for  this  fund  for  201 1 .  *  NID  =  Neighborhood  Improvement  Districts 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


General  Revenue  Fund 


2012  2011 


Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$  350,000 

378,872 

28,872  $ 

380,000 

352,747 

(27,253) 

Sales  taxes 

930,000 

975,859 

45,859 

970,000 

983,366 

13,366 

Charges  for  services 

621,832 

601,020 

(20,812) 

612,340 

559,472 

(52,868) 

Interest 

28,642 

28,642 

30,000 

44,528 

14,528 

Other 

184,450 

162,682 

(21,768) 

63,075 

144,943 

81,868 

Transfers  in 

126,100 

183,916 

57,816 

166,600 

107,072 

(59,528) 

Total  Receipts  $    2,212,382    2,330,991        1  18,609   $    2,222,015    2,192,128  (29,887) 


DISBURSEMENTS 


General  County  Government- 


County  Commission 

$  123,084 

119,590 

(3,494)  $ 

122,564 

122,1 12 

(452) 

County  Clerk 

181,534 

182,495 

961 

112,674 

109,467 

(3,207) 

Elections 

80,000 

70,566 

(9,434) 

2,600 

2,277 

(323) 

Buildings  and  grounds 

1 13,302 

93,585 

(19,717) 

1 10,672 

91,002 

(19,670) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

1  53,900 

162,157 

8,257 

154,700 

149,049 

(5,651) 

County  Treasurer 

51,775 

50,480 

(1,295) 

49,175 

49,136 

(39) 

County  Collector 

133,415 

134,097 

682 

129,875 

130,258 

383 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

93,386 

92,269 

(1,117) 

91,363 

87,473 

(3,890) 

Circuit  Clerk 

44,120 

42,153 

(1,967) 

42,300 

40,551 

(1,749) 

Court  Administration 

8,000 

4,276 

(3,724) 

6,000 

7,825 

1,825 

Public  Administrator 

78,366 

76,460 

(1,906) 

76,746 

75,950 

(796) 

Public  Safety- 

Sheriff 

30,497 

30,497 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

362,031 

359,644 

(2,387) 

286,032 

281,366 

(4,666) 

Juvenile  Officer 

78,652 

60,616 

(18,036) 

74,329 

57,167 

(17,162) 

County  Coroner 

34,240 

34,147 

(93) 

33,640 

26,718 

(6,922) 

Other- 

Outside  services 

150,000 

144,299 

(5,701) 

88,000 

101,725 

13,725 

Equipment 

150,000 

127,907 

(22,093) 

100,000 

1 19,390 

19,390 

Capital  improvement-jail 

250,000 

184,484 

(65,516) 

30,000 

88,728 

58,728 

Other  general  county  government 

222,355 

214,922 

(7,433) 

135,500 

159,104 

23,604 

Court  Reporters  and  Circuit  Judges 

12,072 

6,732 

(5,340) 

1 1,707 

7,457 

(4,250) 

Transfers  out 

681,769 

248,844 

(432,925) 

639,655 

341,326 

(298,329) 

Emergency  Fund 

66,400 

(66,400) 

67,200 

(67,200) 

Total  Disbursements 

$  3,068,401 

2,440,220 

(628,181)  $ 

2,364,732 

2,048,081 

(316,651) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$  (856,019) 

(109,229) 

746,790  $ 

i  (142,717) 

144,047 

286,764 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

2,430,962 

2,430,962 

2,286,915 

2,286,915 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  1,574,943 

2,321,733 

746,790  $ 

i  2,144,198 

2,430,962 

286,764 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$ 

447,000 

480,213 

33,213 

$ 

472,000 

446,553 

(25,447) 

Sales  taxes 

169,000 

189,988 

20,988 

162,000 

169,374 

7,374 

Intergovernmental 

1,166,000 

1,1 1 1,261 

(54,739) 

1,182,000 

1,164,600 

(17,400) 

Interest 

17,000 

8,866 

(8,134) 

31,000 

17,221 

(13,779) 

Other 

11,000 

94,328 

83,328 

9,400 

165,078 

155,678 

Transfers  in 

200 

63 

(137) 

210 

134 

(76) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,810,200 

1,884,719 

74,519 

$ 

1,856,610 

1,962,960 

106,350 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$ 

611,741 

582,351 

(29,390) 

$ 

597,960 

592,434 

(5,526) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

154,170 

141,932 

(12,238) 

143,070 

144,304 

1,234 

Supplies 

312,000 

266,257 

(45,743) 

261,000 

311,597 

50,597 

Insurance 

35,000 

33,516 

(1,484) 

34,000 

34,567 

567 

Road  and  bridge  materials 

209,000 

200,209 

(8,791) 

210,000 

234,142 

24,142 

Equipment  repairs 

60,000 

54,224 

(5,776) 

65,000 

60,874 

(4,126) 

Equipment  purchases 

322,303 

262,540 

(59,763) 

396,303 

377,162 

(19,141) 

Road  and  bridge  construction 

400,000 

197,687 

(202,313) 

500,000 

234,860 

(265,140) 

Other 

147,900 

139,484 

(8,416) 

145,500 

141,660 

(3,840) 

Transfers  out 

10,000 

9,935 

(65) 

10,000 

4,369 

(5,631) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

2,262,1 14 

1,888,135 

(373,979) 

$ 

2,362,833 

2,135,969 

(226,864) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(451,914) 

(3,416) 

448,498 

$ 

(506,223) 

(173,009) 

333,214 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

579,908 

579,908 

752,917 

752,917 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

127,994 

576,492 

448,498 

$ 

246,694 

579,908 

333,214 

Assessment  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

430,631 

427,664 

(2,967)  $ 

440,799 

440,494 

(305) 

Interest 

4,163 

2,400 

(1,763) 

4,862 

4,163 

(699) 

Other 

668 

668 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

434,794 

430,732 

(4,062)  $ 

445,661 

444,657 

(1,004) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assessor 

$ 

478,974 

459,945 

(19,029)  $ 

480,925 

439,722 

(41,203) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

478,974 

459,945 

(19,029)  $ 

480,925 

439,722 

(41,203) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(44,180) 

(29,213) 

14,967  $ 

(35,264) 

4,935 

40,199 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

125,738 

125,738 

120,803 

120,803 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

81,558 

96,525 

14,967  $ 

85,539 

125,738 

40,199 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 


201  2 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

KbLtIP  I  b 

Charges  for  services  $ 

3,000 

3,062 

62  $ 

3,000 

3,078 

78 

Interest 

150 

137 

(13) 

160 

161 

1 

Total  Receipts  $ 

3,150 

3,199 

49  $ 

3,160 

3,239 

79 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff  $ 

8,000 

180 

(7,820)  $ 

5,000 

575 

(4,425) 

Total  Disbursements  $ 

8,000 

180 

(7,820)  $ 

5,000 

575 

(4,425) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  $ 

(4,850) 

3,019 

7,869  $ 

(1,840) 

2,664 

4,504 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

1 1,453 

1 1,453 

8,789 

8,789 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $ 

6,603 

14,472 

7,869  $ 

6,949 

1 1,453 

4,504 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  $ 

800 

768 

(32)  $ 

800 

768 

(32) 

Interest 

35 

25 

(10) 

35 

26 

(9) 

Total  Receipts  $ 

835 

793 

(42)  $ 

835 

794 

(41) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Prosecuting  Attorney  $ 

800 

(800)  $ 

1,000 

(1,000) 

Total  Disbursements  $ 

800 

(800)  $ 

1,000 

(1,000) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  $ 

35 

793 

758  $ 

(165) 

794 

959 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

1,984 

1,984 

1,190 

1,190 

CASH, DECEMBER  31  $ 

2,019 

2,777 

758  $ 

1,025 

1,984 

959 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Johnson  Grass  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

2,500 

1,680 

(820) 

$ 

3,800 

2,658 

(1,142) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

2,500 

1,680 

(820) 

$ 

3,800 

2,658 

(1,142) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  and  benefits 

$ 

3,482 

584 

(2,898) 

$ 

3,482 

1 ,531 

(1 ,951 ) 

Office 

100 

26 

(74) 

125 

33 

(92) 

Fn  1 1  inmpnt 

l_  IJ  U  1  LJ 1  1  ICI  IL 

592 

592 

Other 

2,500 

409 

(2  091 ) 

2,300 

866 

(1  494) 

\  1  ,*+-D*+l 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

6,082 

1 ,61  1 

(4  471 ) 

$ 

5,907 

2,430 

13  477) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(3,582) 

69 

3,651 

$ 

(2,107) 

228 

2,335 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

148,390 

148,390 

148,162 

148,162 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

144,808 

148,459 

3,651 

$ 

146,055 

148,390 

2,335 

Q1  1 

3  I  I 

Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

1 19,423 

121,508 

2,085 

$ 

1 15,823 

1 19,617 

3,794 

Interest 

70 

30 

(40) 

50 

69 

19 

Other 

261,050 

263,086 

2,036 

266,400 

262,601 

(3,799) 

Transfers  in 

248,695 

241,092 

(7,603) 

197,300 

203,840 

6,540 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

629,238 

625,716 

(3,522) 

$ 

579,573 

586,127 

6,554 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  and  benefits 

555,143 

545,005 

(10,138) 

$ 

506,073 

515,037 

8,964 

Office 

16,500 

23,213 

6,713 

16,500 

17,780 

1,280 

Equipment 

6,000 

8,618 

2,618 

7,500 

9,320 

1,820 

Mileage  and  training 

9,500 

10,307 

807 

7,500 

9,950 

2,450 

Other 

42,095 

38,573 

(3,522) 

42,000 

34,040 

(7,960) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

629,238 

625,716 

(3,522) 

$ 

579,573 

586,127 

6,554 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

$ 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

S 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

$ 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

$ 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

$ 

500 

(500) 

$ 

500 

(500) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

500 

(500) 

$ 

500 

(500) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

(500) 
1,099 

1,099 

500 

$ 

(500) 
1,099 

1,099 

500 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

599 

1,099 

500 

$ 

599 

1,099 

500 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Sales  Tax  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

500 
25 

892 
34 

392 
9 

$ 

1,000 
50 

1,237 
40 

237 
(10) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

525 

926 

401 

$ 

1,050 

1,277 

227 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Prosecuting  Attorney 

$ 

18 

18 

$ 

1,000 

1,000 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

18 

18 

$ 

1,000 

1,000 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

525 
2,688 

908 
2,688 

383 

$ 

50 
2,41 1 

277 
2,41  1 

227 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

3,213 

3,596 

383 

$ 

2,461 

2,688 

227 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Recorder  User  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

A  /->-t-i  i  a\ 
MCIUdl 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

BUUCJ  til 

A  r>-t-i  i  qI 

Budget 

Budget 

A  r»-t-i  i  o  1 

Ri  i r\ n at 

Duoyei 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

s 

1 1  r\r\r\ 
Z\  ,UUU 

35,041 

14,041  $ 

21,000 

21,718 

"7  1  Q 

/lo 

Interest 

I  ,UUU 

(504) 

1,000 

D'+U 

(ooU) 

Total  Receipts 

9  9  nnn 

13,537  $ 

22,000 

ZZ,OOc> 

ooo 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Office 

$ 

22,000 

23,958 

1,958  $ 

22,000 

23,373 

1,373 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

22,000 

23,958 

1,958  $ 

22,000 

23,373 

1,373 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

_ 

1  1,579 

11,579  $ 

(1,015) 

(1,015) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

34,770 

34,770 

35,785 

35,785 

_ 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

34,770 

46,349 

1  1,579  $ 

35,785 

34,770 

(1,015) 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

 a  i  

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Dcrci  DT  c 
ntL-tlr  I  o 

Transfers  in 

5 

7,752 

7,752 

$ 

7,752 

7,752 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

7,752 

7,752 

$ 

7,752 

7,752 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

$ 

7,752 

7,752 

$ 

7,752 

7,752 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

7,752 

7,752 

$ 

7,752 

7,752 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

$ 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

$ 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


Domestic  Violence  Fund 


2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

1,682 

4,850 

3,168 

$ 

4,700 

7,675 

2,975 

Interest 

40 

22 

(18) 

80 

39 

(41) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,722 

4,872 

3,150 

$ 

4,780 

7,714 

2,934 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Domestic  violence  shelters 

$ 

1 ,721 

1 ,722 

1 

$ 

8,200 

8,200 

Other  reimbursements 

2,799 

2,799 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1 ,721 

1 ,722 

1 

$ 

8,200 

8,200 

DCPCIDTC  n\/CD  II  IMnCDI  niCDI  IDCCKflCMTC 

6 

I 

o,  I  ou 

3,149 

$ 

(3,420) 

MORI 

O  QQ/I 

PAQU     I  A  Ml  I A  RV  1 

i , oy d 

i  ,oyo 

4,681 

4,DO  1 

LMOn,  UtLtlVlDtn  o  I 

i  ,oy  / 

A  RAR 

3,149 

$ 

1,261 

A  1  Q£ 

c\,  i  yo 

9  Q^A 

z,yo^f 

Bad  Check  Collection  Fund 

2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

10,500 

10,350 

(150) 

$ 

12,000 

10,518 

(1,482) 

Interest 

15 

3 

(12) 

35 

12 

(23) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

10,515 

10,353 

(162) 

$ 

12,035 

10,530 

(1,505) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$ 

10,219 

10,232 

13 

$ 

10,219 

10,219 

Office 

1,610 

710 

(900) 

Other 

25 

20 

(5) 

25 

(25) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

10,244 

10,252 

8 

$ 

11,854 

10,929 

(925) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

271 

101 

(170) 

$ 

181 

(399) 

(580) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

399 

399 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

271 

101 

(170) 

$ 

580 

(580) 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund 


201  2 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  taxes 

$ 

1 ,030,000 

1 ,064,037 

34,037 

$ 

1 ,065,000 

1 ,084,271 

1  9,271 

Interest 

2,000 

4,357 

2,357 

3,000 

2,362 

(638) 

Other 

1 ,577,600 

2,337,01  9 

759,41  9 

1 ,458,284 

2,1  40,897 

682,61  3 

Transfers  in 

229,905 

(229,905) 

41  9,603 

1  29,734 

(289,869) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

2,839,505 

3,405,41  3 

565,908 

$ 

2,945,887 

3,357,264 

41  1 ,377 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$ 

1 ,51  7,1  52 

1 ,452,868 

(64,284) 

$ 

1 ,307,432 

1 ,337,741 

30,309 

Office 

57,500 

65,862 

8,362 

55,000 

55,041 

41 

Equipment 

62,000 

38,050 

(23,950) 

70,500 

56,805 

(1  3,695) 

Mileage  and  training 

180,000 

214,975 

34,975 

156,500 

175,633 

19,133 

Other 

179,615 

174,853 

(4,762) 

198,069 

193,587 

(4,482) 

Jail 

310,000 

399,1  18 

89,1  18 

299,250 

317,198 

17,948 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

303,800 

286,925 

(16,875) 

288,080 

273,505 

(14,575) 

Bond  payment 

465,000 

458,882 

(6,1  18) 

465,000 

444,803 

(20,197) 

Utilities 

130,000 

142,161 

12,161 

106,056 

137,389 

31,333 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

3,205,067 

3,233,694 

28,627 

$ 

2,945,887 

2,991,702 

45,815 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(365,562) 

171,719 

537,281 

$ 

365,562 

365,562 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

365,562 

365,562 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

_ 

537,281 

537,281 

$ 

365,562 

365,562 

NID  Debt  Service  Bond  Fund 

201  2 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

9 

0,OuU 

(=:  Ron 

(1,670) 

$ 

1 1,260 

9,020 

NID  tax  levy  proceeds 

446,750 

461,921 

15,171 

429,274 

442,504 

13,230 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

455,1  10 

468,61  1 

13,501 

$ 

440,534 

451,524 

10,990 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Debt  service  principal,  interest,  and  fees 

$ 

383,637 

200,432 

(183,205) 

$ 

388,895 

218,438 

(170,457) 

NID  maintenance 

183,155 

183,155 

178,946 

178,946 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

383,637 

383,587 

(50) 

$ 

388,895 

397,384 

8,489 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

71,473 

85,024 

13,551 

$ 

51,639 

54,140 

2,501 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

502,749 

502,749 

448,609 

448,609 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

574,222 

587,773 

13,551 

$ 

500,248 

502,749 

2,501 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NID  Ongoing  Maintenance  and  Construction  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

23,700 

18,089 

(5,61 1) 

$ 

26,550 

25,637 

(913) 

Fees  from  NID  tax  levies 

204,300 

183,155 

(21,145) 

143,600 

178,946 

35,346 

Other 

655 

655 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

228,000 

201 ,899 

(26,101) 

$ 

170,150 

204,583 

34,433 

DISBURSEMENTS 

NID  construction  and  maintenance 

$ 

226,000 

453,296 

227,296 

$ 

65,026 

65,026 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

226,000 

453,296 

227,296 

$ 

65,026 

65,026 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

2,000 

(251 ,397) 

(253,397) 

$ 

170,150 

1  39,557 

(30,593) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

1 ,599,433 

1 ,599,433 

1,459,876 

1 ,459,876 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1 ,601 ,433 

1,348,036 

(253,397) 

$ 

1,630,026 

1 ,599,433 

(30,593) 

Sheriff  Fees  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

35,000 

30,433 

(4,567) 

$ 

40,000 

36,218 

(3,782) 

Interest 

600 

300 

(300) 

900 

585 

(315) 

Other 

4,883 

4,883 

5,000 

(5,000) 

Transfers  in 

19,292 

19,292 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

35,600 

54,908 

19,308 

$ 

45,900 

36,803 

(9,097) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff 

$ 

50,742 

41,369 

(9,373) 

$ 

51,792 

46,775 

(5,017) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

50,742 

41,369 

(9,373) 

$ 

51,792 

46,775 

(5,017) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(15,142) 

13,539 

28,681 

$ 

(5,892) 

(9,972) 

(4,080) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

28,122 

28,122 

38,094 

38,094 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

12,980 

41,661 

28,681 

$ 

32,202 

28,122 

(4,080) 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Peace  Officers  Standard  Training  (POST)  Fund 


2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

_      /ii     _i  i 

Over  (Under) 

budget 

Actual 

budget 

budget 

Actual 

budget 

RECEIPTS 

Other 

$ 

1,600 

1,346 

(254) 

$ 

1,600 

1,465 

(135) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,600 

1,346 

(254) 

$ 

1,600 

1,465 

(135) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff 

$ 

1,600 

(1,600) 

$ 

1,600 

1,465 

(135) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,600 

(1,600) 

$ 

1,600 

1,465 

(135) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

_ 

1,346 

1,346 

$ 

_ 

_ 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

_ 

1,346 

1,346 

$ 

_ 

Election  Services  Fund 

201  2 

20 1  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RCppipTQ 
nLUtlr  I  o 

Interest 

$ 

250 

74 

(176) 

$ 

275 

234 

(41) 

Other 

4,000 

7,040 

3,040 

200 

2,893 

2,693 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

4,250 

7,1  14 

2,864 

$ 

475 

3,127 

2,652 

DISBURSEMENTS 

County  Clerk 

$ 

14,000 

13,000 

(1,000) 

$ 

5,000 

3,325 

(1,675) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

14,000 

13,000 

(1,000) 

$ 

5,000 

3,325 

(1,675) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(9,750) 

(5,886) 

3,864 

$ 

(4,525) 

(198) 

4,327 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

13,597 

13,597 

13,795 

13,795 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

3,847 

7,71  1 

3,864 

$ 

9,270 

13,597 

4,327 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


County  Law  Enforcement  Restitution  Fund 


no  approved  budget 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

S 

10 

159 

149 

$ 

12 

12 

Other 

25,000 

35,571 

10,571 

I  Z,UOU 

I  Z,VJOVJ 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

25,010 

35,730 

10,720 

$ 

12,062 

12,062 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Transfers  out 

$ 

20,000 

23,200 

3,200 

$ 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

20,000 

23,200 

3,200 

$ 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

5,010 

12,530 

7,520 

$ 

1  2,062 

1  2,062 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

12,062 

12,062 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

17,072 

24,592 

7,520 

$ 

1  2  062 

1  2  062 

Sheriff's  Revolving  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

s 

1 1,000 

18,745 

7,745 

$ 

12,000 

10,910 

(1,090) 

Interest 

800 

647 

(153) 

1,000 

859 

(141) 

Other 

4,000 

6,612 

2,612 

4,000 

3,990 

(mi 

Total  Rpppint^ 

$ 

1  5,800 

26,004 

10,204 

$ 

17,000 

15,759 

(1,241) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff 

$ 

30,600 

19,634 

(10,966) 

$ 

20,700 

3,812 

[  I  D,ooo] 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

30,600 

19,634 

(10,966) 

$ 

20,700 

3,812 

\  1  U  r  OOO/ 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(14,800) 

6,370 

21,170 

$ 

(3,700) 

11,947 

1  5  647 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

56,286 

56,286 

44,339 

44,339 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

41 ,486 

62,656 

21,170 

$ 

40,639 

56,286 

I  0,04-  / 

Help  America  Vote  Act  (HAVA)  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

s 

200 

10,342 

10,142 

$ 

1,305 

1,305 

Other 

1,000 

152 

(848) 

200 

396 

196 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,200 

10,494 

9,294 

$ 

200 

1,701 

1,501 

DISBURSEMENTS 

HAVA  expenses 

$ 

13,000 

13,167 

167 

$ 

5,000 

1,079 

(3,921) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

13,000 

13,167 

167 

$ 

5,000 

1,079 

(3,921) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

s 

(1 1,800) 

(2,673) 

9,127 

$ 

(4,800) 

622 

5,422 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

18,750 

18,750 

18,128 

18,128 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

6,950 

16,077 

9,127 

$ 

13,328 

18,750 

5,422 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


MoSmart  Grant  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

no  budget  required 

Other 

$ 

- 

- 

$ 

84,784 

(84,784) 

Transfers  in 

- 

- 

84,530 

84,530 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

- 

- 

$ 

84,784 

84,530 

(254) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$ 

- 

- 

$ 

64,354 

74,027 

9,673 

Fringe  benefits 

- 

- 

19,930 

10,503 

(9,427) 

Other 

- 

- 

500 

- 

(500) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

$ 

84,784 

84,530 

(254) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

- 

- 

$ 

- 

- 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

- 

- 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

_ 

_ 

$ 

- 

- 

Inmate  Security  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

3,000 

3,047 

47  $ 

3,300 

3,045 

(255) 

Interest 

300 

233 

(67) 

400 

312 

(88) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

3,300 

3,280 

(20)  $ 

3,700 

3,357 

(343) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff 

$ 

12,000 

„ 

(12,000)  $ 

13,300 

- 

(13,300) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

12,000 

- 

(12,000)  $ 

13,300 

- 

(13,300) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(8,700) 

3,280 

11,980  $ 

(9,600) 

3,357 

12,957 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

19,842 

19,842 

16,485 

16,485 

- 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1 1,142 

23,122 

11,980  $ 

6,885 

19,842 

12,957 

Law  Library  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

9,100 

9,519 

419  $ 

3,000 

10,143 

7,143 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

9,100 

9,519 

419  $ 

3,000 

10,143 

7,143 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Law  library  maintenance 

$ 

10,100 

10,833 

733  $ 

3,000 

12,407 

9,407 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

10,100 

10,833 

733  $ 

3,000 

12,407 

9,407 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(1,000) 

(1,314) 

(314)  $ 

(2,264) 

(2,264) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

1,767 

1,767 

4,031 

4,031 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

767 

453 

(314)  $ 

4,031 

1,767 

(2,264) 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Collector  Tax  Maintenance  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

45,000 

46,051 

1,051 

$ 

50,000 

46,736 

(3,264) 

Interest 

1,301 

1,301 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

45,000 

47,352 

2,352 

$ 

50,000 

46,736 

(3,264) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

00,UU3 

7,509 

$ 

15,000 

1  9  46 1 

4  46 1 

I  i diiaici b  uu L 

25,000 

ooo 

"Tn+al  riiohi  ircomontc 

1  ULal    UloUUI  odl  1  ICI  ILo 

$ 

R8  009 

7,509 

$ 

40,000 

44,461 

4,461 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(5  500) 

(10  657) 

(5,157) 

$ 

10,000 

2,275 

(7  725) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

1  21 ,266 

1  21 ,266 

1 18,991 

1 1  8,991 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1 1  5,766 

1 1 0  609 

(5,157) 

$ 

128,991 

1  21 ,266 

(7  725) 

Drug  Task  Force  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

123,208 

210,653 

87,445 

$ 

123,208 

21 1,470 

88,262 

Interest 

54 

54 

106 

106 

Other 

1  7,500 

41 ,41 1 

23,91 1 

19,860 

19,860 

Transfers  in 

2,764 

2,764 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

140,708 

252,1 18 

111,410 

$ 

123,208 

234,200 

1 10,992 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries,  benefits,  and  supplies 

$ 

1  23,208 

257,324 

134,1 16 

$ 

123,208 

233,872 

1 10,664 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1  23,208 

257,324 

134,1 16 

$ 

123,208 

233,872 

1 10,664 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

17,500 

(5,206) 

(22,706) 

$ 

328 

328 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

7,255 

6,927 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

2,049 

$ 

7,255 

Drug  Task  Force  Supplemental  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

lntprnn\/prnmpntal 

II  1  LG 1  UUvCI  1  II  1  ICI  1  Ldl 

$ 

42  738 

50,449 

7,71 1 

$ 

1 1,722 

25,384 

1  3;662 

Transfers  in 

4,232 

4,232 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

42,738 

54,681 

1 1,943 

$ 

1 1,722 

25,384 

13,662 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Vehicle  expenses,  office,  and  retirement 

$ 

44,620 

32,619 

(12,001) 

$ 

11,722 

29,855 

18,133 

Transfers  out 

2,764 

2,764 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

44,620 

32,619 

(12,001) 

$ 

1 1,722 

32,619 

20,897 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(1,882) 

22,062 

23,944 

$ 

(7,235) 

(7,235) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

7,235 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

22,062 

$ 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Senior  Services  Board  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$  180,000 

192,586 

12,586 

$ 

180,000 

179,995 

(5) 

Interest 

300 

161 

(139) 

600 

300 

(300) 

Total  Receipts 

$  180,300 

192,747 

12,447 

$ 

180,600 

180,295 

(305) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Contract  services  and  other 

$  203,000 

198,050 

(4,950) 

$ 

200,000 

164,908 

(35,092) 

Total  Disbursements 

$  203,000 

198,050 

(4,950) 

$ 

200,000 

164,908 

(35,092) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$  (22,700) 

(5,303) 

17,397 

$ 

(19,400) 

15,387 

34,787 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

74,556 

74,556 

59,169 

59,169 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $       51,856        69,253  17,397    $       39,769  74,556  34,787 


Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund 


 2012    201 1  

Actual  Actual 
Final                       Over  (Under)          Final                         Over  (Under) 
Budget        Actual  Budget  Budget  Actual  Budget 


RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes  $     181,590  193,337  11,747    $     195,325        180,363  (14,962) 

Intergovernmental  - 

Medicaid  waiver-Target  Case  Management  204,000  266,444         62,444         240,000       184,997  (55,003) 

Stimulus  refund  -  -  28,628  28,628 

Interest  360  238  (122)  1,573  340  (1,233) 

Miscellaneous  -  3,536  3,536 


Total  Receipts  $     385,950     463,555  77,605    $     436,898        394,328  (42,570) 


DISBURSEMENTS 


Contract  services 

$  84,000 

84,000 

$ 

84,000 

84,000 

Medicaid  waiver  match-state  of  Missouri 

1  17,549 

83,248 

(34,301) 

99,486 

1 1 1,527 

12,041 

State  medicaid  reimbursements 

48,000 

44,1 12 

(3,888) 

8,250 

8,250 

Customer  services 

20,400 

19,280 

(1,120) 

19,400 

18,890 

(510) 

Personnel  expenses 

134,300 

126,399 

(7,901) 

130,036 

108,622 

(21,414) 

Insurance  and  bonds 

2,500 

1,838 

(662) 

1,651 

1,651 

Professional 

1,000 

(1,000) 

Utilities 

12,420 

10,801 

(1,619) 

10,980 

9,716 

(1,264) 

Office  supplies 

4,896 

2,175 

(2,721) 

1,800 

5,739 

3,939 

Travel  and  training  expenses 

7,200 

4,928 

(2,272) 

8,700 

1,790 

(6,910) 

Equipment  and  furnishings 

9,292 

3,320 

(5,972) 

4,200 

4,359 

159 

Maintenance  and  repair 

2,484 

2,484 

Miscellaneous 

4,217 

7,050 

2,833 

1,550 

3,441 

1,891 

Total  Disbursements 

$  445,774 

387,151 

(58,623)  $ 

360,152 

360,469 

317 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$  (59,824) 
1 14,660 

76,404 
1 14,660 

136,228  $ 

76,746 
80,801 

33,859 
80,801 

(42,887) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  54,836 

191,064 

136,228  $ 

157,547 

1 14,660 

(42,887) 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES 

Morgan  County,  Missouri  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners.  In  addition  to  the 
three  County  Commissioners,  there  are  ten  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County  Clerk, 
Circuit  Clerk,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Collector,  Treasurer,  Coroner,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public 
Administrator,  and  Sheriff. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  1.C.,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  State  Law,  which  practices  differ  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  which  would  include  all  relevant 
Government  Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB)  pronouncements.  The  differences  include  use  of  a 
prescribed  definition  of  the  reporting  entity  and  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

1 .  A.    REPORTING  ENTITY 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts  administration, 
recording  of  deeds  and  other  instruments,  public  safety  and  911,  economic  development,  road  and 
bridge  maintenance,  public  welfare,  and  social  and  human  services.  The  funds  presented  are 
established  under  statutory  or  administrative  authority,  and  their  operations  are  under  the  control  of 
the  County  Commission,  an  elected  county  official,  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board,  or  the  Senior  Services 
Board.  The  Collector  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  is  under  the  control  of  the  County  Collector,  the  Law 
Library  Fund  is  under  the  control  of  the  Prosecuting  Attorney,  and  the  Help  America  Vote  Act  (HAVA) 
Fund  is  under  the  control  of  the  County  Clerk  and  the  Drug  Task  Force  Fund  and  Drug  Task  Force 
Supplemental  Fund  are  under  the  control  of  the  task  force  captain  but  the  operations  of  these  funds 
are  ran  through  the  County  Treasurer. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  the  primary  government  of  Morgan  County, 
Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices 
that  are  considered  to  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity.  The  financial  statements  do  not  include  the 
Circuit  Clerk  Interest  Fund  since  it  is  controlled  by  the  Circuit  Court. 

1 .  B.    BASIS  OF  PRESENTATION 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds 
based  upon  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities 
are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting  entity  with  self-balancing  accounts  that 
comprise  its  assets,  liabilities,  net  assets,  revenues/receipts,  and  expenditures/disbursements.  The 
County's  funds  are  governmental  funds.  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most 
governmental  functions  are  financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for 
through  governmental  funds. 

Fiduciary  (Agency)  Funds  -  Certain  county  officials  may  collect  fees  from  services,  remit  the  monies 
to  the  county,  state,  or  to  other  parties  or  hold  monies  in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of 
individuals,  taxing  units,  or  other  governments.  These  assets,  which  are  held  for  the  benefit  of 
external  parties,  are  held  in  fiduciary  (agency)  funds  which  are  custodial  in  nature,  and  are  not 
reported  on  the  accompanying  financial  statements. 

1 .  C.    BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly,  amounts  are 
recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those  principles  require  revenues  to  be 
recognized  when  they  become  available  and  measurable  or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures 
or  expenses  to  be  recognized  when  the  related  liabilities  are  incurred. 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 
1 .  D.    BUDGETS  AND  BUDGETARY  ACCOUNTING 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budget  information: 

1 .  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County's  policy  is  to  adopt  a  budget  for  each 
governmental  fund.  The  Senior  Services  Board  and  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  prepare  a  budget 
and  present  it  to  the  county. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  January,  each  elected  officer  or  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the 
budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  January  1 .  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues  and  proposed 
expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures 
cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of 
appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well 
as  estimated  revenues  to  be  received. 

4.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget  documents.  Prior  to 
approval  by  the  County  Commission,  the  Senior  Services  Board,  and  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board 
the  budget  documents  are  available  for  public  inspection. 

5.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budgets  are  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission,  the 
Senior  Services  Board,  and  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board. 

6.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  formal  vote.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as 
originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County  Commission,  the  Senior  Services  Board  and 
the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  during  the  year.  The  County  Commission,  Senior  Services  Board,  or 
the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  did  not  amend  the  budget  documents  in  201  2  or  201 1 . 

8.  Although  adoption  of  a  formal  budget  is  required  by  law,  the  County  did  not  adopt  a  formal 
budget  for  the  County  Law  Enforcement  Restitution  Fund  for  201 1 . 

9.  State  law  requires  that,  at  the  individual  fund  level,  budgeted  expenditures  not  exceed 
budgeted  revenues  plus  anticipated  beginning  fund  balance.  The  Drug  Task  Force 
Supplemental  Fund  budgeted  a  deficit  cash  balance  for  2012. 

10.  Section  50.740,  RSMo  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  Actual 
expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  for  the  following  funds  for  201 2  and  201 1 . 


Fund 

911 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Sales  Tax 

Recorder  User 

Domestic  Violence 

Bad  Check  Collection 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax 

NID  Debt  Service  Bond 

NID  Ongoing  Maintenance  and  Construction 

County  Law  Enforcement  Restitution 

Help  America  Vote  Act  (HAVA) 

Law  Library 

Collector  Tax  Maintenance 
Drug  Task  Force 
Drug  Task  Force  Supplemental 
Senate  Bill  40  Board 


Years  Ended  December  31, 


201 1 
2012 


2012  and  201 1 
2012  and  201 1 
2012 

2012  and  201 1 
201 1 

2012  and  201 1 


2012 
2012 


2012  and  201 1 
2012  and  201 1 
2012  and  201 1 


201 1 
201 1 
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NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 


1.E.    PROPERTY  TAXES 


Property  taxes  are  based  on  the  voter-approved  tax  levy  applied  to  the  real  and  personal  assessed 
property  values.  Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1 .  Taxes  are 
levied  in  September  and  payable  by  December  31.  Taxes  paid  after  December  31  are  delinquent  and 
subject  to  penalties.  The  County  bills  and  collects  its  own  property  taxes  and  also  taxes  for  most 
other  local  governments  in  the  County.  The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  property  for  the 
calendar  year  2012  and  201 1  for  purposes  of  local  taxation  was: 

2012  2011 


Real  Estate  $      383,474,200    $  381,913,140 

Personal  Property  60,202,914  62,535,172 

Railroad  and  Utilities  22,747,088  23,220,307 


Total  Assessed  Valuation  $      466,424,202    $  467,668,619 


The  county-wide  levy  per  $100  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  property  for  the  calendar  year 
2012  and  201 1  for  purposes  of  local  taxation  was: 


General  Revenue  Fund 
Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 
Senior  Services  Board  Fund 
Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund 


2012 


0.0736 
0.1607 
0.0403 
0.0403 


201  1 


0.0727 
0.1592 
0.0398 
0.0398 


1 .  F.    CASH  DEPOSITS  AND  INVESTMENTS 


Cash  deposits  and  investments  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances  for  the 
County  Treasurer  funds  are  invested  in  interest-bearing  bank  accounts  and  in  certificates  of  deposit  to 
the  extent  possible.  Interest  earned  from  such  investments  is  recorded  in  each  of  the  funds  as 
appropriate  based  on  the  funds'  average  daily  cash  balance.  Cash  equivalents  may  include  repurchase 
agreements  and  any  other  instruments  with  an  original  maturity  of  ninety  days  or  less;  however, 
nonnegotiable  certificates  of  deposit  with  original  maturity  of  greater  than  ninety  days  is  considered 
as  cash  equivalents. 

State  law  authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in  banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of  funds  in 
bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the  United  States,  other  interest  bearing  obligations  guaranteed  as  to 
both  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  other  government 
bonds,  or  time  certificates  of  deposit,  purchased  at  a  price  at  or  below  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash 
on  deposit  or  time  certificates  of  deposit  are  required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
Corporation  (FDIC)  or  collateralized  by  authorized  investments  held  in  the  County's  name  at  third- 
party  banking  institutions.  Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in  Note  2. 


1 .  G.    INTERFUND  ACTIVITY 


During  the  course  of  operations,  interfund  activity  occurs  for  purposes  of  providing  supplemental 
funding,  reimbursements  for  goods  provided  or  services  rendered,  or  short  and  long-term  financing. 
Interfund  activities  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers  out"  by  the 
disbursing  fund. 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 


Transfers  between  funds  of  the  primary  government  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
201 1  as  shown  on  the  budget  documents  are  as  follows: 

Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue 
Special  Road  and  Bridge 
91 1 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement 
Sheriff  Fees 

County  Law  Enforcement  Restitution 
Collector  Tax  Maintenance 
Drug  Task  Force  Supplemental 
Totals 


Transfers  In 

183,916 
63 

241,092 
7,752 
19,292 


4,232 


Transfers  Out 

248,844 
9,935 


23,200 
25,000 


456,347  $ 


306,979 


Year  Ended  December  31 ,  201 1 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue 
Special  Road  and  Bridge 
91 1 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement 
Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax 
MoSmart  Grant 
Collector  Tax  Maintenance 
Drug  Task  Force 
Drug  Task  Force  Supplemental 
Totals 


Transfers  In 

107,072  $ 

134 
203,840 
7,752 
129,734 
84,530 

2,764 

535,826  $ 


Transfers  Out 

341,326 
4,369 


25,000 
2,764 


373,459 


The  difference  between  recorded  transfers  in  and  transfers  out  were  mainly  related  to  disbursements 
from  or  to  nongovernmental  or  fiduciary  funds  that  were  recorded  as  transfers  and  not  in  a  separate 
receipt  or  disbursement  classification. 

1 .  H.    PUBLISHED  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 


Under  Section  50.800  and  50.810,  RSMo,  the  County  Commission  is  responsible  for  preparing  and 
publishing  in  a  local  newspaper  a  detailed  annual  financial  statement  for  the  County.  The  financial 
statement  is  required  to  show  receipts  or  revenues,  disbursements  or  expenditures,  and  beginning 
and  ending  balances  for  each  fund.  For  the  years  ended  December  31 ,  201  2  and  201 1 ,  the  published 
financial  statements  included  all  funds  and  the  required  information. 


NOTE  2.     CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 

The  County  has  determined  through  experience  that  business  checking  accounts,  super  NOW 
checking  accounts,  money  market  accounts,  and  certificates  of  deposits  are  appropriate  types  of 
accounts  or  instruments  for  its  needs.  The  County  invests  each  fund's  cash  balance  in  interest- 
bearing  bank  accounts  and  in  certificates  of  deposit  to  the  extent  possible  at  two  different  depository 
banks.  Each  fund  is  included  on  the  financial  statements  as  "Cash"  under  each  fund's  caption. 
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NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  2.     CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

Section  110.270,  RSMo,  based  on  Article  IV,  Section  15,  Missouri  Constitution,  authorizes  counties 
to  place  their  funds,  either  outright  or  by  repurchase  agreements,  in  U.S.  Treasury  and  agency 
obligations.  At  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  County  had  no  such  investments. 

Disclosures  are  provided  below  regarding  the  risk  of  potential  loss  of  cash  deposits.  For  the  purpose 
of  the  disclosures,  deposits  with  financial  institutions  are  demand  accounts,  including  negotiable  order 
of  withdrawal  accounts  in  banks.  The  County  did  invest  in  nonnegotiable  certificates  of  deposit 
during  the  two  years  ended  December  31 ,  201  2. 

Insured  and  Collateralized  Deposits 

In  accordance  with  state  law,  all  uninsured  deposits  in  financial  institutions  must  be  secured  with 
acceptable  collateral.  Acceptable  collateral  includes  certain  U.S.  Government  or  Government  Agency 
securities,  certain  state  or  political  subdivision  debt  obligations,  surety  bonds,  or  certain  letters  of 
credit.  Missouri  statutes  also  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an 
amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits. 

At  December  31,  2012  and  201 1,  the  County's  deposits  held  at  the  respective  depositary  bank  were 
adequately  covered  by  Federal  Depository  Insurance  Coverage  and  with  additional  collateral  held  by 
an  independent  bank  in  the  County's  name  or  by  its  agent  in  the  County's  name.  The  County's 
deposits  were  not  subject  to  custodial  or  investment  credit  risk  at  year  end. 

In  addition,  Section  30.950,  RSMo,  requires  political  subdivisions  with  authority  to  invest  in 
instruments  other  than  depositary  accounts  at  financial  institutions  to  adopt  a  written  investment 
policy.  Among  other  things,  the  policy  is  to  commit  a  political  subdivision  to  the  principles  of  safety, 
liquidity,  and  yield  (in  that  order)  when  managing  public  funds  and  to  prohibit  purchase  of  derivatives 
(either  directly  or  through  repurchase  agreements),  use  of  leveraging  (through  either  reverse 
repurchase  agreements  or  other  methods),  and  use  of  public  funds  for  speculation.  The  County  has 
adopted  a  written  investment  policy  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  law. 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS 

The  following  information  is  presented  in  accordance  with  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards 
Board  Statement  27  (GASB  27),  "Accounting  for  Pensions  by  State  and  Local  Governmental 
Employees": 

A.  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF) 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF)  was  established  by  the  state  of  Missouri  to  provide 
pension  benefits  for  county  officials  and  employees. 

1 )  Plan  Description 

The  Retirement  Fund  is  a  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  defined  benefit  pension  plan  covering  any 
county  elected  or  appointed  officer  or  employee  whose  performance  requires  the  actual  performance 
of  duties  of  not  less  than  one  thousand  (1,000)  hours  per  calendar  year  in  each  County  of  the  state, 
except  for  any  city  not  within  a  County  and  any  County  of  the  first  classification  having  a  charter 
form  of  government.  It  does  not  include  County  prosecuting  attorneys  covered  under  sections 
56.800  to  56.840,  RSMo;  circuit  clerks  and  deputy  circuit  clerks  covered  under  the  Missouri  State 
Retirement  System;  County  sheriffs  covered  under  sections  57.949  to  57.997,  RSMo;  and  certain 
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NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS  (CONTINUED) 

personnel  not  defined  as  an  employee  per  section  50.1000(8),  RSMo.  The  Fund  was  created  by  an 
act  of  the  legislature  and  was  effective  August  28,  1994.  The  general  administration  and  the 
responsibility  for  the  proper  operation  of  the  Fund  and  the  investment  of  the  Fund  are  vested  in  a 
board  of  directors  of  eleven  persons. 

2)  Pension  Benefits 

CERF  first  paid  benefits  beginning  January  1,  1997.  At  that  time  a  member  could  not  retire  until  age 
62.  Beginning  January  1,  2000,  a  member  could  retire  with  full  benefits  at  age  62  or  reduced 
benefits  as  early  as  age  55.  The  monthly  benefit  for  County  employees  is  determined  by  selecting 
the  highest  benefit  calculated  using  three  different  prescribed  formulas  (flat-dollar  formula,  targeted 
replacement  ratio  formula,  and  prior  plan's  formula).  An  eligible  death  benefit  of  $10,000  will  be  paid 
to  the  designated  beneficiary  of  every  active  member  upon  his  or  her  death. 

Upon  termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  a  deferred  annuity, 
payable  at  age  sixty-two  or  a  reduced  benefit  annuity  at  age  fifty-five.  Any  member  with  less  than 
eight  years  of  creditable  service  forfeits  all  rights  in  the  Fund  but  will  be  paid  his  or  her  accumulated 
contributions. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of  these 
statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF,  2121  Schotthill 
Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  toll-free  1-877-632-2373. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

In  accordance  with  state  statutes,  the  Fund  is  partially  funded  through  various  fees  collected  by 
counties  and  remitted  to  the  CERF.  A  contribution  to  CERF  of  2%  of  annual  salary  is  required  for 
eligible  employees  hired  before  February  25,  2002  and  not  in  LAGERS,  and  a  contribution  of  6%  of 
annual  salary  is  required  of  employees  hired  after  February  25,  2002,  effective  January  1,  2003,  in 
order  to  participate  in  CERF.  During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF 
$338,255  and  $312,605,  respectively,  for  the  years  then  ended. 


NOTE  4.     PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  RETIREMENT  FUND 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  chapter  56.807  RSMo,  the  County  contributed  to  the  Missouri 
Office  of  Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri  Prosecuting  Attorneys  and 
Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System  Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  State  of  Missouri  is  responsible  for 
administration  of  this  plan.  The  County  contributed  $7,752  and  $7,752  for  the  years  ended 
December  31 ,  201 2  and  201 1 ,  respectively. 


NOTE  5.     POST-  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully 
funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the 
County. 
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NOTE  6.     CLAIMS,  COMMITMENTS,  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

1)  Compensated  Absences 

Regular  full-time  employees  who  have  completed  the  90  day  introductory  period  are  eligible  to  receive 
vacation  time  as  follows:  starting  date  to  completion  of  3  years  of  service,  1/2  day  per  month;  4 
through  9  years  of  service,  1  day  per  month;  and  10  years  of  service  and  over,  1  and  1/2  days  per 
month.  Vacation  leave  can  accumulate  to  a  maximum  of  18  days.  Upon  termination  of  employment, 
an  employee  will  receive  equivalent  cash  reimbursement  for  accrued  vacation  leave.  Regular  full-time 
employees  earn  1  day  of  sick  leave  per  complete  calendar  month.  Sick  leave  may  accrue  up  to  a 
maximum  of  36  days.  Upon  termination  of  employment,  no  payment  will  be  made  for  unused  sick 
leave. 

2)  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs 

The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of  these 
grants,  when  performed,  could  result  in  the  disallowance  of  certain  costs.  Accordingly  such  audits 
could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the  grantor  agencies.  Management  believes  that  any 
required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary,  will  be  immaterial  and,  therefore,  no  provision  has  been 
made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for  the  potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 

3)  Litigation 

The  County  is  involved  in  a  litigation  matter  at  which  time  the  probable  outcome  is  not  readily 
obtainable.  The  County's  management  and  legal  counsel  do  no  know  the  probable  outcome  of  the 
matter  and  the  affect  on  the  financial  condition  of  the  County  at  the  present  time. 

NOTE  7.     RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction 
of  assets;  errors  and  omission;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk 
management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  There 
have  been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year  and  settlements  have  not 
exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insurance  Workers' 
Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through 
this  fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  to  provide  insurance  coverage  to  Missouri  counties. 
The  fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  reinsured  up  to  the  statutory  limit 
through  excess  insurance. 

NOTE  8.     LONG-TERM  DEBT 

The  County  had  the  following  debt  outstanding  at  December  31,  2012: 

The  County  had  long-term  debt  at  December  31,  2012  for  the  2010  series  refunding  bonds  of  the 
Morgan  County  Justice  Center  totaling  $885,000.  Interest  rates  on  these  outstanding  bonds  range 
from  1.250%  to  2.450%  and  the  bonds  are  due  September  2014.  Bond  principal  and  interest 
payments  are  recorded  in  the  Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund.  The  annual  requirements  to  amortize 
the  bonds  outstanding  as  of  December  31,  2012,  including  interest  payments  are  as  follows: 
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NOTE  8.     LONG-TERM  DEBT  (CONTINUED) 

Year  Ended  December  31,  Principal  Interest  Total 


2013 

$ 

435,000  $ 

20,160  $ 

455,160 

2014 

450,000 

1 1,025 

461,025 

Totals 

$ 

885,000  $ 

31,185  $ 

916,185 

The  County  also  has  twelve  Neighborhood  Improvement  Districts  (NIDs)  with  individual  bonded 
indebtedness  remaining  as  of  December  31,  2012  for  only  eleven  districts  (one  district  had  no  bonds 
outstanding  as  of  December  31,  2011).  The  total  of  these  bonds  at  December  31,  2012  is 
$703,000  with  interest  rates  ranging  from  4.250%  to  7.00%  and  payoff  due  dates  varying  between 
the  NIDs  of  2013-2026.  Bond  principal  and  interest  payments  for  the  NIDs  are  recorded  in  the  NID 
Debt  Service  Funds.  The  annual  requirements  to  amortize  the  bonds  outstanding  as  of  December  31, 
2012,  including  interest  payments  are  as  follows: 

Year  Ended  December  31,  Principal  Interest   Total  


2013 

$ 

344,000  $ 

30,226  $ 

374,226 

2014 

136,000 

17,558 

153,558 

2015 

38,000 

1 1 ,092 

49,092 

2016 

40,000 

9,036 

49,036 

2017 

19,000 

6,899 

25,899 

2018-2022 

63,000 

24,91 1 

87,91 1 

2023-2026 

63,000 

7,849 

70,849 

Total 

$ 

703,000  $ 

107,571  $ 

810,571 

NOTE  9.     PROMISSORY  NOTE 

As  a  result  of  an  error  by  the  state  of  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue  on  the  distribution  of  sales 
taxes  for  the  period  from  January  1,  2007  through  November  30,  2011,  Morgan  County  received 
$535,705  more  in  sales  tax  than  it  should  have.  This  excess  money  should  have  been  distributed  to 
the  Mid-Mo  Ambulance  District.  On  January  25,  2012,  the  County  entered  into  a  promissory  note 
with  the  ambulance  district  to  pay  back  this  money  by  agreeing  to  pay  $107,141  per  year 
commencing  January  31 ,  201  2,  and  continuing  on  the  31 st  day  of  January  each  year  until  paid  in  full. 


NOTE  10.     LEASE/PURCHASE  AGREEMENT 

In  October  2012,  the  County  entered  into  a  lease/purchase  agreement  for  911  equipment  totaling 
$487,526  through  a  government  leasing  and  finance  agency.  The  lease  term  goes  from  November 
2012  through  October  2019  with  a  monthly  lease  payment  of  $6,177.49  including  interest.  The 
annual  requirements  to  amortize  the  lease  agreement  payments  as  of  December  31,  2012,  including 
interest  payments,  are  as  follows: 

Year  Ended  December  31,  Principal  Interest   Total  


2013 

$ 

66,180  $ 

7,950  $ 

74,130 

2014 

67,368 

6,762 

74,130 

2015 

68,579 

5,551 

74,130 

2016 

69,809 

4,321 

74,130 

2017 

71,063 

3,067 

74,130 

2018-2019 

133,612 

2,293 

135,905 

Total 

$ 

476,611  $ 

29,944  $ 

506,555 
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NOTE  1 1 .    SUBSEQUENT  EVENT 

In  April  2013,  voters  in  Morgan  County,  Missouri,  approved  a  local  use  tax  on  out-of-state  purchases 
at  the  same  rate  as  the  total  local  sales  tax  rate  of  1 .00%.  The  tax  goes  into  effect  July  1 ,  201 3. 
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Federal 
CFDA 
Number 


Federal  Grantor/Pass-Through  Grantor/Program  Title 


Pass-Through 
Entity 
Identifying 
Number 


Federal  Expenditures 
Year  Ended  December  31 


2012 


201 1 


14.228 


U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 
Passed  through  state: 

Department  of  Economic  Development- 
Community  Development  Block  Grants/State's  Program  and 
Non-Entitlement  Grants  in  Hawaii 


2008-DI-09 


200,000 


16. UNKNOWN 
16.738 


U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Passed  through: 

State  Department  of  Public  Safety- 
Equitable  Sharing  of  Seized  and  Forfeited  Property 

Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant  (JAG)  Program 


N/A 

2009-  JAG-013 

2010-  JAG-020 

201 1-  JAG-016 


24,125 


1 13,367 
74,938 


86,438 
86,501 


16.803  ARRA-Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant 

(Recovery-JAG)  Program 


2009-JAG-RA-057 
2009-JAG-RA-085 
2009-JAG-RA-1 12 


27,421 
44,028 


11,700 
8,080 


16.580  Cape  Girardeau  County- 

Edward  Byrne  Memorial  State  and  Local  Law  Enforcement  Assistance 
Discretionary  Grants  Program 


84,530 


U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Passed  through  state: 

Highway  and  Transportation  Commission 
20.205  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 


BRO-B071  (8) 
BRO-B071  (7) 


18,726  20,274 
6,717  58,526 


97.036 


U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOMELAND  SECURITY 
Passed  through  state: 

Department  of  Public  Safety- 
Disaster  Grants  -  Public  Assistance 
(Presidential^  declared  disasters) 


163-99163-00 


38,910 


Total  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 


$    309,322    $  594,959 


SEE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  THE  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  THE  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

A.  PURPOSE  OF  SCHEDULE  AND  REPORTING  ENTITY 

The  accompanying  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  has  been  prepared  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-133.  This  circular  requires  a  schedule  that  provides  total  federal 
awards  expended  for  each  federal  program  and  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance  (CFDA) 
number  or  other  identifying  number  when  the  CFDA  information  is  not  available. 

The  schedule  includes  all  federal  awards  administered  by  Morgan  County,  Missouri. 

B.  BASIS  OF  PRESENTATION 

The  accompanying  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  presented  in  accordance  with  OMB 
Circular  A-133,  which  defines  federal  financial  assistance  as  assistance  that  non-federal  entities 
receive  or  administer  in  the  form  of  grants,  loans,  loan  guarantees,  property  (including  donated 
surplus  property),  cooperative  agreements,  interest  subsidies,  insurance,  food  commodities,  direct 
appropriations,  and  other  assistance,  but  does  not  include  amounts  received  as  reimbursement  for 
service  rendered  to  individuals. 

Federal  award  means  Federal  financial  assistance  and  Federal  cost-reimbursement  contracts  the  non- 
Federal  entities  receive  directly  from  Federal  awarding  agencies  or  indirectly  from  pass-through 
entities.  It  does  not  include  procurement  contracts,  under  grants  or  contracts,  used  to  buy  goods  or 
services  from  vendors. 

C.  BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

The  schedule  is  presented  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  which  recognizes  amounts  only  when 
disbursed  in  cash. 

D.  MATCHING  REQUIREMENTS 

Certain  Federal  programs  require  that  the  County  contribute  non-federal  funds  (matching  funds)  to 
support  the  federally-funded  programs.  The  County  has  complied  with  the  matching  requirements. 
The  expenditure  of  non-federal  matching  funds  is  not  included  on  the  schedule. 


NOTE  2.  SUBRECIPIENTS 

The  County  did  not  provide  any  federal  awards  to  any  subrecipients  during  201  2  or  201 1 . 
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September  12,  2013 


REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND 
ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


To  the  County  Commission 

and  Officeholders  of 
Morgan  County,  Missouri 


We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the 
financial  statements  of  the  various  county  funds  of  Morgan  County,  Missouri,  as  of  and  for 
the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements,  which  collectively  comprise  Morgan  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial 
statements  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  September  12,  2013. 


Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Morgan 
County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the 
audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our 
opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the 
effectiveness  of  Morgan  County,  Missouri's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express 
an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Morgan  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding 
paragraph  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be 
material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or 
significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs,  we  identified  certain  deficiencies 
in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses  and  significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not 
allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material 
weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  such  that  there 
is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial  statements 
will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  We  consider  the 
deficiencies  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  to  be 
material  weaknesses  as  items  12-01  and  12-02. 
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REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING 

AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS 

BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED 

IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS  (CONTINUED) 


A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is 
less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged 
with  governance.  We  consider  the  deficiency  described  in  the  accompany  schedule  of  findings  and 
questioned  costs  to  be  a  significant  deficiency  as  item  12-03. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Morgan  County's  financial  statements  are 
free  of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws, 
regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and 
material  effect  on  the  determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion 
on  compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit  and,  accordingly,  we  do  not 
express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our  tests  disclosed  an  instance  of  noncompliance  or  other 
matters  that  is  required  to  be  reported  under  Government  Auditing  Standards,  and  which  is 
described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  as  item  12-04. 

Morgan  County,  Missouri's  Responses  to  Findings 

Morgan  County,  Missouri's  responses  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  are  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  Morgan  County,  Missouri's  responses 
were  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and, 
accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  responses. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in 
accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and 
compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission, 
others  within  the  entity,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office,  federal  awarding  agencies,  and  pass- 
through  entities  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these 
specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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September  12,  2013 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE  FOR  EACH  MAJOR  PROGRAM 
AND  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  COMPLIANCE 
REQUIRED  BY  OMB  CIRCULAR  A-133 

To  the  County  Commission 
and  Officeholders  of 
Morgan  County,  Missouri 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


Report  on  Compliance  for  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

We  have  audited  Morgan  County,  Missouri's  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance 
requirements  described  in  the  OMB  Circular  A-1 33  Compliance  Supplement  that  could  have 
a  direct  and  material  effect  on  each  of  Morgan  County,  Missouri's  major  federal  programs 
for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011.  Morgan  County,  Missouri's  major 
federal  programs  are  identified  in  the  summary  of  auditors'  results  section  of  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs. 

Management's  Responsibility 

Management  is  responsible  for  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts,  and  grants  applicable  to  its  federal  programs. 

Auditors'  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  compliance  for  each  of  Morgan  County, 
Missouri's  major  federal  programs  based  on  our  audit  of  the  types  of  compliance 
requirements  referred  to  above.  We  conducted  our  audit  of  compliance  in  accordance  with 
auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America;  the  standards 
applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States;  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local 
Governments,  and  Non-Profit  Organizations.  Those  standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether 
noncompliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above  that  could  have 
a  direct  and  material  effect  on  a  major  federal  program  occurred.  An  audit  includes 
examining,  on  a  test  basis,  evidence  about  Morgan  County,  Missouri's  compliance  with 
those  requirements  and  performing  such  other  procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in 
the  circumstances. 

We  believe  that  our  audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion  on  compliance  for  each 
major  federal  program.  However,  our  audit  does  not  provide  a  legal  determination  of  Morgan 
County,  Missouri's  compliance. 

Unmodified  Opinion  on  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

In  our  opinion,  Morgan  County,  Missouri,  complied,  in  all  material  respects,  with  the  types 
of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on 
each  of  its  major  federal  programs  for  the  years  ended  December  31 ,  201 2  and  201 1 . 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE  WITH  REQUIREMENTS 
THAT  COULD  HAVE  A  DIRECT  AND  MATERIAL  EFFECT  ON  EACH  MAJOR 
PROGRAM  AND  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  COMPLIANCE  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  OMB  CIRCULAR  A-133  (CONTINUED) 


Other  Matters 

The  results  of  our  auditing  procedures  disclosed  an  instance  of  noncompliance,  which  is  required  to 
be  reported  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-133  and  which  is  described  in  the  accompanying 
schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  as  item  12-04.  Our  opinion  on  each  major  federal 
program  is  not  modified  with  respect  to  this  matter. 

Morgan  County,  Missouri's  response  to  the  noncompliance  finding  identified  in  our  audit  is  described 
in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  Morgan  County,  Missouri's 
response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  compliance  and, 
accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  response. 

Report  on  Internal  Control  Over  Compliance 

Management  of  Morgan  County,  Missouri,  is  responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining  effective 
internal  control  over  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  In 
planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  compliance,  we  considered  Morgan  County,  Missouri's  internal 
control  over  compliance  with  the  types  of  requirements  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect 
on  each  major  federal  program  to  determine  the  auditing  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  compliance  for  each  major  federal 
program  and  to  test  and  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular 
A-133,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  internal  control  over 
compliance.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Morgan  County, 
Missouri's  internal  control  over  compliance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  compliance  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the 
preceding  paragraph  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over 
compliance  that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material 
weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  discussed 
below,  we  identified  a  certain  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  that  we  consider  to  be  a 
significant  deficiency. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control 
over  compliance  does  not  allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their 
assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance 
requirement  of  a  federal  program  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over 
compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  such 
that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  material  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance 
requirement  of  a  federal  program  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely 
basis.  We  do  not  consider  the  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  as  item  12-04  to  be  a  material  weakness. 

A  significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of 
deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal 
program  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  yet 
important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We  consider  the  deficiency 
in  internal  control  over  compliance  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and 
questioned  costs  as  item  12-04  to  be  a  significant  deficiency. 

Morgan  County,  Missouri's  response  to  the  internal  control  over  compliance  finding  identified  in  our 
audit  is  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  Morgan  County, 
Missouri's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  compliance 
and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  response. 

The  purpose  of  this  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our 
testing  of  internal  control  over  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing  based  on  the  requirements 
of  OMB  Circular  A-133.  Accordingly,  this  report  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE  WITH  REQUIREMENTS 
THAT  COULD  HAVE  A  DIRECT  AND  MATERIAL  EFFECT  ON  EACH  MAJOR 
PROGRAM  AND  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  COMPLIANCE  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  OMB  CIRCULAR  A-133  (CONTINUED) 


This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission, 
others  within  the  entity,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office,  federal  awarding  agencies,  and  pass- 
through  entities  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these 
specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
(INCLUDING  MANAGEMENT'S  PLAN  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


SECTION  I  -  SUMMARY  OF  AUDITORS'  RESULTS 


Financial  Statements 

Type  of  auditors'  report  issued: 

Internal  control  over  financial  reporting: 
Material  weakness(es)  identified? 

Significant  deficiency(ies)  identified? 

Noncompliance  material  to  financial  statements 
noted? 

Federal  A  wards 

Internal  control  over  major  programs: 
Material  weakness(es)  identified? 
Significant  deficiency(ies)  identified? 


Qualified 


Yes 
Yes 

Yes 


Yes 
Yes 


No 

none  reported 
No 


_X  No 

 none  reported 


Type  of  auditors'  report  issued  on  compliance  for 
major  programs: 

Any  audit  findings  disclosed  that  are  required  to  be 
reported  in  accordance  with  Section  .510(a)  of  OMB 
Circular  A-133? 

Identification  of  major  programs: 

Program  Title 


CFDA 
Number 


Unmodified 


Yes 


No 


14.228 

16.738 
16.803 


Community  Development  Block  Grants/State's  Program  and  Non- 
Entitlement  Grants  in  Hawaii 

Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant  (JAG)  Program 
ARRA  -  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant 
(Recovery-JAG)  Program 


Dollar  threshold  used  to  distinguish  between  Type  A 
and  Type  B  programs: 


$300,000 


Auditee  qualified  as  a  low-risk  auditee? 


Yes 


No 
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MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  (CONTINUED) 
(INCLUDING  MANAGEMENT'S  PLAN  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


SECTION  II  -  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

This  section  includes  the  audit  findings  that  Government  Auditing  Standards  require  to  be  reported  for 
an  audit  of  financial  statements. 

MATERIAL  WEAKNESSES  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 

12-01        County  Budget  Documents  Materially  Misstated  County's  Financial  Statements 

Condition:  The  County's  budget  documents  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 
materially  misstated  the  various  receipt  classifications  in  various  county  funds  as  follows: 

Various  items  that  are  Intergovernmental  Revenues  were  misclassified  as  Other  Revenues 
in  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 

In  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund,  a  Community  Development  Grant  for  $57,108  and 
$142,892  for  2012  and  2011,  respectively,  were  misclassified  as  Other  Revenues  instead 
of  as  Intergovernmental  Revenues. 

In  the  Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  Fund,  the  large  amount  of  board  of  prisoners' 
reimbursements  from  the  Federal  government  and  MoSmart  Grant  receipts  for  both  2012 
and  201  1  were  misclassified  as  Other  Revenues  instead  of  as  Intergovernmental 
Revenues. 

In  the  91 1  Fund,  the  user  fee  charges  were  misclassified  as  Other  Revenues  instead  of  as 
Charges  for  Services  and  in  a  few  other  governmental  funds  the  fees  from  officials  were 
also  classified  as  Other  Revenues  instead  of  as  Charges  for  Services. 

Due  to  the  number  of  numerous  misclassifications  on  the  budget  documents  the  financial  statements 
have  not  been  adjusted  to  properly  state  receipts  and  the  cash  balances  for  the  various  funds. 

Criteria:  Strong  internal  controls  over  financial  information  require  that  receipts  be  properly 
classified  within  the  respective  funds  and  an  independent  review  performed  of  the  budget 
documents  to  ensure  that  the  classifications  of  receipts  are  proper. 

Cause:  The  County  had  a  lack  of  controls  over  the  preparation  of  the  budget  documents  and  a 
lack  of  independent  verification  of  amounts  recorded  on  the  budget  documents.  It 
appears  that  county  officials  do  not  know  exactly  where  or  how  certain  revenues  are  to 
be  classified  in  the  budget  documents. 

Effect:  The  budget  documents  presented  to  the  public  and  submitted  to  the  State  Auditor's 
Office  contained  material  misstatements  of  financial  amounts  in  various  classifications  of 
receipts  within  various  county  funds.  Financial  information  presented  in  the  published 
financial  statements  is  also  not  accurately  stated  for  the  general  public. 

Recommendation: 

The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  respective  officials  take  more  care  in 
preparation  of  the  budget  document  each  year  to  ensure  that  the  classifications  of 
receipts  within  the  various  funds  are  properly  stated.  We  also  recommend  the  county  redo 
the  2013  budget  document  with  proper  classifications  of  financial  amounts  in  order  for 
the  2014  budget  to  be  prepared  more  accurately. 

Auditee  Response: 

The  County  agrees  with  these  findings  and  will  attempt  to  get  all  elected  officials  to  abide  by  this 
recommenda  tion. 


-  36  - 


MORGAN  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  (CONTINUED) 
(INCLUDING  MANAGEMENT'S  PLAN  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


1 2-02        Accounting  for  Transfers  Need  Improvement 

Condition:  The  financial  statements  of  the  County  as  represented  in  the  annual  budget  document  do 
not  present  the  proper  amount  of  transfers  between  the  various  county  funds.  Total 
amounts  reflected  on  the  budget  documents  for  budgeted  transfers  in  do  not  agree  with 
total  budgeted  transfers  out  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011.  In 
addition,  actual  amounts  for  transfers  in  are  not  properly  reconciled  to  actual  amounts 
transferred  out  each  year. 

The  total  amount  of  transfers  in  presented  on  the  budget  documents  in  the  various  funds 
for  2012  and  2011  was  $456,347  and  $535,826,  respectively,  while  total  transfers  out 
presented  for  2012  and  2011  was  $306,979  and  $373,459,  respectively.  The 
differences  in  transfers  are  mainly  because  amounts  are  recorded  within  the  various  funds 
as  transfers  in  and  out  that  are  from  nongovernmental  funds  such  as  for  criminal  costs 
reimbursements,  financial  institution  tax  distributions,  jury  fee  reimbursements,  a  payment 
to  a  road  district  for  gas  tax  distributions,  or  the  transfers  are  recorded  in  other  receipt  or 
disbursement  classifications.  These  situations  occurred  in  both  201  2  and  201 1 . 

Criteria:  Strong  internal  controls  over  financial  statements  require  that  transfers  in  and  out  are 
properly  reported  in  the  various  funds  and  are  in  balance. 

Cause:  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  Treasurer  did  not  consider  the  importance  of 
balancing  the  budgeted  and  actual  amounts  of  transfers  in  and  out  between  the  various 
funds  and  properly  classifying  the  transfers. 

Effect:  The  transfers  in  and  out  between  various  county  funds  are  not  in  balance  on  the  budget 
documents  filed  with  the  state  and  other  classifications  of  receipts  and  disbursements  or 
also  misclassified  and  materially  misstate  the  financial  statements  presented  by  the 
county. 

Recommendation: 

The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  Treasurer  should  ensure  both  budgeted  and 
actual  transfers  to  and  from  other  funds  are  in  agreement  each  year.  Also,  other  types  of 
transactions  that  are  not  operating  transfers  should  not  be  presented  in  the  "Transfers" 
account  category  and  that  transfers  not  be  shown  in  other  revenue  or  disbursement 
categories. 

Auditee  Response: 

We  agree  with  this  recommendation  and  will  try  to  ensure  future  compliance. 


SIGNIFICANT  DEFICIENCIES  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 
1 2-03        Budgetary  Procedures  Not  in  Compliance  With  State  Law 

Condition:  We  noted  the  following  issues  with  the  County's  budgeting  process  and  budget 
documents  during  our  audit: 

A.  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  Senate  Bill  40  Board,  and  other  county  officials 
did  not  exercise  adequate  budgetary  control  over  the  following  funds  during  the  audit 
period.  Expenditures  were  approved  for  payment  that  exceeded  the  approved  budget  for 
the  following  funds  as  shown  below: 
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Fund 

Year 

Amount 

91 1 

201 1  $ 

6,554 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Sales  Tax 

2012 

18 

Recorder  User 

2012 

1,958 

201 1 

1,373 

Domestic  Violence 

2012 

1 

201  1 

2,799 

Bad  Check  Collection 

2012 

8 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax 

2012 

28,627 

201 1 

45,815 

NID  Debt  Service  Bond 

201 1 

8,489 

NID  Ongoing  Maintenance  and  Construction 

2012 

227,296 

201 1 

65,026 

County  Law  Enforcement  Restitution 

2012 

3,200 

Help  America  Vote  Act  (HAVA) 

2012 

167 

Law  Library 

2012 

733 

201  1 

9,407 

Collector  Tax  Maintenance 

2012 

7,509 

201 1 

4,461 

Drug  Task  Force 

2012 

134,1 16 

201 1 

1  10,664 

Drug  Task  Force  Supplemental 

201 1 

20,897 

Senate  Bill  40  Board 

201 1 

317 

B.  The  County  did  not  prepare  a  budget  for  the  County  Law  Enforcement  Restitution  Fund 
for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011  when  actual  receipts  and  disbursements  were 
made  from  the  fund  in  201 1 . 

C.  We  noted  the  following  with  respect  to  the  Drug  Task  Force  Fund  and  Drug  Task  Force 
Supplemental  Fund  budget  documents  provided  to  the  county: 

1 .  Budget  documents  for  both  funds  did  not  have  the  budget  reconciliation  pages 
completed  in  order  to  present  estimated  and  actual  ending  cash  balances  for  each 
fund  for  either  201 2  or  201 1 . 

2.  The  budget  documents  were  mainly  taken  from  the  budget  worksheets  prepared  from 
the  county's  computer  system  that  also  does  not  present  the  estimated  ending  cash 
balances  for  2012  or  2011.  The  budget  worksheets  for  the  approved  budget  for 
2012  showed  more  approved  expenditures  than  approved  revenues  and  with  a  zero 
balance  at  December  31 ,  201 1  created  a  budgeted  negative  cash  balance  of  $1 ,882. 

3.  The  actual  receipts  and  disbursements  for  the  Drug  Task  Force  Fund  for  2012  did  not 
properly  agree  with  the  totals  as  presented  by  the  County  Treasurer. 

D.  The  County's  budget  documents  for  the  General  Revenue  Fund  for  2012,  the  NID 
Ongoing  Maintenance  and  Construction  Fund  for  2012,  and  the  Help  America  Vote  Act 
(HAVA)  Fund  for  2012  and  2011  did  not  properly  agree  to  the  total  receipts  and 
disbursements  as  presented  on  the  settlements  provided  by  the  County  Treasurer. 

E.  We  noted  the  following  errors  related  to  the  Senior  Services  Board  Fund  budget 
documents: 

1.  The  summary  page  for  201  1  did  not  show  the  correct  estimated  revenues  compared 
to  the  detailed  budget  by  $600  for  interest  income  budgeted  making  the  estimated 
ending  balance  $39,169  instead  of  $39,769. 

2.  The  budget  document  for  2012  did  not  show  the  correct  revenues  for  2011  on  the 
budget  reconciliation  page  by  $300  for  interest  income  posted  incorrectly  showing 
cash  available  for  December  31 ,  201 1  overstated  by  $300.  This  also  caused  the  cash 
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balance  at  December  31,  2012  shown  on  the  budget  reconciliation  page  of  the  budget 
document  to  be  incorrect  by  $300. 
3.  The  cash  reconciliation  page  on  the  2013  budget  showed  total  actual  expenditures  for 
2012  of  $198,049  but  the  detailed  expenditures  listed  on  the  budget  document 
showed  total  expenditures  of  $209,875.  Also  on  the  2013  budget  document,  the 
201 1  actual  expenditures  listed  in  detail  totaled  $200,000  instead  of  the  actual 
expenditures  of  $164,608.  It  is  apparent  that  the  Senior  Services  Board  is  not 
reviewing  the  budget  document  thoroughly  to  ensure  all  amounts  entered  are 
complete  and  accurate.  The  financial  statements  have  been  amended  to  properly  state 
the  cash  balance  at  each  year  end. 

Criteria:      Section  50.540  RSMo,  requires  that  a  budget  be  prepared  for  all  county  funds  and  that 
the  budget  be  revised  prior  to  authorizing  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  budget. 

Cause:       County  officials  did  not  consider  the  importance  of  preparing  proper  amended  budgets  and 
preparing  budget  documents  in  201 1  for  all  applicable  county  operating  funds. 

Effect:        The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  did  not  follow  state  law  on  the  preparation  of 
budget  documents  and  expenditures  of  funds. 

Recommendation: 

A.  The  County  Commission  and  Senate  Bill  40  Board  should  not  approve  expenditures  in 
excess  of  budgeted  amounts.  The  County  Commission  and  Senate  Bill  40  Board  should 
properly  amend  the  budgets  in  a  public  meeting  when  unforeseen  circumstances  arise  that 
necessitate  increased  expenditures  in  any  fund. 

B.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  properly  prepare  annual  budgets  for  all  county 
funds  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

C&D.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  ensure  that  the  budget  documents  are 
completed  properly  and  that  actual  amounts  presented  agree  with  the  amounts  shown  by 
the  County  Treasurer  on  the  annual  settlements  or  to  the  reconciled  cash  balance. 

E.  The  Senior  Services  Board  ensure  that  the  budget  documents  are  completed  properly  and 
accurately. 

Auditee  Response: 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  responded  as  follows: 

A,  C,  and  D.  We  agree  with  the  recommendations  and  will  monitor  the  budgets  more  closely  and 
take  appropriate  action  in  a  timelier  manner. 

B.  We  will  also  make  sure  budgets  are  prepared  for  all  funds. 

The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  responded  as  follows  also  to  Recommendation  A: 

In  FY201 1 ,  the  Morgan  County  SB40  Board  for  the  Developmentally  Disabled  embarked  on  a  new 
endeavor  with  the  commencement  of  the  Morgan  County  Targeted  Case  Management  Program.  Now 
having  the  capabilities  of  locally  controlled  TCM  services,  the  Morgan  County  SB40  Board  for  the 
Developmentally  Disabled  had  a  new-found  understanding  of  the  consumer's  needs.  This  led  to  the 
development  and  expansion  of  the  SB40  Board's  Consumer  Services  expenditures  in  the  middle  of  the 
fiscal  year,  to  assist  in  meeting  the  needs  of  the  individuals  supported  in  Morgan  County. 
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The  Senior  Services  Board  responded  as  follows  to  Recommendation  E: 

These  discrepancies  will  be  discussed  at  our  October  board  meeting  and  any  future  documents  will  be 
accurate. 


SECTION  III  -  FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 


12-04 


Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 


Federal  Grantor: 

Pass-Through  Grantor: 
Federal  CFDA  Number: 
Program  Title: 
Pass-Through  Entity 
Identifying  Number: 
Award  Year: 
Questioned  Costs: 


U.S.  Department  of  Justice,  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  and 

U.S.  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Various 

16.738,  16.803,  16.580,  20.205,  and  97.036 
Various 

Various 

2012  and  201 1 
N/A 


Condition:  The  County  again  does  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to  report  accurate  grant 
information  on  the  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA),  and  as  a 
result,  the  County's  SEFA  contained  material  errors  and  omissions  of  information 
required  by  the  federal  government.  This  condition  has  been  noted  in  several  past 
audit  reports  of  the  county. 

For  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  County's  SEFA  showed  a 
total  of  $126,533  and  $226,706  in  expenditures  of  federal  awards  and  actually 
understated  the  SEFA  by  $182,789  and  $368,253  for  2012  and  2011,  respectively. 
The  differences  were  mainly  caused  by  the  County  excluding  a  large  payment  from 
the  Department  of  Economic  Development  in  the  amount  of  $142,892,  disaster  grants 
from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  totaling  $38,910,  drug  task  force  monies 
through  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  totaling  $452,473  but  improperly  showing  a 
total  budget  amount  of  one  grant  for  $203,282.  The  County  also  understated  the 
equitable  sharing  of  seized  and  forfeited  properly  by  $4,883  and  understated  the 
highway  planning  and  construction  payments  through  the  Highway  and  Transportation 
Commission  by  $55,377. 

Criteria:  Section  .310(b)  of  Circular  A-133,  Audit  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and  Non-profit 

Organizations,  requires  the  County  to  prepare  a  SEFA  for  the  period  covered  by  the 
County's  financial  statements.  The  County  is  required  to  submit  the  SEFA  to  the 
State  Auditor's  Office  as  part  of  the  annual  budget. 

Cause:  The  County  again  does  not  fully  understand  how  to  prepare  and  to  take  the 

appropriate  time  to  prepare  the  SEFA  properly.  All  officials  did  not  properly  complete 
the  SEFA  for  their  federal  grants  to  present  to  the  County  Clerk  for  the  budget 
document  and  no  overall  control  of  all  federal  grants  and  awards  is  controlled  and 
monitored  by  the  County  Commission. 


Effect:  The  County's  SEFA  was  incorrectly  prepared  and  materially  misstated  as  prepared  by 

the  County. 
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Recommendation: 

Compilation  of  the  SEFA  requires  consulting  County  financial  records  and  requesting 
information  from  other  departments  and/or  officials.  The  County  again  should  take 
steps  to  ensure  all  departments  and/or  officials  properly  track  federal  awards  to 
ensure  all  federal  awards  with  the  appropriate  CFDA  numbers  and  grant  titles  are 
properly  reported  on  the  SEFA. 

Auditee  Response: 

We  now  have  clarification  on  our  responsibilities  and  will  pay  close  attention  to  the  county's  SEFA  to 
ensure  compliance. 
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In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  this  section  reports  the  auditors'  follow-up  on 
the  action  taken  by  Morgan  County,  Missouri,  on  the  applicable  findings  in  the  prior  audit  report 
issued  for  the  two  years  ended  December  31 ,  201 0. 

1 .  An  auditor  assisting  with  clients  on  the  preparation  of  the  financial  statements  is  at  least 
indicative  of  a  significant  deficiency. 

Status:  Partially  implemented.  The  County  is  under  the  regulatory  basis  by  preparation  of  a 
budget  document  to  the  state  and  this  is  used  as  its  financial  statements.  The  County  does 
assist  in  reviewing  the  audit  report  and  financial  statements  to  take  responsibility  but  more 
responsibility  in  the  accurate  preparation  of  the  budgets  should  be  made.  See  current  finding  12- 
01. 

2.  Inadequate  documentation  of  the  components  of  internal  control  to  be  at  least  a  significant 
deficiency. 

Status:  Implemented.  An  internal  control  policy  document  has  been  prepared  and  approved  by 
the  county. 

3.  The  County  did  not  have  a  formal  fraud  risk  assessment  in  place. 

Status:  Partially  implemented.  The  County  is  presently  working  on  developing  a  fraud  risk  policy 
to  be  added  to  the  internal  control  policy. 

4.  The  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  contained  errors. 

Status:  Not  implemented.  The  present  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  for  the  two 
years  ended  December  31,  2012  also  contained  errors  and  did  not  include  all  federal  grant 
expenditures  for  several  federal  programs.  See  current  finding  12-04. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Randolph  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Randolph  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the 
State  Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


September  2013 
Report  No.  2013-097 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission 

and  Officeholders  of 
Randolph  County,  Missouri 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Randolph  County,  Missouri, 
which  comprise  the  statement  of  receipts,  disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  -  regulatory 
basis,  of  each  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  statement  of 
receipts,  disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  -  budget  and  actual  -  regulatory  basis  for 
each  fund  for  the  years  then  ended,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial 
statements  in  accordance  with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri 
Law.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of 
internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that 
are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  error  or  fraud. 

Auditors'  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit. 
We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Governmental  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 
Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance 
about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and 
disclosures  in  the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditor's 
judgment,  including  the  assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial 
statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor 
considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the 
financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes 
evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of 
significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide 
a  basis  for  our  audit  opinion. 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  (CONTINUED) 


Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  1,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Randolph  County,  Missouri,  using 
accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  effects  on  the 
financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  1 
and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion 
on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in 
the  first  paragraph  do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted 
in  the  United  States  of  America,  the  financial  position  of  Randolph  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December 
31 ,  201  2  and  201 1 ,  and  the  changes  in  its  financial  position. 

Basis  for  Qualified  Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

Randolph  County,  Missouri,  has  not  properly  presented  the  receipts  and  disbursements  in  the  Justice 
Center  Bond  Accounts  Fund  and  various  other  funds  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
2011.  The  amount  by  which  the  receipts  and  disbursements  are  misstated  is  material  but  not  readily 
determinable. 

Qualified  Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  except  for  the  matter  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  the  financial  statements 
referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects,  the  cash  balances  of  each  fund 
of  Randolph  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  their  respective  cash 
receipts  and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  for  the  years  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  the 
financial  reporting  provisions  of  Missouri  Law  as  described  in  Note  1 . 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  September 
3,  2013,  on  our  consideration  of  Randolph  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  on  our  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant 
agreements  and  other  matters.  The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to 
provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an 
integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering 
Randolph  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance. 

Our  audit  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  opinion  on  the  financial  statements  that 
collectively  comprise  Randolph  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial  statements.  The  accompanying 
schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  as  required 
by  U.S.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and 
Non-Profit  Organizations,  and  is  not  a  required  part  of  the  basic  financial  statements.  Such  information 
is  the  responsibility  of  management  and  was  derived  from  and  relates  directly  to  the  underlying 
accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements.  The  information  has 
been  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  basic  financial  statements  and 
certain  additional  procedures,  including  comparing  and  reconciling  such  information  directly  to  the 
underlying  accounting  and  other  records  used  to  prepare  the  basic  financial  statements  or  to  the  basic 
financial  statements  themselves,  and  other  additional  procedures  in  accordance  with  auditing 
standards  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  In  our  opinion,  the  schedule  of 
expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  fairly  stated,  in  all  material  respects,  in  relation  to  the  basic  financial 
statements  as  a  whole  on  the  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  1 . 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  (CONTINUED) 


This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission,  others 
within  the  entity,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office,  federal  awarding  agencies,  and  pass-through 
entities  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified 
parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


Cash 

Cash 

Cash 

January  1 , 

December  31 , 

December  31 , 

Fund 

201  1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

201 1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

2012 

General  Revenue 

$  546,172 

3,100,650 

3,080,776 

566,046 

3,320,271 

3,201,908 

684,409 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

752,717 

1,450,157 

1,290,234 

912,640 

1,419,712 

1,388,403 

943,949 

Assessment 

278,199 

428,165 

340,574 

365,790 

435,063 

341,173 

459,680 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

(3,316) 

1,317 

1,155 

(3,154) 

1,646 

1,893 

(3,401) 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

26,017 

7,1 1  1 

10,095 

23,033 

9,530 

8,836 

23,727 

Domestic  Abuse 

749 

1,032 

700 

1,081 

1,565 

1,000 

1,646 

User 

13,755 

7,840 

1 1,367 

10,228 

8,962 

1 1,577 

7,613 

Sheriff 

42,664 

44,298 

52,528 

34,434 

60,173 

55,468 

39,139 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee 

27,972 

53 

6,162 

21,863 

26 

12,198 

9,691 

Election  Service 

13,077 

14,427 

3,797 

23,707 

9,303 

9,460 

23,550 

Emergency  91 1 

17 

102,397 

102,397 

17 

107,475 

94,467 

13,025 

Recorder  Tech 

3,339 

4,477 

4,165 

3,651 

5,138 

3,660 

5,129 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check 

9,799 

13,166 

15,386 

7,579 

1 1,025 

8,439 

10,165 

Collector  Tech 

81,935 

37,668 

69,420 

50,183 

36,047 

34,741 

51,489 

Cemetery  Trust 

20,284 

603 

800 

20,087 

464 

800 

19,751 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Grant 

1,176 

66,648 

71,331 

(3,507) 

84,164 

79,601 

1,056 

Justice  Center 

47 

1,228,157 

1,228,343 

(139) 

1,362,661 

1,362,522 

Sheriff  Restitution 

3,838 

2,098 

3,801 

2,135 

2,899 

3,194 

1,840 

Capital 

22,864 

31,900 

54,764 

16,444 

38,320 

Building 

40,000 

30,027 

70,027 

70,027 

Court  Appointed  Special  Advocates  (CASA) 

9,21  1 

9,508 

10,131 

8,588 

10,791 

10,095 

9,284 

Sheriff  Conceal  and  Carry  Weapons  (CCW)  (1) 

16,430 

13,627 

1 1,149 

18,908 

20,1 18 

6,871 

32,155 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax  (2) 

1,585 

610 

1,903 

292 

439 

631 

100 

Justice  Center  Bond  Accounts  (1) 

835,096 

1,257,232 

1,206,444 

885,884 

1,263,473 

1,355,648 

793,709 

Totals 

$  2,743,627 

7,853,168 

7,522,658 

3,074,137 

8,170,945 

8,009,029 

3,236,053 

(1 )  Budgets  were  not  prepared  by  the  county  for  201  2  and  201 1 . 

(2)  A  budget  was  not  prepared  by  the  county  for  201 1 . 


THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THIS  STATEMENT 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


General  Revenue  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$  836,591 

958,547 

121,956  $ 

847,100 

878,531 

31,431 

Sales  tax 

1,276,732 

1,264,007 

(12,725) 

1,227,141 

1,257,865 

30,724 

Intergovernmental 

304,871 

297,768 

(7,103) 

207,659 

198,078 

(9,581) 

Charges  for  services 

649,000 

699,073 

50,073 

624,982 

660,1  10 

35,128 

Interest 

- 

10,795 

10,795 

3,100 

- 

(3,100) 

Other 

45,472 

57,081 

11,609 

42,794 

96,066 

53,272 

Transfers  in 

127,740 

33,000 

(94,740) 

41,250 

10,000 

(31,250) 

Total  Receipts 

$  3,240,406 

3,320,271 

79,865  $ 

2,994,026 

3,100,650 

106,624 

DISBURSEMENTS 

General  County  Government- 

County  Commission 

$  108,505 

106,930 

(1,575)  $ 

107,867 

106,125 

(1,742) 

County  Clerk 

136,054 

128,706 

(7,348) 

136,547 

136,779 

232 

Elections 

103,000 

83,725 

(19,275) 

25,000 

14,194 

(10,806) 

Buildings  and  grounds 

97,660 

96,847 

(813) 

1 12,710 

90,023 

(22,687) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

425,102 

486,566 

61,464 

361,167 

405,886 

44,719 

County  Treasurer 

52,079 

51,491 

(588) 

53,703 

52,658 

(1,045) 

County  Collector 

1 16,135 

125,028 

8,893 

122,783 

125,037 

2,254 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

100,230 

99,980 

(250) 

98,839 

98,630 

(209) 

Circuit  Clerk 

67,903 

64,863 

(3,040) 

68,603 

60,541 

(8,062) 

Court  Administration 

42,020 

22,470 

(19,550) 

15,920 

10,467 

(5,453) 

Public  Administrator 

79,685 

76,942 

(2,743) 

77,103 

77,1  14 

1 1 

Public  Safety- 

Sheriff 

691,568 

678,41  1 

(13,157) 

655,529 

659,948 

4,419 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

324,219 

336,479 

12,260 

306,768 

314,928 

8,160 

Juvenile  Officer 

250,945 

247,143 

(3,802) 

247,494 

240,290 

(7,204) 

County  Coroner 

44,870 

42,774 

(2,096) 

33,944 

33,350 

(594) 

Other- 

Miscellaneous 

1 15,535 

120,478 

4,943 

71,044 

56,094 

(14,950) 

Insurance 

34,002 

33,363 

(639) 

42,000 

28,057 

(13,943) 

Randolph  County  4-H 

22,000 

22,000 

22,000 

22,000 

Economic  Development 

22,000 

22,000 

20,000 

20,000 

Transfers  Out 

407,636 

355,712 

(51,924) 

387,883 

468,045 

80,162 

Emergency  Fund 

100,152 

(100,152) 

92,510 

60,610 

(31,900) 

Total  Disbursements 

$  3,341,300 

3,201,908 

(139,392)  $ 

3,059,414 

3,080,776 

21,362 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS     $  (100,894) 

1 18,363 

219,257  $ 

(65,388) 

19,874 

85,262 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

566,046 

566,046 

546,172 

546,172 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  465,152 

684,409 

219,257  $ 

480,784 

566,046 

85,262 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$ 

484,149 

504,703 

20,554  $ 

516,296 

481,277 

(35,019) 

Intergovernmental 

783,583 

789,601 

6,018 

773,757 

819,160 

45,403 

Charges  for  services 

3,500 

6,048 

2,548 

3,500 

5,247 

1,747 

Interest 

2,000 

5,1 16 

3,1 16 

2,600 

2,259 

(341) 

Other 

86,914 

1 14,244 

27,330 

85,1 16 

142,214 

57,098 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,360,146 

1,419,712 

59,566  $ 

1,381,269 

1,450,157 

68,888 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$ 

390,938 

346,304 

(44,634)  $ 

388,564 

371,472 

(17,092) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

142,138 

152,538 

10,400 

148,349 

143,230 

(5,1 19) 

Supplies 

36,800 

27,402 

(9,398) 

33,400 

35,515 

2,1 15 

Insurance 

18,463 

19,163 

700 

32,333 

19,359 

(12,974) 

Road  and  bridge  materials 

554,500 

407,521 

(146,979) 

499,000 

267,1 15 

(231,885) 

Equipment  repairs 

99,600 

71,152 

(28,448) 

69,400 

88,770 

19,370 

Equipment  purchases 

355,000 

169,774 

(185,226) 

105,000 

1 10,563 

5,563 

Road  and  bridge  construction 

59,700 

20 

(59,680) 

4,700 

26,731 

22,031 

Other 

244,910 

176,529 

(68,381) 

231,100 

227,479 

(3,621) 

Transfers  out 

87,740 

18,000 

(69,740) 

21,250 

(21,250) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,989,789 

1,388,403 

(601,386)  $ 

1,533,096 

1,290,234 

(242,862) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(629,643) 

31,309 

660,952  $ 

(151,827) 

159,923 

31 1,750 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

912,640 

912,640 

752,717 

752,717 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

282,997 

943,949 

660,952  $ 

600,890 

912,640 

31 1,750 

Assessment  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

418,690 

432,840 

14,150 

398,128 

426,651 

28,523 

Charges  for  services 

500 

1,039 

539 

500 

310 

(190) 

Interest 

700 

1,184 

484 

1,000 

91 1 

(89) 

Other 

2,110 

(2,1 10) 

293 

293 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

422,000 

435,063 

13,063 

$ 

399,628 

428,165 

28,537 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assessor 

$ 

357,445 

341,173 

(16,272) 

$ 

412,229 

340,574 

(71,655) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

357,445 

341,173 

(16,272) 

$ 

412,229 

340,574 

(71,655) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

64,555 

93,890 

29,335 

$ 

(12,601) 

87,591 

100,192 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

365,790 

365,790 

278,199 

278,199 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

430,345 

459,680 

29,335 

$ 

265,598 

365,790 

100,192 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Other 

$ 

1,500 

1,646 

146  $ 

1,500 
1,817 

1,317 

(183) 
(1,817) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,500 

1,646 

146  $ 

3,317 

1,317 

(2,000) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Training 

9 

1  cnn 

I  ,OUU 

1,893 

393  $ 

1,500 

1,155 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,500 

1,893 

393  $ 

1,500 

1,155 

(345) 

RFPFIPTQ  OVFR  M  IMnFRl  ni^RI  IR^FMFMT^ 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

4 
9 

(3,154) 

(247) 
(3,154) 

(247)  $ 

1,817 
(3,316) 

162 
(3,316) 

(1  655) 

rAQU   rjFPFMRFR  ?1 

$ 

(3, 1  54) 

(3,401) 

(247)  $ 

(1,499) 

(3,154) 

(1 ,655) 

Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

7,000 

9,530 

2,530  $ 

7,600 

7,1  1  1 

(489) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

7,000 

9,530 

2,530  $ 

7,600 

7,1  1  1 

(489) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

IVIMcdyc  d  1 1 U   Li  d  1 1 1 1 1 1 LJ 

4 
9 

I  U,VJVJU 

8,836 

(1,164)  $ 

10,000 

10,095 

QR 

3D 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

10,000 

8,836 

(1,164)  $ 

10,000 

10,095 

95 

RFCFIPTS  OVFR  (UNDFRi  DISRURSFMFNTS 

1  1 1  \j  LI  T    1  O    V~S  V  LI  1    |UIN  \-J  LI  If    LJ  1  JUUIlOLIVILIM  1  \J 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

n  ooo) 

23,033 

694 
23,033 

3,694  $ 

(2,400) 
26,017 

(2,984) 
26,017 

(584) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

20,033 

23,727 

3,694  $ 

23,617 

23,033 

(584) 

Domestic  Abuse  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

900 

1,565 

665  $ 

900 

1,032 

132 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

900 

1,565 

665  $ 

900 

1,032 

132 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

$ 

1,000 

1,000 

$ 

700 

700 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,000 

1,000 

$ 

700 

700 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

(100) 
1,081 

565 
1,081 

665  $ 

200 
749 

332 
749 

132 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

981 

1,646 

665  $ 

949 

1,081 

132 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


User  Fund 


201  2 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

8,750 

8,941 

191 

$ 

8,000 

7,812 

(188) 

Interest 

30 

21 

(9) 

35 

28 

(7) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

8,780 

8,962 

182 

$ 

8,035 

7,840 

(195) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

$ 

28,000 

1 1,577 

(16,423) 

$ 

19,500 

1 1 ,367 

(8,133) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

28,000 

11,577 

(16,423) 

$ 

19,500 

11,367 

(8,133) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(19,220) 

(2,615) 

16,605 

$ 

(1 1,465) 

(3,527) 

7,938 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

10,228 

10,228 

13,755 

13,755 

- 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

(8,992) 

7,613 

16,605 

$ 

2,290 

10,228 

7,938 

Sheriff  Fund 

201  2 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

45,000 

53,913 

8,913 

$ 

50,000 

43,943 

(6,057) 

Interest 

88 

88 

150 

100 

(50) 

Other 

1,500 

6,172 

4,672 

255 

255 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

46,500 

60,173 

13,673 

$ 

50,150 

44,298 

(5,852) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff 

$ 

80,000 

55,468 

(24,532) 

$ 

82,500 

52,528 

(29,972) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

80,000 

55,468 

(24,532) 

$ 

82,500 

52,528 

(29,972) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(33,500) 

4,705 

38,205 

$ 

(32,350) 

(8,230) 

24,120 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

34,434 

34,434 

42,664 

42,664 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

934 

39,139 

38,205 

$ 

10,314 

34,434 

24,120 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

V-/  Vul    \UI  LUCI  / 

Budcjst 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Bud  Q6t 

RECEIPTS 

Interest 

$ 

75 

26 

(49) 

$ 

100 

53 

(47) 

Other 

1,000 

(1,000) 

1,000 

(1,000) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,075 

26 

(1,049) 

$ 

1,100 

53 

(1,047) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Other 

$ 

18,082 

12,198 

(5,884) 

$ 

6,300 

6,162 

(138) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

18,082 

12,198 

(5,884) 

$ 

6,300 

6,162 

(138) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(17,007) 

(12,172) 

4,835 

$ 

(5,200) 

(6,109) 

(909) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

21,863 

21,863 

27,972 

27,972 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

4,856 

9,691 

4,835 

$ 

22,772 

21,863 

(909) 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 

-  8  - 


RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Election  Service  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

6,000 

9,255 

3,255 

6,000 

5,835 

(165) 

Interest 

35 

48 

13 

50 

33 

(17) 

Other 

9,000 

(9,000) 

7,555 

8,559 

1,004 

Total  Ropointc 
1  Uldl  ncLclfJlb 

1  5  035 

9  303 

(5,732) 

$ 

1 3  605 

1 4  427 

822 

DISRl  JRSFMFNTS 

F  loptinnc 

[_  1  CL.  1 1  U  1  IS 

$ 

1 4  300 

9  460 

(4,840) 

$ 

1  2  300 

3  797 

[Op  JUOJ 

Total  nichi  ircomontc 

1  UlCll    UlSUUI  OClllCl  lis 

$ 

1 4  300 

9  460 

(4,840) 

$ 

1  2  300 

3  797 

Dff  ppjc  OVER  (UNDERI  DISBURSEMENTS 

1  \  1  \j  1  1  r    1  O    V~S  V  LI  1    |UIN  \-J  LI  1/    LJ  luUUI  lULIvl  LN  1  O 

$ 

735 

(1  57) 

(892) 

$ 

1  305 

1  0  630 

9  325 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

23,707 

23,707 

1  3,077 

1  3,077 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

24,442 

23,550 

(892) 

$ 

1 4,382 

23,707 

9,325 

Emergency  91 

1  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

86,000 

107,1  15 

21,1  15 

$ 

92,000 

76,726 

(15,274) 

Other 

700 

360 

(340) 

- 

680 

680 

Transfers  in 

22,000 

(22,000) 

19,500 

24,991 

5,491 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

108,700 

107,475 

(1,225) 

$ 

1 1 1,500 

102,397 

(9,103) 

DISRl  IRSFMFMTS 

Salaries 

$ 

1 1,438 

10,168 

(1,270) 

S 

11,411 

9,845 

(1,566) 

Benefits 

1,006 

931 

(75) 

98,650 

91,297 

(7,353) 

Operation  expenses 

83,996 

83,368 

(628) 

986 

1,255 

269 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

96,440 

94,467 

(1,973) 

$ 

1 1 1 ,047 

102,397 

(8,650) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

12,260 

13,008 

748 

$ 

453 

_ 

(453) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

17 

17 

17 

17 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

12,277 

13,025 

748 

$ 

470 

17 

(453) 

Recorder  Tech  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

4,950 

5,129 

179 

$ 

5,000 

4,469 

(531) 

Interest 

40 

9 

(31) 

10 

8 

(2) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

4,990 

5,138 

148 

$ 

5,010 

4,477 

(533) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment 

$ 

8,000 

3,660 

(4,340) 

$ 

8,000 

4,165 

(3,835) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

8,000 

3,660 

(4,340) 

$ 

8,000 

4,165 

(3,835) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(3,010) 

1,478 

4,488 

$ 

(2,990) 

312 

3,302 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

3,651 

3,651 

3,339 

3,339 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

641 

5,129 

4,488 

$ 

349 

3,651 

3,302 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

13,185 

1 1,005 
20 

(2,180)  $ 
20 

8,000 

13,166 

5,166 

Total  Ror'ointc 
1  ULal  ncLcipio 

$ 

13,185 

1 1 ,025 

(2,160)  $ 

8,000 

1 3  1  66 

5,1  66 

DISRl  JRSFMFNTS 

UIODU  n  JLIVILN  1  O 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

$ 

2,850 

8,439 

5,589  $ 

2,850 

15,386 

12,536 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

2,850 

8,439 

5,589  $ 

2,850 

15,386 

12,536 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

10,335 
7,579 

2,586 
7,579 

(7,749)  $ 

5,150 
9,799 

(2,220) 
9,799 

(7,370) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1 7,91 4 

1 0,1  65 

(7,749)  $ 

14,949 

7,579 

(7,370) 

Collector  Tech  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

33,000 
120 

35,912 
135 

2,912  $ 
15 

30,250 

37,532 
136 

7,282 
136 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

33,120 

36,047 

2,927  $ 

30,250 

37,668 

7,418 

DISBURSEMENTS 
County  Collector 
Transfers  Out 

$ 

81,980 

19,741 
15,000 

(62,239)  $ 
15,000 

108,980 

59,420 
10,000 

(49,560) 
10,000 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

81,980 

34,741 

(47,239)  $ 

108,980 

69,420 

(39,560) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

(48,860) 
50,183 

1,306 
50,183 

50,166  $ 

(78,730) 
81,935 

(31,752) 
81,935 

46,978 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1,323 

51,489 

50,166  $ 

3,205 

50,183 

46,978 

Cemetery  Trust  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Other 

$ 

464 

464  $ 

603 

603 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

464 

464  $ 

603 

603 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

$ 

800 

800  $ 

800 

800 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

800 

800  $ 

800 

800 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

20,087 

(336) 
20,087 

(336)  $ 

19,692 

(197) 
20,284 

(197) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

20,087 

19,751 

(336)  $ 

19,692 

20,087 

395 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Grant  Fund 


201  2 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

75,393 

84,164 

8,771 

$ 

77,621 

66,648 

(10,973) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

75,393 

84,164 

8,771 

$ 

77,621 

66,648 

(10,973) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$ 

69,430 

69,430 

$ 

69,630 

62,1 17 

(7,513) 

Benefits 

5,193 

8,209 

3,016 

7,251 

7,294 

43 

Telephone 

1,920 

1,962 

42 

1,920 

1,920 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

76,543 

79,601 

3,058 

$ 

76,881 

71,331 

(5,550) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(1,150) 

4,563 

5,713 

$ 

740 

(4,683) 

(5,423) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

(3,507) 

(3,507) 

1,176 

1,176 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

(4,657) 

1,056 

5,713 

$ 

1,916 

(3,507) 

(5,423) 

Justice  Center  Fund 


 2012    201 1  

Actual  Actual 
Final  Over  (Under)  Final  Over  (Under) 

Budget  Actual  Budget  Budget  Actual  Budget 


RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  $      210,000  219,492  9,492  $        288,000  203,456  (84,544) 

Charges  for  services  75,000  77,493  2,493  65,000  76,656  11,656 

Other  51,000  61,964  10,964  44,000  50,918  6,918 

Transfers  in  1,024,581  1,003,712  (20,869)  839,383  897,127  57,744 


Total  Receipts  $    1,360,581     1,362,661  2,080    $     1,236,383   1,228,157  (8,226) 


DISBURSEMENTS 


Salaries 

$  582,253 

517,888 

(64,365)  $ 

517,626 

507,305 

(10,321) 

Office 

1 1 ,000 

10,305 

(695) 

10,800 

11,758 

958 

Operating 

323,000 

368,019 

45,019 

298,500 

314,261 

15,761 

Building  and  grounds 

167,865 

177,921 

10,056 

142,500 

146,043 

3,543 

Equipment 

42,000 

37,070 

(4,930) 

40,000 

30,501 

(9,499) 

Other 

7,000 

23,003 

16,003 

9,067 

4,607 

(4,460) 

Benefits 

222,127 

228,316 

6,189 

217,937 

213,868 

(4,069) 

Total  Disbursements 

$  1,355,245 

1,362,522 

7,277  $ 

1,236,430 

1,228,343 

(8,087) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  $ 

5,336 

139 

(5,197)  $ 

(47) 

(186) 

(139) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

(139) 

(139) 

47 

47 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $ 

5,197 

(5,197)  $ 

(139) 

(139) 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Sheriff  Restitution  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

2,100 

2,899 

799 

$ 

5,000 

2,098 

(2,902) 

Total  Receipts 

Z,  I  UU 

O  DQQ 

799 

$ 

5,000 

/9  ano\ 

DIoDUnoLIVI t IN  I  o 

Sheriff 

$ 

6,200 

3,194 

(3,006) 

$ 

2,500 

3,801 

1,301 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

6,200 

3,194 

(3,006) 

$ 

2,500 

3,801 

1,301 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

pACU      I  AMI  I  ARY  1 

$ 

(4,100) 

Z,  1  OO 

(295) 

Z,  I  OO 

3,805 

$ 

2,500 
3,838 

(1,703) 

0,000 

(4,203) 

pACU    riFPFMRFR  ^  1 
LMon,  LJCL^EIVIDEn  o  I 

6 

\  1  F3U3J 

1  9.ACl 

3,805 

$ 

6,338 

1  OO 

Capital  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Transfers  in 

$ 

$ 

20,000 

31,900 

1 1 ,900 

Total  Receipts 

5 

$ 

20,000 

0  i  ,yuu 

i  i  ,yuu 

niCDI  I  DC  C  l\  A  C  MTC 

UlobUnoblvlblM  I  o 
Other 

$ 

40,000 

16,444 

(23,556) 

$ 

20,000 

- 

(20,000) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

40,000 

16,444 

(23,556) 

$ 

20,000 

(20,000) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

pACU      IAMIIARV  1 

$ 

(40,000) 

(16,444) 

O'f ,  /  D^f 

23,556 

$ 

22,864 

31,900 

99  RRA 

31,900 

pACU    riFPFMRFR  ^1 
Lrton,  LJCL<EIVIDEr\  o  I 

4 

1  4  764 

oO,oZU 

23,556 

$ 

22,864 

54  764 

O  1  ,3UU 

Building  Fund 

2012 

201  1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Transfers  in 

$ 

$ 

20,000 

30,027 

10,027 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

$ 

20,000 

30,027 

10,027 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Buildings  and  grounds 

$ 

40,000 

(40,000) 

$ 

20,000 

(20,000) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

40,000 

(40,000) 

$ 

20,000 

(20,000) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

(40,000) 
70,027 

70,027 

40,000 

$ 

40,000 

30,027 
40,000 

30,027 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

30,027 

70,027 

40,000 

$ 

40,000 

70,027 

30,027 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Court  Appointed  Special  Advocates  (CASA)  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

10,000 

10,791 

791 

$ 

10,000 

9,508 

(492) 

I  <JLdl  ntJUcipLo 

1 0  000 

10,791 

791 

$ 

10,000 

9,508 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Juvenile  Officer 

6 
V 

1 0  000 

10,095 

95 

$ 

10,000 

10,131 

1  ^  1 
I  o  I 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

10,000 

10,095 

95 

$ 

10,000 

10,131 

131 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

696 

696 

$ 

(623) 

(623) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

8,588 

8,588 

9,21 1 

9,21 1 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

8,588 

9,284 

696 

$ 

9,21 1 

8,588 

(623) 

Sheriff  Conceal  and  Carry  Weapons  (CCW)  Fund 

(no  approved  budget) 

2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

20,1 18 

$ 

13,627 

1  <JLdl  ntJUcipLo 

20,1 18 

$ 

13,627 

L/loDUnoCIVICIN  1  O 

or  l el 1 1 1 

V 

6,871 

$ 

11,149 

Tr*+al  riiohi  ircomontc 
1  LI  Lai   U  loUUI  ocl  1  ICI  1  Lb 

$ 

6,871 

$ 

1 1,149 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

13,247 

$ 

2,478 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

18,908 

16,430 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

32,155 

$ 

18,908 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax  Fund 

(no  approved  budget) 

2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Actual 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

609 

439 

(170) 

4 

609 

Interest 

1 

1 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

610 

439 

(170) 

$ 

610 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

$ 

1,903 

631 

(1,272) 

$ 

1,903 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,903 

631 

(1,272) 

$ 

1,903 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(1,293) 

(192) 

1,101 

$ 

(1,293) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

292 

292 

1,585 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

(1,001) 

100 

1,101 

$ 

292 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 

BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Justice  Center  Bond  Accounts  Fund 


(no  approved  budget) 


2012 


201 1 


RECEIPTS 

Sales  tax 
Intergovernmental 
Total  Receipts 


Actual 


1,263,428 
45 


1,263,473 


Actual 


1,257,186 
46 


1,257,232 


DISBURSEMENTS 
Debt  service 
Fees 

Transfers  out 

Total  Disbursements 


707,603 
45 

648,000 


1,355,648 


690,398 
46 

516,000 


1,206,444 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 
CASH,  DECEMBER  31 


(92,175) 
885,884 


793,709 


50,788 
835,096 


885,884 


THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES 

Randolph  County,  Missouri  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners.  In  addition  to 
the  three  County  Commissioners,  there  are  ten  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County 
Clerk,  Circuit  Clerk,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Collector,  Treasurer,  Coroner,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public 
Administrator,  and  Sheriff. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  1.C.,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  State  Law,  which  practices  differ  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  which  would  include  all  relevant 
Government  Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB)  pronouncements.  The  differences  include  use  of  a 
prescribed  definition  of  the  reporting  entity  and  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

1 .  A.    REPORTING  ENTITY 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts  administration, 
recording  of  deeds  and  other  instruments,  public  safety  and  911,  economic  development,  road  and 
bridge  maintenance,  public  welfare,  and  social  and  human  services.  The  funds  presented  are 
established  under  statutory  or  administrative  authority,  and  their  operations  are  under  the  control  of 
the  County  Commission  or  an  elected  county  official.  The  Collector  Tech  Fund  is  under  the  control  of 
the  County  Collector.  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund,  with  a  separate  appointed  board,  is  separately 
audited  by  an  independent  certified  public  accounting  firm  and,  therefore,  is  not  included  in  this 
report. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  the  primary  government  of  Randolph  County, 
Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices 
that  are  considered  to  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity.  The  financial  statements  do  not  include  the 
Law  Library  Fund,  Drug  Court  Fund,  Parenting  Fund,  and  the  Circuit  Court  Over/Under  Fund  since 
they  are  controlled  by  the  Circuit  Court. 

1 .  B.    BASIS  OF  PRESENTATION 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds 
based  upon  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities 
are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting  entity  with  self-balancing  accounts  that 
comprise  its  assets,  liabilities,  net  assets,  revenues/receipts,  and  expenditures/disbursements.  The 
County's  funds  are  governmental  funds.  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most 
governmental  functions  are  financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for 
through  governmental  funds. 

Fiduciary  (Agency)  Funds  -  Certain  county  officials  may  collect  fees  from  services,  remit  the  monies 
to  the  county,  state,  or  to  other  parties  or  hold  monies  in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of 
individuals,  taxing  units,  or  other  governments.  These  assets,  which  are  held  for  the  benefit  of 
external  parties,  are  held  in  fiduciary  (agency)  funds  which  are  custodial  in  nature,  and  are  not 
reported  on  the  accompanying  financial  statements. 

1 .  C.    BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly,  amounts  are 
recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those  principles  require  revenues  to  be 
recognized  when  they  become  available  and  measurable  or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures 
or  expenses  to  be  recognized  when  the  related  liabilities  are  incurred. 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 
1 .  D.    BUDGETS  AND  BUDGETARY  ACCOUNTING 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budget  information: 

1 .  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County's  policy  is  to  adopt  a  budget  for  each 
governmental  fund. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  January,  each  elected  officer  or  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the 
budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  January  1 .  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues  and  proposed 
expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures 
cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of 
appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well 
as  estimated  revenues  to  be  received. 

4.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget  documents.  Prior  to 
approval  by  the  County  Commission,  the  budget  documents  are  available  for  public 
inspection. 

5.  Prior  to  February  1 ,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 

6.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  formal  vote.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as 
originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County  Commission  during  the  year.  The  County  did 
not  amend  any  budgets  in  201  2  or  201 1 . 

8.  Although  adoption  of  a  formal  budget  is  required  by  law,  the  County  did  not  adopt  a  formal 
budget  for  the  Justice  Center  Bond  Accounts  Fund  and  Sheriff  Conceal  and  Carry  Weapons 
(CCW)  Fund  for  2012  and  201 1  and  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax  Fund  in  201 1 . 

9.  State  law  requires  that,  at  the  individual  fund  level,  budgeted  expenditures  not  exceed 
budgeted  revenues  plus  anticipated  beginning  fund  balance.  A  negative  cash  balance  was 
budgeted  for  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund  in  2012  and  2011  and  the  User  Fund, 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Grant  Fund,  Sheriff  Restitution  Fund,  and  Prosecuting  Attorney 
Delinquent  Tax  Fund  in  2012. 

10.  Section  50.740,  RSMo  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  Actual 
expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  for  the  following  funds  for  201 2  and  201 1 . 


Fund 
General  Revenue 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 
Law  Enforcement  Training 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check 
Cemetery  Trust 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Grant 
Justice  Center 
Sheriff  Restitution 

Court  Appointed  Special  Advocates  (CASA) 


Years  Ended  December  31, 


2012  and  201 1 
2012  and  201 1 


201 1 
2012 
201 1 


2012 
2012 
201 1 


2012  and  201 1 


RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 
I.E.    PROPERTY  TAXES 

Property  taxes  are  based  on  the  voter-approved  tax  levy  applied  to  the  real  and  personal  assessed 
property  values.  Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1 .  Taxes  are 
levied  in  September  and  payable  by  December  31.  Taxes  paid  after  December  31  are  delinquent  and 
subject  to  penalties.  The  County  bills  and  collects  its  own  property  taxes  and  also  taxes  for  most 
other  local  governments  in  the  County. 

The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  property  for  the  calendar  year  2012  and  201  1  for  purposes  of 
local  taxation  was: 

2012  201 1 

Real  Estate  $      289,083,340    $  287,643,020 

Personal  Property  82,452,769  83,325,991 

Railroad  and  Utilities  64,691 ,746  59,863,666 

Total  Assessed  Valuation  $      436,227,855    $  430,832,677 


The  county-wide  levies  per  $100  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  property  for  the  calendar  year 
2012  and  201 1  for  purposes  of  local  taxation  was: 

2012  201 1 

General  Revenue  Fund  $       0.2130    $  0.2130 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  0.1980  0.1980 

Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund  0.1470  0.1500 

*  The  county  retains  all  tax  proceeds  from  the  area  not  within  the  special  road  district.  The  county 
has  one  road  district  that  receives  four-fifths  of  the  tax  collections  from  property  within  this 
district,  and  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  retains  one-fifth.  The  road  district  also  has  an 
additional  levy  approved  by  the  voters. 

1 .  F.    CASH  DEPOSITS  AND  INVESTMENTS 

Cash  deposits  and  investments  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances  for  the 
County  Treasurer  funds  are  invested  in  interest-bearing  bank  accounts,  including  an  Investaccount 
with  repurchase  agreements,  and  in  certificates  of  deposit  to  the  extent  possible.  Interest  earned  from 
such  investments  is  recorded  in  each  of  the  funds  as  appropriate.  Cash  equivalents  may  include 
repurchase  agreements  and  any  other  instruments  with  an  original  maturity  of  ninety  days  or  less; 
however,  nonnegotiable  certificates  of  deposit  with  original  maturity  of  greater  than  ninety  days  is 
considered  as  cash  equivalents. 

State  law  authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in  banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of  funds  in 
bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the  United  States,  other  interest  bearing  obligations  guaranteed  as  to 
both  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  other  government 
bonds,  or  time  certificates  of  deposit,  purchased  at  a  price  at  or  below  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash 
on  deposit  or  time  certificates  of  deposit  are  required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
Corporation  (FDIC)  or  collateralized  by  authorized  investments  held  in  the  County's  name  at  third- 
party  banking  institutions.  Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in  Note  2. 

1 .  G.    INTERFUND  ACTIVITY 

During  the  course  of  operations,  interfund  activity  occurs  for  purposes  of  providing  supplemental 
funding,  reimbursements  for  goods  provided  or  services  rendered,  or  short  and  long-term  financing. 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 

1 .  G.    INTERFUND  ACTIVITY  (CONTINUED) 

Interfund  activities  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers  out"  by  the 
disbursing  fund.  Transfers  between  funds  of  the  primary  government  for  the  years  ended  December 
31 ,  201 2  and  201  1  are  as  follows: 

Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue 
Special  Road  and  Bridge 
Justice  Center 
Collector  Tech 

Justice  Center  Bond  Accounts 
Totals 


Transfers  In 


33,000  $ 
1,003,712 


1,036,712  $ 


Transfers  Out 

355,712 
18,000 

15,000 
648,000 
1,036,712 


Year  Ended  December  31 ,  201 1 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue 
Emergency  91 1 
Justice  Center 
Collector  Tech 
Capital 
Building 

Justice  Center  Bond  Accounts 
Totals 


Transfers  In 


10,000 
24,991 
897,127 

31,900 
30,027 


Transfers  Out 


468,045 


10,000 


516,000 


994,045  $ 


994,045 


1 .  H.    PUBLISHED  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

Under  Section  50.800  and  50.810,  RSMo,  the  County  Commission  is  responsible  for  preparing  and 
publishing  in  a  local  newspaper  a  detailed  annual  financial  statement  for  the  County.  The  financial 
statement  is  required  to  show  receipts  or  revenues,  disbursements  or  expenditures,  and  beginning 
and  ending  balances  for  each  fund.  For  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  published 
financial  statements  did  not  include  the  Justice  Center  Bond  Accounts  Fund. 


NOTE  2.     CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 

The  County  has  determined  through  experience  that  business  checking  accounts,  savings  accounts, 
repurchase  agreements,  and  certificates  of  deposits  are  appropriate  types  of  accounts  or  instruments 
for  its  needs.  The  County  invests  each  fund's  cash  balance  in  interest-bearing  bank  accounts, 
repurchase  agreements,  and  in  certificates  of  deposit  to  the  extent  possible  at  two  different 
depository  banks.  Each  fund  is  included  on  the  financial  statements  as  "Cash"  under  each  fund's 
caption.  Section  110.270,  RSMo,  based  on  Article  IV,  Section  15,  Missouri  Constitution,  authorizes 
counties  to  place  their  funds,  either  outright  or  by  repurchase  agreements,  in  U.S.  Treasury  and 
agency  obligations.  For  2012  and  2011,  the  county  did  place  investments  in  an  Investaccount  that 
invests  in  overnight  repurchase  agreements. 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  2.     CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

The  County  also  had  on  deposit  with  a  trustee  bank  the  proceeds  of  the  Justice  Center  bond  issue  in 
the  amount  of  $793,709  and  $885,884  at  December  31 ,  201  2  and  201 1 ,  respectively. 

Disclosures  are  provided  below  regarding  the  risk  of  potential  loss  of  cash  deposits.  For  the  purpose 
of  the  disclosures,  deposits  with  financial  institutions  are  demand  accounts,  including  negotiable  order 
of  withdrawal  accounts  in  banks. 

Insured  and  Collateralized  Deposits 

In  accordance  with  state  law,  all  uninsured  deposits  in  financial  institutions  must  be  secured  with 
acceptable  collateral.  Acceptable  collateral  includes  certain  U.S.  Government  or  Government  Agency 
securities,  certain  state  or  political  subdivision  debt  obligations,  surety  bonds,  or  certain  letters  of 
credit.  Missouri  statutes  also  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an 
amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits. 

At  December  31,  2012  and  201 1,  the  County's  deposits  held  at  the  respective  depositary  bank  were 
adequately  covered  by  Federal  Depository  Insurance  Coverage  and  with  additional  collateral  held  by 
an  independent  bank  in  the  County's  name  or  by  its  agent  in  the  County's  name.  The  County's 
deposits  were  not  subject  to  custodial  or  investment  credit  risk  at  year  end. 

In  addition,  Section  30.950,  RSMo,  requires  political  subdivisions  with  authority  to  invest  in 
instruments  other  than  depositary  accounts  at  financial  institutions  to  adopt  a  written  investment 
policy.  Among  other  things,  the  policy  is  to  commit  a  political  subdivision  to  the  principles  of  safety, 
liquidity,  and  yield  (in  that  order)  when  managing  public  funds  and  to  prohibit  purchase  of  derivatives 
(either  directly  or  through  repurchase  agreements),  use  of  leveraging  (through  either  reverse 
repurchase  agreements  or  other  methods),  and  use  of  public  funds  for  speculation.  The  County  has 
not  adopted  a  written  investment  policy  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  law. 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS 

The  following  information  is  presented  in  accordance  with  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards 
Board  Statement  27  (GASB  27),  "Accounting  for  Pensions  by  State  and  Local  Governmental 
Employees": 

A.    Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS) 

1 )      Plan  Description 

Randolph  County  participates  in  the  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees'  Retirement  System 
(LAGERS),  an  agent  multiple-employer  public  employee  retirement  system  that  acts  as  a  common 
investment  and  administrative  agent  for  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  LAGERS  is  a  defined 
pension  plan  which  provides  retirement,  disability,  and  death  benefits  to  plan  members  and 
beneficiaries.  LAGERS  was  created  and  is  governed  by  state  statutes,  section  RSMo  70.600  - 
70.755.  As  such,  it  is  the  system's  responsibility  to  administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the 
expressed  intent  of  the  General  Assembly.  The  plan  is  qualified  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section 
401(a)  and  is  tax-exempt.  LAGERS  issues  a  publicly  available  financial  report  that  includes  financial 
statements  and  required  supplementary  information.  That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing  to 
LAGERS,  P.O.  Box  1665,  Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102  or  by  calling  1-800-477-4334. 


RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS  (CONTINUED) 

2)  Pension  Benefits 

Upon  termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  either  an  unreduced 
benefit  annuity,  payable  at  age  sixty  (police  and  fire  fighters,  age  fifty-five),  or  a  reduced  benefit 
annuity,  payable  at  age  fifty-five  (police  and  fire  fighters,  age  fifty).  Any  member  with  less  than  five 
years  of  creditable  service  will  be  refunded  accumulated  plan  contributions. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

The  county's  full-time  employees  are  required  to  contribute  4%  to  the  LAGERS  pension  plan.  The 
county  is  required  by  state  statute  to  contribute  at  an  actuarially  determined  rate:  the  rate  for  2012 
was  5.8%  (general)  and  6.7%  (police)  and  for  2011  the  rate  contributed  was  5.6%  (general)  and 
6.5%  (police)  of  annual  covered  payroll.  The  County  Commission  determines  the  contribution 
requirements  of  plan  members. 

4)  Annual  Pension  Cost 

For  2012  and  201 1 ,  total  payments  to  LAGERS  were  $218,823  and  $195,999,  respectively. 
B.  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF) 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF)  was  established  by  the  state  of  Missouri  to  provide 
pension  benefits  for  County  officials  and  employees. 

1 )  Plan  Description 

The  Retirement  Fund  is  a  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  defined  benefit  pension  plan  covering  any 
County  elected  or  appointed  officer  or  employee  whose  performance  requires  the  actual  performance 
of  duties  of  not  less  than  one  thousand  (1,000)  hours  per  calendar  year  in  each  County  of  the  state, 
except  for  any  city  not  within  a  County  and  any  County  of  the  first  classification  having  a  charter 
form  of  government.  It  does  not  include  County  prosecuting  attorneys  covered  under  sections 
56.800  to  56.840,  RSMo;  circuit  clerks  and  deputy  circuit  clerks  covered  under  the  Missouri  State 
Retirement  System;  County  sheriffs  covered  under  sections  57.949  to  57.997,  RSMo;  and  certain 
personnel  not  defined  as  an  employee  per  section  50.1000(8),  RSMo.  The  Fund  was  created  by  an 
act  of  the  legislature  and  was  effective  August  28,  1994. 

The  general  administration  and  the  responsibility  for  the  proper  operation  of  the  Fund  and  the 
investment  of  the  Fund  are  vested  in  a  board  of  directors  of  eleven  persons. 

2)  Pension  Benefits 

CERF  first  paid  benefits  beginning  January  1,  1997.  At  that  time  a  member  could  not  retire  until  age 
62.  Beginning  January  1,  2000,  employees  could  retire  with  full  benefits  at  age  62  or  reduced 
benefits  at  age  55.  The  monthly  benefit  for  County  employees  is  determined  by  selecting  the  highest 
benefit  calculated  using  three  different  prescribed  formulas  (flat-dollar  formula,  targeted  replacement 
ratio  formula,  and  prior  plan's  formula).  An  eligible  death  benefit  of  $10,000  will  be  paid  to  the 
designated  beneficiary  of  every  active  member  upon  his  or  her  death. 

Upon  termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  a  deferred  annuity, 
payable  at  age  sixty-two  or  a  reduced  benefit  annuity  at  age  fifty-five.  Any  member  with  less  than 
eight  years  of  creditable  service  forfeits  all  rights  in  the  Fund  but  will  be  paid  his  or  her  accumulated 
contributions. 
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NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS  (CONTINUED) 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of  these 
statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF,  2121  Schotthill 
Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  toll-free  1-877-632-2373. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

In  accordance  with  state  statutes,  the  Fund  is  partially  funded  through  various  fees  collected  and 
remitted  to  CERF.  A  contribution  to  CERF  of  2%  of  annual  salary  is  required  for  eligible  employees 
hired  before  February  25,  2002  and  not  in  LAGERS,  and  a  contribution  of  6%  (not  in  LAGERS)  or  4% 
(in  LAGERS)  of  annual  salary  is  required  of  employees  hired  after  February  25,  2002,  effective 
January  1,  2003,  in  order  to  participate  in  CERF.  During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  collected  and 
remitted  to  CERF  contributions  of  $193,337  and  $193,264,  respectively,  for  the  years  then  ended, 
equal  to  the  required  contributions. 


NOTE  4.     PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY  RETIREMENT  FUND 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  chapter  56.807  RSMo,  the  County  contributed  annually  (instead  of 
monthly)  to  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri 
Prosecuting  Attorneys  and  Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System  Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  State  of 
Missouri  is  responsible  for  administration  of  this  plan.  The  County  contributed  $4,488  and  $-0-  for 
the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1,  respectively. 


NOTE  5.     POST-  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully 
funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the 
County. 


NOTE  6.     CLAIMS,  COMMITMENTS,  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

1)  Compensated  Absences 

Regular  full-time  employees  who  have  completed  the  introductory  period  are  eligible  to  receive 
vacation  time  as  follows:  0  to  1  year  of  service,  5  days;  1  to  5  years  of  service,  10  days;  5  to  1  5 
years  of  service,  15  days:  and  after  15  years  of  service,  20  days.  No  more  than  10  days  of  fully 
earned  vacation  may  be  carried  over  from  year  to  year.  Upon  termination  of  employment,  an 
employee  will  receive  equivalent  cash  reimbursement  for  any  accrued,  unused,  and  fully  earned 
vacation  leave.  Regular  full-time  employees  earn  1  day  of  sick  leave  per  complete  calendar  month.  A 
maximum  of  16  hours  of  sick  leave  may  be  used  as  personal  time.  Upon  termination  of  employment, 
no  payment  will  be  made  for  unused  sick  leave. 

2)  Litigation 

The  County  is  involved  in  a  litigation  matter  at  which  time  the  probable  outcome  is  not  readily 
obtainable.  The  county's  management  and  legal  counsel  anticipate  that  the  potential  claim  against 
the  county  not  covered  by  insurance,  if  any,  resulting  from  such  matter  would  not  materially  affect 
the  financial  position  of  the  county. 
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NOTE  6.     CLAIMS,  COMMITMENTS,  AND  CONTINGENCIES  (CONTINUED) 

3)  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs 

The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of  these 
grants,  when  performed,  could  result  in  the  disallowance  of  certain  costs.  Accordingly  such  audits 
could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the  grantor  agencies.  Management  believes  that  any 
required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary,  will  be  immaterial  and,  therefore,  no  provision  has  been 
made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for  the  potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 

NOTE  7.     RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction 
of  assets;  errors  and  omission;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk 
management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  There 
have  been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year  and  settlements  have  not 
exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insurance  Workers' 
Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through 
this  fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  to  provide  insurance  coverage  to  Missouri  counties. 
The  fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  reinsured  up  to  the  statutory  limit 
through  excess  insurance. 

NOTE  8.     LONG-TERM  DEBT 

The  County  had  the  following  debt  outstanding  at  December  31,  2012: 

A.  The  County  had  long-term  debt  outstanding  for  the  series  2004  Justice  Center  leasehold 
revenue  bonds  at  December  31 ,  201  2  of  $3,680,000  maturing  in  2020  as  follows: 

Year  Ended  December  31,  Principal   Interest 


2013 

$ 

495,000  $ 

179,103 

2014 

480,000 

154,990 

2015 

465,000 

130,420 

2016 

450,000 

106,630 

2017 

430,000 

83,750 

2018-2020 

1,360,000 

1 14,045 

Totals 

$ 

3,680,000  $ 

768,938 

Subsequent  to  December  31,  2012,  the  County  refinanced  and  refunded  its  leasehold  revenue 
bond  certificates  on  the  Justice  Center  in  March  2013  with  Commerce  Bank  being  the  paying 
agent.  The  proceeds  of  the  lease  refunding  certificates  of  participation  were  $2,380,000  less 
the  underwriting  discount  of  $30,125  or  $2,349,875,  which  was  deposited  into  a  separate 
account  at  Commerce  Bank.  An  additional  amount  totaling  $13,300  of  the  proceeds  would 
be  withheld  to  pay  costs  of  issuance  for  the  transaction.  In  March  2013,  the  amount  of 
$400,000  from  the  proceeds  from  the  Series  2004  Debt  Service  Reserve  Fund  would  be 
deposited  also  to  the  Refunding  Certificate  Escrow  Account  leaving  an  amount  of  $2,736,575 
(after  discount  and  costs)  to  purchase  the  state  and  local  government  securities  of 
$2,334,030  and  to  invest  the  remainder  in  a  U.S.  Treasury  Security.  The  excess  funds  of 
$2,545  were  returned  to  the  county. 
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NOTE  8.     LONG-TERM  DEBT  (CONTINUED) 


On  April  1,  2014,  the  Series  2013  Refunding  Certificate  Escrow  Account  will  prepay 
$2,305,000  of  the  Series  2004  leasehold  revenue  bonds  and  the  $400,000  will  be  used  to 
prepay  the  remaining  $400,000  of  the  Series  2004  leasehold  revenue  bonds  maturing  April  1 , 
2020.  After  April  1,  2014,  the  Series  2004  bonds  will  cease  to  exist.  The  county  pays  the 
principal  and  interest  for  the  long-term  debt  out  of  the  revenues  generated  from  the  sales  tax 
approved  by  the  voters  in  April  2002. 

The  interest  rates  for  the  Certificates  of  Participation  Series  2013  vary  between  .85%  and 
2.1  %. 


The  approximate  annual  debt  service  requirements  for  the  Justice  Center,  including  principal 
and  interest  are  as  follows: 


Year  Ended  December  31,  Principal  Interest 

2013  $                           $  17,047 

2014  -  32,130 

2015  520,000  29,920 

2016  485,000  25,043 

2017  445,000  19,371 
2018-2020  930,000  19,691 


Totals  $         2,380,000    $  143,202 


B.  In  addition,  the  County  entered  into  a  lease-purchase  agreement  in  November  201 1  with  a 
local  bank  for  construction  of  a  storage  building  for  the  Circuit  Clerk  at  an  interest  rate  of 
3.43%  maturing  in  December  201  8.  No  advances  were  drawn  on  the  loan  in  201 1 .  In  201  2, 
$100,000  was  drawn  on  the  loan  less  an  annual  payment,  leaving  the  loan  balance  at 
$86,429  at  the  end  of  2012. 

The  approximate  annual  debt  service  requirements  for  the  storage  building,  including  principal 
and  interest  are  as  follows: 


Year  Ended  December  31,  Principal  Interest 

2013  $  13,352  $  3,039 

2014  13,816  2,575 

2015  14,296  2,095 

2016  14,789  1,602 

2017  15,308  1,083 

2018   14,868   1,524 

Totals  $               86,429  $  11,918 


NOTE  9.  LEASES 


The  County  has  entered  into  the  following  lease  agreements: 


A.  In  March  2004,  the  County  entered  into  a  lease  agreement  for  a  storage  unit.  The  term  of 
the  tenancy  is  month-to-month  and  the  County  pays  $30  per  month  rent  for  the  storage  unit. 

B.  Randolph  County  along  with  the  counties  of  Chariton,  Howard,  Linn,  and  Macon  have  a  lease 
agreement  with  an  independent  company  for  the  rental  of  space  for  the  Public  Defender 
system.  The  lease  agreement  addendum  was  effective  October  1,  2009  to  provide  for 
additional  office  space.  Each  county  can  renew  the  lease  for  an  additional  three  successive 
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NOTE  9.      LEASES  (CONTINUED) 

one-year  periods  with  the  renewal  options  to  run  through  December  31,  2015.  Each  county 
will  pay  the  monthly  rental  rate  of  $2,500  per  month  through  December  31 ,  201  5. 

C.  In  January  201 1 ,  the  County  entered  into  a  lease  agreement  for  a  building  for  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney.  The  invoice  is  for  four  consecutive  one-year  terms  from  201  1  through  2015.  The 
County  pays  a  yearly  rental  of  $9,600  payable  in  quarterly  installments  of  $2,400.  The  owner 
of  the  building  is  a  brother  to  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  and,  therefore,  this  is  considered  to  be 
a  related  party  transaction. 

D.  The  County  entered  into  a  lease  agreement  in  March  2012  to  run  May  1  2012  through  April 
30,  201  5  for  the  rental  of  its  farm  land  at  a  price  of  $5,250  per  year. 


NOTE  10.    SUBSEQUENT  EVENT 

In  April  2013,  voters  in  Randolph  County,  Missouri,  approved  a  local  use  tax  on  out-of-state 
purchases  at  the  same  rate  as  the  total  local  sales  tax  rate  of  1.00%.  The  tax  goes  into  effect  on 
July  1,  2013. 
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Federal 
CFDA 
Number 


Federal  Grantor/Pass-Through  Grantor/Program  Title 


Pass-Through 
Entity 
Identifying 
Number 


and  Non-Entitlement  Grants  in  Hawaii 


2010-PF-21 


Federal  Expenditures 
Year  Ended  December  31 


2012 


201 1 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 
Passed  through  state: 

Department  of  Economic  Development  - 
14.228  Community  Development  Block  Grants/State's  Program  2008-DI-27 


9,700  $  89,258 
91,229  221,848 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Passed  through  state: 

Missouri  Department  of  Public  Safety- 
16.575  Crime  Victim  Assistance 

16.588  Violence  Against  Women  Formula  Grants 

16.738  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  Justice  Assistance  Grant 

Program 


2010-  VOCA-061-SE 

201 1-  WAWA-018-SE 


2009  JAG-025,  2009  JAG-028  $ 
2009  JAG-028,  201 0  JAG-030  $ 


15,459     $  23,198 

51,855    $  48,022 

$  59,806 
118,403  $ 


Cape  Girardeau  County 
16.580  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  State  and  Local  Law 

Enforcement  Assistance  Discretionary  Grants  Program 


2010-LBG-078 


8,982 


U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Passed  through  state: 

Highway  and  Transportation  Commission  - 
20.205  Highway  Planning  and  Construction 

U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOMELAND  SECURITY 
Passed  through  state: 

Department  of  Public  Safety- 
97.036  Disaster  Grants  -  Public  Assistance  Grants 

(Presidentially  declared  disasters) 


BRO-021 


175-99175-00 


23,088 


39,984 


Total  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 


$     286,646    $  514,186 


SEE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  THE  SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  OF  FEDERAL  AWARDS 
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NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

A.  PURPOSE  OF  SCHEDULE  AND  REPORTING  ENTITY 

The  accompanying  Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  has  been  prepared  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-133.  This  circular  requires  a  schedule  that  provides  total  federal 
awards  expended  for  each  federal  program  and  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance  (CFDA) 
number  or  other  identifying  number  when  the  CFDA  information  is  not  available. 

The  schedule  includes  all  federal  awards  administered  by  Randolph  County,  Missouri. 

B.  BASIS  OF  PRESENTATION 

The  accompanying  schedule  of  expenditures  of  federal  awards  is  presented  in  accordance  with  OMB 
Circular  A-133,  which  defines  federal  financial  assistance  as  assistance  that  non-federal  entities 
receive  or  administer  in  the  form  of  grants,  loans,  loan  guarantees,  property  (including  donated 
surplus  property),  cooperative  agreements,  interest  subsidies,  insurance,  food  commodities,  direct 
appropriations,  and  other  assistance,  but  does  not  include  amounts  received  as  reimbursement  for 
service  rendered  to  individuals. 

Federal  award  means  Federal  financial  assistance  and  Federal  cost-reimbursement  contracts  the  non- 
Federal  entities  receive  directly  from  Federal  awarding  agencies  or  indirectly  from  pass-through 
entities.  It  does  not  include  procurement  contracts,  under  grants  or  contracts,  used  to  buy  goods  or 
services  from  vendors. 

C.  BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

The  schedule  is  presented  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  which  recognizes  amounts  only  when 
disbursed  in  cash. 

D.  MATCHING  REQUIREMENTS 

Certain  Federal  programs  require  that  the  County  contribute  non-federal  funds  (matching  funds)  to 
support  the  federally-funded  programs.  The  County  has  complied  with  the  matching  requirements. 
The  expenditure  of  non-federal  matching  funds  is  not  included  on  the  schedule. 


NOTE  2.  SUBRECIPIENT 

The  County  provided  a  federal  award  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 
Community  Development  Block  Grants/State's  Program  and  Non-Entitlement  Grants  in  Hawaii,  CFDA 
No.  14.228,  passed  through  the  state  Department  of  Economic  Development  totaling  $98,958  to  the 
local  community  college.  The  federal  awards  were  used  for  planning/capacity  building  by  the  college. 
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September  3,  2013 


REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND 
ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


To  the  County  Commission 

and  Officeholders  of 
Randolph  County,  Missouri 


We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the 
financial  statements  of  the  various  county  funds  of  Randolph  County,  Missouri,  as  of  and 
for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements,  which  collectively  comprise  Randolph  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial 
statements  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  September  3,  2013. 


Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Randolph 
County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the 
audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our 
opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the 
effectiveness  of  Randolph  County,  Missouri's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not 
express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Randolph  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding 
paragraph  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be 
material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or 
significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs,  we  identified  certain  deficiencies 
in  internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses  and  significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not 
allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material 
weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  such  that  there 
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IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS  (CONTINUED)  

is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial  statements  will  not 
be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  We  consider  the  deficiency  described  in 
the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  to  be  a  material  weakness  as  item  12- 
01. 

A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is 
less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged 
with  governance.  We  consider  the  deficiencies  described  in  the  accompany  schedule  of  findings  and 
questioned  costs  to  be  significant  deficiencies  as  items  12-02  and  12-03. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Randolph  County's  financial  statements 
are  free  of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of 
laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct 
and  material  effect  on  the  determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an 
opinion  on  compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit  and,  accordingly,  we 
do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our  tests  disclosed  an  instance  of  noncompliance  or 
other  matters  that  is  required  to  be  reported  under  Government  Auditing  Standards,  and  which  is 
described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  as  item  12-04. 

Randolph  County,  Missouri's  Responses  to  Findings 

Randolph  County,  Missouri's  responses  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  are  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  Randolph  County,  Missouri's  responses 
were  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and, 
accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  responses. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in 
accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and 
compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission, 
others  within  the  entity,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office,  federal  awarding  agencies,  and  pass- 
through  entities  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these 
specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE  FOR  EACH  MAJOR  PROGRAM 
AND  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  COMPLIANCE 
REQUIRED  BY  OMB  CIRCULAR  A-133 

To  the  County  Commission 
and  Officeholders  of 
Randolph  County,  Missouri 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


Report  on  Compliance  for  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

We  have  audited  Randolph  County,  Missouri's  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance 
requirements  described  in  the  OMB  Circular  A-1 33  Compliance  Supplement  that  could  have 
a  direct  and  material  effect  on  Randolph  County,  Missouri's  major  federal  program  for  the 
years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011.  Randolph  County,  Missouri's  major  federal 
program  is  identified  in  the  summary  of  auditors'  results  section  of  the  accompanying 
schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs. 


Management's  Responsibility 

Management  is  responsible  for  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  laws, 
contracts,  and  grants  applicable  to  its  federal  programs. 

Auditors'  Responsibility 


regulations, 


Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  compliance  for  Randolph  County,  Missouri's 
major  federal  program  based  on  our  audit  of  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred 
to  above.  We  conducted  our  audit  of  compliance  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America;  the  standards  applicable  to  financial 
audits  contained  in  Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States;  and  OMB  Circular  A-133,  Audits  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and  Non- 
profit Organizations.  Those  standards  and  OMB  Circular  A-133  require  that  we  plan  and 
perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  noncompliance  with  the 
types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material 
effect  on  a  major  federal  program  occurred.  An  audit  includes  examining,  on  a  test  basis, 
evidence  about  Randolph  County,  Missouri's  compliance  with  those  requirements  and 
performing  such  other  procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

We  believe  that  our  audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion  on  compliance  for  the 
major  federal  program.  However,  our  audit  does  not  provide  a  legal  determination  of 
Randolph  County,  Missouri's  compliance. 

Unmodified  Opinion  on  Each  Major  Federal  Program 

In  our  opinion,  Randolph  County,  Missouri,  complied,  in  all  material  respects,  with  the  types 
of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above  that  could  have  a  direct  and  material  effect  on 
its  major  federal  program  for  the  years  ended  December  31 ,  201 2  and  201 1 . 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE  WITH  REQUIREMENTS 
THAT  COULD  HAVE  A  DIRECT  AND  MATERIAL  EFFECT  ON  EACH  MAJOR 
PROGRAM  AND  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  COMPLIANCE  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  OMB  CIRCULAR  A-133  (CONTINUED) 


Other  Matters 

The  results  of  our  auditing  procedures  disclosed  an  instance  of  noncompliance,  which  is  required  to 
be  reported  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-133  and  which  is  described  in  the  accompanying 
schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  as  item  12-04.  Our  opinion  on  the  major  federal  program 
is  not  modified  with  respect  to  this  matter. 

Randolph  County,  Missouri's  response  to  the  noncompliance  finding  identified  in  our  audit  is 
described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  Randolph  County, 
Missouri's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  compliance 
and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  response. 

Report  on  Internal  Control  Over  Compliance 

Management  of  Randolph  County,  Missouri,  is  responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining  effective 
internal  control  over  compliance  with  the  types  of  compliance  requirements  referred  to  above.  In 
planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  compliance,  we  considered  Randolph  County,  Missouri's 
internal  control  over  compliance  with  the  types  of  requirements  that  could  have  a  direct  and 
material  effect  on  each  major  federal  program  to  determine  the  auditing  procedures  that  are 
appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  compliance  for  each 
major  federal  program  and  to  test  and  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  in  accordance  with 
OMB  Circular  A-133,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of 
internal  control  over  compliance.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of 
Randolph  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  compliance. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  over  compliance  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the 
preceding  paragraph  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over 
compliance  that  might  be  material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material 
weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  discussed 
below,  we  identified  a  certain  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  that  we  consider  to  be  a 
significant  deficiency. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control 
over  compliance  does  not  allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their 
assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance 
requirement  of  a  federal  program  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over 
compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  such 
that  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  material  noncompliance  with  a  type  of  compliance 
requirement  of  a  federal  program  will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected,  on  a  timely 
basis.  We  do  not  consider  the  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs  as  item  12-04  to  be  a  material  weakness. 

A  significant  deficiency  in  internal  control  over  compliance  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of 
deficiencies,  in  internal  control  over  compliance  with  a  type  of  compliance  requirement  of  a  federal 
program  that  is  less  severe  than  a  material  weakness  in  internal  control  over  compliance,  yet 
important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with  governance.  We  consider  the  deficiency 
in  internal  control  over  compliance  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and 
questioned  costs  as  item  12-04  to  be  a  significant  deficiency. 

Randolph  County,  Missouri's  response  to  the  internal  control  over  compliance  finding  identified  in 
our  audit  is  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  questioned  costs.  Randolph 
County,  Missouri's  response  was  not  subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of 
compliance  and,  accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  response. 

The  purpose  of  this  report  on  internal  control  over  compliance  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our 
testing  of  internal  control  over  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing  based  on  the  requirements 
of  OMB  Circular  A-133.  Accordingly,  this  report  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 
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This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission, 
others  within  the  entity,  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office,  federal  awarding  agencies,  and  pass- 
through  entities  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these 
specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 
(INCLUDING  MANAGEMENT'S  PLAN  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 

SECTION  I  -  SUMMARY  OF  AUDITORS'  RESULTS 


Financial  Statements 

Type  of  auditors'  report  issued: 

Internal  control  over  financial  reporting: 
Material  weakness(es)  identified? 

Significant  deficiency(ies)  identified? 

Noncompliance  material  to  financial  statements 
noted? 

Federal  A  wards 

Internal  control  over  major  programs: 
Material  weakness(es)  identified? 
Significant  deficiency(ies)  identified? 


Qualified 


yes 
yes 

yes 


 yes 

_X  yes 


No 

none  reported 


no 


_X  No 

 none  reported 


Type  of  auditors'  report  issued  on  compliance  for 
major  programs: 

Any  audit  findings  disclosed  that  are  required  to  be 
reported  in  accordance  with  Section  .510(a)  of  OMB 
Circular  A-133? 

Identification  of  major  programs: 

Program  Title 


CFDA 
Number 


Unmodified 


yes 


No 


14.228 


Community  Development  Block  Grants/State's  Program  and  Non- 
Entitlement  Grants  in  Hawaii 


Dollar  threshold  used  to  distinguish  between  Type  A 

and  Type  B  programs:  $300,000 


Auditee  qualified  as  a  low-risk  auditee? 


Yes 


no 
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SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  (CONTINUED) 
(INCLUDING  MANAGEMENT'S  PLAN  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


SECTION  II  -  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

This  section  includes  the  audit  findings  that  Government  Auditing  Standards  require  to  be  reported  for 
an  audit  of  financial  statements. 

MATERIAL  WEAKNESSES  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 

12-01        County  Budget  Documents  Materially  Misstated  County's  Financial  Statements 

Condition:  The  County's  budget  documents  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 
materially  misstated  and  did  not  include  various  receipt  and  expenditure  classifications  in 
various  county  funds  as  follows: 

A.  The  County  has  not  prepared  budget  documents  or  financial  statements  for  the  Justice 
Center  Bond  Accounts  Fund.  The  total  sales  tax  collections  for  this  fund  for  2012  and 

2011  totaled  $1,263,428  and  $1,257,186,  respectively.  The  bond  principal  and  interest 
payments  for  2012  and  201 1  totaled  $707,603  and  $690,398,  respectively. 

B.  Property  tax  collections  from  the  railroad  and  utility  taxes  were  misclassified  in  2012  as 
Other  Revenues  in  the  General  Revenue  Fund  instead  of  being  classified  under  Property 
Tax.  The  total  railroad  and  utility  property  tax  collections  totaled  $161,181  and  were 
reclassified  in  the  audit  report. 

C.  The  County  did  not  allocate  any  interest  revenue  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  in  201 1 
and  $3,553  of  interest  collected  on  delinquent  taxes  was  included  with  interest  revenue 
in  the  General  Revenue  Fund  for  2012  when  it  should  have  been  classified  with  property 
tax  revenue. 

D.  Expenditures  from  the  emergency  fund  classification  within  the  General  Revenue  Fund  on 
the  budget  document  reported  $60,610  for  2011.  The  actual  documented  emergency 
expenditures  from  the  county's  accounting  system  showed  only  $31,900  overstating  the 
emergency  expenditures  and  misclassifying  other  expenditures  by  $28,710. 

E.  The  County  did  not  prepare  budget  documents  or  financial  statements  for  the  Community 
Development  Block  Grants  received  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  for 

2012  and  201 1  totaling  approximately  $414,832.  One  grant  was  used  for  and  by  a  local 
community  college  while  a  second  one  was  used  for  a  federal  bridge  program. 

Due  to  the  misclassifications  on  the  budget  documents  the  financial  statements  have  not  been 
adjusted,  other  than  the  railroad  and  utility  taxes,  to  properly  state  receipts  and  disbursements  and 
the  cash  balances  for  the  various  funds. 

Criteria:  Strong  internal  controls  over  financial  information  require  that  receipts  and  expenditures 
be  properly  classified  within  the  respective  funds  and  an  independent  review  performed  of 
the  budget  documents  to  ensure  that  the  classifications  of  receipts  and  expenditures  are 
proper. 

Cause:  The  County  had  a  lack  of  controls  over  the  preparation  of  the  budget  documents  and  a 
lack  of  independent  verification  of  amounts  recorded  on  the  budget  documents. 

Effect:  The  budget  documents  presented  to  the  public  and  submitted  to  the  State  Auditor's 
Office  contained  material  misstatements  of  financial  amounts  in  various  classifications  of 
receipts  and  disbursements  within  various  county  funds  or  did  not  include  all  applicable 
funds.  Financial  information  presented  in  the  published  financial  statements  is  also  not 
accurately  stated  for  the  general  public. 
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SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  (CONTINUED) 
(INCLUDING  MANAGEMENT'S  PLAN  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION) 
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Recommendation: 


The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  respective  officials  take  more  care  in 
preparation  of  the  budget  document  each  year  to  ensure  that  the  classifications  of 
receipts  and  expenditures  within  the  various  funds  are  properly  stated  and  that  budget 
documents  are  prepared  for  all  funds  as  required  or  necessary. 


Condition:  The  financial  statements  of  the  County  as  represented  in  the  annual  budget  document  do 


not  present  the  proper  amount  of  transfers  between  the  various  county  funds.  Total 
amounts  reflected  on  the  budget  documents  for  actual  transfers  in  do  not  agree  with  total 
actual  transfers  out  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011.  Transfers  out 
from  the  Collector  Tech  Fund  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  for  $15,000  and  $10,000  in 
2012  and  2011,  respectively,  were  not  shown  on  the  budget  document.  These  amounts 
have  been  adjusted  on  the  audited  financial  statements  to  properly  reflect  the  transfers. 


Criteria:  Strong  internal  controls  over  financial  statements  require  that  transfers  in  and  out  are 
properly  reported  in  the  various  funds  and  are  in  balance. 

Cause:  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  did  not  consider  the  importance  of  balancing 
the  budgeted  and  actual  amounts  of  transfers  in  and  out  between  the  various  funds. 

Effect:  The  transfers  in  and  out  between  various  county  funds  are  not  in  balance  on  the  budget 
documents  filed  with  the  state  and  misstate  the  financial  statements  presented  by  the 
county. 

Recommendation: 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  should  ensure  both  budgeted  and  actual 
transfers  to  and  from  other  funds  are  in  agreement  each  year. 

1 2-03  Budgetary  Procedures  and  Published  Financial  Statements  Not  in  Compliance  With  State 
Law 

Condition:  We  noted  the  following  issues  with  the  County's  budgeting  process  during  our  audit: 

A.  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  other  County  officials  did  not  exercise 
adequate  budgetary  control  over  eight  funds  during  the  audit  period.  Expenditures  were 
approved  for  payment  that  exceeded  the  approved  budget  for  the  following  funds  as 
shown  below: 


SIGNIFICANT  DEFICIENCIES  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 


12-02 


Accounting  for  Transfers  Need  Improvement 


Fund 


Year 


Amount 


General  Revenue 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 
Law  Enforcement  Training 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check 


201 1 
2012 
201 1 
2012 
201 1 
2012 
201 1 
2012 
2012 
201  1 


$ 


21,362 


393 
95 
5,589 


12,536 


Cemetery  Trust 


800 
800 
3,058 
7,277 
1,301 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Grant 
Justice  Center 
Sheriff  Restitution 
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Court  Appointed  Special  Advocate  (CASA)       2012  95 

2011  131 

B.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  did  not  prepare  budget  documents  for  the 
Justice  Center  Bond  Accounts  Fund  and  the  Sheriff  Conceal  and  Carry  Weapons  (CCW) 
Fund  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011  and  Prosecuting  Attorney 
Delinquent  Tax  Fund  for  the  year  ended  December  31 ,  201 1 . 

C.  The  County  Commission  budgeted  a  deficit  cash  balance  for  the  following  funds  as  shown 
below: 


Deficit 

Fund                              Year  Amount 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training                    2012  $  3,154 

2011  1,499 

User                                                     2012  8,992 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Grant                       2012  4,657 

Sheriff  Restitution                                   2012  1,965 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax           2012  1,001 


D.  The  published  financial  statements  did  not  include  the  Justice  Center  Bond  Accounts  Fund 
in  201  2  or  201 1  as  required  by  state  law. 

Criteria:  Section  50.540  RSMo,  requires  that  a  budget  be  prepared  for  all  county  funds  and  that 
the  budget  be  revised  prior  to  authorizing  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  budget.  Section 
50.540  RSMo,  also  states  the  estimated  ending  fund  balance  cannot  be  a  deficit  balance. 
Section  50.815  RSMo  requires  that  published  financial  statements  show  a  summary  of 
receipts,  disbursements,  transfers,  beginning  and  ending  cash  balances,  and  a  summary  of 
warrants  of  each  fund  of  the  county. 

Cause:  County  officials  did  not  consider  the  importance  of  preparing  proper  amended  budgets  and 
preparing  budget  documents  in  2012  and  201 1  for  all  applicable  County  operating  funds. 

Effect:  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  other  County  officials  did  not  follow  state  law 
on  the  preparation  of  budget  documents  and  expenditures  of  funds. 

Recommendation: 

A.  The  County  Commission  should  not  approve  expenditures  in  excess  of  budgeted  amounts. 
The  County  Commission  should  properly  amend  the  budgets  in  a  public  meeting  when 
unforeseen  circumstances  arise  that  necessitate  increased  expenditures  in  any  fund. 

B.  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  other  county  officials  properly  prepare  annual 
budgets  for  all  county  funds  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

C.  The  County  Commission  cease  budgeting  a  deficit  cash  balance  in  any  county  funds. 

D.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  should  assure  the  published  financial 
statements  include  all  funds. 
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SECTION  III  -  FEDERAL  AWARD  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS 


1 2-04        Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards 


Federal  Grantor: 

Pass-Through  Grantor: 
Federal  CFDA  Number: 
Program  Title: 
Pass-Through  Entity 
Identifying  Number: 
Award  Year: 
Questioned  Costs: 


U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  U.S.  Department 

of  Justice  and  U.S.  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Various 

14.228,  16.575,  16.588,  16.738  and  97.036 
Various 

Various 

2012  and  201 1 
N/A 


Condition:  The  County  does  not  have  procedures  in  place  to  report  accurate  grant  information  on  the 
Schedule  of  Expenditures  of  Federal  Awards  (SEFA).  The  County  reported  only  a  few 
grants  totaling  $90,919  for  201  1  and  did  not  report  any  grant  information  on  the  SEFA 
for  2012  meaning  that  the  County  took  no  time  at  all  in  preparing  the  SEFA  or  did  not 
understand  how  to  prepare  it. 

The  County  Clerk  indicated  that  all  officials  did  not  provide  their  SEFA  information  to  him 
in  order  to  prepare  the  SEFA  schedule  properly.  As  a  result  of  audit  procedures,  the 
County  is  required  to  have  an  A-133  audit  because  total  federal  expenditures  for  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2011  exceeded  $500,000.  The  SEFA  presented  in  the  audit  report 
has  been  prepared  and  adjusted  to  reflect  the  federal  grant  award  expenditures  for  201 1 
and  2012. 


The  SEFA  prepared  by  the  county  for  201  1  included  only  the  BRO  federal  bridge  program, 
Violence  Against  Women  Formula  Grants  program,  and  the  Edward  Byrne  Memorial  State 
and  Local  Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Discretionary  Grants  program.  The  County  had 
other  areas  of  federal  awards  that  also  should  have  been  included  on  the  SEFA  as  follows: 


 Program  or  Grant  Monies  Received    201  2   201 1 

Disaster  -  Public  Assistance  from  FEMA  $  -  $  39,984 

Crime  Victims  Assistance  15,459  23,198 

Violence  Against  Women  Formula  Grants  51,855 
Drug  Task  Force  reimbursements  1  18,403  59,806 

Community  Development  Block  Grants  from  DED   100,929         31 1 ,106 

Totals  $  286,646  $  434,094 


The  county  had  two  Community  Development  Block  Grants  in  which  one  was  passed 
through  for  a  program  at  the  local  community  college  while  the  other  was  administered  by 
an  outside  agency  for  a  county  bridge  program.  The  county  had  set  up  a  separate 
account  through  the  County  Treasurer  for  this  activity  but  did  not  include  a  fund  within 
the  budget  system  to  present  on  the  county's  budget  document. 

Criteria:  Section  .310(b)  of  Circular  A-133,  Audit  of  States,  Local  Governments,  and  Non-profit 
Organizations,  requires  the  County  to  prepare  a  SEFA  for  the  period  covered  by  the 
County's  financial  statements.  The  County  is  required  to  submit  the  SEFA  to  the  State 
Auditor's  Office  as  part  of  the  annual  Budget. 

Cause:  The  County  did  not  understand  how  to  prepare  and  to  take  the  appropriate  time  to 
prepare  the  SEFA  properly  by  gathering  all  federal  grant  information  from  all  officials. 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  QUESTIONED  COSTS  (CONTINUED) 
(INCLUDING  MANAGEMENT'S  PLAN  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Effect:        The  County's  SEFA  was  incorrectly  prepared  and  misstated  by  the  County. 
Recommendation: 

Compilation  of  the  SEFA  requires  consulting  County  financial  records  and  requesting 
information  from  other  departments  and/or  officials.  The  County  should  take  steps  to 
ensure  all  departments  and/or  officials  properly  track  federal  awards  to  ensure  all  federal 
awards  with  the  appropriate  CFDA  numbers  and  grant  titles  are  properly  reported  on  the 
SEFA. 

Auditee's  Response: 

Randolph  County  will  implement  all  necessary  policies  and  procedures  to  comply  with  the  auditor's 
four  recommendations. 
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RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
FOLLOW-UP  ON  PRIOR  AUDIT  FINDINGS  FOR  AN 
AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  this  section  reports  the  auditor's  follow-up  on 
the  action  taken  by  Randolph  County,  Missouri,  on  the  applicable  findings  in  the  prior  audit  report 
issued  for  the  two  years  ended  December  31 ,  201 0  and  2009. 

Financial  Statement  Preparation  (Prior  auditors'  finding  No,  1) 

Auditors  may  continue  to  assist  clients  with  the  preparation  of  the  financial  statements  but  such 
assistance  is  at  least  indicative  of  a  significant  deficiency. 

Status:  Not  implemented.  Because  of  the  continued  problems  with  the  county's  financial 
statements  the  county  should  review  the  budgets  and  financial  statements  more 
thoroughly.  See  current  finding  12-01 . 

Documentation  of  County's  Internal  Controls  Has  Not  Been  Prepared  (Prior  auditors'  finding  No,  2) 
Status:  Implemented.  A  new  internal  control  policy  manual  has  been  written. 

No  Formal  Fraud  Risk  Assessment  Is  In  Place  (Prior  auditors'  finding  No,  3) 
Status:  Implemented. 

The  County  Does  Not  Have  a  Written  Investment  Policy  (Prior  auditors'  finding  No,  4) 
Status:  Implemented. 

The  County  Does  Not  Report  the  Activity  of  the  Four  Bank  Accounts  From  Commerce  Trust  (Prior 
auditors'  finding  No,  5) 

Status:  Not  implemented.  See  current  finding  1 2-01 . 

The  Assessor's  Office  Does  Not  Correctly  Account  for  Interfund  Transfers  (Prior  auditors'  finding  No, 
6) 

Status:  Implemented. 

Lack  of  Segregation  of  Duties  in  the  Collector's  and  Treasurer's  Offices  (Prior  auditors'  finding  No,  7) 


Status:  Implemented.  The  Treasurer  and  Collection  have  segregated  duties  to  the  extent 
possible. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


City  of  Liberal 


September  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  City  of  Liberal 


Accounting  Controls,  The  city  does  not  segregate  accounting  duties,  and  the  Board  of  Aldermen 

Procedures  and  Records  ^oes  not  Provide  any  independent  or  supervisory  review  of  the  City  Clerk's 

work.  The  city  does  not  have  a  consistent  receipting  procedure  and  does  not 
always  timely  record  or  deposit  monies  received.  Some  disbursements  were 
not  recorded  accurately  in  the  accounting  system,  but  were  recorded  at 
wrong  amounts  or  in  the  wrong  fund.  Other  disbursements  were  not  posted 
to  the  accounting  system,  and  some  were  posted  to  the  system  twice.  Audit 
staff  found  serious  problems  with  bank  reconciliations,  resulting  in  a 
$151,330  difference  between  the  adjusted  bank  balance  and  book  balance, 
and  the  city  issued  over  100  checks  which  were  not  signed  by  a  Board 
member. 


The  city  has  not  performed  a  formal  review  of  water,  sewer,  gas,  electric, 
and  trash  rates,  providing  less  assurance  that  utility  rates  are  set  at  an 
appropriate  level.  The  city  had  not  performed  a  reconciliation  of  total 
gallons  of  water  billed  to  gallons  of  water  pumped  until  we  brought  it  to 
their  attention.  In  addition,  city  water  usage  is  not  tracked,  making  it 
difficult  to  perform  a  proper  reconciliation.  The  city  conducted  a 
reconciliation  for  the  February  2013  billing  cycle  which  revealed  a 
discrepancy  of  755,431  gallons  (32  percent  of  water  pumped).  The  City 
Clerk  has  the  ability  to  make  adjustments  to  the  utility  computer  system 
without  approval,  which  is  a  significant  control  weakness.  A  monthly  list  of 
utility  deposits  on  hand  is  not  prepared  and  reconciled  to  the  deposit  payable 
balance  in  the  general  ledger.  At  our  request  a  list  of  utility  deposits  was 
prepared  as  of  April  8,  2013,  and  the  total  differed  from  the  city's  general 
ledger. 

Disbursements  The  city  does  not  have  a  formal  bidding  policy  and  did  not  solicit  bids  for 

numerous  services  and  purchases  during  2012,  including  $52,450  for  tree 
trimming,  $44,027  for  natural  gas,  and  $42,701  for  gas  system  maintenance, 
repairs  and  installations.  The  city  did  not  maintain  documentation  to  support 
the  allocation  of  expenses  among  funds  and  did  not  maintain  invoices  for 
some  purchases.  The  city  lacks  adequate  procedures  to  review  invoices  and 
document  receipt  of  goods  and  services.  Audit  staff  found  a  duplicate 
payment  totaling  $1,055  for  police  equipment;  the  city  has  since  received  a 
refund  from  the  vendor.  The  city  does  not  reconcile  fuel  billings  and  fuel 
purchases  or  have  procedures  to  ensure  fuel  use  is  proper.  Mayor  Garrett 
approved  timesheets  of  and  signed  payroll  checks  written  to  his  wife,  which 
created  an  actual  or  the  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest,  and  the  city  did 
not  document  its  reasons  for  classifying  the  Mayor's  wife  as  an  independent 
contractor  rather  than  an  employee. 


Utility  System  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Payroll  Controls 


A  former  City  Clerk  received  a  $4,020  check  for  accrued  sick  leave  and  a 
$2,010  check  for  accrued  vacation  leave,  but  the  city  did  not  maintain  any 


leave  records  to  support  these  final  payments,  and  the  city  overpaid  the 
former  City  Superintendent  $2,306  for  vacation  and  sick  leave  upon 
termination.  The  same  former  City  Clerk  and  former  City  Superintendent 
were  paid  $220  and  $210,  respectively,  from  the  Park  and  Cemetery  Funds, 
but  the  city  had  no  documentation  to  support  these  additional  payments,  and 
these  payments  were  not  included  on  the  employees'  W-2  forms  or  subjected 
to  payroll  tax  withholdings.  The  city  failed  to  timely  remit  payroll  taxes  due 
for  the  period  August  15  to  October  15,  2012,  to  the  IRS  and  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Revenue,  resulting  in  $718  in  penalties  and  interest. 

Annual  budgets  do  not  contain  all  elements  required  by  state  law  and  are  not 
approved  timely.  A  2011  budget  amendment  was  approved  in  February 
2012,  well  after  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  and  the  city  had  already  overspent 
the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund,  Electric  Fund,  Gas  Fund  and  Cemetery  Fund 
budgets  before  the  amendment  was  prepared.  The  city  did  not  publish 
financial  statements  in  2012  or  2011,  as  required  by  state  law. 

The  Board  did  not  retain  notification  or  tentative  agendas  for  some 
meetings.  The  Board  discussed  some  issues  in  closed  meetings  which  were 
not  allowable,  and  open  meeting  minutes  do  not  record  a  roll  call  vote  of  the 
Board  to  enter  into  closed  session.  The  city  has  not  adopted  ordinances  to 
establish  the  compensation  of  city  officials  or  employees;  to  establish  water, 
sewer,  gas,  electric,  and  trash  rates;  or  to  address  utility  service  shutoff 
practices. 

Capital  Assets  The  city  does  not  maintain  records  for  its  capital  assets,  does  not  tag  assets 

for  specific  identification,  and  does  not  conduct  an  annual  physical 
inventory. 


Budgetary  Procedures  and 
Financial  Reporting 


Agendas,  Meetings,  and 
Ordinances 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
City  of  Liberal,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor  was  petitioned  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  to  audit  the  City  of  Liberal.  We  have 
audited  certain  operations  of  the  city  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The  city  engaged  Davis,  Lynn,  &  Moots, 
P.C.,  Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  city's  financial  statements  for  the  years  ended 
December  31,  2012  and  2011.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  report  and 
substantiating  working  papers  of  the  CPA  firm  for  the  year  ended  December  31,2011,  since  at  the  time  of 
our  audit,  the  CPA  firm's  audit  of  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  was  not  complete.  The  scope  of  our 
audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of 
our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  city's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  city,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  city's  management  and  its  audited  financial  report  and  was  not 
subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  city. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of 
Liberal. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Pamela  Allison  Tillery,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  David  Olson 
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City  of  Liberal 

Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

1.  Accounting 
Controls, 
Procedures,  and 
Records 


1 . 1  Segregation  of  duties 


There  are  numerous  weaknesses  with  accounting  controls  and  procedures. 

The  city  had  significant  turnover  in  the  City  Clerk  position  from  July  2012 
through  February  2013,  which  may  have  caused  some  of  these  weaknesses. 
The  same  person  served  as  City  Clerk  from  1989  to  July  16,  2012.  Mayor 
Garrett's  wife  served  as  acting  City  Clerk  from  July  16  to  August  27,  2012, 
and  again  from  November  27,  2012,  to  February  4,  2013,  to  temporarily  fill 
in  due  to  vacancies  in  the  City  Clerk  position.  Another  individual  served  as 
City  Clerk  from  August  27  until  November  27,  2012.  The  current  City  Clerk 
has  been  employed  since  February  4,  2013. 

There  is  no  segregation  of  the  accounting  functions,  and  the  Board  does  not 
provide  any  independent  or  supervisory  reviews.  Had  reviews  been 
performed,  many  of  the  errors  noted  below  may  have  been  identified.  The 
City  Clerk  is  responsible  for  receiving,  recording,  and  depositing  monies; 
reconciling  bank  accounts;  preparing  invoices  for  payment;  issuing  checks; 
and  posting  entries  into  the  accounting  system.  Additionally,  the  City  Clerk 
performs  utility  billing  procedures  and  payroll  related  duties.  Many  of  these 
duties  would  normally  be  performed  by  a  City  Treasurer  and  City  Collector; 
however,  the  city  does  not  have  individuals  serving  in  these  positions. 


Proper  segregation  of  duties  helps  ensure  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Attorney  General's  Opinion 
No.  24,  1955  to  Dodds,  concluded  that  in  a  fourth-class  city,  the  holding  of 
the  positions  of  City  Clerk,  City  Treasurer,  and  City  Collector,  or  any  two  of 
these  offices,  by  the  same  person  at  the  same  time  would  be  incompatible.  If 
segregating  duties  is  not  possible,  a  timely  supervisory  review  by  the  Board 
of  Aldermen  should  be  performed  and  documented. 


1 .2  Receipting,  recording, 
and  depositing 
procedures 


The  city's  receipting,  recording,  and  depositing  procedures  are  poor.  As  a 
result,  there  is  no  assurance  all  monies  collected  are  properly  receipted, 
recorded,  or  deposited. 

•  Rediform  prenumbered  receipt  slips  rather  than  official  prenumbered 
receipt  slips  are  issued  for  non-utility  monies  received.  The  city  utilizes 
several  different  records/methods  to  receipt  utility  monies  received,  and 
all  pertinent  details  of  monies  received  are  not  documented  on  utility 
billing  stubs.  Unnumbered  official  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  some 
utility  payments  received,  unnumbered  unofficial  receipt  slips  are  issued 
for  utility  deposits  received,  and  utility  billing  stubs  used  to  record  some 
utility  payments  do  not  document  the  date  payments  are  received.  In 
addition,  receipt  slips  and  utility  stubs  do  not  always  indicate  the 
method  of  payment  received.  Further,  receipt  slips  are  not  issued  for 
some  park  monies  received. 
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City  of  Liberal 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


•  Monies  received  are  not  always  recorded  timely  in  the  accounting 
system  or  deposited  timely.  For  example,  12  utility  receipts  totaling 
$2,201  received  between  February  17  and  February  24,  2012,  were  not 
recorded  in  the  accounting  system  until  March  1,  2012,  and  29  utility 
receipts  totaling  $6,902  received  between  February  17  and  February  28, 
2012,  were  not  deposited  until  March  5,  2012. 

Failure  to  implement  adequate  receipting,  recording,  and  depositing 
procedures  increases  the  risk  that  loss  or  misuse  of  monies  received  will  go 
undetected  and  accounting  records  will  contain  errors. 

1 .3  Accounting  records  The  city  does  not  maintain  accurate  accounting  records.  As  a  result,  reports 

generated  from  the  accounting  system  cannot  be  relied  upon  by  city  officials 
when  making  decisions. 

•  Some  disbursements  were  not  accurately  recorded  in  the  accounting 
system.  For  example,  a  $10,875  check  issued  on  August  24,  2012,  was 
recorded  in  the  accounting  system  as  $108.75,  a  $2,025  check  issued  on 
August  6,  2012,  was  recorded  in  the  accounting  system  for  $624,  and 
the  same  check  number  issued  on  both  September  27,  2012  and  October 
23,  2012,  was  recorded  in  the  accounting  system  for  both  $91  and 
$2,507.  Additionally,  some  disbursements  were  posted  to  the  wrong 
fund.  For  example,  the  city  purchased  electricity  to  be  sold  to  its 
customers  costing  $38,671  in  August  2012,  but  the  disbursement  was 
erroneously  posted  to  the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund  instead  of  the  Electric 
Fund. 

•  Some  disbursements  were  not  posted  to  the  accounting  system,  and 
some  disbursements  were  posted  to  the  accounting  system  twice.  For 
example,  at  least  45  accounts  payable  checks  totaling  over  $45,000  were 
not  posted  to  the  accounting  system,  and  check  number  23908  issued  for 
$263  was  posted  to  the  accounting  system  twice. 

•  We  reviewed  the  December  3 1,  2012,  bank  reconciliation  and  identified 
numerous  and  significant  problems,  resulting  in  a  difference  of 
$151,330  between  the  adjusted  bank  balance  and  book  balance. 
Numerous  checks  totaling  $289,253  were  listed  as  outstanding,  but  had 
previously  cleared  the  bank  account  or  were  errors.  In  addition,  83 
deposits  and  credits  totaling  $227,228  were  listed  as  uncleared 
transactions,  but  had  previously  cleared  the  bank  account  or  were  errors. 
Eighteen  adjustments  at  a  net  total  of  $213,355  were  also  listed  as 
uncleared  transactions.  Legitimate  deposits  in  transit  totaling  $3,607  and 
an  outstanding  check  totaling  $482  were  not  recorded  on  the  city's  bank 
reconciliation.  Additionally,  some  deposits  were  recorded  as  checks  and 
some  checks  were  recorded  as  deposits  on  the  bank  reconciliation. 
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Further,  differences  existed  between  the  December  31,  2012,  reconciled 
bank  balance  and  the  book  balance  recorded  in  the  accounting  records 
of  the  Park  Fund  and  Cemetery  Fund.  The  Park  Fund's  reconciled  bank 
balance  was  $9,189  while  the  book  balance  was  $8,416,  resulting  in  a 
difference  of  $773.  The  Cemetery  Fund's  reconciled  bank  balance  was 
$3,039  while  the  book  balance  was  $2,500,  resulting  in  a  difference  of 
$539. 

Accurate  and  complete  financial  information  is  necessary  for  the  Board  to 
make  informed  decisions  and  to  provide  residents  with  reliable  information 
about  city  finances.  Inaccurately  recorded  transactions  make  it  more 
difficult  to  detect  loss  or  misuse  of  funds. 

1.4  Check  signers  The  Board  does  not  have  adequate  controls  over  bank  accounts  and 

disbursements.  While  dual  signatures  are  required  on  all  city  checks,  of  250 
checks  issued  during  the  period  January  1,  2012,  to  May  15,  2012,  118  were 
signed  by  the  City  Clerk  and  City  Superintendent  and  not  a  Board  member. 
These  checks  totaled  over  $140,000.  Ideally  the  first  signature  should  be 
that  of  the  check  preparer  and  the  second  signature  should  be  that  of  a  Board 
member  to  show  review  and  approval  of  the  disbursement.  With  two  non- 
board  members  signing  the  checks,  the  control  provided  by  dual  signatures 
is  diminished. 

To  ensure  adequate  controls  exist  over  bank  accounts  and  disbursements, 
the  Board  of  Aldermen  should  require  at  least  one  member  of  the  Board  to 
sign  all  checks. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

1.1  Consider  appointing  separate  individuals  to  the  position  of  City 
Clerk,  City  Collector,  and  City  Treasurer  to  adequately  segregate 
duties.  If  this  is  not  possible,  the  Board  of  Aldermen  should  perform 
and  document  reviews  of  the  City  Clerk's  work. 

1 .2  Ensure  official  prenumbered  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  all  monies 
received  and  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  is  accounted 
for  properly.  The  method  of  payment  should  be  documented  and  the 
composition  of  receipts  reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits. 
Additionally,  the  Board  should  ensure  receipts  are  posted  to  the 
accounting  system  and  deposited  timely. 

1 .3  Ensure  accounting  records  are  accurately  maintained. 

1 .4  Require  at  least  one  member  of  the  Board  to  sign  all  checks. 
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AllditCC'S  RcSpOIlSC  B°at"d  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1.1  The  Board  and  Mayor  will  provide  closer  oversight  of  the  City 
Clerk's  work.  The  Board  will  compare  receipts  to  deposits  each 
month  and  checks  to  invoices  and  related  accounting  records.  The 
Board  plans  to  implement  these  changes  immediately. 

1.2  The  City  Clerk  will  begin  using  pre-numbered  official  receipt  slips 
to  record  all  city  collections  including  utilities,  the  numerical 
sequence  of  receipt  slips  issued  will  be  accounted  for  at  the  time  of 
deposit,  the  method  of  payment  will  be  recorded  on  each  receipt 
slip,  and  the  composition  of  receipt  slips  will  be  agreed  to  the 
composition  of  related  deposits,  and  these  procedures  will  be 
implemented  immediately.  The  Board  and  Mayor  will  ensure 
receipts  are  posted  to  the  city's  computer  system  and  deposited 
timely. 

1.3  We  believe  we  currently  have  the  accounting  records  under  control. 
The  Board  and  Mayor  will  work  together  with  the  City  Clerk  to 
review  accounting  records  for  accuracy  each  month  from  this  point 
forward. 

1.4  We  now  currently  have  two  Aldermen,  the  Mayor  and  the  City  Clerk 
on  the  checking  account,  and  two  signatures  are  required  on  all 
checks. 


There  are  significant  weaknesses  in  city  operations  related  to  utility 
services.  The  city  provides  utility  services  to  approximately  420  customers. 
According  to  the  city's  audited  financial  statements,  during  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2011,  the  city  collected  approximately  $170,000,  $552,000, 
and  $232,000  in  water  and  sewer  (including  trash  fees),  electric,  and  natural 
gas  fees,  respectively. 

The  city  has  not  performed  a  formal  review  of  water,  sewer,  gas,  electric, 
and  trash  rates,  and  as  a  result,  there  is  less  assurance  utility  rates  are  set  at 
an  appropriate  level.  The  city  increased  water,  sewer,  gas,  and  trash  rates  in 
September  2012.  According  to  the  city's  independent  audit  report,  the  Water 
and  Sewer  Fund,  Electric  Fund,  and  Gas  Fund  incurred  an  operating  net 
income  (loss)  of  ($29,724),  $125,847,  and  $52,525,  respectively,  for  the 
year  ended  December  3 1,  201 1. 

Section  67.042,  RSMo,  provides  that  fees  may  be  increased  if  supported  by 
a  statement  of  costs,  which  shows  the  increase  is  necessary  to  cover  costs  of 
providing  the  service.  Water,  sewer,  electric,  gas,  and  trash  fees  are  user 
charges  which  should  cover  the  cost  of  providing  the  related  services.  The 
city  should  perform  a  detailed  review  of  its  utility  costs,  including 


2.  Utility  System 
Controls  and 
Procedures 

2.1  Utility  rates 
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depreciation  and  debt  service  costs,  and  set  rates  to  cover  the  total  cost  of 
operation.  Preparing  a  statement  of  costs  would  not  only  allow  the  city  to 
determine  the  rates  necessary  to  support  current  and  future  operations,  but 
also  provide  documentation  to  customers  of  the  rationale  behind  the  rates. 
Such  rate  studies  should  be  performed  periodically. 

2.2  Water  reconciliation  The  city  had  not  performed  a  reconciliation  of  total  gallons  of  water  billed 

to  gallons  of  water  pumped  until  we  brought  this  to  the  attention  of  the 
Utility  Superintendent.  The  city  then  performed  a  reconciliation  for  the 
period  from  January  10  to  February  10,  2013.  In  addition,  city  water  usage 
is  not  tracked,  and  without  this  information  the  city  cannot  properly  perform 
the  reconciliation.  The  February  reconciliation  showed  the  city  pumped 
2,391,000  gallons  of  water  and  billed  customers  for  1,635,569  gallons,  a 
difference  of  755,431  gallons  or  32  percent  of  water  pumped.  This 
significant  difference  is  indicative  of  water  loss  issues  and/or  possible 
unbilled  usage,  and  indicates  a  need  for  follow  up. 

Monthly  reconciliations  of  gallons  of  water  billed  to  gallons  of  water 
pumped  and  tracking  city  water  usage  is  necessary  to  help  detect  significant 
water  loss  and  ensure  all  water  use  is  properly  billed.  According  to  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  water  industry  goal  for  unaccounted 
for  water  is  10  percent  or  less.1 

The  City  Clerk  posts  adjustments  to  the  utility  computer  system  without 
always  obtaining  independent  approval  or  adequate  documentation  to 
support  the  reason  for  the  adjustments.  During  June  2012,  adjustments  were 
made  resulting  in  an  overall  reduction  to  utility  account  balances  of  $7 1 1 . 
Because  the  City  Clerk  is  responsible  for  all  accounting  functions  (see  MAR 
finding  number  1),  the  ability  to  make  adjustments  without  approvals 
represents  a  significant  control  weakness. 

Requiring  someone  independent  of  receipting  and  recording  functions  to 
review  and  approve  adjustments,  and  requiring  proper  supporting 
documentation  be  maintained  for  such  adjustments  would  help  ensure  all 
adjustments  are  valid. 

The  city  does  not  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  utility  deposits  on  hand  and 
reconcile  the  list  to  the  deposit  payable  balance  in  the  general  ledger.  New 
customers  are  required  by  ordinance  to  pay  a  refundable  deposit  before 
receiving  utility  service.  At  our  request,  the  City  Clerk  prepared  a  list  of 
utility  deposits  on  hand  as  of  April  8,  2013.  The  list  of  utility  deposits 


2.3  Adjustments 


2.4  Utility  deposits 


United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  "Using  Water  Efficiently:  Ideas  for 
Utilities,"  http://www.epa.gov/watersense/pubs/utilities.html,  accessed  on  April  8,  2013. 
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totaled  $30,325  and  the  deposit  payable  balance  in  the  city's  general  ledger 
totaled  $27,034,  resulting  in  a  difference  of  $3,291. 

Monthly  reconciliations  of  the  list  of  deposits  to  the  deposit  payable  balance 
are  necessary  to  ensure  deposits  are  properly  recorded  and  are  sufficient  to 
meet  liabilities.  Any  discrepancies  should  be  promptly  investigated  and 
resolved. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

2.1  Document  formal  reviews  of  utility  rates  periodically  to  ensure 
revenues  are  sufficient  to  cover  all  costs  of  providing  these  services 
and  to  support  any  rate  increases. 

2.2  Ensure  all  water  use  is  properly  metered,  gallons  of  water  pumped 
is  reconciled  to  gallons  billed  monthly,  and  investigate  any 
significant  differences. 

2.3  Require  someone  independent  of  the  utility  system  review  and 
approve  all  adjustments,  and  ensure  documentation  is  retained 
supporting  such  adjustments. 

2.4  Ensure  a  list  of  utility  deposits  on  hand  is  prepared  and  reconciled 
monthly  to  the  deposit  payable  balance  in  the  general  ledger.  Any 
discrepancies  should  be  investigated  and  resolved. 

Allditee'S  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2. 1  The  Mayor  and  Board  will  perform  a  review  of  water,  sewer,  gas, 
electric,  and  trash  rates  to  ensure  they  are  set  at  an  appropriate 
level  and  will  retain  documentation  of  these  reviews.  The  Board  and 
Mayor  will  make  a  decision  concerning  rate  increases  in  the  near 
future. 

2.2  We  have  currently  been  metering  city  utilities,  and  are  reconciling 
gallons  of  water  pumped  to  gallons  billed  monthly.  We  are  trying  to 
get  a  handle  on  the  water  usage  loss  issue. 

2.3  The  Mayor  and  Board  are  planning  to  work  with  the  City  Clerk  on 
adjustments.  These  adjustments  will  be  approved  by  more  than  one 
person,  and  documentation  of  the  reason  for  the  adjustment  will  be 
retained.  The  changes  will  be  implemented  immediately. 

2.4  The  City  Clerk  will  begin  using  pre-numbered  receipts  for  all  utility 
collections,  and  this  change  will  be  implemented  immediately.  The 
City  Clerk  has  been  working  diligently  on  correcting  the  list  of 
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utility  deposits  from  customers,  and  is  trying  to  reconcile  it  to  the 
deposit  payable  balance  in  the  general  ledger.  There  is  still  some 
work  to  be  made  in  this  area,  but  we  are  confident  we  are  making 
great  progress. 


3.  Disbursements 


Controls  and  procedures  over  city  disbursements  are  in  need  of 
improvement. 


3.1  Procurement  procedures    The  city  does  not  have  a  formal  bidding  policy  and  did  not  solicit  bids  for 

numerous  services  and  purchases  made  during  the  year  ended  December  3 1 , 
2012,  including: 


Item  or  Service  Cost 


Tree  trimming  (annual) 

$  52,450 

Natural  gas  (annual) 

44,027 

Gas  system  maintenance,  repairs,  and 

installations  (annual) 

42,701 

Utility  system  construction  and  repair 

projects  (annual) 

20,688 

Transformers 

9,653 

Fuel  (annual) 

9,509 

Utility  system  repairs  and 

maintenance  (annual) 

7,008 

Formal  bidding  procedures  for  major  purchases  or  services  provide  a 
framework  for  economic  management  of  city  resources  and  help  ensure  the 
city  receives  fair  value  by  contracting  with  the  lowest  or  best  bidders. 
Competitive  bidding  also  helps  ensure  all  parties  are  given  an  equal 
opportunity  to  participate  in  city  business. 

3.2  Allocation  of  expenses       The  city  does  not  maintain  documentation  to  support  the  allocation  of 

expenses  among  funds.  The  cost  of  the  independent  audit  was  allocated  1/4 
to  the  General  Fund,  1/4  to  the  Electric  Fund,  and  1/2  to  the  Water  and 
Sewer  Fund  during  2012,  and  none  of  these  costs  were  allocated  to  the  Gas 
Fund  or  Cemetery  Fund,  which  were  also  reported  in  the  audit. 
Additionally,  there  was  no  basis  to  support  how  payroll  related  expenses  for 
employees  performing  multiple  functions  such  as  the  City  Clerk,  City 
Superintendent,  and  maintenance  workers  were  allocated  among  the  various 
city  funds.  Without  proper  basis  and  support,  it  is  unclear  whether  the 
expense  allocation  is  reasonable  as  compared  to  job  tasks  of  those 
performing  multiple  functions. 

Proper  allocation  of  expenses  and  payroll  is  necessary  for  the  city  to 
accurately  determine  the  results  of  operations  of  specific  activities,  thus 
enabling  the  city  to  establish  the  level  of  taxation  and/or  user  charges 
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3.3  Supporting 
documentation 


necessary  to  meet  all  operating  costs.  Documentation  and  periodic 
reevaluation  of  allocations  is  important  to  ensure  their  validity. 

Invoices  were  not  maintained  for  transformers  costing  $9,653,  credit  card 
purchases  made  during  March  2012  totaling  $2,679,  and  utility  system 
repairs  and  maintenance  costing  $2,124. 

To  ensure  obligations  were  actually  incurred  and  amounts  paid  were  proper, 
all  disbursements  should  be  supported  by  paid  receipts,  itemized  vendor 
invoices  or  other  detailed  documentation  with  payment  information  clearly 
indicated. 


3.4  Disbursement  review 


Procedures  used  to  review  invoices  and  document  receipt  of  goods  and 
services  need  improvement.  We  identified  a  duplicate  payment  of  $1,055 
for  police  equipment.  The  equipment  invoice  was  originally  paid  June  13 
and  then  again  on  July  30,  2012.  The  city  has  since  received  a  refund  from 
the  vendor.  Additionally,  documentation  acknowledging  receipt  of  goods 
for  items  was  not  indicated  on  many  of  the  invoices  paid  by  the  city. 


A  thorough  and  documented  review  of  disbursements  reduces  the  possibility 
of  duplicate  payments,  and  documentation  of  the  receipt  of  goods  or 
services  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  city  actually  received  the  items  or 
services. 


3.5  Fuel  use  and  purchases 


Controls  and  procedures  over  fuel  use  and  purchases  need  improvement. 
According  to  accounting  records,  the  city  purchased  $9,509  of  fuel  from  a 
local  gas  station  during  the  year  ended  December  3 1,  2012. 


3.6  Conflicts  of  interest  and 
employment 
classification 


•  Fuel  purchases  recorded  in  police  department  mileage  and  fuel  use  logs 
are  not  reconciled  to  fuel  billings  to  the  city. 

•  The  city  has  no  records  to  ensure  fuel  purchases  for  other  city 
equipment  and  vehicles  are  used  appropriately.  As  a  result,  fuel  use  is 
not  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases. 

Procedures  for  reviewing  fuel  use  and  reconciling  use  to  fuel  purchased  are 
necessary  to  ensure  the  reasonableness  and  propriety  of  fuel  use  and 
disbursements.  In  addition,  mileage  and  fuel  use  logs  are  necessary  to 
document  the  appropriate  use  of  equipment  and  vehicles  and  to  support  fuel 
charges.  Failure  to  account  for  fuel  purchases  could  result  in  theft  and 
misuse  of  fuel  going  undetected. 

Mayor  Garrett  signed  1 3  timesheets  approving  contract  payments  to  his  wife 
totaling  $6,340  and  signed  1 1  of  the  related  checks  totaling  $5,668  while 
serving  as  Mayor.  Mayor  Garrett's  wife  served  as  City  Clerk  (see  MAR 
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finding  number  1)  and  also  worked  for  the  city  assisting  other  City  Clerks  at 
other  times  during  the  period  July  2012  through  April  2013. 

In  addition,  the  city  had  not  documented  reasons  for  classifying  Mayor 
Garrett's  wife  as  an  independent  contractor  rather  than  an  employee.  The 
other  City  Clerks  were  classified  as  employees.  Payments  to  Mayor 
Garrett's  wife  were  reported  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS)  on  Forms 
1099-M1SC. 

The  former  Mayor  served  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  and  approving  his  wife's 
timesheets  and  signing  her  checks  created  an  actual  or  the  appearance  of  a 
conflict  of  interest.  In  addition,  Section  105.300,  RSMo,  defines  an  elected 
or  appointed  officer  or  employee  of  a  political  subdivision  as  an  employee 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  tax  purposes.  For  employees,  the  IRS 
requires  employers  to  report  compensation  on  W-2  forms  and  withhold  and 
remit  income  and  payroll  taxes.  Similarly,  Chapter  143,  RSMo,  includes 
requirements  for  reporting  wages  and  withholding  state  income  taxes.  State 
and  federal  laws  require  employers  to  pay  the  employer's  share  of  Social 
Security  and  Medicare  on  the  compensation  paid  to  employees. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

3.1  Establish  formal  bidding  policies  and  procedures,  including 
documentation  requirements  regarding  the  bids  or  quotes  received 
and  justification  for  the  bid  selected. 

3.2  Ensure  city  expenses  are  properly  allocated  to  the  applicable  funds 
and  allocations  are  supported  by  adequate  documentation. 

3.3  Maintain  adequate  supporting  documentation  for  all  disbursements. 

3.4  Ensure  all  invoices  are  adequately  reviewed,  and  all  invoices  are 
initialed  or  signed  by  an  employee  to  indicate  acceptance  of  goods 
or  services. 

3.5  Require  fuel  use  logs  be  maintained  for  all  city-owned  vehicles  and 
equipment,  and  ensure  logs  are  reviewed  for  accuracy  and 
reconciled  to  fuel  purchases.  Any  significant  discrepancies  should 
be  investigated. 

3.6  Closely  examine  city  transactions  to  identify  and  avoid  apparent  and 
actual  conflicts  of  interest.  The  Board  should  also  ensure  all  persons 
hired  by  the  city  are  properly  classified  as  employees  or  contract 
employees  in  compliance  with  state  and  federal  laws  and 
regulations,  and  all  compensation  paid  is  subject  to  income  and 
payroll  taxes  and  properly  reported. 
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AllditCC'S  RcSpOIlSC  B°at"d  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

3. 1  The  Board  and  Mayor  will  implement  a  bidding  policy  immediately. 

3.2  In  the  future,  we  will  maintain  documentation  to  support  the 
allocation  of  expenses  among  funds. 

3.3& 

3.4  The  Board  and  Mayor  believe  the  city  has  this  issue  under  control. 

3.5  In  the  future,  we  will  review  fuel  use  logs  maintained  by  the  police 
department  quarterly,  and  we  will  require  employees  to  maintain 
fuel  use  logs  on  other  city  equipment  and  vehicles  and  will  reconcile 
these  quarterly,  also. 

3.6  In  the  future,  we  will  review  transactions  closely  for  conflicts  of 
interest,  ensure  all  persons  hired  are  properly  classified,  and  ensure 
all  compensation  is  subject  to  income  and  payroll  taxes  and  is 
properly  reported. 


Controls  and  procedures  over  payroll  disbursements  and  other  related 
matters  need  improvement. 

No  documentation  was  retained  by  the  city  to  support  the  final  amounts  paid 
to  a  former  City  Clerk,  and  the  former  City  Superintendent  was  overpaid  for 
vacation  and  sick  leave  upon  termination. 

A  former  City  Clerk  received  two  final  paychecks  dated  July  16,  2012;  one 
for  accrued  sick  leave  totaling  30  days  or  $4,020,  and  one  for  accrued 
vacation  leave  totaling  15  days  or  $2,010;  however,  no  leave  records  were 
maintained  by  the  city  to  support  these  final  payments. 

The  former  City  Superintendent  received  two  final  paychecks  dated  May  18, 
2012;  one  for  accrued  sick  leave  hours  totaling  35  days  or  $6,521  and  one 
for  accrued  vacation  leave  hours  totaling  15  days  or  $2,795,  both  of  which 
included  days  in  excess  of  policy  maximums.  According  to  attendance 
records,  the  former  City  Superintendent  used  2.375  days  of  sick  leave  and  5 
days  of  "20 11"  vacation  days  from  January  to  May  2012.  According  to  city 
policy,  the  former  City  Superintendent  should  have  only  been  paid  for 
27.625  sick  days  or  $5,147  and  10  days  of  vacation  or  $1,863,  resulting  in 
an  overpayment  of  $2,306.  The  city's  personnel  policy  indicates  this 
employee  accrued  15  days  of  vacation  leave  annually,  and  vacation  leave 
cannot  accumulate  from  one  year  to  the  next.  It  also  indicates  this  employee 
accrued  5  sick  days  annually,  sick  leave  can  be  accumulated  up  to  30  days, 
and  any  sick  days  over  30  days  are  forfeited. 


4.  Payroll  Controls 

4.1  Final  paychecks 
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Without  leave  records,  the  Board  cannot  ensure  employee  leave  usage  and 
balances  are  accurate.  Leave  records  also  aid  in  determining  final 
compensation  for  employees  leaving  city  employment.  To  ensure  employees 
are  treated  equitably  and  are  properly  compensated,  strict  compliance  with 
personnel  policies  is  necessary. 

4.2  Additional  compensation  From  January  to  July  2012,  additional  compensation  totaling  $220  and  $210 

was  paid  to  a  former  City  Clerk  and  the  former  City  Superintendent, 
respectively,  from  the  Park  and  Cemetery  Funds;  however,  timesheets  or 
other  supporting  documentation  were  not  retained  to  support  this  additional 
compensation.  In  addition,  these  payments  were  not  included  on  the 
employees'  W-2  forms  and  were  not  subjected  to  payroll  tax  withholdings. 
Also,  it  is  unclear  how  the  work  performed  was  not  within  the  normal  job 
duties  of  these  employees.  Further,  three  of  the  checks  totaling  $90  were 
signed  by  the  former  City  Clerk  and  former  City  Superintendent  and  not  a 
Board  member. 

Any  overtime  or  additional  part  time  hours  worked  should  be  reported  on 
the  employees'  timesheets  and  compensated  as  such  to  ensure  compliance 
with  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  (FLSA).  The  city  should  amend 
these  employees'  W-2  forms  for  these  payments. 

4.3  Payroll  taxes  The  city  failed  to  remit  payroll  taxes  due  for  the  period  August  15  to 

October  15,  2012,  to  the  IRS  and  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue  timely, 
resulting  in  an  assessment  of  $718  in  penalties  and  interest. 

The  Internal  Revenue  Code  requires  Form  94 1  to  be  filed  with  the  IRS  on  a 
quarterly  basis  along  with  payment  of  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes 
withheld  from  the  employee  and  the  employer's  share,  as  well  as  federal 
income  taxes  withheld.  Similarly,  Chapter  143,  RSMo,  includes 
requirements  for  reporting  wages  and  withholding  state  income  taxes.  Good 
business  practices  require  the  city  to  make  timely  deposits  of  tax 
withholdings  to  avoid  unnecessary  penalties  and  interest. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

4.1  Ensure  future  final  paychecks  are  supported  by  proper 
documentation  and  are  in  compliance  with  city  personnel  policies, 
and  seek  reimbursement  of  overpayments. 

4.2  Ensure  additional  time  worked  is  reported  on  employee  timesheets 
and  compensated  properly.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  amend  the 
employees'  2012  W-2  forms. 

4.3  Ensure  payroll  taxes  are  remitted  to  the  appropriate  taxing  entity  on 
a  timely  basis. 
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AllditCC'S  RcSpOIlSC  ^he  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


4.1  The  Board  and  Mayor  are  working  with  the  City  Clerk  to  ensure 
proper  documentation  is  kept  in  regards  to  sick  days,  vacation  days, 
and  comp  time;  thus,  enabling  the  city  to  pay  employees  in  an 
accurate  manner.  The  Board  and  Mayor  will  consider  seeking 
reimbursement  of  overpayments. 


5.  Budgetary 
Procedures  and 
Financial 
Reporting 


5.1  Budgets 


4.2  In  the  future,  no  additional  compensation  will  be  given  for  duties 
conducted  during  normal  operating  hours.  We  will  contact  the  IRS 
and  amend  W-2  forms  for  the  time  period  they  recommend. 

4.3  The  Board  and  Mayor  will  ensure  that  payroll  taxes  are  being 
remitted  properly  and  on  a  timely  basis. 

The  city  does  not  comply  with  state  law  relating  to  budget  preparation, 
monitoring,  and  amendments  and  publishing  financial  statements. 


Annual  budgets  do  not  contain  all  elements  required  by  state  law  and  are  not 
approved  timely.  Budgets  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  201 1, 
did  not  include  a  budget  message,  actual  and  budgeted  amounts  for  the  2 
preceding  years,  and  beginning  and  ending  actual  and  estimated  cash 
balances.  The  budgets  only  included  projected  receipts  and  disbursements 
for  the  coming  year.  Additionally,  as  of  March  9,  2013,  the  2013  budget  had 
not  been  prepared  or  approved  by  the  Board,  and  the  2012  budget  was  not 
approved  by  the  Board  until  June  2012. 


Sections  67.010  to  67.080,  RSMo,  establish  requirements  for  the  format  of 
the  annual  operating  budget.  In  addition,  the  law  requires  if  a  new  budget  is 
not  adopted  by  the  beginning  of  the  new  year  then  the  Board  should  operate 
under  the  prior  year's  budget,  and  provides  that  no  expenditure  of  public 
monies  shall  be  made  unless  it  is  authorized  in  the  budget.  To  be  of 
maximum  benefit  to  the  taxpayers  and  the  city,  the  budget  should  be 
adopted  in  a  timely  manner. 

5.2  Budget  amendments  The  city  did  not  approve  a  2011  budget  amendment  until  February  2012, 

well  after  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  and  according  to  the  city's  accounting 
records  the  city  had  overspent  the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund,  Electric  Fund, 
Gas  Fund,  and  Cemetery  Fund  budgets. 


Section  67.040,  RSMo,  requires  political  subdivisions  to  keep 
disbursements  within  amounts  budgeted  and  allows  for  budget  increases, 
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after  the  governing  body  officially  adopts  a  resolution  setting  forth  the  facts 
and  reasons.  To  ensure  compliance  with  state  law,  the  Board  should 
properly  monitor  actual  disbursements  compared  to  budgeted  amounts  and 
formally  amend  the  budgets  before  the  related  disbursements  are  incurred. 

5.3  Financial  Statements  The  city  did  not  publish  financial  statements  in  2012  or  201 1  in  compliance 

with  state  law.  Section  79.160,  RSMo,  requires  the  Board  to  prepare  and 
publish  financial  statements  for  each  six  month  period  which  include  a  full 
and  detailed  account  of  the  receipts,  disbursements,  and  indebtedness  of  the 
city.  Section  79.165,  RSMo,  states  the  city  cannot  legally  disburse  funds 
until  the  financial  statements  are  published. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


Recommendations 


5.1       Prepare  budgets  timely  and  in  compliance  with  state  law. 


5.2       Prepare  and  approve  budget  amendments  prior  to  incurring  the 
related  disbursements. 


5.3  Ensure  financial  statements  are  published  in  accordance  with  state 
law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

5.1  The  Board,  Mayor  and  City  Clerk  will  make  sure  the  budget  is 
prepared  in  compliance  with  state  law  and  adopted  on  time. 

5.2  The  Board  and  Mayor  will  work  with  the  City  Clerk  to  prepare  and 
approve  any  budget  amendments  before  any  related  disbursements 
are  incurred. 


5.3       The  Board  and  Mayor  will  make  sure  the  city's  financial  statements 
are  published  every  six  months. 


£     A         A        1\/T     4-'  ^e  city  did  not  always  ensure  compliance  with  the  Sunshine  Law,  and 

O.   Agendas,  IVleenngS,  improvement  is  needed  with  ordinances. 

and  Ordinances 


6. 1  Agendas  The  Board  of  Aldermen  did  not  retain  notification  or  tentative  agendas  for 

some  meetings,  and  as  a  result,  the  city  cannot  demonstrate  compliance  with 
state  law.  Section  610.020,  RSMo,  requires  the  city  to  give  notice  at  least  24 
hours  in  advance  of  the  time,  date,  and  place  of  each  meeting,  and  its 
tentative  agenda,  in  a  manner  reasonably  calculated  to  advise  the  public  of 
the  matters  to  be  considered. 
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6.2  Meetings  The  Board  of  Aldermen  did  not  always  comply  with  the  Sunshine  Law. 

•  Based  upon  closed  meeting  minutes  documentation,  some  issues 
discussed  in  closed  meetings  were  not  allowable  under  the  Sunshine 
Law.  For  example,  trash  service  bids  were  opened,  discussed,  and 
approved  in  a  closed  meeting  on  March  20,  2012. 

•  Open  meeting  minutes  do  not  record  a  roll  call  vote  of  the  Board  of 
Aldermen  to  enter  into  closed  session. 

The  Sunshine  Law,  Chapter  610,  RSMo,  limits  discussions  in  closed 
meetings  to  only  those  specifically  allowed  by  law;  and  requires  minutes  to 
include  at  a  minimum  the  date,  time,  place,  members  present,  members 
absent  and  votes  taken,  including  roll  call  votes  before  closing  a  meeting. 

6.3  Ordinances  City  ordinances  are  not  complete. 

•  The  city  has  not  adopted  ordinances  to  establish  the  compensation  of 
city  officials  or  employees.  Sections  79.270  and  79.290,  RSMo,  require 
the  Board  of  Aldermen  to  fix  the  salaries  of  all  city  officials  and 
employees  by  ordinance. 

•  Ordinances  have  not  been  adopted  to  establish  water,  sewer,  gas, 
electric,  and  trash  rates  charged. 

•  The  city  has  not  adopted  ordinances  to  address  utility  service  shutoff 
practices.  Currently,  utility  service  is  shut  off  4  days  after  the  25th  of 
the  month,  if  a  partial  payment  has  not  been  received  on  delinquent 
accounts. 

Ordinances  represent  legislation  passed  by  the  Board  to  govern  the  city  and 
its  residents.  In  addition  to  meeting  statutory  requirements,  ordinances 
documenting  approved  salary  amounts  and  utility  procedures  help  ensure 
equitable  treatment  and  prevent  misunderstandings. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

6.1  Provide  proper  notice  of  meetings  and  ensure  appropriate  agendas 
are  posted  and  retained. 

6.2  Limit  discussions  in  closed  meetings  to  only  those  specifically 
allowed  by  law  and  record  roll  call  votes  to  enter  closed  session  in 
open  meeting  minutes. 

6.3  Ensure  ordinances  are  complete. 
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AllditCC'S  RcSpOIlSC  ^he  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

6.1& 

6.2       The  Board  believes  this  issue  is  under  control  at  this  time. 


7.  Capital  Assets 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


6.3  The  Board  and  Mayor  intend  to  prepare  an  ordinance  that 
addresses  fixed  salaries.  We  will  also  adopt  ordinances  to  establish 
water,  sewer,  gas,  electric,  and  trash  rates,  and  to  address  utility 
shutoff practices. 

The  city  does  not  maintain  records  for  its  capital  assets  including  buildings, 
utility  system  infrastructure,  equipment,  and  other  property.  Additionally, 
assets  are  not  tagged  for  specific  identification,  and  an  annual  physical 
inventory  is  not  performed. 

Adequate  capital  asset  records  and  procedures  are  necessary  to  provide 
controls  over  city  property;  safeguard  city  assets  that  are  susceptible  to  loss, 
theft,  or  misuse;  and  provide  a  basis  for  proper  financial  reporting  and 
insurance  coverage. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  property  records  are  maintained  that  include 
all  pertinent  information  for  each  asset  such  as  tag  number,  description, 
cost,  acquisition  date,  location  and  subsequent  disposition.  The  Board 
should  also  properly  tag,  number,  or  otherwise  identify  all  applicable  city 
property  and  conduct  and  document  an  annual  inventory. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  city  is  currently  working  on  an  inventory  system.  Though  there  are 
some  improvements  yet  to  be  made,  but  we  are  confident  we  will  succeed. 
We  will  also  consider  tagging  all  assets  and  will  document  an  annual 
inventory. 
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The  City  of  Liberal  is  located  in  Barton  County.  The  city  was  incorporated 
in  1880  and  is  currently  a  fourth-class  city.  The  city  employed  five  full-time 
employees  and  a  part-time  employee  on  December  31,  2012. 

City  operations  include  utility  services,  police,  recreational  services,  and  a 
city  cemetery. 

The  city  government  consists  of  a  mayor  and  four-member  board  of 
aldermen.  The  members  are  elected  for  2-year  terms.  The  mayor  is  elected 
for  a  2-year  term,  presides  over  the  board  of  aldermen,  and  votes  only  in  the 
case  of  a  tie.  The  Mayor  and  Board  of  Aldermen,  at  December  31,  2012,  are 
identified  below.  The  Mayor  is  paid  $100  per  month  and  $4  per  meeting, 
and  Board  of  Aldermen  members  are  paid  $4  per  meeting. 

Bobbie  Garrett,  Mayor 
Val  Clark,  Mayor  Pro-Tern 
John  Nicolas,  Alderman 
John  Knox,  Alderman 
Patsy  Yount,  Alderwoman 


Mayor  and  Board  of 
Aldermen 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Office  of  Lieutenant  Governor 


Recusal  To  avoid  any  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest,  the  State  Auditor  has 

recused  himself  from  all  reports  pertaining  to  the  Office  of  Lieutenant 
Governor.  Instead,  the  Deputy  State  Auditor  oversaw  the  procedures 
performed  by  the  State  Auditor's  professional  audit  staff  in  the  completion 
of  this  audit. 


Missouri  Waste  Report  The  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  is  in  the  process  of  creating  a  website, 

Missouri  Waste  Report,  for  the  public  to  report  suspected  misuse  of  public 
funds.  However,  except  for  concerns  related  to  specific  duties  provided  by 
state  law,  the  Lieutenant  Governor  lacks  the  statutory  authority  to 
investigate  public  concerns  regarding  the  suspected  misuse  of  taxpayer 
monies  or  to  create  a  website  or  telephone  hotline  for  that  purpose.  Because 
neither  state  law  nor  Governor  Executive  Orders  authorize  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  to  address  misuse  of  public  funds,  the  Lieutenant  Governor  lacks 
the  legal  authority  to  access  information  and  persons  necessary  to 
thoroughly  investigate  such  misuse  and  to  keep  allegations,  including  the 
identity  of  persons  reporting  concerns,  confidential  and  exempt  from  the 
Sunshine  Law. 

Moreover,  because  state  law  already  provides  other  elected  officials  and 
agencies,  such  as  the  State  Auditor,  the  Attorney  General,  the  Department  of 
Social  Services,  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations, 
Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  with  authority  to  investigate  fraud  and 
misuse  of  public  funds,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  Missouri  Waste  Report 
may  be  a  duplication  of  effort  and  a  waste  of  state  resources.  The  General 
Assembly  increased  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  fiscal  year  2014  personnel 
service  appropriation  by  $38,000  to  support  the  website;  through  luly  2013, 
the  office  had  spent  $2,700  and  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  campaign 
committee  paid  $1,189  for  the  website. 


Office  Controls,  Policies,  and  The  office  provided  pay  raises  to  employees  that  were  not  provided  to  other 
Procedures  state  empl°yees-  m  addition  to  the  2  percent  cost  of  living  adjustment  in 

luly  2012  given  to  all  state  employees  earning  less  than  $70,000  per  year, 
certain  Lieutenant  Governor  staff  received  raises  in  September  2010,  March 
2011,  and  January  2012,  representing  a  total  annual  increase  in  staff  salaries 
of  $44,953  (13  percent).  The  Lieutenant  Governor's  Director  of 
Administration  and  Director  of  Communications  have  the  ability  to  both 
enter  and  approve  expenditures  in  the  state  computerized  accounting  system 
without  review  or  approval  by  another  person,  and  employees  did  not 
receive  appraisals  during  the  3  years  ending  June  30,  2013. 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  issued  Report  No.  2011-31,  Lieutenant 
Governor  Reimbursement,  which  communicated  the  results  of  our  review  of 
the  Lieutenant  Governor's  calculation  and  reimbursement  to  the  state  of  all 
in-state  lodging  costs. 


Lieutenant  Governor 
Reimbursement 


We  determined  the  $52,030  reimbursement  amount  was  correct  based  upon 
the  assumptions  and  methodology  used  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor,  but 
indicated  the  Lieutenant  Governor  should  consider  making  additional 
reimbursements  due  to  (1)  coding  errors,  (2)  lodging  expenses  paid  to  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  by  other  state  agencies,  and  (3)  meal  costs  totaling 
$10,893.  On  July  8,  2011,  the  Lieutenant  Governor  reimbursed  the  state 
$1,888  related  to  coding  errors  and  reimbursements  paid  by  other  state 
agencies.  The  Lieutenant  Governor  did  not  reimburse  meal  costs  and 
assumed  that  any  potentially  questionable  meals  would  be  more  than  offset 
by  the  excessive  reimbursement  of  in-state  lodging,  and  our  findings  did  not 
dispute  this  assumption. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Honorable  Peter  Kinder,  Lieutenant  Governor 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

To  avoid  the  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest,  the  State  Auditor  has  recused  himself  from  participation 
in  this  audit  and  has  directed  the  Deputy  State  Auditor  to  oversee  procedures  performed  by  the  State 
Auditor's  professional  audit  staff.  We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Office  of  Lieutenant 
Governor,  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was 
not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2013,  2012,  and  2011.  The  objectives  of  our  audit 
were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  office's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  office's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

4.  Evaluate  the  extent  to  which  recommendations  included  in  our  prior  audit  report  were 
implemented. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  office;  inspection  of  capital  assets;  analysis  of 
comparative  data  obtained  from  external  and/or  internal  sources;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We 
obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit 
objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We 
tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and 
operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract 
or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed 
procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those 
provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  office's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  office. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  a  deficiency  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  In  addition,  the 
prior  recommendations  were  implemented  or  partially  implemented.  The  accompanying  Management 
Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Office  of  Lieutenant  Governor. 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Deputy  State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Toni  M.  Crabtree,  CPA 
Denise  Huddleston,  MBA 
Devin  Jackson 
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Office  of  Lieutenant  Governor 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

1.  Missouri  Waste 
Report 


Statutory  authority 


Duplication  of  effort 


The  Lieutenant  Governor  lacks  the  statutory  authority  to  create  a  website 
and  telephone  hotline  for  the  public  to  report  suspected  misuse  of  taxpayer 
monies,  or  for  his  office  to  investigate  allegations  of  misuse. 

The  office  is  in  the  process  of  establishing  a  website,  Missouri  Waste 
Report,  for  the  public  to  report  suspected  misuse  of  public  funds.  For  the 
year  ending  June  30,  2014,  the  General  Assembly  approved  increasing  the 
Lieutenant  Governor's  personnel  service  appropriation  by  approximately 
$38,000  to  support  the  website.  Through  July  2013,  the  office  has  spent 
approximately  $2,700  for  the  creation  of  the  website.  In  addition,  the 
Lieutenant  Governor's  campaign  committee  paid  $1,189  for  initial  set  up 
costs  related  to  the  website. 

Except  for  concerns  related  to  the  specific  duties  provided  by  state  law,  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  lacks  the  statutory  authority  to  investigate  public 
concerns  regarding  suspected  misuse  of  taxpayer  monies. 

The  Missouri  Constitution  provides  that  the  Lieutenant  Governor  is  the  ex 
officio  president  of  the  senate.  In  addition,  "...  on  the  death,  conviction, 
impeachment,  or  resignation,  of  the  governor,  the  lieutenant  governor  shall 
act  as  governor  .  .  .  ."  The  Lieutenant  Governor  may  also  act  as  Governor 
when  the  Governor  is  absent  from  the  state  or  has  other  disabilities.  Various 
sections  of  state  law  and  Governor  Executive  Orders  (EO),  provide  that  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  be  a  member  of  specific  boards  and  commissions  such 
as  the  Missouri  Tourism  Commission,  Missouri  Development  Finance 
Board,  Personal  Independence  Commission,  Missouri  Housing 
Development  Commission,  Board  of  Public  Buildings,  Board  of  Fund 
Commissioners,  Second  State  Capital  Commission,  Alzheimer's  State  Plan 
Task  Force,  and  Senior  Advocate  for  Missouri. 

Because  neither  state  law  nor  EOs  provide  the  Lieutenant  Governor  the 
authority  to  address  misuse  of  public  funds  (other  than  concerns  related  to 
specific  duties  provided  by  state  law),  the  Lieutenant  Governor  lacks  the 
legal  authority  to  access  information  and  persons  to  properly  investigate 
concerns  received.  In  addition,  no  statutory  authority  exists  related  to 
keeping  the  allegations  received,  including  the  identity  of  persons  reporting 
the  allegations,  confidential  and  not  subject  to  Chapter  610,  RSMo 
(Sunshine  Law). 

State  law  provides  various  other  state  elected  officials  and  agencies  with  the 
authority  to  investigate  fraud  and  misuse  of  public  monies.  For  example: 

•  Chapter  29,  RSMo,  explicitly  provides  the  State  Auditor's  office  with 
the  responsibility  for  receiving  and  investigating  reports  of  allegations 
of  improper  governmental  activities,  such  as  misappropriation, 
mismanagement,  waste  of  resources,  fraud,  and  violations  of  state  and 
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federal  laws,  rules,  or  regulations  and  adopting  policies  and  procedures 
for  the  investigation  or  referral  of  such  allegations.  In  addition, 
individuals  who  report  improper  governmental  activities  may  choose  to 
remain  anonymous,  unless  the  individual  consents  to  having  his/her 
identity  disclosed.  Audit  staff  may  not  reveal  any  information  secured  in 
the  course  of  any  audit  to  anyone  except  the  State  Auditor.  Violation  of 
this  duty  is  a  felony. 

•  Chapter  191,  RSMo,  provides  the  Office  of  Attorney  General,  Medicaid 
Fraud  Control  Unit,  the  statutory  authority  to  investigate  and  prosecute 
health  care  providers  that  defraud  the  Medicaid  program.  The  unit  may 
also  review  complaints  of  abuse  or  neglect  of  nursing  home  residents 
and  misappropriations  of  residents'  private  funds  in  these  facilities.  An 
employee  who  initiates,  assists  in,  or  participates  in  a  proceeding  or 
court  action  is  provided  whistleblower  protection. 

•  Chapter  208,  RSMo,  provides  the  Department  of  Social  Services  the 
statutory  authority  to  investigate  abuse,  fraud,  and  waste  committed  by 
public  assistance  recipients  and  health  care  providers  related  to  the 
Medicaid  program.  Reports  to  the  department  regarding  these  issues  are 
confidential.  Investigations  may  be  referred  to  appropriate  law 
enforcement  agencies. 

•  Chapter  287,  RSMo,  provides  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations,  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation  the  statutory  authority  to 
investigate  fraud  related  to  workers'  compensation  claims  and 
noncompliance  with  workers'  compensation  laws.  Reports  to  the 
department  regarding  these  issues  are  confidential.  These  cases  are 
referred  to  the  Office  of  Attorney  General  for  prosecution. 

These  state  agencies  typically  have  a  toll-free  phone  number,  as  well  as  mail 
and  email  addresses  where  the  public  can  lodge  concerns  regarding  the 
fraud,  abuse,  and  misuse  of  public  funds.  Some  agencies  also  have  an  on- 
line complaint  form  for  public  concerns. 

As  a  result,  it  appears  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  website  will  duplicate  the 
efforts/responsibilities  of  these  agencies,  and  may  represent  a  waste  of  state 
resources. 

Recommendation  The  Lieutenant  Governor  discuss  the  concerns  noted  with  the  General 

Assembly  and  decide  how  to  proceed.  If  the  Lieutenant  Governor  decides 
the  establishment  of  a  fraud  website  and  hotline  number  does  not  represent  a 
duplication  of  effort,  he  should  obtain  specific  statutory  authority  to  receive 
and  investigate  public  concerns  regarding  suspected  misuse  of  taxpayer 
monies,  and  the  authority  to  keep  such  allegations  confidential. 
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AuditCC'S  RcSpOIlSC  Historically,  the  functions  of  the  Office  of  Lieutenant  (Lt.)  Governor  have 

been  tailored  to  fit  the  personalities,  interests  and  goals  of  the  office  holder. 
The  current  Lt.  Governor  introduced  programs  like  the  Senior  Service 
Award,  the  Veterans  Service  Award,  and  the  non-official  role  of  advocate 
for  veterans'  interests  absent  statutory  authority  or  Executive  Order  to  do 
so.  Previously,  Lt.  Governors  have  used  their  office  for  a  variety  of  purposes 
absent  specific  authority.  For  instance  Lt.  Governor  Wilson  used  the  office 
to  serves  as  the  ombudsman  to  all  Missouri's  citizens.  (Auditor's  Report, 
3/2/2001) 

The  Office  of  Lt.  Governor  has  statutory  authority  to  serve  as  Missouri's 
"official  senior  advocate."  (Section  660.620,  RSMo)  In  that  role,  the  Office 
serves  as  a  clearinghouse  for  all  senior-related  issues  and  coordinates  with 
the  state's  long-term  care  ombudsman.  In  this  duty,  the  Office  has  the  power 
to  ".  .  .  conduct  a  suitable  investigation  into  any  actions  complained  of.  .  ." 
within  the  scope  of  authority  of  the  senior  citizen  advocate  and  relevant  to 
Missouri's  senior  community,  including  reports  of  wasteful  abuse  of 
taxpayer  dollars  detrimental  to  the  health  and  well-being  of  Missouri's 
seniors. 

The  Lt.  Governor  serves  as  an  advisor  and  ex  officio  member  of  several 
Missouri  boards  and  commissions,  many  of  which  vote  to  allocate  millions 
of  taxpayer  dollars  for  various  purposes.  (Sections  8.003,  33.300,  100.265, 
178.695,  191.115,  208.533,  215.020,  288.330,  311.620,  620.455,  and 
620.586,  RSMo)  The  Lt.  Governor  has  an  interest  by  virtue  of  his  position 
on  these  boards  to  ensure  taxpayer  dollars  are  spent  prudently. 

There  exists  precedent  in  the  Office  ofLt.  Governor  to  implement  programs 
and  initiatives  absent  statutory  or  executive  authority.  As  the  state's  official 
senior  advocate,  the  Lt.  Governor  has  statutory  power  to  investigate  claims 
made  to  the  office  relating  to  senior  issues.  This  would  include  allegations 
of  waste,  fraud  and  abuse  of  taxpayer  dollars  detrimental  to  our  already 
vulnerable  senior  citizens.  The  Lt.  Governor  votes  to  allocate  millions  in 
taxpayer  dollars  by  nature  of  his  placement  on  an  array  of  boards  and 
commissions,  and  it  is  well  within  his  interest  to  make  sure  those  dollars  are 
spent  wisely. 

The  Lt.  Governor  will  seek  legislation  to  keep  reports  of  waste  and  abuse 
confidential  within  Chapter  610,  RSMo  (Sunshine  Law)  to  ensure  honest 
and  open  reports. 


Certain  staff  received  pay  raises  at  a  time  when  other  state  employees  were 
not  receiving  pay  increases.  In  addition,  current  office  practice  does  not 
prevent  users  from  initiating  and  approving  transactions  in  the  state 
accounting  system,  and  the  office  does  not  prepare  performance  appraisals. 


2.  Office  Controls, 
Policies,  and 
Procedures 
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For  the  3  years  ending  June,  30,  2013,  office  expenditures  totaled 
approximately  $1.2  million. 

2.1  Salary  increases  The  office  provided  pay  raises  to  employees  that  were  not  provided  to  other 

state  employees. 

In  addition  to  a  2  percent  cost  of  living  adjustment  in  July  2012  (an  increase 
that  was  provided  to  state  employees  paid  less  than  $70,000  per  year), 
certain  Lieutenant  Governor  staff  received  raises  in  January  2012,  March 
2011,  and  September  2010.  These  raises  represented  an  annual  increase  in 
staff  salaries  totaling  $44,953,  or  a  13  percent  increase  to  employees. 

Given  the  recent  state  budget  constraints  and  that  other  state  employees 
have  generally  not  received  such  pay  increases,  the  office  should  re -evaluate 
the  reasonableness  and  necessity  for  these  salary  increases. 

The  Lieutenant  Governor's  Director  of  Administration  and  Director  of 
Communications  have  the  ability  to  both  enter  and  approve  expenditure 
transactions  in  SAM  II,  without  review  or  additional  approval  from  another 
party. 

According  to  office  management,  the  Director  of  Administration  usually 
enters  expenditure  transactions  and  the  Director  of  Communications 
approves  the  transactions  in  SAM  U.  In  addition,  although  the  Director  of 
Communications  indicated  that  he  approves  expenditures  before  the 
expenditures  are  entered  in  SAM  U,  he  does  not  document  his  approval  on 
invoices  or  other  supporting  documentation. 

By  allowing  users  to  enter  and  approve  transactions,  there  is  an  increased 
risk  that  inappropriate  or  unauthorized  transactions  may  be  processed. 
Documented  approval  of  expenditures  also  helps  ensure  expenditures  are 
properly  reviewed  and  approved. 

2.3  Performance  appraisals      The  office  does  not  require  performance  appraisals  be  prepared  for 

employees.  Employees  did  not  receive  appraisals  during  the  3  years  ending 
June  30,  2013. 

The  Office  Policies  and  Procedures  Manual  provides  that  the  Chief  of  Staff 
may  prepare  a  written  performance  review  of  staff  once  every  12  months,  on 
or  before  July  1 ,  each  year. 

Performance  appraisals  are  needed  to  adequately  evaluate  employee 
performance  and  provide  documented  feedback  to  employees.  Performance 
appraisals  also  assist  in  personnel  decisions. 


2.2  Transaction  approvals 
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Recommendations  The  0ffice  of  Lieutenant  Governor: 


2. 1       Discontinue  providing  pay  increases  over  and  above  those  provided 
to  other  state  employees  in  the  future. 


2.2  Ensure  SAM  II  users  do  not  have  the  ability  to  both  enter  and 
approve  transactions.  In  addition,  the  review  and  approval  of 
supporting  documentation  for  expenditures  should  be  documented. 


2.3  Complete  formal  documented  employee  performance  appraisals  on 
an  annual  basis. 

Auditee's  Response  2.1       Like  the  Governor,  the  Lt.  Governor  may  ".  .  .  within  the  limits  of 

appropriations  for  such  purpose  .  .  .  employ  and  fix  the 
compensation  of  a  secretary."  (Section  26.020,  RSMo)  This  gives 
the  Lt.  Governor  discretion  to  set  compensation  of  employees  as  he 
sees  fit  so  long  as  the  office  does  not  exceed  its  appropriation  limits. 
The  Lt.  Governor  has  never  exceeded  his  appropriation.  In  fact,  the 
Lt.  Governor  has  returned  unspent  taxpayer  dollars  to  General 
Revenue  each  fiscal  year  reviewed  by  the  Auditor,  totaling  $98,886. 
Further,  an  analysis  of  compensation  paid  to  employees  similarly 
situated  in  other  statewide  offices  shows  the  Lt.  Governor  routinely 
keeps  salaries  lower  than  his  statewide  counterparts.  This  was  also 
noted  and  applauded  by  the  Senate  Appropriations  Chairman  Kurt 
Schaefer  during  a  February  28,  2013  hearing  of  the  Office  of  Lt. 
governor  FY14  Budget. 

2.2  The  Office  of  Lt.  Governor  exhibited  fiscal  responsibility  and  sound 
control  at  each  test  conducted  by  the  Auditor.  The  Auditor  reviewed 
expenditures  for  three  years  totaling  $1.2  million  and  the  Auditor 
did  not  find  one  instance  of  an  undocumented,  unauthorized 
expenditure.  A  2010  audit  conducted  by  the  previous  Auditor 
spanning  FY08-FY10  totaled  $2.8  million  in  expenditures,  and  that 
Auditor  did  not  find  one  instance  of  an  undocumented,  unauthorized 
expenditure. 


The  Auditor  made  the  Administrator  aware  she  has  the  ability  in 
SAM  II  to  approve  and  enter  expenditures.  The  Administrator  did 
not  have  previous  knowledge  of  this  ability  and  thus  the 
Administrator  did  not  exercise  this  ability  at  any  time  in  the 
previous  three  fiscal  years.  The  Office  has  consulted  with  the  Office 
of  Administration  (OA)  to  remedy  the  problem  and  the 
Administrator  no  longer  has  the  ability  to  approve  and  enter 
expenditures  per  OA.  Documentation  is  available  upon  request. 
This  is  considered  implemented. 
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Even  though  Office  procedures  requires  independent  approval  of 
expenditures,  documentation  by  initialing  expenditure  approvals 
will  be  displayed  on  each  paid  bill  moving  forward.  This  is 
considered  implemented. 


2.3  The  Office  Policies  and  Procedures  Manual  provides  the  Chief  of 
Staff  may  prepare  a  written  performance  review  of  staff  once  every 
12  months.  This  policy  intentionally  leaves  the  decision  to  prepare  a 
written  performance  review  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Staff. 
During  the  scope  of  the  audit,  the  Office  of  Lt.  Governor  employed 
at  the  most  five  (5)  full-time  employees.  This  fosters  an  environment 
where  the  Chief  of  Staff  can  identify  and  address  any  and  all  issues 
arising  from  an  employee's  performance  daily.  Feedback  is 
provided  instantly.  However,  the  Office  will  complete  formal 
documented  performance  appraisals  on  an  annual  basis  and  modify 
the  Office  Policies  and  Procedures  Manual  to  reflect  the  change. 


3.  Lieutenant 
Governor 
Reimbursement 


On  July  6,  2011,  the  Office  of  State  Auditor  issued  Report  No.  2011-31, 
Lieutenant  Governor  Reimbursement.  The  report  communicated  the  results 
of  our  review  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  calculation  and  reimbursement 
of  all  in-state  lodging  costs  previously  paid  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor  or 
on  his  behalf  by  the  State  of  Missouri  from  January  2005  through  April 
2011. 


We  determined  the  reimbursement  amount  of  $52,030  was  calculated 
correctly  based  on  the  assumptions  and  methodology  used  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor.  However,  we  also  indicated  the  Lieutenant  Governor  should 
consider  making  additional  reimbursements  due  to  (1)  coding  errors  made 
by  his  office  within  the  state  accounting  system  which  netted  to  $1,472,  (2) 
lodging  expenses  totaling  $416  paid  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor  by  other 
state  agencies,  and  (3)  not  considering  meal  costs  totaling  $10,893  when 
calculating  the  reimbursement. 

On  July  8,  2011,  the  Lieutenant  Governor  reimbursed  the  state  $1,888 
related  to  coding  errors  and  reimbursements  paid  by  other  state  agencies. 
The  Lieutenant  Governor  did  not  reimburse  meal  costs  and  assumed  that 
any  possible  reimbursement  calculation  of  potentially  questionable  meals 
would  more  than  be  offset  by  the  excessive  reimbursement  of  in-state 
lodging.  The  findings  of  our  review  did  not  dispute  this  assumption. 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Auditor  does  not  dispute  the  Lt.  Governor's  assumption  that  his 
reimbursement  of  in-state  lodging  offsets  any  potential  "meal 
reimbursement. "  This  matter  is  considered  closed. 


Office  of  Lieutenant  Governor 
Follow-up  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 


Accounting  Controls, 
Records,  and  Procedures 


Recommendations 


This  section  reports  the  auditor's  follow-up  on  action  taken  by  the  Office  of 
Lieutenant  Governor  on  findings  in  the  Management  Advisory  Report 
(MAR)  of  our  prior  audit  report  issued  for  the  years  ended  June  30,  2010, 
2009,  and  2008. 

1.1  There  were  numerous  mathematical  errors  and  inconsistencies  in 
the  leave  and  compensatory  time  records  and  timesheets.  These 
error/inconsistencies  were  not  detected  because  the  information 
recorded  was  not  verified  when  timesheets  were  approved. 

1.2  There  was  no  independent  approval  of  purchase  transactions  in 
SAM  II.  The  Director  of  Administration  both  entered  and  approved 
all  purchase  transactions  in  SAM  II. 

The  Office  of  Lieutenant  Governor: 

1.1  Periodically  reconcile  leave  slips  to  timesheets,  and  timesheet  leave 
balances  to  SAM  II. 


Status 


1.2       Require  an  independent  approval  of  the  expenditure  transactions  in 
SAM  II. 

1 . 1  Implemented. 

1 .2  Partially  implemented.  See  MAR  finding  number  2. 
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The  lieutenant  governor  is  required  to  meet  the  same  qualifications  as  the 
governor.  The  lieutenant  governor  is  elected  for  a  four-year  term. 

Under  the  constitution,  the  lieutenant  governor  serves  as  the  ex  officio 
president  of  the  Missouri  Senate.  In  addition,  upon  the  governor's  death, 
conviction,  impeachment,  resignation,  absence  from  the  state  or  other 
disabilities,  the  lieutenant  governor  shall  act  as  governor. 

By  law,  the  lieutenant  governor  is  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Public 
Buildings,  the  Board  of  Fund  Commissioners,  the  Missouri  Development 
Finance  Board,  the  Missouri  Housing  Development  Commission,  the 
Missouri  Tourism  Commission,  and  the  Second  State  Capitol  Commission. 
The  lieutenant  governor  is  an  advisor  to  the  Department  of  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  on  early  childhood  education  and  the  Parents-as- 
Teachers  program. 

The  lieutenant  governor  also  serves  as  the  official  Senior  Advocate  for 
Missouri.  The  office  investigates  problems  and  issues  on  behalf  of  senior 
citizens,  and  works  with  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  to 
ensure  the  safety  and  well-being  of  Missouri's  senior  citizens. 

In  addition,  the  lieutenant  governor  promotes  the  Missouri  Military  Family 
Relief  Fund,  is  chair  of  the  Alzheimer's  State  Plan  Task  Force,  and 
coordinates/manages  the  Missouri  Mentor  Initiative.  Other  boards  and 
commissions  on  which  the  lieutenant  governor  serves  include:  the  Missouri 
Community  Service  Commission,  the  Personal  Independence  Commission 
(co-chair),  and  the  Special  Health,  Psychological,  and  Social  Needs  of 
Minority  Older  Individuals  Commission. 

On  January  10,  2005,  Peter  Kinder  was  inaugurated  as  the  forty-sixth 
Lieutenant  Governor  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  His  third  term  expires  in 
January  2017. 

At  June  30,  2013,  the  office  employed  four  full-time  employees. 
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Appendix  A- 1 

Office  of  Lieutenant  Governor 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2013 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 
Personal  Service 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 
systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 
expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 


Appropriation  Lapsed 
Authority  Expenditures  Balances 


$            360,013  359,023  990 

35,157  34,106  1,051 

 52,552   25,091   27,461 

$             447,722  418,220  29,502 


The  lapsed  balances  include  the  following  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request: 

Year  Ended 
June  30,  2013 

General  Revenue  Fund 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 
systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment  $  1,051 
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Appendix  A- 2 

Office  of  Lieutenant  Governor 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 
Personal  Service 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 
systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 
expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

Expense  and  Equipment 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 


Appropriation  Lapsed 
Authority  Expenditures  Balances 


S            362,812  360,076  2,736 

35,250  34,192  1,058 

 44,745   16,857   27,888 

$             442,807  411,125  31,682 


The  lapsed  balances  include  the  following  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request: 


Year  Ended 
June  30,  2012 

General  Revenue  Fund 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 
systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment  j  1  058 
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Appendix  A-3 


Office  of  Lieutenant  Governor 

Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 

Appropriation  Lapsed 
Authority  Expenditures  Balances 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND  '  "  ' 

Personal  Service  $  356,042  352,670  3,372 

Payment  of  real  property  leases,  related  services,  utilities, 
systems  furniture,  structural  modifications,  and  related 

expenses  -  Expense  and  Equipment  33,669  33,668  1 

Expense  and  Equipment   59,745   23,305   36,440 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund  $  449,456   409,643   39,813 
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Appendix  B 


Office  of  Lieutenant  Governor 

Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2013 

2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

ieutenant  Governor's  office: 

Salaries  and  wages 

$ 

359,023 

360,076 

352,670 

363,498 

368,035 

Travel,  in-state 

1,209 

1,224 

3,457 

14,238 

25,603 

Travel  out-of-state 

959 

0 

1,388 

1,163 

335 

Supplies 

5,961 

2,020 

6,641 

9,758 

6,836 

Professional  development 

2,700 

1,000 

425 

4,146 

2,268 

Communication  services  and  supplies 

9,859 

5,337 

5,818 

7,834 

9,621 

Services: 

Professional 

3,142 

4,080 

1,842 

2,330 

6,203 

Maintenance  and  repair 

0 

45 

822 

2,055 

1,913 

Office  equipment 

0 

108 

0 

0 

0 

Building  lease  payments 

34,106 

34,192 

33,668 

34,966 

36,325 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

108 

100 

100 

98 

90 

Agency  provided  food 

1,153 

2,759 

1,057 

207 

257 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

0 

184 

1,755 

266 

197 

Total  office  expenditures 

418,220 

411,125 

409,643 

440,559 

457,683 

eterans  Remembrance  Project: 

Communication  services  and  supplies 

0 

0 

0 

2,638 

1,210 

Services: 

Professional 

0 

0 

0 

591,034 

592,840 

Maintenance  and  repair 

0 

0 

0 

3,957 

2,783 

Total  project  expenditures 

0 

0 

0 

597,629 

596,833 

Total 

$ 

418,220 

411,125 

409,643 

1,038,188 

1,054,516 
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Office  of  Lieutenant  Governor 

Statement  of  Changes  in  General  Capital  Assets 


Furniture 

Motor 

and  Equipment 

Vehicles 

Total 

Balance,  July  1,2010 

$ 

54,868 

19,995 

74,863 

Additions 

0 

0 

0 

Dispositions 

0 

0 

0 

Balance,  June  30,  2011 

54,868 

19,995 

74,863 

Additions 

0 

0 

0 

Dispositions 

(2,409) 

(19,995) 

(22,404) 

Balance,  June  30,  2012 

52,459 

0 

52,459 

Additions 

0 

0 

0 

Dispositions 

(19,274) 

0 

(19,274) 

Balance,  June  30,  2013 

$ 

33,185 

0 

33,185 
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ADMINISTRATION 

State  Purchasing 
Card  Program 


October  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Office  of  Administration,  State  Purchasing  Card 
Program 


The  Office  of  Administration  (OA),  Division  of  Accounting  established  the 
state  purchasing  card  program  to  provide  a  more  efficient,  cost-effective 
method  of  purchasing  and  paying  for  goods  and  centralized  travel  services. 
The  card  contractor  pays  the  state  a  rebate  of  1.44  percent  on  all  purchases. 
During  calendar  year  2012,  the  state  received  about  $713,000  in  rebates. 

Policies  and  Procedures  State  agency  personnel  used  purchasing  cards  to  make  prohibited  purchases, 

including  ammunition,  interagency  payments,  and  non-bulk  motor  fuel. 
Some  state  agency  personnel  did  not  maintain  and  sign  transaction  logs,  and 
one  coordinator  approved  his/her  own  transaction  log.  State  agencies  failed 
to  pay  25  percent  of  the  statements  reviewed  within  30  days  of  the  statement 
date.  State  vehicle  rental  contracts  indicate  a  preference  for  the  use  of 
purchasing  cards  for  payment,  but  only  38  percent  of  rental  payments 
analyzed  were  made  using  purchasing  cards,  thereby  forfeiting  $5,200  in 
potential  rebate  revenue.  Similarly,  audit  staff  found  over  45,000  small 
dollar  transactions  totaling  over  $1.8  million  which  potentially  could  have 
been  paid  using  purchasing  cards.  The  OA  did  not  have  current  interagency 
agreements  or  addendums  for  nine  state  agencies  or  divisions. 

Cardholder  Account  Controls      State  agency  personnel  did  not  cancel  the  purchasing  card  accounts  of  nine 

former  state  employees.  One  hundred  thirty-three  non-emergency 
purchasing  cards  remained  assigned  to  employees  that  did  not  use  the  cards 
during  calendar  year  2012,  and  the  OA  did  not  ensure  all  cardholder  records 
contain  accurate  and  consistent  data. 


Background 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Douglas  E.  Nelson,  Commissioner 
Office  of  Administration 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  State  Purchasing  Card  Program  administered  by  the  Office  of 
Administration,  Division  of  Accounting.  This  audit  was  conducted  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under 
Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.         Evaluate  the  program's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  operations  and 


We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant  noncompliance 
with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  State 
Purchasing  Card  Program. 


financial  functions. 


2. 


Evaluate  the  program's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 


3. 


Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Jeffrey  Thelen,  CPA,  CISA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Patrick  M.  Pullins,  M.Acct.,  CISA 

Audit  Staff:  Brian  Hammann,  M.Acct.,  CPA 
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State  Purchasing  Card  Program 
Introduction 


The  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  Division  of  Accounting  established  the 
state  purchasing  card  program  in  1998  to  set  up  a  more  efficient,  cost 
effective  method  of  purchasing  and  paying  for  goods  and  centralized  travel 
services.  The  program  was  designed  to  reduce  the  number  of  purchase 
orders  and  checks  issued  and  to  enhance  efficiency  within  state  agencies. 
The  OA  contracts  with  an  outside  vendor  to  administer  the  purchasing  card 
program. 

Under  a  typical  purchase  order  system,  a  state  employee  obtains  supervisory 
approval,  prepares  a  purchase  order  and  takes  the  order  to  a  local  vendor  to 
obtain  the  goods.  The  vendor  bills  the  state  for  the  purchase  and  the  state 
pays  the  vendor  during  the  next  payment  cycle.  Under  the  purchasing  card 
program,  employees  take  their  card  directly  to  a  vendor  (with  or  without 
prior  supervisory  approval)  and  procure  the  needed  goods.  The  vendor 
electronically  bills  the  card  contractor  for  payment,  and  the  contractor  sends 
the  state  agencies  a  statement  for  each  card  monthly.  Accordingly,  the  state 
is  able  to  process  fewer  payments  to  the  card  contractor  rather  than 
processing  multiple  payments  to  individual  vendors. 

Cardholders  are  responsible  for  maintaining  a  log  of  their  purchases.  Upon 
receipt  of  the  monthly  statement  from  the  card  contractor,  the  employee  is 
responsible  for  reconciling  their  log  to  the  statement,  attaching  supporting 
documentation  such  as  receipts,  invoices,  and  packing  slips;  and  submitting 
all  documentation  to  their  fiscal  office  for  payment  to  the  card  contractor. 

The  OA  is  responsible  for  establishing  state  policy  and  administering  the 
state  purchasing  card  program.  The  OA  established  standard  program 
policies,  procedures,  and  purchase  dollar  limits  based  on  general  statutory 
guidelines  for  state  purchasing  outlined  under  Chapter  34,  RSMo.  Each 
participating  state  agency  is  required  to  designate  program  coordinators. 

The  OA  has  created  a  statewide  Policy  and  Procedure  Manual  which 
contains  details  and  requirements  of  the  program.  For  instance,  the  manual 
includes  detailed  instructions  on  the  records  that  must  be  kept  by 
cardholders,  coordinators,  and  the  agencies  involved;  instructions  on  how  to 
make  administrative  changes  to  the  cards  (such  as  issuing  cards  to  new 
employees,  renewing  cards  upon  expiration,  and  closing  accounts  of  old 
employees);  and  what  purchases  are  and  are  not  allowed  to  be  made  with  the 
cards.  Agencies  may  set  stricter  policies  for  the  program,  but  must  adhere  to 
state  policies,  unless  a  waiver  is  granted. 

The  card  contractor  has  on-line  reporting  tools  available  to  allow  for 
monitoring  and  analysis  of  agency  transactions  as  well  as  a  process  that 
allows  state  agencies  to  upload  transaction  data  with  accounting  code 
defaults  into  the  state  accounting  system. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  current  contract  effective  in  March  2007,  the  card 
contractor  pays  the  state  a  rebate  of  1.44  percent  on  all  purchases.  Rebate 


Background 


3 


State  Purchasing  Card  Program 
Introduction 


amounts  are  deposited  in  funds  specified  by  the  purchasing  agency,  or  in  the 
state  General  Revenue  Fund.  During  calendar  year  2012,  the  state  received 
about  $713,000  in  rebates. 

During  calendar  year  2012,  all  state  agencies  participated  in  the  purchasing 
card  program.  Total  card  usage  per  agency  is  presented  in  the  table  below. 


Table  1:  Card  Expenditures 

Agency  Purchasing  Card  Activity   State  Agency  Calendar  Year  2012 


Conservation  $ 

13,190,102 

Transportation 

11,499,966 

Corrections 

5,849,915 

Public  Safety 

5,131,113 

Natural  Resources 

3,071,445 

Office  of  Administration 

2,194,900 

Health  &  Senior  Services 

1,037,800 

Mental  Health 

778,782 

Judiciary 

719,241 

Elementary  &  Secondary  Education 

706,898 

Economic  Development 

679,873 

Revenue 

590,706 

Social  Services 

353,741 

Insurance,  Finance,  and 

290,558 

Professional  Registration 

Agriculture 

196,963 

Secretary  of  State 

106,865 

Labor  &  Industrial  Relations 

77,826 

Higher  Education 

67,667 

Attorney  General 

49,548 

Governor 

48,254 

Legislature 

38,738 

Public  Defender 

35,280 

State  Treasurer 

26,548 

State  Auditor 

3,450 

Lieutenant  Governor 

1,825 

Total  $ 

46,748,004 

State  Purchasing  Card  Program 
Introduction 


Scope  and 
Methodology 


Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  and 
interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  OA  and  participating  state  agencies. 
We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have 
been  properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those 
controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and 
operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the 
risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violation  of  contract  or  other  legal 
provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and 
performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 


We  obtained  purchasing  card  transaction  data  for  calendar  year  2012.  To 
ensure  completeness  of  the  data,  we  summarized  transactions  by  agency  and 
month  to  ensure  all  agencies  and  time  periods  were  included  and  performed 
other  testing.  Although  we  used  computer-processed  data  from  the  card 
contractor  system  to  review  transaction  related  information,  we  did  not  rely 
on  the  results  of  any  processes  performed  by  this  system  in  arriving  at  our 
conclusions.  Our  conclusions  were  based  on  our  review  of  the  controls  over 
transactions. 


We  obtained  cardholder  account  data  as  of  January  2013.  To  ensure 
completeness  of  the  data,  we  summarized  accounts  by  agency,  matched 
accounts  to  transaction  records,  scanned  the  names  of  employees,  and 
performed  other  testing.  Although  we  used  computer-processed  data  from 
the  card  contractor  system  to  identify  cardholder  accounts  and  related 
information,  we  did  not  rely  on  the  results  of  any  processes  performed  by 
this  system  in  arriving  at  our  conclusions.  Our  conclusions  were  based  on 
our  review  of  the  controls  over  cardholder  accounts.  However,  the  results  of 
testing  cardholder  records  determined  that  data  fields  key  to  our  review 
contained  inaccurate  or  inconsistent  data.  Since  we  were  able  to  use  other 
data  fields  and  obtain  information  from  OA  personnel  to  accomplish  our 
audit  objectives,  we  determined  the  cardholder  data  were  sufficiently 
reliable  for  the  purpose  of  testing  cardholder  accounts.  However,  since 
accurate  cardholder  data  is  necessary  for  effective  program  administration 
and  monitoring,  our  report  includes  a  recommendation  to  improve 
cardholder  data  quality  and  reporting  capabilities  to  allow  for  more  effective 
and  efficient  monitoring  of  the  program. 

We  obtained  the  employment  records  of  all  state  employees  for  fiscal  years 
2001  to  2013  from  the  statewide  accounting  system  for  human  resources. 
We  matched  these  records  to  cardholder  accounts  to  determine  if  any 
terminated  employees  had  active  purchasing  cards.  We  provided  OA 
management  a  list  of  all  terminated  employees  we  found  who  had  active 
purchasing  cards.  Although  we  used  computer-processed  data  from  the 
human  resources  system  for  our  audit  work,  we  did  not  rely  on  the  results  of 
any  processes  performed  by  this  system  in  arriving  at  our  conclusions.  Our 
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conclusions  were  based  on  our  review  of  the  issues  specific  to  the  audit 
objectives. 

We  obtained  calendar  year  2012  financial  transaction  records  for  selected 
vendors  from  the  statewide  financial  accounting  system.  We  compared  these 
records  to  purchasing  card  transaction  records  to  determine  if  preferred  use 
criteria  established  in  policy  was  being  followed.  Although  we  used 
computer-processed  data  from  the  financial  system  for  our  audit  work,  we 
did  not  rely  on  the  results  of  any  processes  performed  by  this  system  in 
arriving  at  our  conclusions.  Our  conclusions  were  based  on  our  review  of 
the  issues  specific  to  the  audit  objectives. 

To  identify  examples  of  improper  purchasing  card  activity,  we  used  data 
mining  techniques  on  purchasing  card  transactions  occurring  in  calendar 
year  2012.  The  data  mining  criteria  included  identifying  (by  vendor  or 
merchant  code)  potential  transactions  involving  goods  or  services  prohibited 
by  policy  or  likely  to  be  used  for  non-business  purposes.  For  selected 
transactions,  we  requested  and  reviewed  supporting  documentation  from 
agencies  and  performed  test  work. 
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Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Internal  control  weaknesses,  caused  by  a  lack  of  agency  compliance  with 
and  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  enforcement  of  state  purchasing  card 
policies,  exposed  the  state  to  an  increased  risk  of  improper  purchases. 
Agency  personnel  used  purchasing  cards  to  pay  transactions  prohibited  by 
policy  and  did  not  comply  with  certain  policies  and  procedures  designed  to 
ensure  purchasing  cards  are  used  appropriately.  In  addition,  the  OA  did  not 
maintain  current  interagency  agreements  or  addendums  for  participation  in 
the  program. 


1.  Policies  and 
Procedures 


1 . 1  Prohibited  Transactions     State  agency  personnel  used  purchasing  cards  to  make  purchases  prohibited 

by  policy. 

According  to  state  policy,  purchasing  cards  may  not  be  used  to  purchase 
particular  classes  or  types  of  items.  Examples  of  prohibited  purchases 
include  items  such  as  alcohol,  ammunition,  cash  advances,  payments 
between  state  agencies,  most  non-bulk  motor  fuel,  and  transactions 
involving  easily  pilfered  inventory  such  as  gift  cards  or  postage  stamps. 
Agencies  can  request  a  waiver  from  the  OA  to  allow  for  the  purchase  of 
prohibited  or  excluded  items  by  presenting  a  justified  business  case.  Using 
data  mining  techniques  to  analyze  the  transaction  data,  we  found  examples 
of  purchasing  cards  being  used  for  payment  of  purchases  prohibited  by 
policy. 

•  We  tested  5  of  119  potential  interagency  payments,  totaling  $14,160, 
and  confirmed  all  5,  totaling  $1,142,  were  interagency  payments. 

•  We  tested  9  of  3,291  potential  purchases  of  non-bulk  motor  fuel, 
totaling  over  $103,000,  and  found  6  purchases,  totaling  $337,  were 
improper. 

•  Agencies  made  three  purchases  of  ammunition  totaling  $3,196  without 
receiving  a  waiver  from  the  OA. 

Although  the  OA  has  the  ability  to  block  purchases  from  vendors  using 
certain  merchant  codes,  OA  personnel  indicated  they  do  not  utilize  this 
feature  because  many  vendors  sell  merchandise  from  numerous  categories, 
even  if  primary  sales  are  in  a  prohibited  category.  Instead,  the  OA  relies  on 
transaction  reviews  by  agency  personnel  to  detect  improper  purchases. 
Without  additional  controls  to  prevent  or  enhanced  transaction  reviews  to 
detect  prohibited  purchases,  there  is  an  increased  risk  of  improper 
purchases. 


1.2  Policy  Compliance  State  agency  personnel  did  not  always  comply  with  state  purchasing  card 

policies  and  procedures. 

We  reviewed  72  purchasing  card  statements  from  21  agencies  and  divisions 
and  found  the  following  instances  of  non-compliance: 
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•  One  cardholder  did  not  maintain  a  transaction  log  to  reconcile  the  card 
statement. 

•  Another  cardholder  did  not  sign  the  transaction  log  to  indicate  all 
charges  had  been  verified. 

•  One  coordinator  approved  his  own  transaction  log. 

•  Certain  agencies  had  been  granted  a  waiver  allowing  cardholders  and 
coordinators  to  sign  a  certification  statement  to  acknowledge  the 
validity  and  accuracy  of  purchases,  rather  than  completing  transaction 
logs.  However,  neither  the  cardholder  nor  the  coordinator  applied  the 
certification  for  one  card  statement,  and  the  coordinator  did  not  sign  the 
certification  on  another  statement. 

•  Cardholders  used  a  third-party  processor  (such  as  Paypal)  to  process  six 
transactions  without  obtaining  supervisory  approval. 

•  In  18  instances,  state  agency  personnel  did  not  pay  balances  within  30 
days  of  the  card  statement  date. 

Failure  to  follow  established  purchasing  card  policies  increases  the  risk  of 
inappropriate  activity  occurring  without  detection. 

1.3  Preferred  Use  State  agency  personnel  did  not  always  comply  with  policies  for  the 

preferred  use  of  purchasing  cards. 

Vehicle  Rental  Contracts        State  vehicle  rental  contracts  contain  a  clause  indicating  the  preferred  use  of 

purchasing  cards  for  invoice  payment.  Using  purchasing  cards  for  payment 
allows  for  more  timely  payments  and  by  combining  multiple  purchasing 
card  transactions  on  one  statement,  administrative  costs  can  be  reduced. 

We  analyzed  payments  to  the  two  vehicle  rental  contractors  processed  in  the 
state  accounting  system  and  those  paid  through  the  purchasing  card 
program.  During  calendar  year  2012,  agencies  processed  approximately 
4,200  transactions  for  $361,000  through  the  state  accounting  system  and 
2,600  transactions  for  $273,000  using  the  purchasing  card  program. 
Utilizing  purchasing  cards  for  all  vehicle  rental  transactions  would  have 
reduced  the  number  of  transactions  processed  by  the  state  accounting 
system,  likely  reducing  administrative  costs.  Additionally,  because  the 
purchasing  card  program  generates  a  rebate  of  1.44  percent  to  the  state 
based  on  total  purchases,  the  state  forfeited  potential  rebate  revenue  of 
$5,200  from  rental  vehicle  transactions  not  paid  with  a  purchasing  card. 

Small  Dollar  Transactions       Apart  from  the  state  vendors  which  are  covered  by  preferred  use  contracts, 

the  state  purchasing  card  manual  encourages  the  use  of  cards  to  consolidate 
numerous,  small  dollar  transactions  onto  a  single  statement,  which  can  then 
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be  paid  with  one  payment  transaction.  Consolidating  transactions  allows  for 
greater  efficiency  in  the  payment  cycle  since  the  number  of  transactions  that 
need  to  be  processed  is  reduced. 

We  reviewed  transaction  records  from  the  state  accounting  system  to 
determine  if  agencies  were  using  purchasing  cards  to  reduce  administrative 
inefficiencies.  We  selected  vendors  who  received  three  or  more  payment 
transactions  totaling  $1,000  or  less.  Our  analysis  found  45,489  transactions 
totaling  over  $1.8  million  with  4,500  vendors  which  potentially  could  have 
been  paid  using  purchasing  cards.  In  addition,  over  $1.6  million  of  these 
payments  were  made  by  paper  check,  which  is  an  even  more  costly  method 
of  payment  than  transactions  paid  through  the  accounting  system  and 
disbursed  through  Electronic  Funds  Transfer  (EFT)  methods. 

According  to  OA  management,  not  all  cardholders  have  the  ability  to  use 
purchasing  cards  to  the  same  extent  due  to  budgets  and  purchasing 
requirements.  Purchasing  card  use  is  also  discussed  at  the  quarterly  and 
annual  purchasing  card  meetings. 

Without  maximizing  the  use  of  purchasing  cards  to  pay  vendors,  agencies 
face  increased  administrative  costs  related  to  payment  processing  as  well  as 
forfeiting  additional  revenue  from  transaction  rebates  paid  by  the  card 
contractor. 

1 .4  Interagency  Agreements    The  OA  did  not  have  current  interagency  agreements  or  addendums  for  nine 

state  agencies  or  divisions. 

State  policy  requires  each  agency  and/or  division  to  designate  coordinators 
to  serve  as  central  administrators  to  oversee  participation  in  the  purchasing 
card  program.  The  coordinator,  along  with  senior  agency  staff  and 
accounting  staff  (if  they  are  not  also  the  coordinator),  must  sign  an 
interagency  agreement  acknowledging  responsibilities  for  participation  in 
the  program.  When  coordinator  changes  occur,  policy  requires  an  addendum 
to  the  agreement  to  be  completed  to  ensure  the  new  coordinator  is  aware  of 
program  responsibilities. 

Without  current  agreements  in  place,  the  OA  does  not  have  assurance  all 
coordinators  are  aware  of  and  acknowledge  program  responsibilities. 

Recommendations         The  oa: 

1.1  Establish  additional  controls  to  ensure  purchasing  cards  are  not  used 
to  purchase  goods  or  services  prohibited  by  policy. 

1.2  Provide  periodic  reminders  to  agencies  on  the  importance  of 
complying  with  purchasing  card  policies  and  procedures. 
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1.3  Continue  encouraging  agencies  to  increase  the  use  of  purchasing 
cards  for  small  purchases  and  for  those  vendors  who  have 
specifically  agreed  to  accept  them. 

1.4  Maintain  complete  and  current  information  to  document  agency 
coordinator  acceptance  of  responsibilities  associated  with 
participation  in  the  purchasing  card  program. 

Auditee's  Response  1.1       We  will  enhance  our  reporting  capabilities  which  will  increase  our 

oversight  capabilities. 


1.2  We  agree  to  stress  and  reiterate  purchasing  card  requirements  to 
coordinators  and  users  of  the  p-card.  We  are  providing  periodic 
reminders  at  annual  and  quarterly  meetings  for  coordinators  and 
users  of  the  p-card  and  we  do  address  and  correct  any  weaknesses 
discovered.  We  will  however,  devote  additional  effort  to  ensuring 
the  purchasing  card  policies  and  procedures  are  understood. 


1.3  We  agree  to  continue  to  encourage  the  most  efficient  methods  of 
procuring  and  paying  for  state  goods  and  services.  We  agree  that 
purchasing  cards  are  an  important  tool  especially  in  relation  to 
small  dollar  purchases. 


1.4       We  agree. 


2.  Cardholder 
Account  Controls 


State  agencies  did  not  cancel  purchasing  cards  assigned  to  employees  upon 
termination  of  their  employment  with  the  state  and  cards  were  assigned  to 
employees  that  did  not  use  the  cards.  As  a  result,  the  OA  did  not  enforce 
compliance  with  established  policies  to  limit  access  to  only  employees  with 
a  justifiable  business  need  to  use  purchasing  cards.  In  addition,  the  OA  did 
not  ensure  all  cardholder  records  contain  accurate  and  consistent 
information. 


2. 1  Terminated  Employees      State  agency  personnel  did  not  cancel  the  purchasing  card  accounts  of  nine 

former  state  employees. 

According  to  the  state  policy,  when  a  purchasing  card  account  needs  to  be 
canceled,  the  card  should  be  cut  in  half  (to  prevent  further  use),  and  sent  to 
the  agency  coordinator  to  notify  the  card  contractor  to  cancel  the  account. 
We  matched  the  cardholder  records  to  the  state  human  resources  accounting 
system  records  and  found  nine  active  accounts  assigned  to  former 
employees  of  five  agencies.  Purchasing  card  coordinators  provided  the 
following  explanations: 

•    Two  cards  were  destroyed,  and  one  card  was  never  picked  up  from  the 
agency    coordinator,    after    the    assigned    cardholders    left  state 
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employment.  However  these  accounts  were  not  closed.  One  of  these 
cardholders  left  state  employment  in  November  201 1. 

•  One  card  account  was  restricted  to  deny  purchases  from  processing; 
however,  the  account  was  not  closed. 

•  One  card  account  was  closed  according  to  the  agency  coordinator,  but 
the  cancellation  apparently  failed  to  process  in  the  card  contractor 
system. 

•  Agency  coordinators  could  not  provide  evidence  that  any  actions  had 
been  taken  to  close  four  cardholder  accounts  timely.  These  four 
employees  left  state  employment  between  October  and  December  2012; 
however,  the  purchasing  cards  were  still  active  as  of  late  January  2013. 

While  no  instances  of  state  agency  personnel  using  purchasing  cards  after 
the  cardholders  left  state  employment  were  noted,  failure  to  cancel 
purchasing  card  accounts  after  employees  leave  state  employment  increases 
the  risk  of  financial  exposure  to  loss  from  improper  or  fraudulent  purchases. 

2.2  Inactive  Cards  State  agencies  had  not  canceled  133  non-emergency1  purchasing  cards  that 

employees  did  not  use  during  calendar  year  2012. 

Annually,  the  OA  provides  coordinators  with  a  report  of  cardholder  account 
information  and  a  summary  of  transactions.  Coordinators  are  required  to 
review  this  information  to  determine  if  accounts  should  remain  active  and  to 
ensure  credit  limits  are  set  appropriately.  However,  cardholder  accounts  that 
did  not  have  any  purchase  activity  during  the  reporting  period  are  not 
included  on  this  report.  According  to  OA  management,  cardholder  accounts 
without  activity  are  not  included  in  the  report  due  to  system  reporting 
limitations.  OA  management  told  us  that  since  coordinators  are  required  to 
keep  a  list  of  cardholders,  they  have  the  capability  to  identify  inactive 
accounts  by  reconciling  the  agency  list  to  the  list  of  accounts  with  activity. 

According  to  the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO),  by  limiting  the 
number  of  purchase  cards  and  related  credit  limits  to  the  levels  necessary  to 
meet  operational  requirements,  an  agency  can  better  manage  and  control  its 
purchase  card  program  .  Failure  to  cancel  inactive  purchasing  cards 
increases  the  administrative  burden  of  maintaining  accounts  and  exposes  the 


An  additional  81  cards  were  indicated  as  emergency  cards.  These  cards  are  primarily 
assigned  to  National  Guard  units  and  are  available  in  case  the  unit  is  activated  for  disaster 
response  to  procure  necessary  equipment  and  supplies  at  local  retailers.  Because  these  cards 

are  not  intended  for  routine  use,  they  have  been  excluded  from  our  analysis  of  inactive  cards. 

2 

Report  GAO-04-87G,  Audit  Guide,  Auditing  and  Investigating  the  Internal  Control  of 
Government  Purchase  Card  Programs,  issued  in  November  2003. 
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state  to  unnecessary  liability  to  loss  from  improper  or  fraudulent  purchases. 
In  addition,  complete  and  accurate  cardholder  information  would  help 
ensure  cardholder  account  reviews  are  properly  performed. 

2.3  Cardholder  Data  The  OA  did  not  ensure  all  cardholder  records  contain  accurate  and 

consistent  data. 


The  OA,  in  coordination  with  the  card  contractor,  maintains  system  records 
for  the  purchasing  card  program  and  delegates  some  account  maintenance 
and  reporting  responsibilities  to  agency  coordinators.  However,  as 
administrator  of  the  program,  the  OA  is  responsible  for  ensuring  the 
integrity  and  completeness  of  cardholder  data. 

In  our  analysis  of  cardholder  records,  we  found  inaccurate  data  recorded  in 
the  agency  name  field  for  12  cardholder  accounts.  We  verified  that  no 
purchasing  card  payments  from  the  state  accounting  system  were  processed 
from  the  wrong  agency  due  to  the  inaccurate  cardholder  data.  We  also  found 
the  employee  name  recorded  in  the  cardholder  records  was  not  always 
consistent  with  the  name  recorded  in  the  state  accounting  system.  As  a 
result,  we  could  not  match  50  cardholder  records  to  state  employee  records 
without  the  help  of  OA  management  and  agency  coordinators. 

Cardholder  data  is  administered  and  maintained  by  the  card  contractor.  As  a 
result,  the  OA  is  not  directly  responsible  for  the  data  recorded  in  the 
cardholder  records.  However,  by  not  establishing  data  quality  standards  and 
uniform  rules  regarding  how  cardholder  data  is  recorded  and  maintained,  the 
OA  cannot  ensure  the  accuracy  or  consistency  of  cardholder  data.  By 
ensuring  the  card  contractor  establishes  processes  to  increase  and  maintain 
data  quality  standards,  the  OA  can  more  effectively  administer  and  monitor 
the  purchasing  card  program. 

Recommendations         The  oa: 


2.1  Provide  periodic  reminders  to  agency  coordinators  of  the 
importance  of  closing  purchasing  card  accounts  belonging  to  former 
employees  in  a  timely  manner. 

2.2  Develop  a  report  of  purchasing  cards  without  activity  during  the 
reporting  period  to  ensure  all  purchase  card  accounts  are  reviewed 
at  least  annually. 

2.3  Improve  cardholder  data  quality  to  allow  for  more  effective  and 
efficient  monitoring  of  the  program. 

Auditee's  Response  2.1      We  are  implementing  a  process  to  delete  the  cards  for  former 

employees  in  OA  rather  than  relying  on  the  agencies  to  close  the 
accounts.  We  anticipate  comparing  the  list  of  cardholders  to  SAM  II 
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HR  and  cancelling  the  accounts  in  which  we  determine  the 
employee  is  no  longer  working  for  the  agency. 

2.2  We  agree  to  develop  a  report  of  purchasing  cards  without  activity. 

2.3  We  agree  to  continue  to  improve  data  related  to  the  purchasing 
cards  when  possible.  We  have  already  instructed  coordinators  to 
only  use  the  employee's  legal  name  when  establishing  cards. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Glenwood-Watson  Transportation  Development  District 


The  Glenwood-Watson  Transportation  Development  District  (TDD)  was 
created  in  2005  and  is  located  in  the  City  of  Crestwood.  The  qualified  voters 
of  the  TDD,  in  this  case  the  property  owners,  approved  a  1-cent  sales  tax  on 
all  taxable  transactions  within  the  TDD.  The  TDD  was  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing  a  new  driving  lane  from  Watson  Road  to  serve  as 
the  western  entrance  to  commercial  development.  The  project  was 
completed  in  October  2006.  The  TDD  is  located  within  a  Tax  Increment 
Financing  (TIF)  area.  The  TDD  agreed  to  pay  debt  service  costs  on  the 
portion  of  bonds  issued  by  the  TIF  used  to  pay  for  the  transportation  portion 
of  the  project.  The  TDD  satisfied  the  debt  service  related  to  the  TDD  project 
costs  on  October  5,  2012.  On  January  23,  2013,  the  TDD  Board  of  Directors 
approved  a  resolution  formalizing  its  intent  to  dissolve  the  TDD  and  notified 
the  State  Auditor's  office  in  April  2013. 

Section  238.275,  RSMo,  requires  the  State  Auditor  to  determine  the 
financial  status  of  a  TDD  before  it  may  be  abolished.  The  law  prohibits  the 
abolition  of  a  TDD  while  there  are  outstanding  claims  or  causes  of  action 
pending  against  it,  if  its  liabilities  exceed  its  assets  or  while  the  TDD  is 
insolvent,  in  receivership  or  under  the  jurisdiction  of  a  bankruptcy  court. 

Financial  Status  The  Glenwood-Watson  TDD  had  a  cash  balance  of  $255,481  at  May  31, 

2013,  but  the  current  balance  is  significantly  higher  since  the  sales  tax  was 
not  repealed  until  July  1,  2013,  and  distributions  of  sales  tax  monies  from 
the  state  to  the  TDD  will  continue  for  several  months  after  that  date.  The 
TDD's  legal  counsel  estimates  the  outstanding  liabilities  to  be  less  than 
$8,500,  and  a  representative  of  the  TDD  said  the  remaining  funds  at  the  time 
of  abolishment  will  be  remitted  to  the  City  of  Crestwood.  Based  upon  our 
audit,  the  Board  of  Directors  may  proceed  with  the  abolishment  of  the 
Glenwood-Watson  TDD. 


Background 


Statutory  Requirement 


Because  of  the  limited  objective  of  this  audit,  no  overall  rating  is  provided. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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The  State  Auditor  is  required  under  Section  238.275,  RSMo,  to  audit  a  transportation  development  district 
prior  to  the  question  of  abolishment  being  submitted  to  a  vote.  On  January  23,  2013,  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  Glenwood-Watson  Transportation  Development  District  approved  a  resolution  of  its 
intent  to  dissolve  the  district  and  request  an  audit  as  required  by  statute.  The  State  Auditor  was 
subsequently  notified  of  this  resolution. 

The  district  engaged  Wade  Stables  P.C.,  Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  district's 
financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we 
reviewed  the  report  issued  by  the  CPA  firm.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily 
limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  period  from  January  1  through  March  31,  2013. 
The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to  evaluate  the  financial  status  of  the  district  and  determine  whether  it 
may  be  abolished  pursuant  to  law. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  financial  records,  and  other  pertinent 
documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  district,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and  testing 
selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
contract,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed 
procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those 
provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  audit  determined  the  Board  of  Directors  may  proceed  with  abolishment  of  the  district  in  accordance 
with  Section  238.275,  RSMo. 
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The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the 
Glenwood-Watson  Transportation  Development  District. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Todd  M.  Schuler,  CPA 
Rex  Murdock,  M.S.Acct. 
Wayne  Kauffman,  MBA 
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F  inantiai  SldlUS  (TDD)  indicates  the  financial  condition  of  the  district  is  such  that  it  may  be 

abolished. 


The  Glenwood-Watson  TDD  is  located  in  the  City  of  Crestwood.  The  TDD 
was  organized  in  July  2005  by  petition  of  the  property  owners  within  the 
proposed  TDD.  The  Board  of  Directors  and  officers  include  two 
representatives  of  the  property  owners  and  three  representatives  of  the  City 
of  Crestwood.  The  TDD  has  a  fiscal  year  end  of  December  31  and  had  an 
independent  audit  performed  for  the  year  ending  December  31,  2012. 

The  qualified  voters  of  the  TDD,  in  this  case  the  property  owners,  approved 
the  imposition  of  a  sales  tax  of  1-cent  (1  percent)  on  all  transactions  which 
are  taxable  within  the  boundaries  of  the  district  effective  September  1,  2005. 
The  Board  of  Directors  subsequently  passed  a  resolution  that  set  the  sales 
tax  rate  at  1-cent  (1  percent)  effective  September  1,  2005,  for  23  years 
unless  terminated  sooner.  The  retail  establishments  within  the  district 
collected  and  remitted  the  TDD  sales  tax  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Revenue  (DOR).  In  turn,  the  DOR  distributed  the  sales  tax  monies  to  the 
TDD. 


The  TDD  was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a  new  driving  lane 
from  Watson  Road  to  serve  as  the  western  entrance  to  commercial 
development.  The  City  of  Crestwood  is  the  public  entity  with  jurisdiction 
over  the  project  and  serves  as  the  Local  Transportation  Authority.  The 
project  was  completed  in  October  2006  and  the  city  accepted  dedication  of 
the  project  upon  completion. 

The  TDD  is  located  within  a  Tax  Increment  Financing  (TIF)  area.  The  City 
of  Crestwood  issued  TIF  bonds  of  $2.35  million  in  2005  to  finance  the  TDD 
project  and  other  TIF  projects.  The  TDD  agreed  to  pay  the  debt  service 
costs  on  the  portion  of  the  TIF  bonds  used  for  the  transportation  project, 
with  the  TDD's  revenue  limit  set  at  14.8936  percent  of  the  TIF  debt  service 
costs.  The  TDD  satisfied  the  debt  service  related  to  the  TDD  project  costs 
on  October  5,  2012. 


On  January  23,  2013,  the  Glenwood-Watson  TDD  Board  approved 
resolutions  formalizing  its  intent  to  dissolve  the  district  and  repealing  its 
sales  tax  effective  July  1,  2013.  In  April  2013,  the  TDD's  financial  analyst 
advised  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  of  the  Board's  intent  to  dissolve  the 
TDD  and  requested  the  SAO  proceed  with  all  necessary  actions  as  required 
pursuant  to  Section  238.275,  RSMo. 

The  SAO  has  performed  an  audit  of  the  Glenwood-Watson  TDD  as  required 
by  Section  238.275,  RSMo.  That  statute  requires  the  State  Auditor  to  audit 
the  TDD  to  determine  its  financial  status,  and  determine  whether  the  TDD 
may  be  abolished  pursuant  to  law.  That  law  also  states  the  board  shall  not 
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propose  the  question  to  abolish  the  TDD  while  there  are  outstanding  claims 
or  causes  of  action  pending  against  it,  if  its  liabilities  exceed  its  assets,  or 
while  the  TDD  is  insolvent,  in  receivership,  or  under  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
bankruptcy  court. 

The  following  table  presents  the  financial  activity  and  cash  balances  of  the 
TDD  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  period  from  January  1 
through  March  31,  2013.  The  information  provided  below  differs  from  that 
reported  on  the  year  ending  December  31,  2012,  audited  financial 
statements  as  the  financial  statements  did  not  report  the  TDD  Revenue  Fund 
that  was  maintained  by  the  trustee  as  an  asset  of  the  TDD. 


Period 

January  1,  2013  to 

Year  Ended 

March  31, 2013 

December  31, 2012 

RECEIPTS 

;  Sales  taxes 

$  47,488 

239,646 

'.  Miscellaneous 

1 

15 

Total  Receipts 

47,489 

239,661 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Administrative  fees 

2,750 

11,900 

'.  Debt  service 

0 

87,723 

Insurance 

0 

1,429 

;  Legal  and  professional  fees 

165 

11,221 

'  TIF  payment 

7,887 

119,517 

Total  Disbursements 

10,802 

231,790 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

36,687 

7,871 

BEGINNING  CASH 

97,419 

89,548 

ENDING  CASH 

$  134,106 

97,419 

Based  on  our  audit,  the  cash  balance  of  the  TDD  at  March  31,  2013,  is 
$134,106.  The  TDD  subsequently  received  sales  tax  collections  of  $49,737, 
and  a  $77,232  refund  of  Tax  Increment  Finance  payments  in  excess  of  the 
TIF  debt,  and  paid  various  professional  fees  of  $5,594.  As  of  May  31,  2013, 
the  TDD  maintained  a  balance  in  its  account  of  $255,481,  but  the  current 
balance  is  significantly  higher  since  the  sales  tax  was  not  repealed  until 
July  1,  2013,  and  distributions  of  sales  tax  monies  from  the  DOR  to  the 
TDD  will  continue  for  several  months  after  that  date.  The  TDD's  legal 
counsel  estimates  the  outstanding  liabilities  for  final  administrative  costs 
(legal  and  accounting)  to  be  less  than  $8,500.  A  representative  of  the  TDD 
said  the  remaining  funds  at  the  time  of  abolishment  will  be  remitted  to  the 
City  of  Crestwood. 
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Based  on  our  audit,  the  Board  of  Directors  may  proceed  with  the 
abolishment  of  the  district  in  accordance  with  Section  238.275,  RSMo. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Cooper  County 


October  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Cooper  County 


County  Treasurer  Controls  and  The  County  Treasurer  did  not  enter  receipts  into  the  computerized 
Procedures  accounting  system  in  a  timely  manner  and  did  not  perform  timely  bank 

reconciliations.  As  a  result,  the  County  Treasurer  could  not  provide  up-to- 
date  fund  balances  to  the  County  Commission  or  ensure  the  county's 
accounting  records  were  in  balance.  The  County  Treasurer  indicated  he  did 
not  understand  the  computerized  accounting  system,  so  the  county  paid  a 
software  provider  $2,163  to  enter  the  backlog  of  receipts,  perform  the 
backlog  of  bank  reconciliations,  and  provide  software  training  to  the  County 
Treasurer.  After  this  training,  the  County  Treasurer  stated  he  was  still  not 
familiar  enough  with  the  system  to  adequately  perform  these  duties  himself, 
so  the  county  budgeted  another  $2,000  in  2013  for  the  software  provider  to 
perform  data  entry  and  bank  reconciliations,  though  no  2013  receipts  had 
been  entered  into  the  computerized  system  as  of  June  2013.  The  County 
Treasurer  is  required  to  separate  and  divide  the  revenues  of  the  county  as 
they  come  into  his  hands  and  to  keep  a  separate  account  with  the  County 
Commission  of  each  fund.  State  law  provides  for  penalties  if  the  County 
Treasurer  fails  or  refuses  to  perform  the  duties  required. 

As  of  April  2013,  the  County  Collector  had  not  yet  disbursed  $14,941  in 
2009  protested  taxes  due  to  the  political  subdivisions  and  had  not  distributed 
$4,499  in  interest  accrued  in  the  protested  tax  account  between  March  2002 
and  February  2013.  The  County  Collector  lacks  procedures  to  follow  up  on 
outstanding  checks;  as  of  January  2013,  25  checks  totaling  $4,540  had  been 
outstanding  for  over  a  year,  with  two  checks  dating  back  to  2005. 

Neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission  adequately  reviews 
the  activities  of  the  County  Collector.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain 
an  adequate  account  book  or  other  records  summarizing  all  property  tax 
transactions  each  month,  and  neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County 
Commission  verifies  the  accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County 
Collector's  annual  settlements.  The  County  Commission  does  not  approve 
additions  and  abatements  entered  into  the  property  tax  system  by  the  County 
Assessor,  and  the  County  Clerk  does  not  reconcile  these  additions  and 
abatements  to  system  reports  or  the  Collector's  annual  settlements.  Further, 
the  County  Commission  neither  reviews  nor  approves  outlawed  personal 
property  taxes. 

Use  of  Restricted  Funds  The  county  transferred  $14,148  from  the  Road  and  Bridge  Trust  Fund  to  the 

General  Revenue  Fund  to  reimburse  the  General  Revenue  Fund  for  election 
costs,  which  is  not  allowed  by  law.  Road  and  Bridge  Trust  Fund  monies  can 
only  be  used  for  the  construction  of  county  road  systems  improvements, 
including  new  bridges  and  culverts.  In  addition,  the  county  transfers 
$75,000  each  year  from  the  Law  Enforcement  Center  Fund  to  the  911  Fund 
to  reimburse  for  salaries  and  benefits  related  to  911  dispatching,  but  the 
County  Commission  does  not  document  how  this  amount  was  derived  and 
has  not  conducted  a  study  to  determine  whether  the  transferred  amount  is 
fair  based  upon  the  relative  work  load  of  the  91 1  dispatchers. 


County  Collector  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Property  Tax  System 


Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.*  However,  the 
audit  revealed  serious  shortcomings  with  the  Treasurer's  office. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Cooper  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Cooper  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit  the 
financial  statements  of  Cooper  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence 
regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal 
provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that 
illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified:  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Cooper 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Susan  J.  Beeler,  CPA,  CIA 

In-Charge  Auditor:        Kenneth  Erfurth 
Audit  Staff:  Mariam  Ahmedbani 

Jennifer  Anderson 
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The  County  Treasurer  did  not  enter  receipts  into  the  computerized 
accounting  system  in  a  timely  manner  during  2012  and  did  not  perform 
timely  bank  reconciliations  from  October  to  December  2012.  As  a  result,  the 
County  Treasurer  could  not  provide  up-to-date  fund  balances  to  the  County 
Commission  during  2012  or  ensure  the  county's  accounting  records  were  in 
balance  during  the  last  3  months  of  the  year.  According  to  county  records, 
the  County  Treasurer  processed  receipts  of  approximately  $7.6  million 
during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 


1.  County  Treasurer 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


Manual  receipt  slips  are  prepared  by  the  County  Treasurer  and  monies  are 
deposited  on  a  weekly  basis;  however,  receipts  are  not  entered  into  the 
computerized  accounting  system  timely.  In  addition,  bank  reconciliations 
were  not  performed  timely  because  the  computerized  accounting  system 
records  were  not  up-to  date.  Prior  to  January  2012,  the  County  Clerk's  office 
entered  receipts  into  the  computerized  accounting  system,  even  though  this 
is  a  duty  of  the  County  Treasurer.  As  of  January  2012,  this  duty  was  turned 
back  over  to  the  County  Treasurer,  but  he  has  not  been  performing  this  duty 
in  a  timely  manner.  Due  to  delays  in  the  entry  of  receipts  into  the  system, 
the  fund  balances  and  actual  receipts  of  the  various  county  funds  were  not 
known.  As  a  result,  the  fund  balance  of  the  Road  and  Bridge  Trust  Fund  had 
to  be  manually  calculated  to  determine  if  there  were  enough  monies  in  the 
fund  to  pay  a  December  2012  invoice  pending  a  reimbursement  from  the 
applicable  grant.  Based  on  this  calculation,  the  Commission  approved  a 
$60,000  transfer  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund  to  the  Road  and  Bridge 
Trust  Fund  dated  December  31,  2012,  to  ensure  the  Road  and  Bridge  Trust 
Fund  did  not  have  a  negative  fund  balance.  In  January  2013,  the  Road  and 
Bridge  Trust  Fund  transferred  $60,000  back  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 
In  addition,  the  County  Clerk  had  to  estimate  receipt  amounts  to  prepare  the 
2013  county  budget.  According  to  the  County  Treasurer,  the  failure  to 
perform  his  duties  during  this  time  was  due  to  not  understanding  the 
computerized  accounting  system,  personal  health  problems,  and  time 
commitments  from  a  personal  business. 

Through  December  2012,  the  county  paid  the  software  provider  $2,163  to 
perform  the  backlogged  receipt  data-entry  and  bank  reconciliation  work, 
and  to  provide  software  training  to  the  County  Treasurer.  Despite  the 
training  received,  the  County  Treasurer  stated  he  was  still  not  familiar 
enough  with  the  system  to  adequately  perform  these  duties  himself. 
Therefore,  an  additional  $2,000  was  budgeted  in  2013  for  the  software 
provider  to  perform  the  data  entry  of  the  backlogged  receipts  and  bank 
reconciliation  work;  however,  no  receipts  for  2013  had  been  entered  into  the 
computerized  accounting  system  as  of  June  2013. 

Section  54.140,  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Treasurer  to  separate  and  divide 
the  revenues  of  the  county  as  they  come  into  his  hands,  and  keep  a  separate 
account  with  the  county  commission  of  each  fund.  This  section  also 
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provides  for  penalties  if  the  County  Treasurer  fails  or  refuses  to  perform  the 
duties  required.  Further,  Sections  54.120  and  54.130,  RSMo,  require  that  the 
County  Treasurer  keep  the  books,  papers  and  moneys  pertaining  to  his 
office  at  all  times  ready  for  the  inspection  of  the  commission  and  provide  an 
account  of  receipts  and  expenditures.  Entering  receipts  timely  into  the 
computerized  accounting  system  is  necessary  to  monitor  county  fund 
balances,  perform  proper  reconciliations,  and  provide  information  needed  to 
monitor  and  prepare  budgets.  In  addition,  timely  preparation  of  monthly 
bank  reconciliations  ensures  accounting  records  are  in  balance  and  helps 
identify  errors  in  a  timely  manner. 

Recommendation  The  County  Treasurer  ensure  receipts  are  timely  entered  into  the 

computerized  accounting  system  and  bank  reconciliations  are  completed  in 
a  timely  manner. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Treasurer  provided  the  following  written  response: 

I  agree  with  the  auditor's  recommendation  to  enter  the  receipts  and  prepare 
bank  reconciliations  timely. 

Until  2012,  from  1991  to  2011,  I  entered  receipts  manually  in  a  hand 
written  ledger  from  my  hand  written  receipts,  and  the  funds  always 
balanced  to  the  penny.  Our  practice  in  the  past  was  the  county  clerk's  office 
wrote  the  warrants  for  the  six  major  funds.  Spending  was  controlled  by  the 
county  commission.  The  expenses  were  allocated  as  the  warrants  were 
written  by  the  clerk's  office.  However  I  wrote  the  checks  on  the  other  thirty- 
six  funds,  twelve  schools  and  six  fire  districts.  I  also  reconciled  the  bank 
each  month.  My  bank  statements  show  daily  batches  of  warrants  which  I 
can  see  coming  out  on  my  on-line  bank  account.  At  the  end  of  each  month,  I 
would  provide  the  clerk's  office  with  the  balances  of  all  funds,  investment 
accounts  and  certificates  of  deposit.  The  clerk's  office  employee  would  enter 
the  receipts  on  her  program  for  the  six  major  funds  and  see  if  we  were 
together  on  the  balances  in  those  six  funds  before  she  subtracted  the 
outstanding  warrants  on  those  six  funds.  I  had  the  outstanding  checks  on  all 
the  other  funds.  This  was  the  practice  through  2011  and  we  always 
balanced  to  the  penny. 

I  object  to  the  auditor's  comment  about  the  county  clerk's  office  having  to  do 
my  job.  I  have  always  done  my  job  to  the  best  of  my  ability. 

However  it  may  always  seem  easy  to  make  excuses  for  not  doing  what  you 
want  to  accomplish.  Here  are  the  circumstances  that  occurred. 

In  2012  we  decided  to  network  the  county  clerk's  office  and  the  treasurer's 
office  computers  since  the  clerk's  office  had  been  using  the  software  for 
some  time.  I  had  been  doing  the  work  by  hand  written  ledger  through  2011. 
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In  2012  I  was  faced  with  a  new  computer  program  about  which  I  knew 
nothing.  I  got  a  little  training  but  it  was  after  I  had  fallen  behind.  So  by  the 
time  we  created  a  new  chart  of  accounts,  I  decided  to  code  the  revenue  and 
checks  and  had  the  software  vendor  input  the  information.  I  am  currently 
just  learning  the  various  features  of  the  program. 

Since  I  started  as  treasurer  in  1991  the  work  load  for  my  office  has 
increased  by  four  times  what  it  was  in  1991.  I  am  a  one  person  office  and 
you  are  not  supposed  to  get  sick  or  take  a  vacation.  However,  I  did  have 
some  health  issues  in  June  2010  when  I  had  a  heart  attack  but  had  to  go 
back  to  work  sooner  than  I  was  supposed  to.  I  had  carpal  tunnel  surgery  on 
June  2,  2012  since  I  could  not  grip  a  pencil  or  sleep.  My  mother  passed 
away  on  June  15,  2012  and  I  had  to  take  care  of  the  estate  issues.  My  back 
had  been  giving  me  trouble  for  a  couple  of  years  and  I  had  outpatient 
surgery  on  November  27,  2012.  When  things  go  wrong  or  when  things  don't 
go  wrong,  the  treasurer  is  at  the  point  where  he  needs  help.  I  need  help  to 
keep  our  accounting  records  up  to  date.  I  asked  for  $2,500  for  part-time 
help  in  my  2013  budget,  I  received  $2,000.  I  was  told  that  if  I  needed  more 
help  I  had  to  pay  for  it  myself  as  was  the  treasurer's  practice  in  1990.  I  am 
somewhat  disappointed  that  other  offices  are  treated  with  more  respect  than 
mine.  I  am  an  elected  official  by  the  people. 

I  will  ask  again  in  the  2014  budget  for  $2,500  for  outside  services.  This 
would  be  money  well  spent  for  the  county. 

Auditor's  Comment  Receipts  need  to  be  entered  into  the  computerized  accounting  system  in  a 

timely  manner  so  the  County  Commission  has  current  information  available 
to  help  make  decisions  and  bank  reconciliations  can  be  performed  timely. 
Monies  already  spent  and  additional  amounts  approved  in  the  budget  for 
assistance  in  entering  data  have  not  resulted  in  more  current  records.  The 
limited  number  of  staff  does  not  negate  the  need  for  proper  controls  and 
procedures. 


Weaknesses  exist  in  the  County  Collector's  accounting  controls  and 
procedures.  The  County  Collector's  office  processed  transactions  totaling 
approximately  $15  million  during  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013. 


The  County  Collector  does  not  adequately  evaluate  liabilities  when 
reconciling  the  protested  tax  account,  and  as  a  result,  did  not  disburse  some 
monies  timely.  Our  review  of  the  protested  tax  account  noted  the  following: 

•  As  of  April  2013,  the  County  Collector  had  not  disbursed  2009 
protested  taxes  totaling  $14,941  that  are  due  to  the  political 
subdivisions.  The  protested  tax  case  was  not  filed  by  the  taxpayer  within 
the  allotted  amount  of  time,  and  therefore,  taxes  were  due  to  the 


2.  County  Collector 
Controls  and 
Procedures 

2. 1  Reconciliations  and 
distributions 
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political  subdivisions  in  2009.  The  County  Collector  stated  she 
identified  this  amount  in  the  protested  tax  account  while  reviewing 
liabilities  when  conducting  a  bank  reconciliation  in  January  2013. 

•  Bank  interest  totaling  $4,499  earned  in  the  protested  tax  account 
between  March  2002  and  February  2013  remained  in  the  protested  bank 
account  and  had  not  been  distributed  as  of  April  2013.  According  to  the 
County  Collector,  she  had  forgotten  to  distribute  the  interest,  as 
required. 

Adequate  reviews  of  open  items  while  performing  bank  reconciliations  are 
necessary  to  ensure  all  collections  are  properly  identified  and  disbursed  in  a 
timely  manner. 

2.2  Outstanding  checks  Procedures  have  not  been  established  to  routinely  follow  up  on  outstanding 

checks  from  the  County  Collector's  main  account.  As  of  January  2013,  25 
checks  totaling  $4,540,  had  been  outstanding  for  over  a  year  with  two 
checks  dating  back  to  2005. 

Procedures  to  routinely  follow  up  on  outstanding  checks  are  necessary  to 
prevent  the  accumulation  of  old  outstanding  checks  and  ensure  monies  are 
appropriately  disbursed  to  the  payee  or  as  otherwise  provided  by  state  law. 

Recommendations  The  County  Collector: 

2.1  Ensure  all  collections  are  distributed  in  a  timely  manner  by 
adequately  reviewing  the  list  of  liabilities  during  bank 
reconciliations. 

2.2  Establish  procedures  to  routinely  investigate  outstanding  checks. 
Old  outstanding  checks  should  be  voided  and  reissued  to  payees 
that  can  be  readily  located.  If  the  payee  cannot  be  located,  the 
amount  should  be  disbursed  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Collector  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2.1  The  protested  tax  amount  has  been  posted  and  will  be  distributed  in 
the  next  monthly  distribution.  The  interest  amount  has  been 
distributed.  The  collector's  office  will  take  steps  to  ensure  timely 
processing  of  any  protested  monies  received  in  the  future  and  will 
include  any  protested  interest  in  the  annual  interest  distribution 
each  year. 

2.2  All  payees  of  outstanding  checks  have  been  contacted.  The  payees 
who  responded  have  been  reissued  checks,  and  the  original  checks 
have  been  voided.  The  remaining  outstanding  checks  will  be  sent  to 
the  Missouri  State  Treasurer's  Unclaimed  Property  Division.  The 
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3.  Property  Tax 
System 

3.1  Account  book 


collector's  office  will  continue  to  monitor  outstanding  checks  on  a 
timely  basis. 

Controls  over  the  property  tax  system  are  in  need  of  improvement.  As  a 
result  there  is  less  assurance  property  tax  monies  have  been  accounted  for 
properly. 

Neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission  adequately  reviews 
the  activities  of  the  County  Collector.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain 
an  adequate  account  book  or  other  records  summarizing  all  property  tax 
transactions  each  month.  The  County  Clerk  maintains  spreadsheets  which 
include  beginning  tax  book  totals,  monthly  collections,  and  monthly  totals 
for  additions  and  abatements,  but  does  not  include  protested  taxes  or 
delinquent  balances.  In  addition,  procedures  are  not  performed  by  the 
County  Clerk  or  the  County  Commission  to  verify  the  accuracy  and 
completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements.  As  a  result,  there 
is  an  increased  risk  of  loss,  theft,  and  misuse  of  property  tax  monies  going 
undetected,  and  less  assurance  the  annual  settlements  are  complete  and 
accurate. 


Section  51.150.1(2),  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  accounts 
with  all  persons  chargeable  with  monies  payable  into  the  county  treasury. 
An  account  book  or  other  records  which  summarize  all  tax  charges  and 
credits  should  be  maintained  by  the  County  Clerk.  Such  records  would  help 
the  County  Clerk  ensure  taxes  charged  and  credited  to  the  County  Collector 
each  year  are  complete  and  accurate  and  could  also  be  used  by  the  County 
Clerk  and  County  Commission  to  verify  the  County  Collector's  annual 
settlements.  In  addition,  Section  139.160,  RSMo,  assigns  responsibility  to 
the  Commission  for  the  verification  of  the  County  Collector's  annual 
settlements.  Such  procedures  are  intended  to  establish  checks  and  balances 
related  to  the  collection  of  property  taxes. 

3.2  Additions  and  The  County  Commission  does  not  approve  addition  and  abatement  court 

abatements  orders  or  outlawed  personal  property  taxes.  In  addition,  the  County  Clerk's 

review  of  additions  and  abatements  is  not  sufficient. 


The  County  Assessor  enters  information  for  additions  and  abatements  into 
the  property  tax  system  and  provides  documentation  to  the  County  Clerk's 
and  County  Collector's  offices.  However,  these  additions  and  abatements  are 
not  approved  by  the  County  Commission  and  the  County  Clerk  does  not 
reconcile  this  addition  and  abatement  documentation  to  reports  he  generates 
from  the  system  or  to  the  additions  and  abatements  presented  on  County 
Collector's  annual  settlement.  As  a  result,  any  discrepancies  are  not 
identified  and  resolved.  In  addition,  outlawed  personal  property  taxes  are 
not  reviewed  or  approved  by  the  Commission. 
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During  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013,  additions  totaling  over  $234,000 
and  abatements  totaling  over  $358,000  were  recorded  in  the  property  tax 
system  without  County  Commission  approval,  and  outlawed  taxes  totaling 
over  $37,000  were  removed  from  the  tax  books,  without  County 
Commission  approval. 

Sections  137.260  and  137.270,  RSMo,  assign  responsibility  to  the  County 
Clerk  for  making  corrections  to  the  tax  books  with  the  approval  of  the 
County  Commission.  In  addition,  if  changes  to  the  amount  of  taxes  the 
County  Collector  is  charged  with  collecting  are  not  properly  monitored, 
errors  or  irregularities  could  go  undetected. 

Recommendations  3.1      The  County  Clerk  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book 

with  the  County  Collector.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  and 
the  County  Clerk  should  use  the  account  book  to  review  the 
accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual 
settlements. 


3.2  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  ensure  all  changes  made 
to  the  property  tax  system  are  supported  by  court  orders  approved 
by  the  County  Commission.  In  addition,  the  County  Clerk  should 
reconcile  his  records  of  additions  and  abatements  to  the  Collector's 
annual  settlements. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


3.1  The  County  Clerk  will  implement  updated  procedures  in  order  to 
maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book  with  the  Collector. 

3.2  The  County  Clerk  will  adjust  the  procedures  in  order  to  reconcile 
the  office  records  of  additions  and  abatements  to  the  Collector's 
annual  settlement. 


The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

3.1  The  County  Commission  will  review  the  account  book  and  annual 
settlements  for  accuracy  and  completeness. 

3.2  The  County  Commission  will  work  with  the  County  Clerk  to  ensure 
revisions/corrections  to  the  property  tax  system  are  reviewed  and 
documented  per  statute.  We  currently  review  changes  monthly  and 
will  formally  approve  these  changes  during  Commission  meetings. 
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4tt  e  t»  A-  *  a.  "i  Procedures  related  to  the  use  of  restricted  funds  are  not  adequate. 
.  Use  of  Restricted 

Funds 


4. 1  Capital  improvement         The  county  transferred  $14,148  from  the  Road  and  Bridge  Trust  Fund  to  the 
Sales  tax  General  Revenue  Fund  to  reimburse  the  General  Revenue  Fund  for  election 

costs,  which  is  not  allowed  by  state  law. 


The  Road  and  Bridge  Trust  Fund  was  established  in  1984  after  the  county 
voters  passed  a  1/2  cent  capital  improvement  sales  tax  to  be  used  for  the 
purpose  of  the  construction  of  county  road  systems  improvements,  including 
new  bridges  and  culverts.  The  sole  source  of  funding  for  the  Road  and 
Bridge  Trust  Fund  is  the  sales  tax  revenue,  which  is  restricted  by  law  for  the 
purpose  designated  on  the  ballot.  This  sales  tax  was  set  to  expire  on 
December  31,  2012,  and  was  placed  on  the  ballot  for  renewal  in  2012.  After 
its  renewal,  the  county  calculated  the  ballot  issue's  pro-rata  share  of  election 
costs  and  recouped  the  money  from  the  Road  and  Bridge  Trust  Fund. 
However,  election  costs  are  not  an  allowable  disbursement  of  these  sales  tax 
monies. 


Section  67.700,  RSMo,  allows  counties  to  impose  a  sales  tax  for  any  capital 
improvement  purpose  designated  by  the  county  in  its  ballot,  and  requires  the 
monies  received  from  the  sales  tax  be  used  solely  for  the  designated  capital 
improvement  purpose. 


4.2  Law  Enforcement  Center  The  county  transfers  $75,000  annually  from  the  Law  Enforcement  Center 
Fund  transfers  (LEC)  Fund  to  the  9 1 1  Fund  to  reimburse  for  salaries  and  benefits  related  to 

911  dispatching;  however,  the  County  Commission  does  not  document  the 
portion  of  salaries  and  benefits  which  relate  to  law  enforcement  services  or 
maintain  other  data  to  support  the  amount  of  the  transfer.  According  to  the 
County  Commission  order  authorizing  this  transfer,  the  transfer  from  the 
LEC  is  to  cover  costs  of  duties  performed  by  911  personnel  related  to 
dispatching,  maintaining  warrant  registries,  and  checking  information  in  the 
Missouri  Uniform  Law  Enforcement  System.  However,  the  county  has  no 
documentation  to  demonstrate  how  this  annual  amount  was  derived,  nor  has 
the  county  undertaken  a  study  to  determine  whether  the  amounts  transferred 
are  fair  based  on  the  relative  work  load  of  the  911  dispatchers. 


Monies  in  the  LEC  Fund  represent  revenues  which  are  restricted  by  Section 
67.582.3,  RSMo,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  law  enforcement  services. 
Costs  paid  by  the  fund  should  be  clearly  related  to  the  services  allowed  by 
law  and  documentation  should  be  retained  to  demonstrate  the  disbursements 
comply  with  statutory  restrictions. 


A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  report. 
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Recommendations 


The  County  Commission: 

4. 1  Discontinue  making  transfers  from  the  Road  and  Bridge  Trust  Fund 
to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  for  election  costs.  In  addition,  the 
Commission  should  transfer  these  election  costs  back  to  the  Road 
and  Bridge  Trust  Fund. 


Auditee's  Response 


4.2  Maintain  adequate  documentation  to  support  the  monies  transferred 
from  the  Law  Enforcement  Center  Fund  to  the  911  Fund. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

4.1  In  the  future,  the  County  Commission  will  follow  audit 
recommendations  on  election  costs,  and  transfers  between  the  Road 
and  Bridge  Trust  and  General  Revenue  Funds.  However,  we  have 
historically  paid  for  election  costs  out  of  the  Road  and  Bridge  Trust 
Fund,  so  we  do  not  feel  it  is  necessary  to  transfer  the  2012  election 
costs  back  to  the  fund. 


4.2  The  LEC  Fund  was  established  by  voter  approval  authorizing  a 
sales  tax  for  the  purpose  of  providing  law  enforcement  services 
including  operation  of  a  law  enforcement  and  communication 
center. 


The  Commission  continues  to  believe  the  level  of  funding 
transferred  is  reasonable  when  all  911  Fund  support  services  are 
considered.  It  would  be  burdensome  and  counter-productive  to 
maintain  work  activity  documentation. 
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Cooper  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat  is 
Boonville. 


Cooper  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  60  full-time  employees  and  14  part-time  employees  on 
December  31,  2012. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder 

2013 

2012 

Eddie  Brickner,  Presiding  Commissioner 

$ 

43,067 

Paul  Davis,  Associate  Commissioner 

40,636 

Ernie  Walther,  Associate  Commissioner 

40,636 

Nancy  Fisher,  Circuit  Clerk  and 

Ex  Officio  Recorder  of  Deeds  (1) 

Darryl  Kempf,  County  Clerk  (2) 

90,686 

Douglas  Abele,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

82,583 

Jerry  Wolfe,  Sheriff 

68,745 

Stanley  Serck,  County  Treasurer 

44,248 

James  Hurt,  County  Coroner 

20,494 

Stephanie  Young,  Public  Administrator 

61,564 

Carol  Nauman,  County  Collector  (3), 

year  ended  February  28  , 

70,503 

James  R.  Lachner,  County  Assessor, 

year  ended  August  3 1 , 

61,161 

(1)  Compensation  is  paid  by  the  state. 

(2)  Includes  $29,122  of  commissions  earned  for  preparing  city  property  tax  books  for  2012 
and  2011. 

(3)  Includes  $8,940  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  city  property  taxes  for  2011. 


Financing 
Arrangements 


In  January  2010,  the  county  refinanced  and  obtained  a  2  year  extension  for 
its  leasehold  revenue  bonds  used  to  construct  the  Law  Enforcement  Center 
in  1998.  The  bonds  are  now  scheduled  to  be  paid  off  in  2020.  The  remaining 
balance  of  the  bonds  at  December  31,  2012,  was  $1,235,000  in  principal  and 
$269,488  in  interest. 
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The  county  entered  into  a  lease-purchase  agreement  for  two  graders  on 
August  20,  2012.  Principal  and  interest  payments  are  made  from  the  Special 
Road  and  Bridge  Fund.  Final  payment  is  scheduled  to  occur  in  2016.  The 
remaining  balance  on  the  lease-purchase  agreement  at  December  31,  2012, 
was  $400,000  in  principal  and  $23,076  in  interest. 


13 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Ste.  Genevieve  County 


October  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Ste.  Genevieve  County 


County  Collector's  Procedures    The  County  Collector  had  not  performed  bank  reconciliations  of  the  main 

account  since  June  2012  and  does  not  monthly  reconcile  the  protested  tax 
account.  To  avoid  writing  insufficient  funds  checks  in  the  main  account,  the 
County  Collector  transferred  $137,810  from  the  protested  tax  account  to  the 
main  account  but  transferred  back  $139,985  a  month  later.  The  County 
Collector  could  not  explain  why  the  main  account  was  short  in  the  first 
place  or  why  $2,175  more  was  returned  to  the  protested  tax  account. 

The  Public  Administrator  does  not  always  timely  file  annual  settlements,  in 
accordance  with  state  law.  Also,  the  Public  Administrator  does  not  assess 
and  collect  fees  from  the  accounts  of  active  wards  and  estates,  so  the  county 
is  not  recouping  any  of  the  Public  Administrator  salary  costs. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  Road  and  Bridge  department  still 
needs  to  improve  controls  and  procedures  over  fuel  use  and  purchases. 
Although  the  road  and  bridge  supervisor  maintains  a  log  of  fuel  pumped,  he 
does  not  reconcile  fuel  pumped  to  fuel  purchased  each  month. 

Senate  Bill  40  Board  The  Senate  Bill  40  (SB40)  Board  does  not  prepare  a  formal  budget  for  the 

Donation  Fund,  as  required  by  state  law,  and  does  not  have  written  contracts 
with  two  entities  to  which  it  provides  funding,  making  it  more  difficult  to 
ensure  tax  payer  monies  are  spent  for  their  intended  use.  The  SB40  Board 
does  not  issue  receipt  slips  for  donations  received  and  does  not  maintain  a 
detailed  record  of  donation  receipts. 

The  Public  Administrator  does  not  require  passwords  to  log  on  to  her 
computer,  and  in  the  offices  of  the  Sheriff,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Prosecuting 
Attorney,  and  Assessor,  passwords  do  not  have  to  be  changed  periodically. 
Also,  the  Sheriff,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Assessor,  and  Public  Administrator 
have  no  security  control  to  shut  down  computers  after  a  certain  period  of 
inactivity  and  to  detect  or  prevent  incorrect  login  attempts.  The  county  does 
not  have  formal  emergency  contingency  plans  and  has  not  made  formal 
arrangements  for  the  use  of  backup  facilities  in  the  event  of  a  disaster  or 
other  disruption  of  services. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  County  Commission  did  not  always 
comply  with  the  Sunshine  Law.  The  County  Commission  did  not  document 
its  reasons  for  closing  three  meetings  and  did  not  maintain  minutes  for  three 
other  closed  meetings.  The  County  Commission  closed  one  meeting  to 
discuss  the  importance  of  maintaining  equipment  in  good  working  order  and 
closed  another  meeting  to  discuss  the  importance  of  placing  warning  signs 
in  road  construction  zones;  the  Sunshine  Law  does  not  allow  either  of  these 
topics  to  be  discussed  in  closed  session. 


Public  Administrator's 
Procedures 


Fuel  Usage 


Computer  Controls 


Closed  Meetings  and  Minutes 


Sheriffs  Procedures  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  perform  a  periodic  physical  inventory  of  all 

seized  property  and  reconcile  the  results  to  seized  property  records.  The 
Deputy  Office  Clerk  has  not  been  routinely  following  up  on  outstanding 
checks  for  the  inmate  account.  At  December  31,  2012,  133  checks  totaling 
$2,314  had  been  outstanding  for  over  a  year,  with  some  dating  back  to  2009. 

Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Ste.  Genevieve  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Ste.  Genevieve  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section 
29.230,  RSMo.  In  addition,  Daniel  Jones  &  Associates,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to 
audit  the  financial  statements  of  Ste.  Genevieve  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012.  The 
scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The 
objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 


2 


For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Ste. 
Genevieve  County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditors: 

Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Chris  Vetter,  CPA 
Steven  Re',  CPA 
Julie  M.  Moore,  MBA 
Albert  Borde-Koufie,  MBA 
Alexander  Druzenko,  MBA 
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Ste.  Genevieve  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


1     CoUIltV  Coll6Ctor'S    ^an^  reconcmations  are  not  prepared  timely  and  accurately.  In  addition, 
*  *  liabilities  are  not  properly  identified  and  reconciled  to  the  cash  balance.  The 

PrOC6(llir6S  County  Collector's  office  processed  collections  of  approximately  $23 

million  during  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013. 


1 . 1  Main  account  The  County  Collector  had  not  performed  bank  reconciliations  since  June 

2012.  As  a  result,  disbursement  errors  were  not  identified  timely  and  there  is 
no  assurance  all  monies  are  accounted  for  properly.  In  February  2013,  at  our 
request,  the  County  Collector  prepared  bank  reconciliations  through 
December  2012;  however,  these  reconciliations  were  not  prepared  properly. 
As  of  May  2013,  the  bank  reconciliations  for  January  2013  through  April 
2013  had  not  been  prepared. 

The  County  Collector's  main  account  balance  at  December  31,  2012,  was 
short  $185,109  due  to  a  double  payment  of  Tax  Increment  Financing  monies 
totaling  $182,795  and  other  disbursement  errors  totaling  $2,314.  Problems 
were  noted  with  the  County  Collector's  procedures  for  identifying 
outstanding  checks  when  preparing  bank  reconciliations.  The  County 
Collector  does  not  consider  checks  outstanding  for  more  than  a  month, 
regardless  of  actual  bank  clearing  date.  In  addition,  the  County  Collector 
transferred  $137,810  from  the  protested  tax  account  to  the  main  account  to 
avoid  writing  insufficient  funds  checks  in  January  2013.  However,  $139,985 
was  subsequently  transferred  back  to  the  protested  tax  account  in  February 

2013.  The  County  Collector  could  not  provide  an  explanation  for  the 
shortage  in  the  main  account  or  why  $2,175  more  than  the  original  transfer 
amount  was  transferred  back  to  the  protested  tax  account. 

Without  preparing  accurate  monthly  bank  reconciliations  there  is  little 
assurance  that  cash  receipts  and  disbursements  have  been  properly  handled 
and  recorded  or  that  bank  or  book  errors  will  be  detected  and  corrected  in  a 
timely  manner. 

1.2  Protested  tax  account         Monthly  bank  reconciliations  are  not  prepared  and  identified  liabilities  are 

not  reconciled  to  the  cash  balance  for  the  protested  tax  account.  As  a  result, 
there  is  no  assurance  available  cash  is  sufficient  to  cover  liabilities.  We 
prepared  a  bank  reconciliation  for  January  2013.  At  January  31,  2013,  the 
list  of  identified  liabilities  totaled  $172,156;  however,  the  reconciled  bank 
balance  was  $172,074  indicating  a  shortage  of  $82. 

To  ensure  records  are  in  balance  and  sufficient  funds  are  available  for 
payment  of  all  liabilities,  a  monthly  bank  reconciliation  and  a  complete  and 
accurate  list  of  liabilities  should  be  prepared  monthly  and  reconciled. 
Prompt  investigation  is  needed  to  determine  the  cause  of  and  resolve  any 
differences. 
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Recommendations         The  County  collector: 

1.1  Prepare  monthly  bank  reconciliations  for  the  main  account  and 
investigate  and  resolve  any  errors. 

1.2.  Prepare  monthly  bank  reconciliations  for  the  protested  tax  account 
and  reconcile  the  cash  balance  to  the  monthly  list  of  liabilities.  Any 
differences  should  be  promptly  investigated  and  resolved. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Collector  provided  the  following  responses: 

1.1  The  bank  reconciliations  for  the  main  account  have  been  completed 
through  July  2013  and  I  will  continue  to  work  on  resolving  any 
discrepancies.  In  addition,  the  overpayment  of  the  TIF  monies  has 
been  recouped  except  for  approximately  $500. 

1.2  The  bank  reconciliations  for  the  protest  taxes  account  have  been 
completed  through  July  2013.  I  am  also  working  on  reconciling  the 
open  liabilities  to  the  remaining  cash  balance. 


The  Public  Administrator  does  not  timely  file  annual  settlements.  In 
addition,  there  is  no  written  policy  or  procedure  to  assess  fees  to  the  wards 
or  estates.  The  Public  Administrator  acts  as  the  court  appointed  personal 
representative  for  wards  or  estates  of  the  Probate  Division.  The  Public 
Administrator  administered  54  wards  or  estates  as  of  December  31,  2012. 
For  47  of  these  wards  or  estates  the  court  required  filing  a  summary  status 
report  rather  than  an  annual  settlement. 

2. 1  Annual  Settlements  The  Public  Administrator  does  not  always  file  annual  settlements  timely  in 

compliance  with  state  law. 

We  reviewed  all  seven  case  files  that  required  an  annual  settlement  to  be 
filed  for  2012  and  2011.  Three  annual  settlements  filed  in  2012  were  filed 
between  4  and  9  months  late  and  one  annual  settlement  was  not  filed.  In 
addition,  four  annual  settlements  filed  in  201 1  were  filed  from  3  to  5  months 
late  and  one  annual  settlement  was  filed  9  months  late. 

Sections  473.540  and  475.270,  RSMo,  require  the  Public  Administrator  to 
file  an  annual  settlement  with  the  court  for  each  ward  or  estate.  Timely 
settlements  are  necessary  for  the  court  to  properly  oversee  the 
administration  of  cases  and  reduce  the  possibility  that  errors  or  misuse  of 
funds  will  go  undetected. 

2.2  Fees  assessed  The  Public  Administrator  does  not  assess  and  collect  fees  from  the  accounts 

of  active  wards  and  estates.  Given  the  current  circumstances,  the  county  is 
not  recouping  any  of  the  Public  Administrator  salary  costs  which  are  paid 


2.  Public 

Administrator's 
Procedures 
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from  the  county  General  Revenue  Fund.  Section  473.742,  RSMo,  provides 
all  fees  collected  by  a  Public  Administrator  who  elects  to  be  salaried  are  to 
be  deposited  into  the  county  treasury. 

To  ensure  fees  are  properly  assessed  against  the  accounts  of  the  wards  and 
estates  and  remitted  to  the  county  treasury,  the  Public  Administrator  should 
work  with  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge  to  establish  a  policy  for  fees  to  be 
assessed. 

Recommendations  The  Public  Administrator: 

2.1  Ensure  annual  settlements  are  timely  filed. 

2.2  Work  with  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge  to  establish  a  formal  policy 
outlining  the  fee  amount  to  assess  the  wards  and  estates  and  ensure 
fees  are  assessed  and  paid  to  the  county  for  all  applicable  wards  and 
estates. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Public  Administrator  provided  the  following  responses: 

2.1  A  full  time  deputy  clerk  was  hired  in  October  2012  who  is 
responsible  for  preparing  the  annual  settlements.  We  are  in  the 
process  of  completing  all  of  the  annual  settlements  which  have  not 
been  filed  and  will  ensure  all  future  required  filings  are  completed 
timely. 

2.2  We  will  work  with  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge  to  establish  a  policy 
for  assessing  fees. 

The  Associate  Circuit  Judge  and  Probate  Clerk  provided  the  following 
response: 

2.2  We  are  willing  to  work  with  the  Public  Administrator  to  establish  a 
fee  schedule  for  qualifying  wards. 


As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  controls  and  procedures  over  fuel  use  and 
purchases  for  the  Road  and  Bridge  department  still  need  improvement.  The 
Road  and  Bridge  department  uses  13  vehicles  and  19  pieces  of  equipment  as 
of  December  31,  2012.  Road  and  Bridge  department  fuel  purchases  totaled 
approximately  $123,000  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

The  county  maintains  two  diesel  tanks  and  one  gasoline  tank  for  fueling 
road  and  bridge  vehicles  and  equipment,  and  the  road  and  bridge  supervisor 
maintains  a  log  of  fuel  pumped  and  records  the  beginning  and  ending  fuel 
readings  of  the  fuel  tanks  each  day.  However,  he  does  not  reconcile  fuel 
pumped  to  fuel  purchases  each  month. 


3.  Fuel  Usage 
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Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


4.  Senate  Bill  40 
Board 


To  ensure  the  validity  and  propriety  of  fuel  disbursements  and  detect  fuel 
loss  or  misuse  on  a  timely  basis,  procedures  should  be  adopted  to  ensure 
fuel  pumped  is  reconciled  to  fuel  purchased.  Failure  to  account  for  fuel  use 
could  result  in  theft  and  misuse  and  billing  errors  going  undetected. 

The  County  Commission  ensure  fuel  purchases  are  reconciled  to  fuel  usage 
and  investigate  any  significant  differences. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 

We  check  the  fuel  tank  levels  each  morning,  maintain  usage  logs,  and  turn 
off  the  power  to  the  fuel  pumps  after  all  vehicles  have  been  refueled.  We  do 
not  feel  additional  procedures  to  monitor  fuel  need  to  be  implemented. 

The  Senate  Bill  40  (SB40)  Board  did  not  prepare  budgets  for  the  Donation 
Fund  or  enter  into  written  contracts  with  entities  providing  services.  In 
addition,  receipt  slips  are  not  issued  for  monies  received. 


4. 1  Donation  Fund  budget       Formal  budgets  were  not  prepared  detailing  receipts,  disbursements, 

beginning  cash  balance,  or  estimated  ending  cash  balance  for  the  Donation 
Fund.  The  Donation  Fund  was  established  in  June  2012;  however,  a  budget 
was  not  prepared  for  2012  or  2013.  The  Donation  Fund  had  receipts  of 
$37,838  and  disbursements  of  $11,574  resulting  in  an  ending  cash  balance 
of  $26,264  at  December  31,  2012. 


To  be  of  maximum  assistance  as  a  planning  tool  and  to  adequately  inform 
the  public,  budgets  should  be  prepared  for  all  funds.  Chapter  50,  RSMo, 
requires  county  officials  to  prepare  annual  budgets  for  all  funds  and 
prohibits  the  disbursement  of  public  funds  without  an  approved  budget.  In 
addition,  Section  50.590,  RSMo,  requires  budgets  to  include  the  amounts 
for  the  last  two  completed  fiscal  years  to  provide  a  comparison  with  the 
estimates  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  and  Section  50.740,  RSMo,  requires 
budgets  to  be  submitted  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

4.2  Contracts  for  services        The  SB40  Board  does  not  have  written  contracts  with  two  entities  to  which 

it  provides  funding.  As  a  result,  there  is  less  assurance  tax  payer  monies  are 
being  spent  for  their  intended  use.  During  the  year  ended  December  31, 
2012,  the  Board  provided  funding  totaling  $126,000.  The  Board  indicated 
the  lists  of  requests  for  funding  acts  as  the  contract  between  the  entities  and 
Board. 


SB40  Board  tax  revenues  are  restricted  to  specific  uses  by  law  and  it  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  Board  to  oversee  and  ensure  the  appropriate  use  of 
those  funds.  As  a  result,  the  need  for  clear  and  detailed  written  contracts  is 
necessary  to  ensure  all  parties  are  aware  of  their  duties  and  responsibilities 
and  to  prevent  misunderstandings.  Section  432.070,  RSMo,  requires 
contracts  for  political  subdivisions  to  be  in  writing. 
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A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 

4.3  Receipt  Slips  The  SB40  Board  Treasurer  does  not  issue  receipt  slips  for  donations 

received  or  maintain  a  detailed  record  of  donation  receipts.  While  the  SB 40 
Board  Treasurer  sends  each  donor  a  letter  acknowledging  the  donation  and 
retains  a  copy  on  file,  there  is  no  centralized  record  of  monies  collected  to 
ensure  all  monies  are  properly  recorded  and  deposited. 

To  adequately  account  for  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or 
misuse  of  funds,  official  prenumbered  receipt  slips  should  be  issued  for  all 
monies  immediately  upon  receipt  and  a  centralized  record  of  donation 
receipts  should  be  maintained. 

Recommendations  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board: 


4.1       Ensure  an  annual  budget  is  prepared  in  accordance  with  state  law 
for  the  Donation  Fund. 


4.2  Enter  into  written  contracts  for  funding  requests  that  clearly  detail 
the  services  to  be  performed  and  the  compensation  to  be  paid  or 
benefits  received. 


4.3       Ensure  prenumbered  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  all  monies  received 
and  maintain  a  detailed  record  of  all  receipts. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

4.1        We  are  working  on  getting  a  budget  in  order  for  the  fund  raising 
account  ( Challenger  Sports  baseball  field  project)  effective  2014. 


5.  Computer  Controls 


4.2  All  future  contracts  will  clearly  detail  the  services  to  be  performed 
and  compensation  paid  and  will  be  signed  by  both  parties,  the 
recipient  of  the  funds  as  well  as  a  member  of  our  board. 

4.3  A  numbered  receipt  book  which  will  include  a  detailed  record  of  the 
receipt  will  be  used  effective  immediately  to  acknowledge  donations 
or  any  other  monies  given  on  behalf  of  the  Challenger  Sports 
baseball  field  project. 

Controls  over  county  computer  systems  are  not  sufficient  to  prevent 
unauthorized  access,  or  to  restore  important  systems  in  the  event  of  a 
disaster  or  systems  failure.  As  a  result,  county  records  are  unprotected  and 
susceptible  to  damage  or  theft. 


5. 1  User  passwords  The  Sheriff,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  and  Assessor  do  not 

require  passwords  to  be  periodically  changed.  In  addition,  the  Public 
Administrator  does  not  require  passwords  to  log  on  to  her  computer. 
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5.2  Computer  inactivity 


5.3  Contingency  plan 


Recommendations 


Requiring  and  changing  passwords  periodically  limits  access  to  data  files 
and  programs  to  only  those  individuals  who  need  access  for  completion  of 
job  responsibilities,  and  reduces  the  possibility  of  unauthorized  users. 

The  Sheriff,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Assessor,  and  Public  Administrator  do  not 
have  a  security  control  in  place  to  shut  down  computers  after  a  certain 
period  of  inactivity  and  detect  or  prevent  incorrect  login  attempts.  As  a 
result,  unauthorized  individuals  could  access  an  unattended  computer  and 
have  unrestricted  access  to  programs  and  data  files.  To  help  protect 
computer  files,  security  controls  should  be  implemented  to  shut  down  the 
system  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity  and  to  detect  and  prevent  incorrect 
login  attempts. 

The  county  does  not  have  formal  emergency  contingency  plans  and  has  not 
made  formal  arrangements  for  the  use  of  backup  facilities  in  the  event  of  a 
disaster  or  other  disruption  of  services. 

Contingency  plans  should  include  plans  for  a  variety  of  situations,  such  as 
short-  and  long-term  plans  for  backup  hardware,  software,  facilities, 
personnel,  and  power  usage.  The  major  benefit  of  a  thorough  contingency 
plan  is  the  ability  of  the  county  to  recover  rapidly  from  disaster  or 
extraordinary  situations  that  might  cause  considerable  loss  or  disruption  to 
the  county.  Because  of  the  degree  of  reliance  on  data  processing,  the  need 
for  contingency  planning  is  evident. 

The  County  Commission: 


Auditee's  Response 


5.1  Work  with  the  Sheriff,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Prosecuting  Attorney, 
Assessor,  and  Public  Administrator  to  require  passwords  for  all 
employees  and  ensure  passwords  are  periodically  changed. 

5.2  Work  with  the  Sheriff,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Assessor,  and  Public 
Administrator  to  establish  a  security  control  requiring  computers  to 
shut  down  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity. 

5.3  Work  with  other  county  officials  to  develop  formal  contingency 
plans  for  the  various  computer  systems. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  responses: 

5.1  We  will  discuss  and  work  with  the  other  office  holders  to  ensure 
passwords  are  confidential  and  are  changed  periodically. 


5.2  We  will  work  with  a  computer  programmer  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  locking  out  computer  after  a  period  of  inactivity  and/or 
a  specific  number  of  incorrect  login  attempts. 


Ste.  Genevieve  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


6.  Closed  Meetings 
and  Minutes 


5.3        The  county  is  currently  working  on  developing  an  emergency  plan. 
The  Sheriff  and  Prosecuting  Attorney  provided  the  following  response: 
5.1       We  will  consider  the  recommendation. 

The  Recorder  of  Deeds  and  Assessor  provided  the  following  response: 

5.1        We  will  work  with  the  County  Commission  to  require  passwords  to 
be  changed. 

The  Public  Administrator  provided  the  following  response: 

5.1  This  has  been  implemented. 

The  Assessor  provided  the  following  response: 

5.2  I  will  work  with  the  County  Commission  on  this  issue. 
The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  response: 

5.2        We    will    work    with    our   IT   technician    to    implement  the 
recommendation. 

The  Recorder  of  Deeds  and  Public  Administrator  provided  the  following 
response: 

5.2        We    will    work    the    County    Commission    to    implement  the 
recommendation. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  report,  County  Commission  procedures  related  to 
closed  meetings  were  not  always  in  compliance  with  the  Sunshine  Law.  The 
County  Commission  held  12  closed  meetings  during  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012. 

•  Reasons  for  closing  three  meetings  were  not  documented  and  minutes 
were  not  maintained  for  three  other  closed  meetings.  Without 
documenting  the  reasons  for  closing  the  meetings  and  preparing  minutes 
of  closed  sessions,  there  is  no  record  to  support  the  decisions  made,  and 
less  assurance  to  the  public  that  various  statutory  provisions  are 
followed. 

•  The  County  Commission  closed  a  meeting  on  July  2,  2012,  to  discuss 
the  importance  of  maintaining  equipment  in  good  working  order  and 
closed  another  meeting  on  August  9,  2012,  to  discuss  the  importance  of 
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Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


7.  Sheriffs 
Procedures 

7.1  Seized  property 


7.2  Old  outstanding  checks 


placing  warning  signs  in  road  construction  zones.  The  Sunshine  Law 
does  not  allow  these  topics  to  be  discussed  in  closed  session. 

The  Sunshine  Law,  Chapter  610,  RSMo,  requires  minutes  be  kept  for  all 
closed  meetings  and  the  reason  for  the  closed  meeting  be  voted  on  in  an 
open  meeting.  The  law  also  provides  guidance  on  which  topics  and  actions 
are  allowable  in  closed  meetings. 

The  County  Commission  ensure  open  meeting  minutes  document  the  reason 
and  the  corresponding  vote  for  entering  into  closed  session  and  minutes  are 
prepared  for  all  closed  meetings.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission 
should  ensure  items  discussed  in  closed  meetings  comply  with  the  Sunshine 
Law. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 

We  will  document  the  reasons  for  all  closed  meetings  and  the  corresponding 
vote.  In  addition,  we  will  prepare  minutes  for  all  closed  meetings  and 
ensure  topics  discussed  are  allowable  per  the  Sunshine  Law. 

Controls  over  seized  property  are  in  need  of  improvement  and  several  old 
outstanding  checks  have  not  been  investigated  and  resolved. 


The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  perform  a  periodic  physical  inventory  of  all 
seized  property  and  reconcile  results  to  seized  property  records.  As  a  result, 
there  is  an  increased  potential  for  theft  or  misuse  of  items  going  undetected. 

Considering  the  often  sensitive  nature  of  seized  property,  performing  a 
periodic  physical  inventory  is  essential  to  ensure  items  are  accounted  for 
properly. 

The  Deputy  Office  Clerk  has  not  routinely  followed  up  on  outstanding 
checks  for  the  inmate  account.  As  a  result,  at  December  31,  2012,  133 
checks  totaling  $2,314  had  been  outstanding  for  over  a  year  with  some 
checks  dating  back  to  2009. 

Follow  up  on  outstanding  checks  is  necessary  to  ensure  monies  are 
appropriately  disbursed  to  the  payee  or  as  otherwise  provided  by  state  law. 


Recommendations 


The  Sheriff: 


7.1       Ensure  a  periodic  physical  inventory  of  all  seized  property  is 
conducted  and  reconciled  to  the  seized  property  records. 


7.2       Routinely  follow  up  on  outstanding  checks.  Old  outstanding  checks 
should  be  voided  and  reissued  to  payees  who  can  be  readily  located. 
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If  the  payees  cannot  be  located,  the  amount  should  be  disbursed  in 
accordance  with  state  law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

7.1  We  will  conduct  spot  inventories  of  various  cases  throughout  the 
year. 

7.2  The  deputy  clerk  is  currently  working  on  resolving  the  old 
outstanding  checks. 
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Ste.  Genevieve  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The 
county  seat  is  Ste.  Genevieve. 

Ste.  Genevieve  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  99  full-time  employees  and  90  part-time  employees  on 
December  31,  2012. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board,  Senior 
Citizens  Board,  Mental  Health  Board,  and  the  Community  Center  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder 

2013 

2012 

Garry  Nelson,  Presiding  Commissioner 

$ 

36,343 

Ray  Gettinger,  Associate  Commissioner 

33,951 

Randy  Bahr,  Associate  Commissioner 

33,951 

Peggy  Yamnitz,  Recorder  of  Deeds 

51,441 

Kay  A.  Basler,  County  Clerk 

51,441 

Carl  Kinsky,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

116,858 

Gary  Stolzer,  Sheriff 

57,440 

Judy  E.  Thomas,  County  Treasurer 

51,441 

Leo  C.  Chipper  Basler  Jr.,  County  Coroner 

17,944 

Mary  Jo  Ramer,  Public  Administrator 

25,000 

Phyllis  A.  Vessell,  County  Collector  (1), 

year  ended  February  28, 

61,185 

Linda  Wagner,  County  Assessor  , 

year  ended  August  3 1 , 

55,831 

Gerald  Bader,  County  Surveyor  (2) 

(1)  Includes  $9,534  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  city  property  taxes. 

(2)  Compensation  on  a  fee  basis. 


Financing  In  February  2006,  the  county  entered  into  an  agreement  to  issue  taxable 

Arrangements  Industrial  Development  Revenue  Bonds  as  authorized  by  Article  VI,  Section 

27,  Missouri  Constitution,  and  Sections  100.010  to  100.200,  RSMo.  The 
proceeds  of  the  bonds,  which  were  issued  in  2006  in  the  amount  of 
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approximately  $1  billion,  are  to  be  used  for  the  acquisition,  construction, 
and  furnishing  costs  related  to  an  industrial  development  project  in  Ste. 
Genevieve  County.  The  county  is  not  liable  for  ultimate  repayment  of  the 
bonds.  The  county  subsequently  amended  the  agreement  in  August  2010 
increasing  the  total  amount  of  the  bonds  issued  to  $2  billion.  It  is  expected 
the  company  developing  the  project  will  receive  property  tax  abatements  of 
approximately  $1.6  billion  until  2020  and  will  make  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes  during  that  period. 

A  lease-purchase  agreement  was  entered  into  with  the  Community  Center 
Foundation  of  Ste.  Genevieve  to  lease  the  community  center  on  June  1, 
2008.  The  terms  of  the  agreement  are  for  the  Community  Center  Foundation 
of  Ste.  Genevieve  to  purchase  the  community  center  and  lease  the 
community  center  back  to  the  county  for  payments  totaling  the  principal  and 
interest  due  on  the  outstanding  Certificates  of  Participation.  Payments  are 
made  from  the  Community  Center  Sales  Tax  Fund.  The  Certificates  of 
Participation  are  scheduled  to  be  paid  off  in  2018.  The  remaining  principal 
and  interest  due  on  the  lease-purchase  agreement  at  December  31,  2012, 
was  $3,365,000  and  $412,000  respectively.  In  June  2011,  an  amendment  to 
the  lease  was  entered  into  to  issue  an  additional  $950,000  of  Certificates  of 
Participation  which  are  scheduled  to  be  paid  off  in  2021.  The  remaining 
principal  and  interest  at  December  31,  2012,  was  $925,000  and  $241,000 
respectively. 

The  county  entered  into  a  lease  agreement  with  the  Bank  of  Bloomsdale  (the 
Grantor)  on  June  21,  2012.  The  terms  of  the  agreement  call  for  the  Grantor 
to  provide  funding  for  the  costs  of  acquiring,  constructing,  furnishing,  and 
equipping  the  justice  center  and  for  the  county  to  lease  the  justice  center 
from  the  Grantor  for  lease  payments  equal  to  the  amount  due  to  retire  the 
trustee's  indebtedness.  The  aggregate  amount  of  the  loan  cannot  exceed  $6.5 
million.  The  negotiated  interest  rate  is  4  percent  for  10  years.  The  county 
paid  $34,400  in  interest  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 
Construction  on  the  jail  expansion  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  October 
2013. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Pemiscot  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System 


Background  Section  52.150,  RSMo,  requires  the  State  Auditor  to  audit  the  office  of  a 

County  Collector  after  being  notified  of  a  vacancy  in  that  office.  A  vacancy 
occurred  in  the  office  of  the  County  Collector  of  Pemiscot  County  on  April 
3,  2013.  A  successor  was  appointed  and  sworn  into  office  effective  May  17, 
2013.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to, 
the  year  ended  February  28,  2013,  and  the  period  from  March  1,  2013,  to 
April  3,  2013. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County 
Commission  adequately  reviews  the  activities  of  the  County  Collector.  The 
County  Clerk  does  not  create  an  account  book  or  other  records  summarizing 
property  tax  charges,  transactions,  and  changes,  so  the  County  Clerk  and  the 
County  Commission  do  not  have  information  readily  available  and  do  not 
adequately  review  the  annual  settlements  prepared  by  the  County  Collector. 
The  County  Collector  did  not  file  the  2012  and  2013  annual  settlements 
timely. 

The  County  Collector  should  have  withheld  assessment  fund  withholdings 
on  tax  collections  at  a  rate  of  1.7  percent  but  only  withheld  them  at  a  rate  of 
1  percent.  As  such,  the  Assessment  Fund  is  owed  approximately  $42,000  for 
the  period  November  1,  2012,  through  February  28,  2013.  The  County 
Collector  also  incorrectly  calculated  commissions  on  school  taxes,  so  more 
than  $30,000  which  should  have  been  withheld  from  schools  and  paid  to  the 
County  Treasurer  for  the  General  Revenue  Fund  was  not  withheld.  The 
same  problems  occurred  during  December  2011,  but  the  amount  of  the 
errors  was  not  quantified. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 


Property  Tax  System  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Property  Tax  Withholdings 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

County  Collector 
Pemiscot  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  the  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System  of  Pemiscot  County.  Section  52.150, 
RSMo,  requires  the  State  Auditor  to  audit  the  office  of  the  County  Collector  after  being  notified  of  a 
vacancy  in  that  office.  On  April  3,  2013,  a  vacancy  occurred  in  the  office  of  the  County  Collector  of 
Pemiscot  County.  A  successor  was  appointed  and  sworn  into  office  effective  May  17,  2013.  The  scope  of 
our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  period  from  March  1,  2013,  to  April  3,  2013, 
and  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  property  tax  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed 
procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those 
provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  County  Collector  and  county  management  and  was  not  subjected  to 
the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  County  Collector  and  property  tax  system. 
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Section  52.150,  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Commission  to  accept  the  State  Auditor's  report  and,  if 
necessary,  to  take  certain  specific  actions  if  the  State  Auditor  finds  any  monies  owing  to  the  county  or  the 
former  County  Collector.  For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls  and  (2) 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our 
findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System  of  Pemiscot  County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Jeannette  Eaves,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  David  Olson 
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Pemiscot  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

The  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  do  not  provide  adequate 
monitoring  over  property  tax  system  activities.  The  County  Collector 
collected  approximately  $11.4  million  during  the  year  ended  February  28, 
2013. 


1 . 1  Review  of  property  taxes  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report  (No.  201 1-65,  Pemiscot  County,  issued  in 

September  2011),  neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission 
adequately  reviews  the  activities  of  the  County  Collector.  While  the  County 
Clerk  maintains  files  of  tax  charges,  additions  and  abatements,  and  the 
County  Collector's  monthly  settlements,  the  County  Clerk  does  not  use  this 
information  to  create  an  account  book  or  other  records  summarizing 
property  tax  charges,  transactions,  and  changes.  Therefore,  the  County  Clerk 
and  the  County  Commission  do  not  have  information  readily  available,  and 
do  not  adequately  review  the  annual  settlements  prepared  by  the  County 
Collector.  County  officials  indicated  in  our  follow  up  report  (No.  2012-140, 
Follow-Up  Report  on  Audit  Findings-Pemiscot  County,  issued  in  November 
2012)  that  other  counties  would  be  contacted  to  determine  the  best  way  to 
maintain  an  account  book  for  use  in  reviewing  the  County  Collector's 
annual  settlements  and  that  limited  reviews  of  settlement  information  would 
continue  in  the  meantime.  Although  the  County  Clerk  indicated  she 
contacted  some  other  counties,  current  audit  work  shows  a  continuation  of 
this  significant  weakness  and  lack  of  review.  Another  property  tax  year  has 
been  completed  (property  tax  year  ended  February  2013)  since  release  of 
our  prior  audit  report  and  follow  up  report,  and  the  related  annual  settlement 
was  filed  for  review  without  the  benefit  of  an  account  book  to  assist  in 
verifying  the  information.  As  a  result,  there  continues  to  be  an  increased  risk 
of  loss,  theft,  and  misuse  of  property  tax  monies  going  undetected. 

Section  51.150.1(2),  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  accounts 
with  all  persons  chargeable  with  monies  payable  into  the  county  treasury. 
An  account  book  or  other  records  which  summarize  all  taxes  charged  to  the 
County  Collector,  monthly  collections,  delinquent  credits,  additions  and 
abatements,  and  protested  amounts  should  be  maintained  by  the  County 
Clerk.  Such  records  would  help  the  County  Clerk  ensure  taxes  charged  and 
credited  to  the  County  Collector  are  complete  and  accurate  and  could  also 
be  used  by  the  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  to  verify  the 
County  Collector's  annual  settlements. 

1.2  Annual  Settlements  The  County  Collector's  annual  settlement  for  the  year  ended  February  28, 

2013,  was  not  filed  with  the  County  Clerk  until  June  5,  2013.  The  settlement 
for  the  year  ended  February  29,  2012,  was  filed  with  the  County  Clerk  on 
June  18,  2012. 

Section  139.160,  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Collector  to  annually  settle 
with  the  County  Commission  the  accounts  of  all  monies  received  from  taxes 
and  other  sources.  To  help  ensure  the  validity  of  tax  book  charges, 


1.  Property  Tax 
System  Controls 
and  Procedures 


4 


Pemiscot  County  Collector  and  Property  Tax  System 
Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


collections,  and  credits,  and  for  the  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission 
to  properly  verify  these  amounts,  it  is  imperative  the  County  Collector  file 
annual  settlements  on  a  timely  basis. 

Recommendations  1.1      The  County  Clerk  maintain  an  account  book  with  the  County 

Collector.  In  addition,  the  County  Clerk  and  the  County 
Commission  should  use  the  account  book  to  review  the  accuracy 
and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements. 


1 .2       The  County  Collector  file  annual  settlements  in  a  timely  manner. 

Auditee's  Response  1.1      The  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

I  contacted  another  county  clerk  and  obtained  their  account  book 
spreadsheet.  I  will  use  this  to  develop  an  account  book  for  the  tax 
year  ending  February  2014.  The  account  book  will  be  reconciled  to 
the  County  Collector's  February  2014  settlement.  The  County 
Commission  will  review  the  account  book  and  annual  settlement. 


1.2        The  County  Collector  provided  the  following  response: 


2.  Property  Tax 
Withholdings 


The  settlement  for  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013,  was  delayed 
due  to  the  conversion  to  anew  computer  system  and  the  death  of  the 
former  County  Collector.  We  will  make  every  effort  to  file  the 
settlements  more  timely  in  the  future. 

Property  tax  withholdings  are  not  calculated  correctly  on  school  taxes, 
resulting  in  more  than  $42,000  not  being  withheld  for  the  Assessment  Fund 
and  more  than  $30,000  not  being  withheld  for  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 


2.1  Assessment  withholdings  The  County  Collector  failed  to  accurately  calculate  amounts  withheld  from 

tax  collections  for  the  Assessment  Fund,  and  as  a  result,  approximately 
$42,000  is  due  to  the  Assessment  Fund  for  the  period  November  1,  2012, 
through  February  28,  2013.  A  review  of  the  County  Collector's  monthly 
distribution  report  indicates  the  same  problem  occurred  during  December 
2011.  The  amount  of  the  error,  however,  was  not  quantified. 


Assessment  fund  withholdings  on  tax  collections  should  have  been  withheld 
at  the  rate  of  1.7  percent;  however,  only  1  percent  was  withheld  from  school 
taxes  and  paid  to  the  Assessment  Fund. 

Section  137.720,  RSMo,  requires  a  one  and  one-half  percent  commission  on 
ad  valorem  property  tax  collections  allocable  to  each  taxing  authority  be 
deducted  from  the  collections  of  taxes  each  year  and  deposited  into  the 
assessment  fund  of  the  county.  Section  137.720.3,  RSMo,  limits  the  one- 
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half  of  one  percent  deduction  to  $75,000.  An  additional  one -fifth  of  one 
percent  is  allowed  per  Section  137.082,  RSMo. 

2.2  Commissions  The  County  Collector  incorrectly  calculated  commissions  on  school  taxes, 

and  as  a  result,  more  than  $30,000  was  not  withheld  from  schools  for  the 
period  November  1,  2012,  through  February  28,  2013.  Commissions  were 
withheld  at  the  rate  of  1  percent  but  should  have  been  withheld  at  the  rate  of 
1.5  percent  and  paid  to  the  County  Treasurer  for  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 
A  review  of  the  County  Collector's  monthly  distribution  report  indicates  the 
same  problem  occurred  during  December  2011.  The  amount  of  the  errors, 
however,  was  not  quantified. 

Section  52.260,  RSMo,  provides  for  a  one  percent  commission  on  all  tax 
collections  and  Section  52.250,  RSMo,  provides  for  a  one-half  of  one 
percent  mailing  commission  on  all  current  taxes  collected,  except  railroad 
and  utility  tax  collections,  to  be  paid  to  the  county's  General  Revenue  Fund. 

Recommendations  The  County  Collector: 

2.1  Ensure  Assessment  Fund  withholdings  comply  with  statutory 
provisions.  The  County  Collector  should  review  Assessment  Fund 
withholdings  prior  to  November  2012  and  subsequent  to  February 
2013,  and  calculate  the  amount  owed  by  each  school  district,  if  any. 
Any  amounts  due  should  be  discussed  with  the  County  Commission 
and  school  districts  to  determine  an  appropriate  approach  for 
resolving  amounts  owed  to  the  Assessment  Fund. 

2.2  Ensure  commissions  calculations  comply  with  statutory  provisions. 
The  County  Collector  should  review  commissions  prior  to 
November  2012  and  subsequent  to  February  2013,  and  calculate  the 
amount  owed  by  each  school  district,  if  any.  Any  amounts  due 
should  be  discussed  with  the  County  Commission  and  school 
districts  to  determine  an  appropriate  approach  for  resolving  amounts 
owed  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Collector  provided  the  following  response: 

I  have  discussed  these  findings  with  the  County  Commission.  The 
calculations  will  be  corrected  in  the  future. 

The  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

The  County  Commission  has  contacted  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  regarding 
these  findings  and  will  make  a  final  decision  after  receiving  his  response. 
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The  County  Collector  bills  and  collects  property  taxes  for  the  county  and 
most  local  governments.  Pursuant  to  Section  52.015,  RSMo,  the  term  for 
which  collectors  are  elected  expires  on  the  first  Monday  in  March  of  the 
year  in  which  they  are  required  to  make  their  last  final  settlement  for  the  tax 
book  collected  by  them.  Annual  settlements  are  to  be  filed  with  the  county 
commission  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  February  28  (29). 

Keith  Jean  served  as  County  Collector  until  April  3,  2013.  Dr.  Terry 
Swinger  was  appointed  the  Pemiscot  County  Collector  and  sworn  into  office 
on  May  17,2013. 

The  County  Collector  received  compensation  of  $5,125  for  the  period 
March  1,  2013,  to  April  3,  2013.  During  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013, 
the  County  Collector  received  compensation  of  $41,000.  Compensation  was 
in  accordance  with  statutory  provisions. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Eleventh  Judicial  Circuit,  St.  Charles  County 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Due  to  coding  errors  in  the  court  case  management  system,  the  court 
incorrectly  assessed  various  fees  for  certain  juvenile  cases,  which  overstated 
the  accounts  receivable  balance.  Because  the  court  did  not  actually  collect 
monies  on  these  cases,  court  personnel  did  not  discover  the  erroneous  fees, 
which  have  been  assessed  since  2005,  until  this  audit.  As  of  June  30,  2013, 
the  court  had  corrected  $200,000  for  the  period  of  2009  through  June  2013. 
The  Probate  Division  does  not  timely  close  mental  health  cases.  At  our 
request,  office  personnel  reviewed  all  26  open  mental  health  cases  and 
found  that  25  of  these  cases  should  have  been  closed,  including  seven  which 
should  have  been  closed  in  2010. 


Law  Library 


The  jury  services  supervisor  serves  as  librarian  of  the  law  library,  but  her 
accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated  or  reviewed.  Such 
segregation  or  review  would  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds 
going  undetected. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.51 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge  and  Court  en  banc 
and 

Circuit  Clerk  of  the 
Eleventh  Judicial  Circuit 
St.  Charles  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Eleventh  Judicial  Circuit,  St.  Charles  County  in  fulfillment  of 
our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to, 
the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  court's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  court's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  court,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and 
violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and 
performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  court's  management,  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  and  St. 
Charles  County  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  court. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our 
findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Eleventh  Judicial  Circuit,  St.  Charles  County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Toni  M.  Crabtree,  CPA 

Nathaniel  Fast,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CFE 

Alex  R.  Prenger,  M.S.Acct.,  CPA 

Meghan  Dowell 
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The  Circuit  Clerk's  office  needs  to  improve  controls  and  procedures  for 
monitoring  juvenile  and  probate  cases. 


Coding  errors  in  the  Justice  Information  System  (JIS),  the  Missouri  Courts 
automated  case  management  system,  caused  the  incorrect  assessment  of 
various  fees  for  certain  juvenile  cases  and  overstatement  of  the  accounts 
receivable  balance.  However,  the  total  overstatement  cannot  be  readily 
identified.  At  December  31,  2013,  the  accounts  receivable  balance  (fines, 
court  costs,  and  fees)  totaled  approximately  $3.2  million, 

The  coding  errors  and  misstatements  pertain  to  juvenile  cases  involving 
abuse/neglect  and  transfer  of  parental  rights.  Fees  should  not  be  assessed  for 
these  types  of  cases.  However,  starting  in  2005,  when  juvenile  cases  were 
placed  on  the  JIS,  court  personnel  miscoded  these  types  of  cases  which 
resulted  in  various  fees  of  $123  being  incorrectly  assessed.  Because  no 
monies  were  actually  collected  on  these  cases,  court  personnel  did  not 
identify  the  erroneous  fees.  During  our  review  of  accounts  receivable  and 
discussions  with  court  personnel  in  June  2013,  court  personnel  identified  the 
problem,  and  started  removing  the  erroneous  fees  from  the  JIS  records.  As 
of  June  30,  2013,  erroneous  fees  of  approximately  $200,000,  for  the  period 
of  2009  through  June  2013,  had  been  corrected  in  juvenile  case  records. 

Accounts  receivable  records  need  to  be  accurate  to  assist  office  personnel 
with  making  decisions  and  to  more  easily  review  the  amounts  owed  to  the 
court.  The  Circuit  Clerk  should  continue  to  review  and  correct  erroneous 
fees  on  juvenile  cases,  and  ensure  future  juvenile  cases  are  coded  correctly. 

1.2  Probate  Case  review  Mental  health  cases,  handled  by  the  Probate  Division,  are  not  closed  timely. 

These  cases  are  not  monitored  and  followed-up  on  properly.  According  to 
court  personnel,  mental  health  cases  are  held  open  until  closing 
documentation  is  received  from  a  hospital  where  the  patient  was  held. 

During  our  review  of  open  cases  in  July  2013,  we  identified  a  mental  health 
case  which  should  have  been  closed.  The  case  records  indicated  that  a 
closing  document  was  received  from  a  hospital  in  August  2010.  Upon  our 
request,  office  personnel  reviewed  all  26  open  mental  health  cases  and 
determined  that  25  of  these  cases  should  be  closed,  including  7  cases  which 
should  have  been  closed  in  2010.  Although  closing  documentation  was  not 
received  on  all  these  cases,  individuals  are  typically  only  held  for  25  days 
unless  the  court  intervenes. 

Adequate  review  and  follow-up  controls  and  procedures  are  necessary  to 
help  ensure  open  mental  health  cases  are  handled  properly  and  to  improve 
accountability. 


1.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 

1 . 1  Juvenile  fees 
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Recommendations         The  Circuit  Clerk: 


1.1  Ensure  the  accounts  receivable  list  is  accurate  by  continuing  to 
review  and  correct  juvenile  cases  with  erroneous  fees.  The  Circuit 
Clerk  should  also  ensure  juvenile  cases  recorded  on  the  JIS  in  the 
future  are  coded  properly. 


1.2  Establish  controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  open  mental  health 
cases  are  monitored  and  periodically  reviewed  to  ensure  cases  are 
closed,  as  appropriate. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Circuit  Clerk  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1.1  Juvenile  went  on  JIS  in  2005.  We  were  given  a  code  for  Juvenile 
petitions  and  we  have  used  it  since  then.  During  the  Auditor's  visit 
we  realized  that  we  were  using  the  wrong  code  on  termination  of 
parental  rights  cases.  We  have  gone  back  through  2005  and 
removed  the  fees  from  these  cases  so  that  amount  does  not  show  as 
being  owed  to  the  Court.  OSCA  has  given  us  the  proper  code  for  the 
cases  which  will  not  assess  a  fee.  This  should  correct  this  problem 
in  the  future. 


1.2  Once  a  month  the  Probate  clerks  will  run  an  open  case  report  on 
mental  health  cases  in  order  to  close  these  cases  in  a  timely 
manner. 


Accounting  duties  are  not  segregated,  and  there  is  no  documented 
supervisory  review  of  the  work  performed  by  the  librarian.  For  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012,  law  library  receipts  and  disbursements  totaled 
approximately  $103,000  and  $85,000,  respectively.  The  bank  balance  of  the 
law  library  account  as  of  December  31,  2012,  was  $178,736. 

The  Court  en  banc  has  authority  over  law  library  monies  and  operations,  and 
has  appointed  the  jury  services  supervisor  as  librarian.  Her  accounting 
duties  include  receiving  and  depositing  monies,  recording  receipts  and 
disbursements,  preparing  and  distributing  checks,  receiving  bank 
statements,  and  preparing  bank  reconciliations  and  financial  records.  The 
librarian  also  signs  all  checks  and  is  the  only  required  signature.  The 
librarian  indicated  she  periodically  provides  certain  financial  records  to  the 
Court  en  banc  and  local  bar  association  for  their  review.  However,  neither 
entity  maintains  documentation  of  their  review. 

Internal  controls  would  be  improved  by  segregating  duties  to  the  extent 
possible.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties  is  not  possible,  there  should  be  a 
documented  independent  review  of  law  library  transactions.  Thorough 
supervisory  reviews  help  ensure  all  transactions  are  accounted  for  properly 


2.  Law  Library 
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and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Such  reviews  would  reduce  the 
possibility  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds  going  undetected. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Circuit  Clerk  in  conjunction  with  the  Court  en  banc  segregate  the 
accounting  duties  of  the  law  library  to  the  extent  possible,  or  at  a  minimum, 
establish  procedures  for  a  documented  independent  review  of  the  record 
keeping  functions. 

The  Court  en  Banc  provided  the  following  written  response: 

While  it  is  encouraging  to  note  that  there  were  no  issues  relating  to  any 
funds  being  misappropriated,  the  Court  does  recognize  the  need  to 
strengthen  case  controls  related  to  the  fund.  The  Court  en  Banc  did,  on 
September  9,  2013  amend  Rule  100.3  of  the  Rules  of  the  Eleventh  Circuit  to 
provide  additional  cash  controls  and  to  provide  additional  oversight  with 
respect  to  this  account.  It  is  believed  that  these  changes  will  provide  greater 
security  for  the  Law  Library  Fund. 
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Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  Eleventh  Judicial  Circuit  consists  only  of  St.  Charles  County. 

The  Eleventh  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  six  circuit  judges,  one  who  serves 
as  presiding  judge  and  one  who  serves  as  family  court  administrator,  and  six 
associate  circuit  judges,  one  who  serves  as  drug  court  administrator. 

In  September  2011,  the  Eleventh  Judicial  Circuit  became  the  pilot  circuit 
court  for  the  state  electronic  filing  system,  Missouri  eFiling  System.  The 
Missouri  eFiling  System  allows  registered  attorneys  to  file  cases  and 
documents  electronically  in  courts  participating  in  the  program.  The  goal  of 
the  system  is  to  enable  attorneys  and  court  clerks  to  work  more  efficiently 
by  reducing  the  time  and  effort  they  spend  managing  case  files,  which 
ultimately  will  save  them  time,  money,  and  resources.  Electronic  filing 
allows  subscribers  to  file  and  view  cases  7  days  a  week,  24  hours  a  day, 
with  occasional  unavailability  due  to  system  maintenance.  There  is  no 
additional  cost  associated  with  using  the  system.  Electronic  filing  for  self- 
represented  cases  is  planned  for  a  later  phase.  Public  access  to  electronic 
case  files  is  available  at  the  courthouse. 

Personnel  At  December  31,  2012,  the  judges,  Circuit  Clerk,  and  Juvenile  Officer  of  the 

Eleventh  Judicial  Circuit,  St.  Charles  County,  were  as  follows: 


Title 

Name 

Circuit  Judge,  Division  1 

Ted  House 

Circuit  Judge,  Division  2 

Nancy  L.  Schneider 

Circuit  Judge,  Division  3 

John  P.  Banas,  Family  Court  Administrator 

Circuit  Judge,  Division  4 

Rick  Zerr,  Presiding  Judge 

Circuit  Judge,  Division  5 

Jon  A.  Cunningham 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  6 

Terry  R.  Cundiff 

Circuit  Judge,  Division  7 

Daniel  Pelikan 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  8 

Erin  Burlison 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  9 

Elizabeth  Swann 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  10 

Norman  Steimel 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  1 1 

Philip  Ohlms,  Drug  Court  Administrator 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  12 

Matthew  E.P.  Thornhill 

Circuit  Clerk 

Judy  Zerr 

Juvenile  Officer 

Ken  Simmons 
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Financial  Information 


Receipts  of  the  Eleventh  Judicial  Circuit,  St.  Charles  County,  were  as 
follows: 


Year  Ended 
December  31,  2012 


Court  deposits,  fee,  bonds,  and  other 
Garnishments 
Interest  income 
Total 


$  8,463,405 
5,954,679 
6,708 


$14,424,792 


Caseload  Information  From  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  Missouri  Judicial  Reports, 

case  filings  of  the  Eleventh  Judicial  Circuit,  St.  Charles  County,  were  as 
follows: 


Year  Ended 
June  30,  2012 


Civil  16,003 

Criminal  14,638 

Juvenile  442 

Probate  1,177 


Total  32,260 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  City  of  Warrenton 


Real  Estate  Acquisition  and 
Planning 


Health  Insurance  Procurement 


Restricted  Funds 


In  2007,  the  city  purchased  6.91  acres  of  land  for  $791,000  ($114,450  per  acre) 
for  construction  of  a  recreational  facility,  but  did  not  obtain  an  appraisal  prior  to 
making  the  purchase.  The  city  had  planned  to  construct  a  recreational  facility  on 
the  property,  but  the  associated  tax  issue  needed  to  finance  the  construction 
failed  on  two  separate  occasions.  The  city  has  not  developed  a  contingency  plan 
for  the  land  and  has  no  alternative  means  to  finance  this  project.  In  January 
2006,  the  Industrial  Development  Authority  (IDA)  borrowed  $908,600  to 
purchase  30  acres  in  a  neighboring  city  for  industrial  development,  and  the  city 
signed  a  15  year  "lease"  agreement  with  the  IDA.  After  the  purchase  the  IDA 
determined  it  was  too  costly  to  develop  the  property  and  the  project  was 
abandoned.  The  city  has  not  utilized  the  property  and  has  no  documented  plans 
for  its  future  use,  but  has  begun  making  lease  payments  to  the  IDA  so  the  loan 
payments  can  be  made.  At  the  completion  of  the  "lease"  the  city  will  have  paid 
$717,000  plus  interest  to  the  IDA,  and  the  IDA  will  own  the  property. 

The  city  did  not  ensure  all  potential  health  insurance  bidders  had  sufficient 
historical  claims  information  to  provide  complete  proposals,  thereby  favoring 
the  existing  contractor.  Since  the  existing  contractor  was  an  insurance  agency 
owned  by  the  Mayor  at  the  time  of  the  bidding,  this  arrangement  has  the 
appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest.  By  not  providing  the  same  level  of 
information  to  all  potential  bidders  the  city's  process  is  flawed.  City  officials 
also  did  not  adequately  document  the  evaluation  and  selection  process. 

The  city  transfers  monies  from  the  Park  Fund  to  the  General  Fund,  but  does  not 
separately  track  parks  and  recreation  expenses  within  its  General  Fund.  As  a 
result,  the  city  cannot  be  sure  restricted  parks  monies  are  being  spent  for  the 
intended  purpose,  as  required  by  state  law.  In  addition,  the  city  used  $218,000 
in  recreational  capital  improvements  monies  to  purchase  a  building  which  is 
partly  used  for  non-recreational  activities.  The  city  has  not  established  a 
separate  fund  or  accounting  procedure  to  ensure  law  enforcement  training 
receipts  are  expended  only  for  local  law  enforcement  training. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Aldermen 
Warrenton,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor  was  petitioned  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  to  audit  the  City  of  Warrenton.  We  have 
audited  certain  operations  of  the  city  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The  city  engaged  Boatz,  Deal,  and 
Company,  P.C.,  Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  city's  financial  statements  for  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2012.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  CPA  firm's  audit  report.  The 
scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  The 
objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  city's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  city,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  city's  management  and  its  audited  financial  statements  and  was  not 
subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  city. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of 
Warrenton. 

An  additional  report,  2013-52,  Twelfth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Warrenton  Municipal  Division,  was 
issued  in  June  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Robert  E.  Showers,  CPA,  CGAP 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Heather  R.  Stiles,  MBA,  CPA 

Audit  Staff:  Terese  Summers,  MSAS,  CPA 
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City  of  Warrenton 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

City  officials  entered  into  a  real  estate  transaction  without  obtaining  an 
appraisal,  and  did  not  adequately  plan  for  contingencies  in  the  event  funding 
for  the  project  did  not  pass  voter  approval.  In  another  project,  city  officials 
did  not  perform  sufficient  planning  to  ensure  a  development  project  would 
be  successful  prior  to  purchasing  the  property. 

Recreational  facility  In  2007,  the  city  purchased  6.91  acres  of  land  for  $791,000  for  the  future 

construction  of  a  recreational  facility.  The  city  did  not  obtain  an  appraisal 
prior  to  purchasing  property  to  ensure  the  price  paid,  $1 14,450  per  acre,  was 
reasonable.  While  the  city  planned  to  construct  a  recreational  facility  shortly 
after  the  purchase,  the  associated  sales  tax  issue  necessary  to  finance  the 
construction  of  the  facility  failed  on  two  separate  occasions,  November 
2008  and  April  2012.  The  city  did  not  develop  and  document  a  contingency 
plan  for  the  land  should  the  funding  fail,  and  currently  has  no  alternative 
means  to  finance  this  project. 


1.  Real  Estate 
Acquisition  and 
Planning 


Good  business  practice  requires  that  major  real  estate  purchases  be  formally 
and  independently  appraised  to  ensure  a  reasonable  price  is  paid,  and 
discussions  and  reasons  supporting  the  eventual  purchase  price  are 
documented.  To  ensure  efficient  use  of  city  resources,  projects  should  be 
adequately  planned,  including  appropriate  contingencies. 

Industrial  park  The  Board  of  Aldermen  did  not  ensure  the  development  of  an  industrial 

park  was  adequately  planned  prior  to  signing  a  "lease"  document  to  allow 
the  city's  Industrial  Development  Authority  (IDA)  to  take  out  a  significant 
real  estate  loan. 


In  January  2006,  the  IDA  borrowed  $908,600  for  the  purchase  of 
approximately  30  acres  in  a  neighboring  city  for  industrial  development.  To 
assist  the  IDA  with  securing  this  loan,  the  city  signed  a  15  year  "lease" 
agreement  with  the  IDA.  City  officials  indicated  the  IDA  had  planned  to 
develop  the  property  with  monies  set  aside  for  IDA  purposes  which  would 
allow  the  property  to  generate  income  to  pay  the  loan,  making  the  city's 
"lease"  payments  unnecessary.  According  to  discussion  with  city  officials, 
after  the  purchase  of  the  land  the  IDA  determined  the  development  of  the 
property  required  a  more  significant  investment  than  initially  thought.  As  a 
result,  the  industrial  development  project  was  abandoned.  When  IDA  funds 
were  depleted  in  January  2010,  the  city  began  making  the  "lease"  payments 
to  the  IDA  so  the  loan  payments  could  be  made.  The  city  has  not  utilized  the 
property  and  does  not  have  any  documented  plans  for  the  future  use  of  this 
property.  Between  January  2010  and  June  2012,  the  city  has  paid 
approximately  $172,000  from  the  General  Fund  for  the  "lease"  of  this 
property.  At  the  completion  of  the  "lease"  the  city  will  have  paid 
approximately  $717,000,  plus  interest,  to  the  IDA,  and  the  IDA  will  own  the 
property. 
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Currently,  the  IDA  and  city  are  attempting  to  sell  this  property;  however, 
based  on  discussion  with  city  officials,  it  is  unclear  when,  or  if,  the  funds 
used  to  make  the  loan  payments  will  be  repaid  to  the  city  upon  the  sale  or 
future  development  of  this  property  by  the  IDA. 

Documented  long-term  planning  is  essential  to  ensure  city  resources  are 
used  effectively  and  efficiently.  Failure  to  adequately  plan  for  future  needs 
and  potential  contingencies  could  result  in  wasted  resources.  A  project  of 
such  magnitude  should  be  given  the  utmost  care,  attention,  and  scrutiny  of 
the  Board  to  ensure  funds  are  spent  in  the  best  interest  of  the  city  and 
potential  liabilities  to  the  city  are  minimized. 

Recommendation  The  Board  of  Aldermen  should  ensure  independent  appraisals  are  obtained 

for  all  future  real  estate  purchases.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  develop 
plans  for  the  utilization  of  property  purchased  and  ensure  adequate  planning 
is  performed  and  documented  and  associated  costs  are  considered  for  future 
real  estate  purchases.  All  actions  taken  and  decisions  made  should  be  fully 
documented  during  all  phases  of  future  projects. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  city  agrees  that  additional  planning  would  have  provided  guidance  for 
alternative  uses  of  the  properties  previously  purchased  by  the  city  and  be 
beneficial  prior  to  the  purchase  of  real  property  by  the  city  in  the  future. 
The  city  will  develop  and  pass  an  ordinance  related  to  future  purchases  of 
real  property  and  its  associations  requiring:  1)  an  independent  appraisal  of 
the  property,  2)  a  written  report  which  includes  details  of  projected  uses,  3) 
estimated  costs  of  necessary  improvements,  4)  projected  improvement 
completion  dates,  5)  alternative  uses  and  estimated  associated  costs  of 
alternative  uses,  and,  6)  use  of  the  due  diligence  period  of  the  real  estate 
purchase  agreement  to  develop  projected  costs  of  additional  investment 
prior  to  closing  on  the  purchase  of  the  real  property.  Documentation  of  all 
studies,  cost  estimates,  written  plans  and  agreements  will  be  compiled  and 
maintained  in  the  property  file. 

The  city  will  pursue  options  for  the  use  of  the  6.91  acre  property  on  Market 
Street  and  develop  a  written  study  of  feasible  uses.  The  city  will  investigate 
the  ability  to  take  ownership  of  the  Industrial  Development  Authority 
property  and  will  continue  to  pursue  selling  the  property.  At  such  time  as 
the  property  is  sold,  any  funds  in  excess  of  those  required  to  pay  off  the 
balance  of  the  loan  will  be  repaid  into  the  General  Fund  of  the  city. 

Auditor's  Comment  ^ne  industrial  park  property  and  any  potential  proceeds  from  its  sale  are 

under  the  control  of  the  IDA  Board.  The  IDA  Board  would  need  to  vote  to 
transfer  the  property  or  any  proceeds  from  the  property's  sale  to  the  city. 
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2.  Health  Insurance 
Procurement 


City  officials  did  not  ensure  all  potential  health  insurance  bidders  had 
sufficient  historical  claims  information  to  provide  complete  proposals, 
thereby  favoring  the  existing  contractor,  who  already  had  claims  data.  Since 
the  existing  insurance  provider  is  an  agency  owned  by  the  city's  Mayor  at 
the  time  the  bids  were  solicited,  this  arrangement  has  the  appearance  of  a 
conflict  of  interest.  City  officials  also  did  not  clearly  document  the 
methodology  used  to  select  the  winning  bid.  The  city  expended  more  than 
$436,105  for  employee  health  insurance  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30, 
2012. 


The  city  solicited  proposals  for  employee  health  insurance  in  2011.  During 
the  bid  process,  the  city  indicated  it  was  not  willing  to  provide  employee 
health  information,  typically  obtained  through  the  completion  of  individual 
health  questionnaires,  to  allow  bidders  adequate  information  to  provide  final 
rate  quotes.  Upon  request  of  the  bidders,  the  city  did  eventually  provide 
previous  claim  history  information  (number  of  claims;  total  dollar  amount 
of  claims);  however,  the  data  was  provided  approximately  30  hours  before 
bids  were  due,  and  the  bid  deadline  was  not  extended. 


The  city  received  multiple  proposals  for  health  insurance  coverage; 
however,  according  to  a  city  official,  proposals  which  included  final  rates 
were  given  higher  consideration.  The  city's  refusal  to  initially  provide 
employee  health  information  and  the  untimely  presentation  of  claim 
information  to  prospective  insurance  companies  precluded  them  from 
providing  a  proposal  with  final  rates.  The  city's  request  for  proposals  did  not 
specify  that  proposals  with  final  rates  would  be  given  higher  consideration, 
and  the  only  vendor  that  would  have  realistically  been  able  to  provide  final 
rates  was  the  city's  existing  provider,  an  insurance  agency  owned  by  the 
city's  Mayor  at  the  time  the  bids  were  solicited. 

Sections  105.454  and  105.458,  RSMo,  require  public  notice  to  solicit 
proposals  and  the  acceptance  of  the  lowest  bid  or  offer  for  financial 
transactions  involving  more  than  $500  between  the  city  and  appointed 
officials.  In  this  case,  the  appointed  official's  company  was  the  lowest 
bidder;  however,  the  flawed  procurement  process  impacted  the  ability  of 
other  bidders  to  provide  a  competitive  proposal.  In  fact,  one  bidder  did 
provide  a  proposal  that  was  lower  than  the  selected  proposal,  but  city 
officials  eliminated  it  from  consideration  because  it  did  not  include  final 
rates  and  varied  slightly  from  the  bid  request.  However,  the  winning  bid 
also  varied  from  the  bid  request  in  terms  of  copays  and  coinsurance 
percentages.  While  the  former  Mayor  abstained  from  all  discussions  and 
decisions  related  to  selection  of  health  insurance,  the  city  has  an  obligation 
to  ensure  potential  conflicts  of  interest  and  opportunities  for  personal  gain 
are  avoided.  In  addition,  the  city's  conflict  of  interest  policy  states  no  officer 
or  employee  shall  profit  from  any  contract,  sale,  or  service  between  the  city 
and  the  person  or  company. 
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City  officials  also  did  not  adequately  document  the  evaluation  and  selection 
process  for  health  insurance.  The  city  retained  a  side-by-side  comparison  of 
the  proposals,  including  the  various  coverage  levels  and  deductibles,  but  did 
not  document  the  criteria  used  to  evaluate  the  various  proposals.  As  a  result, 
it  is  unclear  why  the  plan  selected  was  chosen  over  the  other  proposals 
submitted. 

An  open  and  fair  procurement  process  helps  ensure  all  interested  vendors 
are  given  an  equal  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  city's  business  and  the 
city  receives  the  best  services  for  the  best  price.  In  addition,  when  a 
potential  conflict  of  interest  arises,  city  officials  must  take  steps  to  ensure 
the  procurement  process  is  fairly  administered.  Complete  documentation  of 
reasons  why  a  bid  or  proposal  was  selected  helps  demonstrate  the  city 
conducted  a  fair  procurement  process  and  provides  necessary  information 
should  questions  arise. 

Recommendation  The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  all  potential  vendors  are  given  the  same 

opportunity  to  provide  final  bids  in  future  efforts  to  procure  health 
insurance.  For  all  significant  purchases  of  goods  and  services,  the  Board  of 
Aldermen  should  establish  a  formal  competitive  selection  process  which 
includes  the  preparation  and  retention  of  a  standard  analysis  of  proposals, 
including  methodology  used  and  criteria  considered,  and  reasons  for 
selecting  the  bid. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  city  agrees  with  the  Auditor's  suggestion  that  the  city  implement  a 
rating  system  based  upon  specific  aspects  of  employee  health  insurance 
benefit  plans  to  be  included  in  the  standardized  selection  methodology  for 
the  bidding  and  award  of  employee  health  insurance.  Health  insurance 
plans  vary  significantly  in  benefits,  employee  co-pays  and  cost  to  the  city 
from  provider  to  provider.  A  standardized  selection  methodology  that  more 
clearly  defines  and  furthers  the  city's  goal  of  minimizing  the  financial 
impact  of  health  insurance  premiums  to  the  city  yet  balances  the  increase  in 
financial  burden  of  coverage  changes  to  employees  will  be  reviewed  and 
implemented  in  the  city's  health  insurance  bidding  process.  Consideration 
will  also  be  given  to  selecting  a  broker  to  handle  the  health  insurance 
bidding  for  the  city. 

With  regards  to  the  bidding  of  health  insurance  in  2011,  the  city  respectfully 
disagrees  with  some  of  the  factual  representations  set  forth  in  the  Auditor's 
report.  In  2011,  the  city  advertised  for  bidders  to  submit  at  least  one  plan 
matching  the  benefits  of  the  current  insurance  plan  offered  to  city  employees 
in  2010.  The  city  specified  twenty-one  separate  components  of  the  health 
insurance  benefits  offered  by  the  2010  insurance  plan  to  which  bidders  were 
requested  to  submit  at  least  one  matching  plan.  When  bids  were  received 
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some  of  the  submitted  plans  did  not  meet  the  advertised  bid  criteria  in  that 
they  contained  as  much  as  a  20  percent  increase  in  co-insurance  for 
benefits  that  had  no  co-insurance  requirements  under  the  2010  plan.  Even 
though  some  of  submitted  plans  quoted  lower  premiums,  these  plans  were 
disregarded  because  of  the  significant  increase  in  out-of-pocket  costs  to  the 
employee.  Because  these  plans  were  disregarded,  it  was  unnecessary  to 
solicit  final  rates  for  these  plans  in  that  they  failed  to  meet  the  advertised 
bid  criteria.  The  two  plans  reviewed  for  final  consideration  by  the  city  were 
selected  because  they  most  closely  met  or  exceeded  the  twenty-one  specified 
benefits  of  the  2010  employee  plans.  The  lowest  cost  plan  was  selected  from 
the  two  plans  that  the  city  determined  had  the  most  comparable  benefits  to 
the  2010  health  insurance  plan. 

Every  bidder  that  had  a  contract  to  provide  a  bid  from  United  Health  Care 
had  access  to  final  rate  quotes  from  United  Health  Care.  Additionally,  two 
separate  agencies  requested  previous  claims  history  information,  one  on 
March  17,  2011,  and  the  second  on  March  26,  2011,  which  was  in  turn 
requested  from  the  2010  insurance  plan  carrier  along  with  renewal  rate 
information.  The  city  received  the  requested  claims  history  report  and 
renewal  rates  at  4:22  pm  on  April  4,  2011,  and  forwarded  it  to  all  bidders  at 
10:26  am  on  April  5,  2011,  consistent  with  standard  bidding  practices.  No 
other  requests  were  received  for  individual  or  group  health  information  nor 
did  any  bidder  request  that  the  city  extend  the  bid  deadline  to  allow  for 
additional  final  rates  to  be  obtained. 

The  city  believes  that  the  2011  health  insurance  bid  process  was  fair  and 
impartial;  the  advertised  bid  specifications  were  unambiguous  and  all 
bidders  had  the  ability  to  request  the  information  necessary  to  submit 
comparable  bids.  Furthermore,  the  incumbent  insurance  agency  did  not 
have  access  to  claims  history  information  other  than  the  existing  insurance 
carrier  having  the  claims  data  to  provide  final  renewal  rate  for  the  existing 
policy  which  was  provided  to  all  agencies.  In  the  future,  additional  efforts 
will  be  undertaken  to  implement  a  rating  system  as  a  component  of  a  more 
clearly  defined  selection  methodology.  Documentation  of  the  reason  why  a 
proposal  was  or  was  not  selected,  along  with  comparative  data  will  be 
maintained. 

Auditor's  Comment  ^ne  city's  representation  of  the  bid  process  for  health  insurance  conflicts 

with  documentation  and  other  information  obtained  during  audit  fieldwork. 
Auditors  were  given  information  which  indicated  the  lack  of  final  rates  was 
a  significant  factor  in  certain  plans  being  excluded,  while  the  city's  written 
response  indicates  other  factors  made  the  final  rates  unnecessary.  Improved 
documentation  of  the  criteria  used  to  evaluate  the  proposals,  as 
recommended  above,  would  have  helped  to  clarify  the  selection  process. 
This  is  particularly  important  considering  the  Mayor's  insurance  agency  was 
chosen  to  provide  the  city's  health  insurance.  The  Mayor's  agency,  along 
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3.  Restricted  Funds 


3.1  Parks  and  Recreation 


with  any  agent  selling  the  existing  insurance  carrier's  policies,  would  have 
indirect  access  to  claims  data;  however,  agents  selling  other  carriers'  policies 
would  not.  By  not  providing  the  same  level  of  information  to  all  potential 
bidders  the  city's  process  was  flawed. 

The  city  has  not  established  adequate  procedures  to  ensure  restricted  monies 
are  used  only  for  intended  purposes. 

The  city  has  not  established  procedures  to  separately  account  for  park 
related  expenses  paid  from  the  General  Fund  to  ensure  these  park  expenses 
are  at  least  equal  to  the  amount  transferred  from  the  Park  Fund.  In  addition, 
records  of  any  accumulated  balance  of  these  monies  in  the  General  Fund  are 
not  maintained.  As  a  result,  the  city  cannot  determine  at  any  point  in  time 
what  portion  of  the  General  Fund  balance  represents  restricted  park  monies 
or  demonstrate  compliance  with  restrictions.  The  city  transfers  95  percent  of 
the  Park  Fund's  annual  revenues  to  the  General  Fund.  In  2012,  the  transfer 
from  the  Park  Fund  to  the  General  Fund  totaled  $163,750. 


In  September  2006  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Board  entered  into  a 
maintenance  and  management  agreement  with  the  City  of  Warrenton  and 
the  city  assumed  responsibility  for  the  supervision,  maintenance, 
improvement,  and  care  of  all  parks  and  recreational  areas  of  the  city  for  an 
annual  transfer  from  the  Park  Fund  to  the  city's  General  Fund  not  to  exceed 
95  percent  of  the  annual  revenue  from  the  real  and  personal  property  taxes 
collected  for  parks  purposes.  In  December  2010,  this  agreement  was 
amended  to  reflect  the  annual  contractual  transfer  amount  would  equal  95 
percent  of  the  annual  parks  tax  revenue. 

Section  90.500,  RSMo,  requires  tax  collections  levied  for  public  parks  be 
deposited  in  the  city  treasury  to  the  credit  of  the  park  fund  and  utilized  for 
the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  free  public  parks.  Separately 
accounting  for  park-related  expenses  would  help  ensure  restricted  park 
monies  are  used  for  their  intended  purpose. 


3.2  Capital  improvement         Capital  improvement  sales  tax  monies,  which  are  restricted  to  funding 

recreational  improvements  and  activities,  were  used  for  non-recreational 
purposes.  In  October  2012  the  city  purchased  a  building  for  $218,000  using 
capital  improvement  sales  tax  monies.  The  building  is  currently  used  to 
store  grounds  and  maintenance  equipment  and  house  grounds  and 
maintenance  offices.  While  the  grounds  and  maintenance  department  is 
responsible  for  the  maintenance  of  city  parks  and  recreational  areas,  it  is 
also  responsible  for  non-recreational  activities  such  as  streets,  cemetery,  and 
general  city  maintenance. 


The  use  of  recreational  capital  improvement  sales  tax  monies  to  purchase  a 
building  used,  in  part,  for  non-recreational  purposes  appears  inappropriate. 
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The  city  has  not  completed  an  analysis  of  the  percentage  of  time  the  grounds 
and  maintenance  department  spends  on  maintaining  parks  and  recreational 
facilities  versus  other  non-recreational  responsibilities.  Such  an  analysis 
would  allow  the  city  to  reimburse  the  recreational  capital  improvement  fund 
for  any  non-recreational  portion  of  the  purchase. 

The  city  has  not  established  a  separate  fund  or  accounting  procedure  to 
ensure  law  enforcement  training  receipts  are  expended  only  for  the  purpose 
of  local  law  enforcement  training.  As  a  result,  the  city  cannot  determine  at 
any  point  in  time  what  portion  of  the  General  Fund  balance  represents  these 
restricted  monies  or  demonstrate  compliance  with  statutory  spending 
restrictions.  During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  city  received  local 
Law  Enforcement  Training  fees  of  $7,545  from  the  City  of  Warrenton 
Municipal  Court  and  Peace  Officer  Standards  and  Training  Commission 
monies  of  $4,307  from  the  state.  These  fees  were  deposited  in  the  general 
bank  account.  According  to  city  records,  the  city  provided  funding  totaling 
$7,246  for  police  personnel  training  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 

Sections  488.5336  and  590.178,  RSMo,  provide  these  fees  are  to  be  used 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  local  law  enforcement  training.  Maintaining  law 
enforcement  training  monies  in  separate  funds  or  properly  tracking  within 
already  existing  funds  would  help  ensure  the  monies  are  spent  for  the 
intended  purposes. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


3.3  Law  enforcement 
training 


3.1  Determine  if  any  park  revenue  monies  remain  in  the  General  Fund, 
and  establish  a  separate  accounting  of  these  monies  as  required  by 
state  law. 


3.2  Determine  the  portion  of  grounds  and  maintenance  spending  used 
for  recreation  purposes  and  consider  reimbursing  the  recreational 
capital  improvement  fund  for  any  non-recreation  portion  of  the 
Butler  building  purchase. 

3.3  Establish  a  separate  fund  for  law  enforcement  training  fees,  or 
properly  track  training  fees  within  existing  funds,  to  ensure  monies 
are  used  in  compliance  with  state  law. 


Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


3.1  The  city  partially  agrees  with  this  finding  in  that  the  identification 
of  expenses  directly  related  to  the  parks  would  be  more  efficient  if 
specific  accounts  for  the  direct  coding  of  park  expenses  were 
created.  Records  have  been  maintained  by  each  Grounds  and 
Maintenance  employee  on  their  individual  timesheet  for  payroll  to 
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allow  for  the  accurate  accounting  of  payroll  costs.  The  Grounds 
and  Maintenance  Director's  records  related  to  each  invoice  provide 
the  ability  to  segregate  other  costs  specific  to  parks.  These  detailed 
records  were  utilized  to  prepare  an  analysis  of  the  costs  associated 
with  the  parks  which  reflected  evidence  that  not  only  the  entire 
amount  of  the  management  fee  is  used  for  parks  but  that  the  general 
fund  expenses  for  this  purpose  far  exceed  the  contractual 
management  fee.  Since  the  management  fee  funds  are  not 
transferred  from  the  restricted  park  fund  to  the  general  fund  until 
year  end  after  the  expenditures  have  occurred,  there  is  no  balance 
of  restricted  park  funds  contained  in  the  general  fund  thus  it  is  not 
necessary  to  maintain  a  separate  account. 

Separate  expense  accounts  have  been  created  to  directly  code 
invoices  which  will  make  the  process  more  efficient  at  year  end 
when  an  analysis  will  be  completed  and  maintained  in  the  fiscal 
year  end  files  to  document  the  compliance  with  the  use  of  the 
restricted  park  funds  equivalent  to  the  management  fee. 

3.2  The  city  agrees  with  the  recommendation  that  a  portion  of  the 
Grounds  and  Maintenance  department  purchase  of  the  Butler 
building  should  come  from  General  funds  since  some  of  the 
department  time  is  spent  on  functions  unrelated  to  recreation  and 
parks.  An  analysis  was  completed  of  time  and  expense  of  the 
Grounds  &  Maintenance  department  and  it  was  determined  that  12 
percent  related  to  non-recreation  activities.  At  the  February  5,  2013 
meeting  the  Board  of  Alderman  approved  reimbursing  the  capital 
sales  tax  fund  for  12  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  or  $26,009, 
which  was  transferred  on  February  20,  2013. 

3.3  The  city  agrees  with  the  recommendation  that  maintaining  the 
balance  of  Law  Enforcement  Training  fees  separately  would 
simplify  the  reconciliation  process.  During  the  course  of  the  audit,  a 
reconciliation  was  completed  reflecting  the  balance  of  unexpended 
Law  Enforcement  and  Peace  Officer  Training  funds  which  totaled 
$4,173.  At  no  time  have  these  funds  been  expended  for  any  purpose 
other  than  the  intended  law  enforcement  training  purpose.  A 
general  ledger  account  was  established  in  February,  2013 
specifically  for  maintaining  the  balance  of  Law  Enforcement 
Training  cash. 

Auditor's  Comment  ^       ^ne  anatysis  °f  parks  expenses  the  city  references  in  its  response 

was  prepared  as  a  result  of  audit  inquiries  and  comingles  non-park 
expenses  with  park-related  expenses.  While  the  analysis  suggests 
that  parks-related  expenses  from  the  General  Fund  more  than  likely 
exceed  the  transfer  made  from  the  Parks  Fund,  without  restricted 
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funds  being  tracked  separately  it  is  difficult  to  determine  whether 
monies  restricted  for  parks  are  being  used  for  the  intended  purposes. 
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The  City  of  Warrenton  is  located  in  Warren  County.  The  city  was 
incorporated  in  1864  and  is  currently  a  fourth-class  city.  The  city  employed 
61  full-time  employees  and  9  part-time  employees  on  June  30,  2012. 

City  operations  include  law  enforcement  services,  utilities  (water,  sewer, 
and  trash),  street  maintenance,  planning  and  zoning,  recreational  services 
(parks),  and  economic  development. 

The  city  government  consists  of  a  mayor  and  six-member  board  of 
aldermen.  The  members  are  elected  for  2-year  terms.  The  mayor  is  elected 
for  a  2-year  term,  presides  over  the  board  of  aldermen,  and  votes  only  in  the 
case  of  a  tie.  The  Mayor  and  Board  of  Aldermen,  at  June  30,  2012,  are 
identified  below.  The  mayor  is  paid  $750  per  month  and  members  of  the 
board  are  paid  $400  per  month.  The  compensation  of  these  officials  is 
established  by  ordinance. 

Jerry  Dyer,  Mayor 
Phil  Tallo,  First  Ward  Alderman 
John  Cornell,  First  Ward  Alderman 
Beth  Kendall,  Second  Ward  Alderwoman 
Fred  Flake,  Second  Ward  Alderman 
John  Clark,  Third  Ward  Alderman 
James  Dreyer,  Third  Ward  Alderman 


Mayor  and  Board  of 
Aldermen 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Columbia  Municipal 
Division 

Municipal  Procedures  Neither  the  municipal  division  nor  the  ticket-issuing  agencies  maintain 

adequate  records  to  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  or  ultimate 
disposition  of  parking  and  traffic  tickets  issued.  Records  for  some  parking 
and  traffic  tickets  could  not  be  located.  The  municipal  division  failed  to 
include  various  data  in  monthly  summary  reports  submitted  to  the  city  and 
the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  resulting  in  understatements  of 
revenues  totaling  $150,000  and  cases  filed  totaling  1,200  for  the  fiscal  year 
ended  September  30,  2012.  The  municipal  division  and  the  Columbia 
Finance  Department  (CFD)  do  not  reconcile  their  respective  bond  records 
with  the  bond  records  of  the  other  office.  Audit  staff  brought  a  $14,000 
discrepancy  between  the  bond  records  of  the  two  offices  to  the  municipal 
division's  attention  in  April  2013,  but  as  of  May  31,  2013,  the  CFD  had  not 
corrected  the  bond  ledger  or  made  any  necessary  disbursements. 

The  municipal  division  has  not  adequately  segregated  accounting  duties  for 
parking  tickets  and  does  not  conduct  supervisory  reviews  comparing  the 
voided  and  dismissed  parking  tickets  to  supporting  authorizing 
documentation.  The  municipal  division  does  not  account  for  the  numerical 
sequence  of  receipt  transactions,  and  receipt  dates  can  be  changed  in  the 
parking  ticket  and  traffic  and  ordinance  case  management  systems. 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Presiding  Judge 
Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
and 

Municipal  Judge 
and 

Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  City  Council 
Columbia,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  City  of  Columbia  Municipal  Division  of  the  Thirteenth  Judicial 
Circuit  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  September  30,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo,  which  restricts  the  amount 
of  fines  and  court  costs  that  may  be  retained  by  municipalities  from  traffic  violations 
occurring  on  state  and  federal  highways. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  municipal  division,  as  well  as  certain  external 
parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  municipal  division's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  division. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  no  noncompliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo.  The  accompanying  Management 
Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of  Columbia  Municipal  Division 
of  the  Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Susan  J.  Beeler,  CPA,  CIA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  John  Lieser,  CPA 

Audit  Staff:  Sherrye  Lesmes 
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1.  Municipal 
Procedures 


Municipal  procedures  over  accounting  for  parking  and  traffic  tickets, 
preparing  monthly  reports,  and  reconciling  bond  liabilities  need 
improvement. 


1 . 1  Ticket  accountability 


Parking  tickets 


Neither  the  municipal  division  nor  the  ticket-issuing  agencies  maintain 
adequate  records  to  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  or  ultimate 
disposition  of  parking  and  traffic  tickets  issued. 

Records  for  some  parking  tickets  could  not  be  located.  Parking  tickets 
issued  by  the  Columbia  Police  Department  (CPD)  are  given  to  the  municipal 
division  and  the  municipal  division  enters  the  tickets  into  the  computerized 
parking  ticket  case  management  system.  In  addition,  Columbia  Parking 
Enforcement  Office  (CPEO)  employees  generate  sequentially  numbered 
parking  tickets  on  hand  held  devices  and  download  those  tickets  daily  into 
the  case  management  system.  However,  the  municipal  division  does  not 
retain  the  CPD  parking  tickets  after  they  have  been  paid  and  all  CPEO  and 
CPD  paid  parking  ticket  information  is  purged  from  the  municipal  division 
part  of  the  system  semi-annually  to  conserve  electronic  storage  space.  Only 
the  record  of  the  payments  receipted  on  the  purged  parking  tickets  is 
retained. 


For  2  of  12  CPD  parking  tickets  tested,  neither  the  municipal  division  nor 
the  CPD  could  locate  any  record  of  the  ticket,  including  whether  the  ticket 
had  been  issued  or  was  still  in  an  unissued  ticket  book.  For  6  of  the  12 
parking  tickets,  the  municipal  division  retained  no  record  of  the  violation, 
except  for  the  record  of  payment,  due  to  the  semi-annual  purging  process. 
However,  without  complete  parking  ticket  information  the  propriety  of 
handling  and  payment  information  cannot  be  verified.  In  addition,  for  2  of 
36  CPEO  parking  tickets  tested,  neither  the  municipal  division  nor  the 
CPEO  could  locate  any  record  of  the  disposition  of  the  ticket  although  the 
CPEO  part  of  the  case  management  system  indicates  the  tickets  were  issued 
in  October  201 1  and  November  201 1. 


Traffic  tickets  Records  for  some  traffic  tickets  could  not  be  located.  Both  the  CPD  and  the 

University  of  Missouri  Police  Department  (UMPD)  maintain  logs  of  traffic 
ticket  books  assigned  to  officers  and  require  officers  to  remit  copies  of 
tickets  issued  and  voided  to  the  records  officers  for  entry  into  the  law 
enforcement  records  management  systems  maintained  by  those  agencies. 
Traffic  tickets  issued  are  sent  to  the  City  Prosecutor's  office  and  traffic 
tickets  signed  by  the  City  Prosecutor  are  filed  with  the  municipal  division 
and  entered  into  the  traffic  and  ordinance  violation  ticket  case  management 
system  of  the  municipal  division. 

For  2  of  34  CPD  traffic  tickets  tested,  neither  the  CPD  nor  the  municipal 
division  could  locate  any  record  of  the  tickets  although  the  ticket  numbers 
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were  included  in  the  range  of  ticket  numbers  assigned  to  the  CPD  by  the 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol.  Also,  for  one  of  nine  UMPD  traffic  tickets 
tested,  neither  the  UMPD  nor  the  municipal  division  had  any  record  of  the 
ticket  disposition,  although  the  UMPD  system  indicated  the  ticket  was 
issued  in  July  2012. 

Conclusion  Without  a  proper  accounting  for  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate 

disposition  of  parking  and  traffic  tickets  issued,  the  Police  Departments, 
CPEO,  and  municipal  division  cannot  be  assured  all  tickets  issued  are 
properly  submitted  for  processing  and  no  errors,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds 
occurred.  Additionally,  City  of  Columbia  Municipal  Court  Revised 
Operating  Order  Number  1  (COR  1),  Section  VIII  (A)  requires  the  Court  to 
work  jointly  with  the  CPD  and  UMPD  to  account  for  all  traffic  tickets  in 
numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  all  tickets  assigned  and 
issued  by  the  Police  Departments. 

1.2  Monthly  reports  The  municipal  division  erroneously  excluded  various  data  from  monthly 

summary  reports  submitted  to  the  city  and  the  Office  of  State  Courts 
Administrator  (OSCA),  including  fees  collected  for  probation  services  and 
jail  boarding,  and  fines,  court  costs,  surcharges,  and  fees  collected  on  red 
light  camera  violations,  as  well  as  total  number  of  red  light  camera  cases. 
When  probation  services  and  jail  boarding  fees  were  established,  the 
municipal  division  failed  to  make  system  programming  changes  to  include 
these  revenues  in  monthly  summary  reports  produced  from  the  ticket 
management  system.  In  addition,  because  the  red  light  camera  data  is  in  a 
separate  case  management  system,  these  revenues  were  not  included  in  the 
monthly  reports.  Consequently,  for  monthly  reports  filed  during  the  fiscal 
year  ended  September  30,  2012,  reported  net  collections,  totaling 
approximately  $2.4  million,  were  understated  by  approximately  $150,000, 
and  reported  cases  filed,  totaling  approximately  10,700,  were  understated  by 
approximately  1,200  cases. 

Section  479.080.3,  RSMo,  and  Supreme  Court  Operating  Rules  4.28  and 
4.29  require  accurate  monthly  reports  of  cases  filed  and  fines  and  court  costs 
collected  be  verified  by  the  Court  Clerk  or  Municipal  Judge  and  submitted 
to  the  city  and  OSCA. 

1.3  Bond  liabilities  The  municipal  division  and  the  Columbia  Finance  Department  (CFD)  do  not 

reconcile  their  respective  open  bonds  records  with  the  bond  records 
maintained  by  the  other  office.  Bond  monies  received  by  the  municipal 
division  are  transmitted  to  the  CFD  for  deposit  and  entry  on  the  CFD  bond 
ledger.  When  the  municipal  division  determines  the  proper  distribution  of  a 
bond,  it  is  the  municipal  division's  responsibility  to  notify  the  CFD  of  the 
required  distribution  so  the  CFD  can  make  the  necessary  disbursement  or 
refund  and  update  its  bond  ledger.  The  municipal  division  also  provides  a 
monthly  bond  activity  report  to  the  CFD. 
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Neither  the  municipal  division  nor  the  CFD  had  reconciled  any  of  the 
monthly  bond  reports  to  the  CFD  bond  ledger  during  the  fiscal  year  ended 
September  30,  2012.  As  of  September  30,  2012,  the  open  bonds  on  the  CFD 
bond  ledger  totaled  approximately  $48,000,  which  exceeded  the  open  bonds 
of  approximately  $34,000  on  the  municipal  division  bond  report.  When  we 
brought  this  discrepancy  to  the  municipal  division's  attention  in  April  2013, 
the  CFD  began  reconciling  the  reports  and  ledgers  and  determined  the 
$14,000  difference  pertained  to  77  cases.  The  CFD  had  not  made  timely 
disbursement  on  many  of  those  cases.  As  of  May  31,  2013,  the  CFD  had  not 
corrected  the  bond  ledger  for  these  cases  or  made  any  necessary 
disbursements. 

Monthly  reconciliations  between  the  open  bonds  maintained  by  the 
municipal  division  and  the  open  bonds  reported  by  the  city  are  necessary  to 
ensure  proper  accountability  over  open  cases,  monies  held  in  trust  by  the 
city  are  sufficient  to  meet  liabilities,  and  bonds  are  disbursed  timely. 

Recommendations  The  City  of  Columbia  Municipal  Division: 

1.1  Work  with  the  CPD,  CPEO,  and  UMPD  to  ensure  the  numerical 
sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  all  parking  and  traffic  tickets 
issued  are  accounted  for  properly. 

1.2  Include  all  cases  and  collections  in  the  monthly  reports. 

1.3  Work  with  the  CFD  to  ensure  timely  reconciliations  of  the  bond 
reports  and  bond  ledgers  are  prepared,  discrepancies  are  promptly 
investigated  and  resolved,  and  bonds  are  disbursed  timely. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Municipal  Judge  and  Court  Administrator  provided  the  following 

written  responses: 

1.1       PARKING  TICKETS 

A  new  procedure  was  put  into  place  in  2013  for  tracking  parking 
tickets  issued  to  officers.  This  should  help  hold  the  Department 
more  accountable  for  all  Uniform  Parking  tickets  provided  by  the 
Municipal  Courts. 

With  the  implementation  of  the  new  parking  ticket  system  July  1, 
2013,  Clancy  Systems,  this  is  no  longer  an  issue  as  the  system  is  a 
web  based  program  and  parking  tickets  are  no  longer  purged. 
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TRAFFIC  TICKETS 

RSMo  300.575.3  states  that  the  responsibility  for  the  issuance  of 
tickets  and  citations  rests  with  the  police  chief.  The  municipal  court 
will  continue  to  work  with  UMPD  and  CPD  to  better  monitor  the 
issuance  of  tickets. 

Out  of  the  tickets  selected  for  the  2013  traffic  ticket  audit,  the 
Columbia  Police  Department  was  unable  to  account  for  two  of  the 
tickets. 

Possible  reasons  for  this  is  an  individual  can  be  released  on  a 
summons  but  when  officers  are  completing  data  entry  within  our 
records  management  system  it  is  not  mandatory  that  an  officer 
document  that  ticket  number  within  the  arrest  entry  fields.  The 
arrest  entry  field  for  a  ticket  number  is  not  easily  searchable  due  to 
our  records  management  system  being  more  than  20  years  old.  The 
missing  two  citations  could  have  been  entered  in  this  arrest  field 
and  the  computer  system  is  just  unable  to  pull  from  that  data  field  to 
find  them.  Or  the  tickets  could  have  been  issued  and  not 
documented  in  the  arrest  data  field  and  they  are  attached  to  a  paper 
copy  of  the  report  in  our  files. 

After  the  ticket  audit  the  Columbia  Police  Department  began  to 
enter  all  voided  summons  directly  into  the  Records  Management 
System  to  eliminate  multiple  locations  for  tracking  tickets  issued  or 
voided.  Voided  tickets  were  entered  into  the  Records  Management 
System  dating  back  to  October  of  2010. 

The  Columbia  Police  Department  is  looking  to  replace  the  Records 
Management  System  which  should  help  with  ticket  tracking  and 
provide  a  more  reliable  data  search  to  account  for  all  tickets  issued. 

1.2  We  agree  with  this  finding.  This  has  been  corrected  as  of  July  1, 
2013.  We  are  now  reporting  these  items  as  recommended  in  this 
audit  report  by  amending  the  form  provided  by  the  Office  of  State 
Court's  Administrator  to  include  these  items. 

1.3  Currently,  CFD  and  Columbia  Municipal  Court  are  reconciling  the 
bond  report  provided  to  CFD  monthly  and  ensuring  that 
disbursement  of  bond  money  is  timely.  As  of  July  31,  2013, 
$2,760.10  in  bond  money  remains  in  the  account  waiting 
identification  prior  to  disbursement.  The  Finance  Department 
liaison  and  the  Municipal  Court  Administrator  are  working  to 
identify  the  correct  source  to  disburse  this  remaining  money. 


7 


Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Columbia  Municipal  Division 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


2.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated  and  the  municipal  division 
does  not  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipts  issued. 


2. 1  Segregation  of  duties 


2.2  Receipt  accountability 


Recommendations 


The  municipal  division  has  not  adequately  segregated  accounting  duties  for 
parking  tickets.  One  employee  enters  voided  and  dismissed  parking  tickets 
on  the  parking  ticket  case  management  system  and  also  collects  and  records 
payments  on  parking  tickets.  In  addition,  supervisory  reviews  comparing  the 
voided  and  dismissed  tickets  to  supporting  authorizing  documentation  from 
the  parking  supervisor  and  City  Prosecutor  are  not  performed. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  possible  errors,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal 
controls  should  provide  reasonable  assurance  all  transactions  are  accounted 
for  properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Proper  segregation  of 
duties  for  voiding  or  dismissing  parking  tickets  and  collecting  and  recording 
payments  is  necessary  to  ensure  all  transactions  are  accounted  for  properly. 
If  proper  segregation  of  duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  municipal  division 
should  implement  a  periodic  supervisory  review  of  voided  and  dismissed 
parking  tickets. 

The  municipal  division  does  not  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of 
receipt  transactions.  In  addition,  receipt  dates  can  be  changed  in  the  parking 
ticket  and  traffic  and  ordinance  case  management  systems.  Municipal 
division  employees  enter  payments  into  the  parking  ticket  case  management 
system  or  the  traffic  and  ordinance  violation  ticket  case  management 
system.  Both  of  those  systems  assign  sequential  numbers  to  the  receipt 
transactions.  While  daily  reports  of  receipt  transactions  are  produced  from 
those  systems  for  processing  collections,  those  reports  are  not  used  for 
verifying  the  sequence  of  receipt  numbers.  In  addition,  the  case 
management  systems  allow  users  to  change  the  date  received  from  the 
system-generated  current  date  to  an  earlier  date,  thereby  allowing  for 
possible  manipulation  of  receipt  data.  Accounting  for  the  numerical 
sequence  of  receipt  transactions  is  necessary  to  ensure  receipts  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  to  reduce  the  risk  of  errors,  theft,  or  misuse  of 
funds  going  undetected. 

The  City  of  Columbia  Municipal  Division: 

2.1  Segregate  the  duties  for  voiding  or  dismissing  parking  tickets  from 
the  duties  of  collecting  and  recording  parking  tickets.  At  a 
minimum,  there  should  be  periodic  supervisory  reviews  of  voided 
and  dismissed  parking  tickets. 


2.2       Account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  all  receipt  transactions. 
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Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^e  Municipal  Judge  and  Court  Administrator  provided  the  following 

written  responses: 

2.1  The  previous  parking  ticket  software  was  a  "stand  alone"  system 
where  access  could  not  be  given  to  other  departments  for  modifying 
the  status  of  tickets.  The  new  parking  ticket  system,  Clancy  Systems, 
which  was  implemented  on  July  1,  2013,  does  allow  for  the  City 
Prosecutor  to  enter  dismissals  and  voids.  The  court  staff  no  longer 
performs  this  function.  The  court  staff  will  provide  parking  tickets 
that  are  being  appealed  to  the  City  Prosecutor  and  the  prosecutor 
staff  then  modifies  the  ticket  indicating  the  prosecutor's  decision. 


2.2  Parking  System:  The  court  has  created  a  new  code  in  the  new 
parking  ticket  system  software  that  allows  the  Municipal  Court  to 
process  payments  that  have  been  received  within  the  prescribed 
time  (15  days)  but  held  by  staff  for  one  reason  or  another.  The  new 
code  allows  court  employees  to  enter  the  payment  without  changing 
the  date  and  zeroing  out  the  late  fee  if  paid  in  full  within  the 
prescribed  time,  as  done  in  the  past.  A  report  is  produced  daily 
showing  status  of  disposition  of  parking  tickets,  including  the  tender 
method  of  each  ticket.  These  reports  are  reviewed  daily. 

Court  software:  Payments  that  are  received  on-line  from 
TrafficPayment.com  and  entered  into  the  court  management 
software  must  both  have  the  same  disposition  date  otherwise  the 
weekly  report  we  receive  from  TrafficPayment.com  will  not 
reconcile  with  the  records  of  the  court.  The  court  management 
software  has  the  capability  to  search  a  receipt  that  will  allow  us  to 
track  any  receipt  number  that  does  not  fall  into  sequence.  The 
receipt  numbers  are  now  checked  on  each  deposit.  If  a  number  does 
not  appear  sequentially,  the  clerk  searches  the  receipt  number  and 
makes  a  note  on  the  deposit  as  to  the  status  of  said  receipt. 
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The  City  of  Columbia  Municipal  Division  is  in  the  Thirteenth  Judicial 
Circuit,  which  consists  of  Boone  and  Callaway  Counties.  The  Honorable 
Jodie  Capshaw  Asel  serves  as  Presiding  Judge. 

The  municipal  division  is  governed  by  Chapter  479,  RSMo,  and  by  Supreme 
Court  Rule  No.  37.  Supreme  Court  Rule  No.  37.49  provides  that  each 
municipal  division  may  establish  a  violation  bureau  in  which  fines  and  court 
costs  are  collected  at  times  other  than  during  court  and  transmitted  to  the 
city  treasury. 

Personnel  At  September  30,  2012,  the  municipal  division  employees  were  as  follows: 


Title 

Name 

Municipal  Judge 

Robert  D.  Aulgur 

Court  Administrator 

Shara  Meyer 

Court  Clerk 

Nancy  Kinsey 

Deputy  Court  Clerk 

Deetra  Williams 

Deputy  Court  Clerk 

Andrea  Wymer 

Deputy  Court  Clerk 

Ashley  Hustead 

Probation  Officer 

Kevin  Oeth 

Court  Services  Representative 

Thomas  Bell 

Court  Services  Representative 

Yvonne  Keene 

Court  Services  Representative 

Kristina  Wolf 

Court  Services  Representative 

Nancy  Jeffries 

Court  Services  Representative 

Candiace  Mathews 

Financial  and  Caseload 
Information 


Year  Ended 
September  30,  2012 


Receipts 

Number  of  cases  filed 
Number  of  parking 
tickets  issued 


$2,540,300 
11,895 

83,701 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Scotland  County 


Financial  Liabilities  The  county  may  not  have  sufficient  funds  to  pay  outstanding  liabilities  of 

$227,974.  The  county  owes  $49,408  for  unpaid  salary  amounts  relating  to  a 
statutory  change  affecting  the  base  salary  amount  paid  to  elected  county 
officials.  The  county  also  owes  $178,566  pursuant  to  a  court  judgment 
issued  in  February  2013;  the  county  is  appealing  the  decision,  but  no 
decision  had  been  rendered  as  of  September  25,  2013. 

Sheriff's  Controls  and  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  monies  are  often  not  recorded  on  receipt 

Procedures  records  immediately  upon  receipt,  and  the  method  of  payment  is  not  always 

accurately  recorded  on  receipt  slips  and  reconciled  to  the  composition  of 
deposits.  Checks  are  not  restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt, 
the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  is  not  accounted  for  properly,  and 
receipts  are  not  deposited  intact.  The  Sheriffs  office  sells  phone  cards  but 
does  not  always  deposit  or  disburse  the  monies  collected  on  a  timely  basis. 
The  Sheriffs  office  bills  other  entities  for  boarding  prisoners  and  bills  civil 
process  fees  and  mileage,  but  does  not  adequately  follow-up  to  ensure  all 
payments  are  received.  Inmate  monies  on-hand  did  not  always  agree  with 
the  computerized  log  totals,  and  these  differences  were  not  always 
explained.  The  computerized  inventory  control  log  of  seized  property  and 
evidence  does  not  always  document  the  release  or  disposition  of  such 
property,  evidence  bags  do  not  always  document  the  correct  case  number, 
and  periodic  physical  inventories  are  not  documented. 

County  Procedures  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  county  does  not  effectively  monitor 

road  and  bridge  department  fuel  use.  Fuel  logs  are  not  always  complete  or 
accurate,  and  significant  differences  between  fuel  purchases  and  fuel  usage 
exist.  In  2012,  bulk  fuel  purchases  exceeded  reported  bulk  fuel  usage  by 
7,203  gallons,  but  the  county's  reconciliation  process  and  follow-up 
procedures  are  not  sufficient,  making  it  difficult  to  identify  any  misuse  of 
fuel.  The  Salary  Commission  did  not  meet  in  2007  or  2009,  as  required  by 
state  law. 


Computer  Controls  The  Recorder  of  Deeds  does  not  require  passwords  to  log  on  to  the 

computer  system,  the  County  Collector,  County  Clerk  and  Sheriff  do  not 
require  passwords  to  be  changed  periodically,  and  Sheriffs  office 
employees  share  passwords.  The  County  Clerk,  County  Treasurer,  and 
Sheriff  do  not  have  security  controls  in  place  to  detect  or  prevent  incorrect 
log-on  attempts,  and  the  computers  in  the  County  Collector's  office  and  the 
Recorder  of  Deeds'  office  are  not  locked  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity. 
The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  store  backup  data  at  an  off-site  location, 
leaving  the  backup  data  susceptible  to  the  same  damage  as  the  data  on  the 
computer. 


Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Scotland  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Scotland  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  McBride,  Lock  &  Associates,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit  the 
financial  statements  of  Scotland  County  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Scotland 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Robyn  Vogt,  M.Acct.,  CPA 
Tina  Disney,  M.Acct. 
Tessa  Oates 
Naomi  Nganga 
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Scotland  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


1  Fininiriiil  T  iahilitipc  Significant  liabilities,  totaling  $227,974,  will  potentially  affect  the  county's 
1.   r  lndllUdl  l^iaDlllUeS  financial  condition  as  monies  available  in  the  General  Revenue  Fund  may 

not  be  sufficient  to  pay  these  liabilities. 


In  February  2013,  a  court  judgment  was  issued  against  the  county  for 
$178,566.  The  county  appealed  the  court's  decision;  however,  as  of 
September  25,  2013,  no  new  decision  has  been  rendered. 

Also  as  of  September  25,  2013,  the  county  had  remaining  liabilities  of 
$49,408  for  underpaid  salary  amounts  relating  to  a  statutory  change 
affecting  the  base  salary  amounts  paid  to  elected  county  officials  (see  MAR 
finding  number  3). 

The  county  did  take  into  account  the  underpaid  salary  amounts  when 
preparing  the  2013  budget  for  the  General  Revenue  Fund,  but  did  not 
consider  the  court  judgment  which  was  not  known  at  the  time.  Even  though 
the  General  Revenue  Fund  had  an  available  cash  balance  of  $197,855  as  of 
December  31,  2012,  the  county  has  projected  an  ending  cash  balance  of 
only  $5,745  as  of  December  31,  2013.  Should  the  outcome  of  the  appeal 
confirm  the  original  court  decision,  the  county  will  likely  not  have  sufficient 
funds  available  to  pay  the  judgment. 

The  County  Commission  needs  to  consider  significant  changes  to  ensure  the 
necessary  funds  are  available  to  cover  all  liabilities.  Possible  options  to 
improving  the  county's  financial  condition  include  reducing  spending  where 
possible,  evaluating  controls  and  management  practices  to  ensure  efficient 
use  of  county  resources,  maximizing  all  sources  of  revenue,  and  closely 
monitoring  county  budgets. 

Recommendation  The  County  Commission  closely  monitor  the  county's  financial  condition 

and  take  the  necessary  steps  to  ensure  the  General  Revenue  Fund  has 
sufficient  monies  available  to  pay  these  liabilities. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 

We  are  continuously  monitoring  the  county's  financial  condition  by 
reviewing  monthly  budgetary  reports.  We  will  take  the  steps  necessary  to 
ensure  sufficient  monies  are  available  to  pay  all  liabilities. 


Weaknesses  exist  in  accounting  controls  and  procedures  in  the  Sheriffs 
office.  The  Sheriffs  office  processed  monies  for  civil  and  criminal  fees, 
concealed  carry  permits,  phone  card  sales,  bonds,  and  other  miscellaneous 
receipts  totaling  approximately  $102,000  for  the  year  ended  December  31, 
2012. 


2.  Sheriff  s  Controls 
and  Procedures 
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As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  receipting,  recording,  and  depositing 
procedures  are  not  adequate.  The  Office  Administrator  is  primarily 
responsible  for  these  tasks;  however,  dispatchers  perform  receipting  and 
recording  tasks  in  her  absence.  Our  review  of  recorded  receipts  and  deposits 
for  April  2012  determined  the  following: 

•  Monies  are  often  not  recorded  on  receipt  records  immediately  when 
received  and  are  sometimes  recorded  several  days  after  deposit.  For 
example,  monies  for  fees  and  miscellaneous  receipts  deposited  on  April 
16  and  April  18,  2012,  totaling  $302  and  $36,  were  not  recorded  on 
receipt  records  until  April  27,  2012. 

•  The  method  of  payment  (cash,  check,  or  money  order)  is  not  always 
recorded  accurately  on  receipt  slips,  and  the  Office  Administrator  does 
not  reconcile  the  composition  of  receipts  to  the  composition  of  deposits. 
Additionally,  checks  are  not  restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon 
receipt. 

•  The  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  is  not  accounted  for  properly 
and  receipts  are  not  deposited  intact.  For  example,  monies  collected  on 
April  7,  2012,  totaling  $67,  were  not  deposited  until  April  10,  2012, 
after  monies  collected  on  April  8,  2012,  totaling  $30,  were  deposited  on 
April  9,  2012. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  monies  received,  procedures 
should  be  established  to  ensure  all  monies  received  are  properly  receipted, 
promptly  recorded,  and  deposited  intact. 

2.2  Phone  Card  Sales  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  always  timely  deposit  or  disburse  monies 

collected  for  phone  card  sales.  Phone  card  sales  are  recorded  on  a  log,  but 
monies  are  held  until  all  phone  cards  in  a  batch  (usually  20  or  40  cards) 
have  been  sold.  Our  review  identified  phone  card  sales  collected  between 
August  19  and  November  21,  2011,  totaling  $200  in  cash,  were  not 
deposited  until  December  28,  2011,  and  not  disbursed  to  the  County 
Treasurer  until  March  16,  2012.  Additional  phone  card  sales  collected 
between  March  3  and  March  30,  2012,  totaling  $400  in  cash,  were  not 
deposited  until  April  4,  2012,  and  not  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer 
until  June  4,  2012.  To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  monies 
received  for  phone  card  sales,  all  monies  should  be  deposited  and  disbursed 
timely. 

2.3  Accrued  COStS  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  adequately  pursue  collection  of  or  track 

amounts  due  to  the  office  for  board  bills  or  civil  process  fees.  The  Sheriffs 
office  bills  other  entities  for  boarding  prisoners  and  also  bills  civil  process 
fees  and  mileage  (for  serving  subpoenas  or  other  papers),  but  does  not 
adequately  follow-up  to  ensure  all  payments  are  received.  The  Office 


2. 1  Receipting,  recording, 
and  depositing  monies 
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Administrator  indicated  the  office  does  not  maintain  a  list  of  amounts  billed, 
collected,  or  owed,  or  otherwise  track  billed  amounts  to  ensure  payment  is 
received. 

Adequate  procedures  to  bill  and  collect  board  of  prisoner  costs  and  civil 
process  fees  and  mileage  are  necessary  to  ensure  amounts  owed  are 
collected.  Proper  records  and  follow-up  procedures  are  also  necessary  to 
safeguard  against  possible  theft  or  misuse  of  funds  going  undetected. 

2.4  Inmate  mollies  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  always  follow  established  procedures  to  ensure 

inmate  monies  are  accounted  for  properly.  Inmate  monies  are  held  in  cash, 
and  according  to  office  personnel,  all  monies  on-hand  are  to  be  counted  and 
reconciled  to  a  computerized  log  of  inmate  balances  at  each  dispatcher  shift 
change.  Any  differences  are  to  be  investigated  and  resolved  prior  to  staff 
shift  changes. 

Our  review  of  inmate  balances  from  September  3  to  September  9,  2012, 
noted  the  inmate  monies  on-hand  and  the  computerized  totals  were  not 
always  reconciled  at  the  end  of  each  shift.  In  addition,  our  review  of  inmate 
records  for  2012  noted  several  instances  when  the  inmate  monies  on-hand 
did  not  agree  to  the  computerized  totals,  and  these  differences  were  not 
always  explained. 

To  adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse 
of  funds,  the  Sheriff  should  ensure  established  procedures  are  followed,  and 
differences  are  promptly  investigated. 

The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  maintain  complete  and  accurate  seized  property 
and  evidence  records.  The  computerized  inventory  control  log  of  seized 
property  and  evidence  does  not  always  document  the  release  or  disposition 
of  such  property  and  evidence  bags  do  not  always  document  the  correct  case 
number  associated  with  the  property.  In  addition,  periodic  inventories  of  all 
seized  property  and  evidence  are  not  documented. 

Considering  the  often  sensitive  nature  of  seized  property  and  evidence, 
complete  and  accurate  inventory  control  records  should  be  maintained  and 
should  include  information  such  as  description,  persons  involved,  current 
location,  case  number,  date  of  seizure,  and  disposition  of  such  property.  In 
addition,  periodic  physical  inventories  should  be  documented  and  the  results 
compared  to  the  inventory  records  to  ensure  seized  property  and  evidence 
are  accounted  for  properly. 

Recommendations         The  sheriff: 

2. 1       Ensure  all  monies  are  properly  recorded  when  received,  the  method 
of  payment  is  accurately  indicated  for  all  receipts,  the  composition 


2.5  Seized  property 
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of  receipts  is  reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits,  checks  are 
restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt,  the  numerical 
sequence  of  receipt  slips  is  accounted  for  properly,  and  all  receipts 
are  deposited  intact. 

2.2  Ensure  all  monies  collected  for  phone  card  sales  are  deposited  and 
disbursed  on  a  timely  basis. 

2.3  Bill  all  amounts  owed  to  the  Sheriffs  office  for  board  of  prisoners 
and  civil  process  fees  and  mileage,  and  implement  procedures  to 
track  and  pursue  collection  of  amounts  owed. 

2.4  Ensure  established  procedures  for  inmate  monies  are  followed  and 
differences  are  promptly  investigated. 

2.5  Require  all  seized  property  and  evidence  be  properly  recorded  on 
evidence  bags  and  the  inventory  control  log.  In  addition,  a  periodic 
inventory  should  be  documented  and  reconciled  to  the  inventory 
control  log. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 


3.  County  Procedures 


2.1  I  will  work  with  the  Office  Administrator  to  improve  receipting 
procedures,  depositing  procedures,  and  accountability  of  receipt 
slips. 

2.2  I  will  work  with  the  Office  Administrator  to  ensure  phone  card 
monies  are  receipted  and  deposited  at  time  of  collection  and  also 
disbursed  timely. 

2.3  For  boarding  of  prisoners,  we  will  bill  when  necessary,  and  for  civil 
process  fees,  we  will  create  a  new  log  to  track  and  follow-up  on 
unpaid  civil  process  fees  and  mileage. 

2.4  We  will  remind  personnel  of  required  procedures  and  ensure 
differences  are  documented  and  investigated. 

2.5  I  will  be  working  with  officers  to  ensure  evidence  and  seized 
property  is  recorded  correctly  and  oversee  the  process  more.  I  will 
try  to  conduct  more  frequent  inventories  of  evidence  and  seized 
property. 

Procedures  related  to  vehicles  and  fuel  usage  need  improvement.  In 
addition,  the  Salary  Commission  has  not  always  met  as  required  by  state 
law. 
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3.1  Vehicles  and  fuel  use         As  similarly  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  county  does  not  effectively 

monitor  road  and  bridge  department  fuel  use.  According  to  the  county's 
2013  budget,  fuel  purchases  for  the  road  and  bridge  department  totaled 
approximately  $202,000  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  for  the  22 
road  and  bridge  vehicles  and  equipment  items. 

Logs  of  fuel  dispensed  from  bulk  fuel  tanks  are  not  always  complete  or 
accurate  as  some  logs  did  not  record  the  amount  of  fuel  used.  The  County 
Clerk's  office  monthly  compares  fuel  purchases  with  fuel  usage  and 
significant  differences  are  identified  but  not  resolved.  For  example,  the 
County  Clerk's  records  for  2012  show  bulk  fuel  purchases  of  45,759 
gallons,  but  the  bulk  fuel  logs  reported  usage  of  only  38,556  gallons,  for  a 
difference  of  7,203  gallons.  The  County  Clerk's  reconciliation  is  reviewed 
by  the  County  Commission  who  indicated  faulty  fuel  gauges  may  have 
contributed  to  the  inaccuracy  of  the  logs  resulting  in  the  difference.  The 
reconciliation  difference  may  also  be  partially  attributable  to  timing 
differences  between  when  the  fuel  is  purchased  and  used.  The  county's 
reconciliation  process  and  follow-up  procedures  are  not  sufficient  to 
effectively  monitor  fuel  use  or  verify  fuel  billings;  therefore,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  identify  any  misuse  of  fuel. 

Procedures  for  maintaining  and  reviewing  usage  logs  and  bulk  fuel 
inventory  records,  and  reconciling  log  information  and  inventory  records  to 
fuel  purchases,  are  necessary  to  ensure  vehicles  and  equipment  are  properly 
utilized,  prevent  paying  vendors  for  improper  amounts,  and  decrease  the 
risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  fuel  occurring  without  detection.  Logs  should 
be  complete  and  accurate,  and  provide  sufficient  details  to  allow  the  county 
to  effectively  monitor  vehicle  and  equipment  fuel  costs.  Prompt 
investigation  of  discrepancies  identified  through  reconciliations  is  necessary 
to  obtain  explanations  and  prevent  future  problems. 

3.2  Salary  Commission  The  Scotland  County  Salary  Commission  did  not  meet  in  2007  or  2009  to 

consider  statutory  changes  and  ensure  the  salary  schedules  established  and 
approved  in  2005  were  still  in  compliance  with  state  law.  During  the 
November  2005  meeting,  the  Salary  Commission  established  salaries  for 
elected  officials  and  those  salary  amounts  were  applied  to  terms  beginning 
in  2007,  2009,  and  2011.  However,  some  statutory  provisions  related  to 
officials'  salaries  have  been  revised  since  2005.  For  example,  Section 
50.327,  RSMo,  adopted  in  2007,  revised  requirements  regarding  base 
salaries  of  the  various  elected  officials. 

Section  50.333,  RSMo,  states  the  Salary  Commission  shall  meet  at  least 
once  before  November  thirtieth  of  each  odd  numbered  year.  The  Salary 
Commission  did  meet  in  November  2011  and  the  statutory  revisions  were 
then  considered.  According  to  a  legal  opinion  obtained  by  the  county,  with 
the  changes  to  Section  50.327,  RSMo,  Scotland  County  elected  officials 
should  have  received  salary  increases  when  starting  new  terms  of  office  in 
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2009  and  2011.  The  legal  opinion  further  states  amounts  are  owed  to  all 
elected  county  officials  who  were  not  properly  paid. 

During  2012,  the  county  paid  the  amount  due  to  some  officials,  but  only 
upon  request  of  the  respective  official.  As  of  June  2013,  the  county  has 
remaining  liabilities  of  $49,408  for  these  salary  underpayments  (see  MAR 
finding  number  1). 

Recommendations 

The  County  Commission: 

3.1 

Establish  adequate  records  and  procedures  to  effectively  monitor 
vehicle,  equipment,  and  fuel  use. 

3.2 

Ensure  the  Salary  Commission  meets  as  required  by  state  law. 

Auditee's  Response 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  responses: 

3.1 

We  installed  a  new  certifiable  meter  on  the  bulk  fuel  tanks.  In 
addition,  to  monitor  usage,  we  are  taking  monthly  readings  of  the 
bulk  fuel  pumps.  We  will  also  reinforce  with  road  and  bridge 
personnel  the  importance  of  keeping  complete  and  accurate  fuel 
logs.  Any  differences  on  the  monthly  reconciliation  will  be 
investigated. 

3.2 

We  will  ensure  the  Salary  Commission  meets  as  required  by  state 
law. 

*  .  .      i     As  similarly  noted  in  our  prior  audit  reports,  controls  over  county  computer 

Lt.   V^UIIipUlcr  ^UllirUlS  systems  are  not  sufficient  to  prevent  unauthorized  access,  or  to  restore  key 


4.1  User  passwords 


4.2  Log-on  attempts 


systems  in  the  event  of  a  disaster  or  system  failure.  As  a  result,  county 
records  are  unprotected  and  susceptible  to  damage  or  theft. 

The  Recorder  of  Deeds  does  not  require  passwords  to  log  on  to  the 
computer  system,  and  the  County  Collector,  County  Clerk,  and  Sheriff  do 
not  require  passwords  to  be  periodically  changed.  In  addition,  Sheriffs 
office  employees  share  passwords  to  access  data. 

Passwords  should  be  kept  confidential  and  periodically  changed  to  provide 
more  assurance  that  passwords  will  effectively  limit  access  to  data  files  and 
programs  to  only  those  individuals  who  need  access  for  completion  of  job 
responsibilities,  and  to  reduce  the  possibility  of  unauthorized  users. 

The  County  Clerk,  County  Treasurer,  and  Sheriff  do  not  have  security 
controls  in  place  to  detect  or  prevent  incorrect  log-on  attempts.  An 
unauthorized  individual  could  try  an  infinite  number  of  times  to  log  on  to 
the  system  and,  if  successful,  have  unrestricted  access  to  programs  and  data 
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files.  In  addition,  the  computers  in  the  County  Collector's  and  Recorder  of 
Deeds'  offices  are  not  locked  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity. 

To  help  protect  computer  files,  security  controls  should  be  implemented  to 
detect  incorrect  log-on  attempts  after  a  certain  number  of  tries  and  lock 
computers  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity.  Such  controls  should  produce 
a  log  of  the  incorrect  attempts  which  should  be  reviewed  periodically  by  an 
authorized  official. 

4.3  Backup  data  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  store  backup  data  at  an  off-site  location. 

Failure  to  store  computer  backup  data  at  a  secure  off-site  location  results  in 
the  backup  data  being  susceptible  to  the  same  damage  as  the  data  on  the 
computer.  Off-site  storage  would  provide  increased  assurance  county  data 
could  be  recreated  if  necessary. 

Recommendations  The  County  Commission  work  with  county  officials  to: 

4.1  Require  passwords,  which  are  kept  confidential  and  periodically 
changed,  to  prevent  unauthorized  access  to  the  county's  computers 
and  data. 

4.2  Establish  security  controls  to  detect  and  report  incorrect  log-on 
attempts  after  a  certain  number  of  tries  and  which  lock  computers 
after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity. 

4.3  Ensure  backup  data  is  stored  in  a  secure  off-site  location. 

Audi tee'S  Response  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

We  will  work  with  the  county's  IT  programmer  and  county  officials  to 
improve  password,  log-on,  and  backup  procedures.  Because  we  do  not  have 
a  programmer  on  staff,  it  is  not  always  feasible  for  computer  issues  to  be 
resolved  in  a  timely  manner  which  could  result  in  lost  productivity,  lost 
revenue,  or  added  expense.  In  addition,  access  to  county  offices  are 
restricted  during  non-business  hours.  We  have  also  limited  capabilities 
within  the  county  systems  to  electronically  transfer  funds,  so  any 
unauthorized  access  would  not  significantly  impact  the  county. 

The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  response: 

I  will  consider  making  some  changes  to  passwords  and  computer  controls 
with  the  help  of  our  IT  programmer.  I  will  also  discuss  with  the  IT 
programmer  storing  backups  off-site. 
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The  Recorder  of  Deeds  provided  the  following  responses: 

4.1  I  have  implemented  the  recommendation.  I  now  use  passwords 
which  are  periodically  changed. 

4.2  Although  the  computer  does  not  lock  after  a  period  of  inactivity,  it 
does  return  to  the  main  screen.  In  addition,  access  to  the  computer 
is  restricted. 

The  County  Collector  provided  the  following  responses: 

4.1  I  will  work  with  the  county's  IT  programmer  to  change  passwords 
periodically;  however,  this  could  be  costly  if  passwords  should  need 
to  be  reset. 

4.2  I  will  work  with  the  county's  IT  programmer  to  improve  procedures 
where  possible. 

The  County  Treasurer  provided  the  following  response: 

4.2  I  will  work  with  the  County  Commission  to  review  log-on 
procedures. 
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Scotland  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat 
is  Memphis. 

Scotland  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  34  full-time  employees  and  9  part-time  employees  on 
December  31,  2012. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


 Officeholder  2013  2012 

Charles  E.  Harris  Jr.,  Presiding  Commissioner  $  23,120 

Paul  Campbell,  Associate  Commissioner  21,120 

Danette  Clatt,  Associate  Commissioner  21,120 

Dana  Glasscock,  Recorder  of  Deeds  32,000 

Batina  Dodge,  County  Clerk  32,000 

Kimberly  J.  Nicoli,  Prosecuting  Attorney  39,000 

Wayne  Winn,  Sheriff  3  8 ,000 

Kathy  Kiddoo,  County  Treasurer  32,000 

Ginny  Monroe,  County  Coroner  9,000 

Ellen  Aylward,  Public  Administrator  15,000 
Kathy  Becraft,  County  Collector  (1), 

year  ended  February  28,  35,341 
James  Ward,  County  Assessor, 

year  ended  August  3 1 ,  32,000 


(1)     Includes  $3,341  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  city  property  taxes. 


Financing  The  county  has  entered  into  lease-purchase  agreements  with  the  County  of 

Arrangements  Scotland  Improvement  Corporation  to  purchase  a  police  vehicle  in 

fc  1  September  2012,  and  police  radios  in  December  2012.  The  terms  of  the 

agreements  are  for  the  County  of  Scotland  Improvement  Corporation  to 
purchase  the  police  vehicle  and  police  radios  and  lease  the  vehicle  and 
equipment  back  to  the  county  for  payments  totaling  the  principal  and 
interest  due  on  the  lease-purchase.  The  county  makes  the  lease  payments 
from  the  General  Revenue  Fund.  The  final  payments  for  the  lease-purchases 
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are  scheduled  to  be  in  2018.  The  remaining  principal  and  interest  due  on  the 
lease -purchase  agreements  at  December  31,  2012,  was  $42,798. 

The  county  has  entered  into  a  lease-purchase  agreement  for  a  motor  grader. 
Principal  and  interest  payments  are  made  from  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge 
Fund.  The  final  payment  for  the  lease-purchase  is  scheduled  to  occur  in 
2017.  The  remaining  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  lease-purchase 
agreement  at  December  31,  2012,  was  $77,625. 

The  county  has  entered  into  a  lease-purchase  agreement  for  a  GIS  mapping 
system  for  the  Assessor's  office.  Principal  and  interest  payments  are  made 
from  the  General  Revenue  Fund  and  the  Assessment  Fund.  The  final 
payment  for  the  lease-purchase  is  scheduled  to  occur  in  2014.  The 
remaining  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  lease-purchase  agreement  at 
December  31,  2012,  was  $16,530. 

The  county  has  entered  into  a  lease-purchase  agreement  for  election 
equipment  for  the  County  Clerk's  office.  Principal  and  interest  payments  are 
made  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund.  The  final  payment  for  the  lease- 
purchase  is  scheduled  to  occur  in  2015.  The  remaining  principal  and  interest 
due  on  the  lease-purchase  agreement  at  December  31,  2012,  was  $47,024. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
City  of  Brentwood,  Missouri 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2013-034, 
City  of  Brentwood,  issued  in  May  2013,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect 
Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  city  about  the  follow-up  review 
on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  city,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  the  city's  action  plan,  which  was  created  in  response  to  our  audit 
report  and  is  available  on  the  city's  website.  We  also  reviewed  supporting  documentation  submitted  by 
city  officials  and  held  meetings  with  city  officials.  Documentation  provided  by  the  city  included  bid 
documentation,  credit  card  statements,  bank  reconciliations,  ordinances,  employee  timesheets,  and  open 
and  closed  meeting  minutes.  This  report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was 
substantially  completed  during  August  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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1.1  Bids 


Recommendation 


Status 


1.2  Professional  Services 


Recommendation 


Status 


1.3  Late  Fees 


Recommendation 


The  city's  bid  policy  was  not  followed  for  several  purchases,  and  bid 
documentation  was  not  retained  for  several  other  purchases,  in  violation  of 
city  code. 

The  city  could  not  locate  bid  documentation  for  approximately  $3.5  million 
of  the  $3.7  million  firehouse  construction  project.  The  city  eventually 
obtained  the  bid  documentation  for  the  remainder  of  the  project  from  the 
project  management  company.  The  city  had  not  solicited  proposals  for 
ambulance  billing  services  since  1998.  In  addition,  dental  insurance 
coverage  and  life  insurance  coverage  had  not  been  bid  in  recent  years,  and 
documentation  from  the  last  time  these  benefits  were  bid  could  not  be 
located. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  bids  are  solicited  for  all  applicable  purchases 
in  accordance  with  city  code  and  state  law,  and  sufficient  documentation  is 
maintained. 

Implemented 

The  city  provided  a  listing  showing  that  as  of  August  2013,  the  city  has 
solicited  proposals  for  all  18  projects  and  services  which  required  proposals 
per  city  policy.  The  requests  for  proposals  are  posted  on  the  city's  website 
and  the  bid  documentation  received  from  potential  vendors  is  maintained  on 
file  at  City  Hall. 

The  city  had  not  obtained  proposals  and  written  contracts  for  various 
professional  services. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  periodically  solicit  proposals  and  enter  into  written 
agreements  for  professional  services. 

Partially  implemented 

The  city  has  solicited  proposals  and  entered  into  written  agreements  for 
accounting  and  auditing  services  and  is  in  the  process  of  obtaining 
professional  benefits  broker  services.  City  officials  opted  to  not  solicit 
proposals  for  legal  services;  instead  they  will  continue  to  follow  Section 
79.230,  RSMo,  and  City  Codes  2-216  and  2-218,  which  allow  the  Mayor  to 
appoint  legal  counsel  with  the  approval  of  the  Board. 

Fuel  bills  were  not  paid  timely  and  late  fees  and/or  finance  charges  were 
often  incurred.  The  city  had  trouble  meeting  the  short  timeframe  between 
billing  and  payment  due  dates  of  the  fuel  vendor. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  implement  procedures  to  ensure  bills  are  paid 
timely. 


3 


City  of  Brentwood 

Follow-up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 
Status  of  Findings 


Status 

Implemented 

The  city  worked  with  the  fuel  vendor  to  change  the  payment  due  date  from 
10  days  to  21  days  after  billing  date.  In  addition,  we  reviewed  the  monthly 
fuel  statements  from  April  2013  through  July  2013  and  noted  no  late  fees 
were  assessed  to  the  city. 

1.4  Credit  Cards 

The  city  did  not  maintain  adequate  documentation  for  some  credit  card 
purchases.  In  addition,  the  city  had  not  implemented  the  recommendations 
related  to  this  issue  made  in  multiple  audit  reports  by  its  independent  CPA 
firm. 

Recommendation 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  adequate  supporting  documentation  is 
retained  for  all  credit  card  expenditures. 

Status 

Implemented 

The  Finance  Director  indicated  she  reviews  all  credit  card  statements  and 
ensures  each  charge  listed  has  supporting  documentation.  We  reviewed 
credit  card  statements  for  February,  May,  and  July  2013  and  all  charges  had 
supporting  documentation. 

2.     Fire  Department 
Overtime  and 
Timesheets 

The  city  required  the  fire  department  to  submit  only  summary  overtime 
reports  to  the  city  finance  department,  rather  than  detailed  timesheets, 
despite  a  recent  legal  settlement  with  the  firefighters  union  regarding  excess 
overtime  payments.  In  addition,  the  city  did  not  have  adequate 
documentation  related  to  a  legal  settlement  with  the  firefighters  union  over 
excessive  overtime  payments. 

Recommendation 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  documentation  is  maintained  for  all 
significant  city  decisions,  particularly  legal  settlements.  In  addition,  the 
Board  should  require  detailed  timesheets  be  submitted  to  the  finance 
department. 

Status 

Implemented 

City  officials  indicated  they  have  not  had  any  significant  legal  decisions  to 
address  since  the  audit  report  was  released,  but  will  ensure  all  related 
documentation  is  retained  as  appropriate  in  the  future.  The  city  now  requires 
all  employees  to  submit  detailed  timesheets  each  pay  period.  We  reviewed 
the  July  2013  timesheets  and  timecards  that  were  submitted  to  the  payroll 
section  and  the  time  records  were  appropriately  detailed  and  signed  by  the 
proper  individuals.  In  addition,  the  city  is  in  the  process  of  implementing  an 
electronic  time  and  attendance  module  that  will  allow  all  timekeeping  to  be 
automatically  submitted  to  the  finance  department's  payroll  section 
electronically  each  pay  period.  Currently,  just  the  administration  department 
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is  on  the  new  system.  The  city  expects  the  new  system  to  be  fully 
implemented  by  the  spring  of  2014. 


3.     Payroll  and  Leave 
Records 

3.1   Building  official 


Recommendation 
Status 


3.2  Personnel  policies 

Recommendation 
Status 


3.3  Timesheets 


Recommendation 


The  city  lacked  adequate  supporting  documentation  related  to  several 
payroll  areas  and  some  problems  were  noted  with  overtime  and  leave 
records. 

Records  related  to  an  employee  serving  in  two  positions  for  the  city  from 
March  2009  through  July  2011  were  not  sufficient  to  ensure  appropriate 
compensation  was  paid. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  accurate  documentation  is  maintained  of 
time  worked  by  all  city  employees. 

Implemented 

The  city  is  currently  not  aware  of  any  situations  where  an  employee  is 
serving  in  two  positions.  All  city  employees  are  now  required  to  submit  a 
timesheet  or  timecard.  The  July  2013  timesheets  and  timecards  were 
reviewed  and  the  time  records  were  appropriately  detailed  and  signed  by  the 
proper  individuals. 

The  city  was  not  always  in  compliance  with  its  overtime  policy  and  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  (FLSA)  requirements.  In  addition,  the  city  was  not 
consistent  regarding  when  overtime  was  paid  out  to  employees. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  compliance  with  the  city's  overtime  policy 
and  the  FLSA. 

In  Progress 

Once  the  electronic  time  and  attendance  module  (discussed  in  the  status  for 
finding  number  2)  is  fully  implemented,  it  can  be  programmed  to  calculate 
overtime  based  on  the  FLSA  provisions  and  city  policy.  The  city  is  currently 
in  the  process  of  revising  its  overtime  approval  policy. 

Timesheets  were  prepared  by  employees;  however,  some  timesheets  were 
not  signed  by  the  employee  and  some  did  not  indicate  review  and  approval 
by  the  supervisor. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  adequate  reviews  of  timesheets  are 
performed,  timesheets  are  signed  by  the  employee  and  their  supervisor,  and 
timesheets  are  submitted  to  the  finance  department. 


Status 


Implemented 
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The  July  2013  timesheets  and  timecards  were  reviewed  for  sufficient  details 
and  the  signatures  of  the  employee  and  applicable  supervisor.  The 
timesheets  and  timecards  were  appropriately  detailed  and  signed  by  the 
proper  individuals. 

3.4    Employee  leave  and         Documentation  of  some  leave  benefits  accumulated  and  used  and  the 

remaining  balances  was  not  maintained  in  a  centralized  location. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  employee  leave  and  compensatory  time 
balances  are  properly  tracked  and  monitored  and  maintained  in  a  centralized 
location. 

Implemented 

Effective  May  2013,  all  city  departments  were  required  to  submit  leave  and 
compensatory  time  balances  to  the  Human  Resources  Manager.  Each  month 
the  manager,  using  information  from  employee  time  records,  enters  each 
employee's  leave  and  compensatory  time  usage  and  accruals  into  a  computer 
program  and  sends  monthly  reports  to  all  departments.  A  leave  balance 
report  dated  August  7,  2013,  was  reviewed  and  all  employees  had  balances 
in  compliance  with  city  policy. 


The  city  had  a  perfect  attendance  program.  Employees  received  $50  each 
quarter  they  had  perfect  attendance.  They  also  received  an  additional  $200 
for  an  entire  calendar  year  of  perfect  attendance. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  discontinue  granting  additional  pay  to  employees 
for  tasks  performed  as  part  of  their  normal  job  duties. 

Implemented 

In  June  2013,  the  Board  of  Aldermen  passed  Ordinance  No.  4444,  which 
discontinued  the  perfect  attendance  program.  The  city  indicated  the 
employee  handbook  will  be  amended  to  reflect  discontinuation  of  the 
program. 


5.      Litigation  The  city  did  not  take  adequate  and  timely  action  to  correct  an  issue  with 

underfunded  bond  accounts  for  a  redevelopment  project.  Coding  errors  of 
sales  tax  collections  resulted  in  the  underfunding  of  bond  accounts  by 
approximately  $460,000,  leaving  the  bank  unable  to  collect  applicable  fees 
and  forcing  the  city  to  obtain  a  loan  to  satisfy  the  underfunding.  The  loan 
was  repaid  in  October  2010,  with  interest  costs  of  approximately  $13,500. 

In  addition,  after  an  attempt  by  the  bank  to  declare  the  bonds  in  default,  the 
developer  filed  a  lawsuit  against  the  bank  and  the  city,  resulting  in  legal 


compensatory  time 
Recommendation 

Status 


4.  Additional 
Compensation 

Recommendation 
Status 
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expenses  of  approximately  $260,000  for  the  city.  The  lawsuit  was  settled  in 
September  2011. 

Recommendation  The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  sufficient  procedures  are  in  place  to  monitor 

sales  tax  revenues  of  businesses  collecting  sales  taxes  on  behalf  of  the  city 
and  make  proper  payment  of  bond  issue  obligations. 

Status  Implemented 


A  monthly  report  is  compiled  for  each  Transportation  Development  District, 
which  lists  the  retailers  and  sales  taxes  received  each  month.  The  report  is 
based  on  information  received  from  the  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue.  A 
memo  is  also  given  to  the  bond  trustee  each  month  directing  what  amount 
should  be  transferred  to  each  bond  account. 


6.     Meeting  Minutes 


Recommendation 


Status 


Open  meeting  minutes  did  not  document  the  specific  section  of  law  that 
allows  for  a  closed  meeting  for  any  of  the  12  closed  meetings  held  in  2011; 
and  the  open  meeting  minutes  for  October  3,  2011,  did  not  give  any  reasons 
for  the  closed  session.  In  addition,  the  city  did  not  maintain  minutes  of 
closed  Board  meetings. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  minutes  are  prepared  and  retained  to  support 
all  closed  meetings  and  the  specific  reason,  statute,  and  subsection  allowing 
closure  is  noted  in  the  open  meeting  minutes. 

Implemented 


The  minutes  for  the  July  15,  2013,  open  and  closed  meetings  and  the 
minutes  for  the  August  5,  2013,  closed  meeting  were  reviewed.  The  closed 
meeting  minutes  were  organized  and  provided  sufficient  information,  and 
the  open  meeting  minutes  contained  the  specific  reason,  statute,  and 
subsection  for  allowing  the  meeting  closure. 


7.     Accounting  Controls 


7.1   Segregation  of  duties 


Recommendation 


Accounting  controls  in  the  finance  department  were  in  need  of 
improvement. 

Payroll  duties  and  receipting  duties  related  to  General  Fund  financial 
activity  were  not  adequately  segregated  or  reviewed.  In  addition,  there  was 
no  review  performed  of  the  General  Fund  bank  reconciliation  by  the 
Finance  Officer. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  segregate  the  accounting  duties  of  the  finance 
department  to  the  extent  possible.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties  cannot  be 
achieved,  documented  supervisory  or  independent  reviews  should  be 
performed. 
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Status  Implemented 

Bank  reconciliations  are  now  required  to  be  signed  by  the  employee 
performing  the  reconciliation  and  the  employee  reviewing  the 
reconciliation.  In  addition,  the  Finance  Director  reviews  monthly  payroll 
reports.  The  reports  include  any  changes  that  were  made  in  the  payroll 
program  during  the  month.  The  July  2013  bank  reconciliations  were 
reviewed  and  contained  the  signatures  of  the  preparer  and  applicable 
supervisor.  The  July  2013  payroll  report  was  reviewed  and  was  signed  by 
the  Finance  Director.  Also,  the  city  has  hired  an  accounting  firm  to  perform 
a  review  of  internal  controls  and  conduct  risk  assessments,  and  this  review 
is  scheduled  to  begin  in  October  2013. 


7.2    Receipting  and  Monies  were  not  promptly  receipted  or  recorded  in  the  accounting  system, 

depositing  anc^  were  not  always  deposited  intact  and  timely.  Upon  receipt  monies  were 

secured,  but  receipt  slips  were  not  issued  and  monies  were  not  posted  to  the 
computer  system  until  the  deposit  was  prepared.  In  addition,  checks  were 
not  restrictively  endorsed  until  the  deposit  was  prepared. 


Recommendation 


The  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  was  not  accounted  for  properly.  The 
finance  department  and  the  planning  development  department  shared  the 
financial  computer  system  receipting  program.  The  system  assigned  the  next 
available  receipt  slip  number  to  a  user,  but  the  two  departments  were  not 
accounting  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  these  receipt  slips. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  monies  are  promptly  receipted  and  posted  to 
the  computer  system,  and  checks  are  restrictively  endorsed  immediately 
upon  receipt.  In  addition,  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  should  be 
accounted  for  properly. 


Status 


Implemented 


The  August  2013  receipt  and  deposit  records  were  reviewed  and  monies  are 
promptly  receipted,  posted,  and  deposited.  Deposits  were  made  daily, 
ensuring  that  checks  are  restrictively  endorsed  each  day.  Each  time  a  deposit 
is  made  a  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  report  is  generated  and 
reconciled  to  the  deposit. 


8.2    Fuel  and  Vehicle  Use       The  city  had  not  established  effective  monitoring  procedures  regarding  fuel 

and  vehicle  use. 


The  city  did  not  maintain  logs  of  fuel  pumped  from  bulk  diesel  fuel  tanks  or 
usage  logs  for  vehicles  that  used  the  pumps.  The  city  did  not  maintain  logs 
of  fuel  pumped  for  vehicles  fueled  using  fuel  cards  or  on  account  with  local 
gas  stations. 
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Although  the  city's  written  accounts  payable  procedures  required  receipts  to 
be  submitted  to  the  finance  department  for  fuel  card  purchases  and  fuel 
purchases  made  on  account,  supporting  receipts  were  on  file  for  only  the 
October  2011  local  gas  station  invoice  and  for  none  of  the  fuel  card 
invoices.  An  adequate  review  of  these  fuel  invoices  compared  to  receipts 
was  not  performed  to  ensure  purchases  were  accurate  and  for  city  business. 

A  usage  evaluation  to  determine  if  the  number  of  vehicles  was  necessary 
and  justified  had  not  been  performed. 


Recommendation 


Status 


The  Board  of  Aldermen  establish  adequate  records  and  procedures  to 
effectively  monitor  vehicle  and  fuel  use.  Bulk  fuel  inventory  records  should 
be  maintained,  invoices  should  be  reviewed  and  approved,  and  fuel  use 
should  be  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases.  Any  discrepancies  should  be 
investigated.  The  Board  should  also  ensure  receipts  for  fuel  purchases  are 
submitted  to  the  finance  department  and  reconciled  with  fuel  invoices.  In 
addition,  the  Board  should  evaluate  vehicle  usage  to  determine  if  all 
vehicles  are  needed. 

Implemented 

Fuel  logs  are  now  maintained.  Each  time  a  vehicle  is  fueled,  the  date,  driver, 
vehicle,  mileage,  starting  and  ending  meter  readings,  and  total  gallons 
pumped  are  entered  on  the  log.  Several  fuel  logs  were  reviewed  and  all 
necessary  information  was  included  in  the  logs.  The  bulk  fuel  tanks  are  now 
locked  when  not  in  use.  In  2012,  the  city  implemented  a  driver  fuel  card 
policy  that  cardholders  must  sign  before  being  given  a  fuel  card.  The  policy 
requires  each  cardholder  to  have  unique  personal  identification  number  and 
details  the  steps  that  must  be  followed  when  using  the  fuel  card.  Fuel 
receipts  are  submitted  to  the  finance  department  and  reconciled  with  the 
monthly  fuel  card  statements.  The  April  through  July  2013  fuel  card 
statements  were  reviewed.  All  fuel  purchases  on  the  statements  had 
supporting  documentation.  The  statements  were  also  signed  by  city  officials 
indicating  their  review.  In  May  2013,  a  vehicle  committee  was  created  and 
developed  a  vehicle  replacement  policy  and  schedule.  The  city  indicated  the 
committee's  comprehensive  review  of  vehicles  will  be  incorporated  into  the 
2014  budget  process. 


10.  Bank  Reconciliations 


Recommendation 


The  city's  bank  reconciliations  were  not  prepared  timely.  Also,  the 
December  2011  payroll  account  bank  reconciliation  contained  several 
reconciling  items  that  were  carried  forward  from  month-to-month  instead  of 
adjusting  entries  being  made  in  the  city's  accounting  system.  In  addition,  the 
city  did  not  routinely  and  timely  follow  up  on  outstanding  checks. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  monthly  bank  reconciliations  are  performed 
timely  and  outstanding  checks  are  followed  up  on  appropriately.  In  addition, 
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any  discrepancies  should  be  investigated  and  resolved  with  appropriate 
adjustments  made  to  the  accounting  records. 

Implemented 

Bank  reconciliations  are  now  performed  timely.  The  July  2013  bank 
reconciliations  for  the  general  account  and  payroll  account  had  been 
completed  as  of  our  August  2013  follow  up  meeting.  The  Finance  Director 
documented  her  review  of  the  general  account  reconciliation  on  August  5, 
2013,  and  her  review  of  the  payroll  account  reconciliation  on  August  12, 
2013. 

On  August  13,  2013,  the  city  sent  letters  to  the  payees  of  old  outstanding 
checks,  requesting  a  status  update  on  those  checks. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Callaway  County 


Missing  Funds  and  Other 
Questionable  Transactions 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


At  least  $355  is  missing,  and  another  $11,292  may  be  missing  based  upon 
voided  cash  receipts,  unsupported  non-monetary  transactions,  and  improper 
reduction  or  non-assessment  of  fines  and  court  costs  in  the  computerized  case 
management  system.  The  court  clerk  supervisor  primarily  responsible  for  the 
affected  cases  has  been  terminated,  the  Callaway  County  Sheriffs  office  is 
investigating,  and  a  Special  Prosecutor  has  been  appointed. 

The  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  adequately  segregated  the  duties  of  receiving  and 
recording  receipts,  preparing  deposits,  and  disbursing  funds,  and  has  not 
established  supervisory  reviews  of  cash  handling  and  recordkeeping  functions. 
Any  court  clerk  can  issue  checks  from  the  bank  account,  checks  only  require 
one  signature,  and  checks  are  not  independently  reviewed.  The  former  Clerk 
Supervisor  was  able  to  inappropriately  issue  a  $149  check  to  a  family  member; 
and  although  the  check  was  never  negotiated,  the  court  did  not  identify  the 
problem  for  8  months.  Non-monetary  transactions,  voids,  and  adjustments  are 
not  properly  documented  or  reviewed.  The  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  established 
proper  controls  or  procedures  for  manual  receipt  slips.  Manual  receipt  slips  are 
not  timely  recorded  in  the  case  management  system  and  there  is  no  review  of 
manual  receipts  to  ensure  monies  receipted  are  deposited.  The  Circuit  Clerk  has 
not  established  procedures  to  promptly  log  or  restrictively  endorse  mail 
receipts,  and  garnishment  receipts  are  not  always  maintained  in  a  secure 
location  and  deposited  timely  and  intact.  The  court  does  not  periodically  review 
outstanding  balances  and  has  not  created  payment  plans  for  all  amounts  not  paid 
in  full  at  case  disposition,  as  required  by  the  court  policy  and  Supreme  Court 
Operating  Rules.  The  court  does  not  always  collect  the  $25  time  payment  fee; 
audit  staff  found  35  time  payment  fees  totaling  $825  were  adjusted  to  zero  in 
2012.  Prior  to  February  2013,  the  court  did  not  ensure  bonds  were  timely 
disbursed.  Court  personnel  do  not  always  properly  record  the  initial  entry  and 
final  disposition  of  each  case  in  the  Justice  Information  System. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge  and  Court  en  Banc 
and 

Circuit  Clerk  of  the 
Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Callaway  County,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor  was  requested  by  the  Honorable  Judge  Gary  Oxenhandler,  Presiding  Judge  at  the  time 
of  the  request,  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo,  to  audit  the  Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Callaway  County.  The 
scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The 
objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  court's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  court's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Determine  the  extent  of  monies  missing  from  the  court. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  court,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures 
to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  court's  management,  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  and 
Callaway  County  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  court. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  missing  monies.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our 
findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Callaway  County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Susan  J.  Beeler,  CPA,  CIA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Deborah  Whitis,  MBA,  CPA,  CIA 

Audit  Staff:  Nicole  Meltabarger,  M.Acct.,  CPA 
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1     MissillU  Funds  <Uld    ^urm§         and  2012,  monies  were  determined  to  be  missing  from  circuit 
*  S  court  receipts. 

Other  Questionable 

Trail <iilPtinn<;  ^  SePtember  2012  tne  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  (OSCA) 

performed  a  routine  accounting  review  of  the  circuit  court  and  identified  60 
questionable  transactions  between  January  1,  2012,  and  September  13, 
2012,  totaling  $8,845  for  which  monies  could  be  missing.  Based  on  these 
discrepancies,  the  Presiding  Judge  contacted  the  State  Auditor's  office 
(SAO)  to  request  an  audit  of  court  operations. 


In  addition  to  the  amounts  identified  by  OSCA,  our  audit  determined  from 
January  2011  through  December  2011,  receipts  totaling  at  least  $355  were 
received  but  not  deposited,  and  additional  funds  totaling  at  least  $2,447  are 
likely  missing,  based  on  voided  cash  receipts,  unsupported  non-monetary 
transactions,  and  improper  reduction  or  non-assessment  of  fines  and  court 
costs  in  the  computerized  system.  Further,  some  manual  receipt  slips  were 
removed  from  the  receipt  slip  books  and  could  not  be  located,  indicating 
possible  additional  missing  funds  during  2012  and  2011. 

The  Clerk  Supervisor  primarily  responsible  for  the  cases  in  which  problems 
were  identified  was  placed  on  administrative  leave  on  September  14,  2012, 
and  was  subsequently  terminated  on  October  6,  2012.  The  OSCA 
information  was  turned  over  to  the  Callaway  County  Sheriffs  office  and  a 
Special  Prosecutor  after  the  OSCA  review  was  completed.  The  investigation 
is  ongoing. 


Undeposited  cash  receipts       Recorded  cash  receipts  totaling  $355  were  not  deposited. 


•  The  former  Clerk  Supervisor  issued  a  manual  receipt  slip  for  a  cash 
receipt  totaling  $199  in  fines  and  court  costs,  but  did  not  deposit  the 
monies  and  recorded  the  receipt  as  a  non-monetary  receipt  in  the  Justice 
Information  System  (JIS),  the  Missouri  courts  automated  case 
management  system. 


•  The  former  Clerk  Supervisor  issued  a  manual  receipt  slip  for  a  cash 
receipt  totaling  $126  in  fines  and  court  costs,  but  did  not  deposit  or 
record  the  receipt  in  the  JIS.  The  court  eventually  sent  this  case  to  a  debt 
collection  agency  and  the  outstanding  balance  plus  collection  fees  was 
collected  by  the  agency,  causing  this  defendant  to  effectively  pay  these 
fines  and  court  costs  twice. 


•  The  docket  sheet  for  one  case  indicated  a  $30  payment  was  made  on  the 
case.  However,  this  payment  was  not  deposited.  Instead,  the  former 
Clerk  Supervisor  initially  recorded  it  in  the  JIS  as  a  non-monetary 
judicial  order  transaction,  voided  it,  and  then  re-entered  it  as  a  non- 
monetary time  served  transaction. 
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Possible  additional  missing  A  review  of  available  court  records  indicates  the  handling  of  fines  and  court 
monies  costs  for  some  cases  was  not  consistent  with  judge's  orders  on  the  case 

docket  sheets.  Payments  totaling  at  least  $2,447  for  fines  and  court  costs 
associated  with  17  cases  were  likely  made  to  the  court,  but  were  not 
recorded  in  the  JIS  or  deposited.  Associated  fines  and  court  costs  for  these 
cases  were  adjusted  to  zero  or  not  assessed  in  the  JIS.  In  addition,  several 
receipt  slips  from  four  manual  receipt  slip  books  were  missing. 

•  The  former  Clerk  Supervisor  assigned  JIS  receipt  numbers  to  ten  non- 
monetary judicial  order,  time  served,  and  community  service 
transactions  totaling  $1,338,  which  were  not  supported  by  a  judge's 
order  in  the  case  file,  inappropriately  reducing  the  amount  due  from  the 
defendants  by  the  same  amounts. 

•  The  former  Clerk  Supervisor  initially  recorded  two  cash  receipts 
totaling  $518  as  monetary  transactions  in  the  JIS,  but  later  voided  and 
then  re-entered  them  as  non-monetary  judicial  order,  time  served,  or 
community  service  transactions,  without  a  supporting  judge's  order  in 
the  case  file,  and  therefore,  inappropriately  reduced  the  amounts  due 
from  the  defendants  by  the  same  amounts. 

•  The  former  Clerk  Supervisor  initially  recorded  a  $217  receipt  as  a 
monetary  transaction  in  the  JIS,  but  later  voided  this  transaction.  This 
case  was  exempted  from  automatic  debt  collection  in  the  JIS;  therefore, 
the  outstanding  balance  remained  undetected  by  the  court. 

•  The  former  Clerk  Supervisor  did  not  assess  court  costs  totaling  $374  on 
four  cases  in  the  JIS  prior  to  disposition  of  the  cases.  The  docket  sheets 
for  these  cases  indicate  court  costs  were  ordered  by  the  Judge  and 
should  have  been  assessed  prior  to  the  disposition  of  the  cases  in  the 
JIS. 

•  Several  manual  receipt  slips  and  the  top  copies  of  some  blank  manual 
receipt  slips  were  missing.  In  addition,  the  originals  of  some  voided 
manual  receipt  slips  were  also  missing.  Therefore,  defendants  may  have 
been  issued  manual  receipt  slips  for  payments  made,  which  were  later 
removed  from  the  manual  receipt  slip  book  or  voided  and  not  deposited 
or  recorded  in  the  JIS. 

The  lack  of  segregation  of  duties,  inadequate  controls,  and  the  absence  of 
proper  oversight  by  the  Circuit  Clerk,  as  discussed  in  the  remainder  of  this 
report,  resulted  in  the  failure  to  detect  these  discrepancies. 

Recommendation  The  Court  en  Banc  and  the  Circuit  Clerk  continue  to  work  with  law 

enforcement  officials  regarding  criminal  prosecution  related  to  the  missing 
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funds  and  other  questionable  transactions,  including  restitution  of  missing 
funds. 


Audi  tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  C°urt  en  Banc  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  Court  will  continue  to  do  all  that  it  ethically  can  to  cooperate  in  the 
resolution  of  the  issues  raised  in  the  audit. 


The  Circuit  Clerk  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  Circuit  Clerk  filed  a  report  with  the  Callaway  County  Sheriff's 
department  two  working  days  after  the  fraud  had  been  identified.  All 
pertinent  information  has  been  given  to  the  investigator  of  the  Callaway 
County  Sheriff's  department.  The  Presiding  Judge  referred  this  matter  to  the 
Supreme  Court.  The  Supreme  Court  transferred  a  Judge  outside  the  13th 
Circuit  to  the  13th  Circuit  for  the  purpose  of  appointing  a  Special 
Prosecutor.  A  Special  Prosecutor  has  been  appointed  and  we  remain  in 
contact  with  him.  It  is  my  understanding  that  both  parties,  the  investigator 
and  the  Special  Prosecutor,  will  proceed  after  they  have  received  this 
report. 


Significant  weaknesses  were  identified  with  accounting  controls  and 
procedures.  As  a  result,  some  receipts  were  not  accounted  for  properly. 

According  to  court  records,  receipts  totaled  approximately  $1,510,000  in 
2012  and  $1,860,000  in  2011.  Fines  and  court  costs  are  collected,  recorded 
in  the  JIS,  and  deposited  into  the  Circuit  Clerk's  general  bank  account  by 
personnel  of  the  Circuit  Clerk's  office.  Cash  bonds  are  collected  and 
receipted  by  the  Callaway  County  Sheriffs  office,  then  transmitted  by  check 
to  the  Circuit  Clerk's  office  for  deposit.  In  addition,  manual  receipt  slips  are 
used  to  record  some  cash  receipts  that  are  not  immediately  recorded  in  the 
JIS.  Based  on  the  OSCA  review  performed  in  2012,  the  court  established 
procedures  to  address  some  of  the  weaknesses  noted  below;  however,  not  all 
of  these  procedures  were  fully  implemented  as  of  March  2013. 


2.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


2. 1  Segregation  of  duties  and  The  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  adequately  segregated  the  duties  of  receiving  and 
SUDervisOfV  review  recording  receipts,  preparing  deposits,  and  disbursing  funds  and  has  not 

established  supervisory  reviews  to  detect  errors.  There  are  several  court 
clerks  with  responsibilities  for  collecting  monies.  The  three  court  clerk 
supervisors  rotate  various  duties,  but  at  times  have  the  capabilities  to  record 
transactions,  prepare  deposits,  compare  the  composition  of  receipts  to  the 
composition  of  the  deposit  for  each  JIS  cashier  session,  and  sign 
disbursement  checks,  in  addition  to  collecting  monies. 


Neither  the  Circuit  Clerk  nor  clerk  personnel  independent  of  the  cash 
custody  and  record-keeping  functions  provide  adequate  supervision  or 
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review  of  the  work  performed  by  various  clerks  to  ensure  transactions  are 
appropriate. 


Receipts 


Disbursements 


Conclusions 


2.2  Non-monetary 
transactions 


Because  of  inadequate  supervision,  questionable  transactions  were  not 
identified  and  monies  are  missing.  For  example,  one  discrepancy  noted 
during  the  OSCA  review  indicated  the  former  Clerk  Supervisor  issued  JIS 
receipt  number  13CW379327  for  $637  cash  on  April  18,  2012,  and  then 
later  the  same  day  voided  the  cash  receipt  with  non-monetary  receipt 
number  13CW379336.  This  Supervisor  disposed  the  case  without  assessing 
the  applicable  fees  in  the  JIS  and  the  cash  associated  with  the  receipt  was 
never  deposited.  However,  there  was  no  entry  on  the  docket  sheet  or  other 
documentation  in  the  case  file  to  indicate  the  Judge  authorized  the  non- 
assessment  of  fees  for  this  case.  In  addition,  the  Circuit  Clerk  has  not 
established  supervisory  reviews  of  voided  receipts,  which  would  have 
detected  these  discrepancies.  At  the  OSCA's  request,  the  court  contacted  the 
defendant  and  the  defendant  was  able  to  provide  a  copy  of  the  original  cash 
receipt  slip  number  13CW379327  to  the  court  as  proof  of  payment. 

Checks  from  the  bank  account  can  be  issued  by  any  court  clerk,  require  only 
one  signature,  and  are  not  reviewed  by  a  person  independent  of  the 
disbursement  function.  As  a  result,  the  former  Clerk  Supervisor  was  able  to 
inappropriately  issue  a  $149  check  on  July  31,  2012,  to  a  member  of  her 
family  for  a  bond  refund  instead  of  disbursing  these  monies  to  the  defendant 
in  the  case.  Although  this  check  had  not  been  negotiated  as  of  March  2013, 
the  Circuit  Clerk  had  not  established  controls  to  prevent  or  detect  such 
improper  disbursements,  such  as  requiring  dual  signatures  on  checks  or 
performing  periodic  independent  reviews  of  disbursements.  This 
discrepancy  was  eventually  found  by  the  court  in  March  2013  when  new 
procedures  were  put  in  place  for  reviewing  outstanding  checks.  However,  if 
this  check  had  been  cashed,  these  new  procedures  would  not  have  detected 
this  discrepancy. 

Thorough  supervisory  reviews  help  ensure  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Such  reviews  would  reduce 
the  possibility  of  errors,  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds  going  undetected. 
Internal  controls  would  be  improved  by  segregating  duties  to  the  extent 
possible,  and  the  Circuit  Clerk  performing  a  thorough  supervisory  review. 
Further,  dual  signatures  would  help  provide  assurance  checks  are  written 
only  for  appropriate  disbursements. 

Non-monetary  transactions,  voids,  and  adjustments  in  the  JIS  are  not 
properly  documented  and  the  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  established  procedures 
for  review  and  approval  of  such  transactions  by  persons  independent  of  the 
receipting  process.  Non-monetary  transactions,  including  judicial  order, 
time  served,  and  community  service  transactions,  are  transactions  in  which 
no  monies  are  received;  however,  credit  is  applied  to  the  account  balances. 
Adjustments  include  the  reduction  or  non-assessment  of  fines  and  court 
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costs  in  which  the  amounts  due  are  changed  or  not  assessed  in  the  JIS.  Most 
non-monetary  transactions  and  adjustments  should  be  supported  by  a 
judicial  order  reducing  the  defendant's  debt  owed.  However,  the  Circuit 
Clerk's  office  did  not  maintain  documentation  for  numerous  non-monetary 
transactions,  voids,  and  adjustments  that  occurred  during  the  audit  period. 
Some  of  these  transactions  were  possibly  used  to  conceal  missing  monies 
(see  MAR  finding  number  1). 

Adequate  documentation  and  independent  review  and  approval  of  non- 
monetary transactions  are  necessary  to  help  ensure  such  transactions  are 
appropriate  and  reduce  the  risk  of  errors,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds. 

2.3  Manual  receipt  Slips  The  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  established  proper  controls  or  procedures  for 

manual  receipt  slips.  Manual  receipt  slips  issued  are  not  recorded  timely  in 
the  JIS,  reviewed  by  a  supervisor,  or  reconciled  to  the  JIS,  and  the  related 
monies  are  not  deposited  timely.  In  addition,  the  method  of  payment  is  not 
always  indicated  and  these  receipt  slips  are  not  accounted  for  properly.  Prior 
to  September  2012  the  manual  receipt  slip  book  was  accessible  to  all  clerks 
at  any  time.  In  September  2012  the  Circuit  Clerk  implemented  new 
procedures,  and  manual  receipt  slips  are  now  only  used  when  the  JIS  is 
unavailable.  In  addition,  the  manual  receipt  slip  book  is  now  secured  by  the 
Circuit  Clerk  when  not  in  use.  The  following  concerns  were  noted  during  a 
review  of  manual  receipt  slips: 

•  Generic  unnumbered  manual  receipt  slips  were  issued  for  monies 
received  until  May  2012  when  the  office  began  using  a  generic 
prenumbered  receipt  slip  book.  In  January  2013,  new  control  procedures 
were  implemented,  which  include  using  an  official  prenumbered  manual 
receipt  slip  book. 

•  Manual  receipt  slips  are  not  always  recorded  in  the  JIS  on  a  timely  basis 
and  subsequently  the  related  monies  are  not  deposited  timely.  Of  the 
204  manual  receipt  slips  issued  during  2012,  47  (23  percent)  were  not 
recorded  in  the  JIS  and  deposited  for  4  or  more  business  days  after 
receipt.  One  manual  receipt  slip  issued  on  April  13,  2012,  was  not 
recorded  in  the  JIS  until  July  12,  2012,  a  lapse  of  90  days. 

•  The  method  of  payment  was  not  recorded  on  13  (6  percent)  of  the  204 
manual  receipt  slips  issued  during  2012. 

•  Receipt  slips  are  not  accounted  for  properly.  Our  review  of  the  2012 
manual  receipt  slip  books  identified  nine  manual  receipt  slips  for  which 
both  the  original  and  copy  were  torn  from  the  applicable  receipt  slip 
book  and  not  retained.  In  addition,  the  original  of  three  blank  and  two 
voided  manual  receipt  slips  was  torn  from  the  applicable  receipt  slip 
book  and  not  retained. 
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•  There  is  no  independent  review  to  ensure  manual  receipt  slips  issued  are 
properly  recorded  in  the  JIS  and  the  related  monies  are  subsequently 
deposited.  Receipts  are  only  included  in  daily  deposits  if  they  are 
recorded  in  the  JIS  as  monetary  transactions.  Our  audit  of  select  manual 
receipt  slips  issued  during  2011  identified  two  manual  receipts  totaling 
$325  in  which  the  related  monies  were  not  deposited  (see  MAR  finding 
number  1).  In  addition,  $802  recorded  on  6  of  the  204  (3  percent) 
manual  receipt  slips  issued  during  2012  was  not  deposited  and  the 
transactions  were  also  identified  by  OSCA  as  questionable. 

Controls  over  manual  receipt  slips  are  necessary  to  adequately  safeguard 
receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds.  Necessary 
controls  include  utilizing  official  prenumbered  manual  receipt  slips,  limiting 
or  restricting  their  use,  accounting  for  the  numerical  sequence,  indicating 
the  method  of  payment,  and  ensuring  proper  and  timely  recording  of  manual 
receipts  in  the  JIS. 


2.4  Receipting  and  deposit 
procedures 


The  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  established  procedures  to  log  or  restrictively 
endorse  mail  receipts  immediately  upon  receipt  or  issue  receipt  slips 
immediately  for  these  monies.  In  addition,  garnishment  receipts  are  not 
always  maintained  in  a  secure  location  and  deposits  of  garnishment  receipts 
are  not  made  intact  or  on  a  timely  basis. 


A  court  employee  initially  opens  and  sorts  the  mail;  however,  that 
individual  does  not  record  the  payments  on  a  mail  log,  issue  receipt  slips,  or 
restrictively  endorse  the  checks  or  money  orders  received.  Instead,  the 
various  court  clerks  receive  the  checks  and  record  and  process  the  monies 
received. 


At  the  time  of  our  cash  count  on  January  16,  2013,  there  were  44 
garnishment  checks  on  hand  totaling  $6,325  ranging  in  date  from 
November  19,  2012,  to  January  14,  2013.  Four  of  these  checks  were  not 
restrictively  endorsed  and  the  garnishments  receipts  were  not  deposited 
intact  with  other  monies  on  hand.  Although  a  deposit  was  prepared  the  day 
after  our  cash  count,  none  of  these  checks  were  included  in  that  deposit. 
Twenty-four  of  the  checks  totaling  $4,744  were  receipted  and  deposited 
within  3  calendar  days  of  our  cash  count;  however,  18  checks  totaling 
$1,475  were  not  receipted  into  the  JIS  until  January  24,  2013,  and  were  not 
deposited  until  January  25,  2013.  The  remaining  two  checks  totaling  $106 
were  returned  to  the  senders  because  the  garnishments  were  already  paid  in 
full.  The  clerk  responsible  for  handling  garnishment  checks  stated  she  only 
posts  these  checks  to  the  JIS  when  she  has  time.  In  addition,  garnishment 
checks  are  stored  in  a  folder  on  the  clerk's  desk  instead  of  a  secure  location 
prior  to  recording  in  the  JIS  and  subsequent  deposit.  Because  there  is  no  log 
of  monies  received  in  the  mail,  we  were  unable  to  determine  the  date  these 
checks  were  actually  received  by  the  court.  Some  of  these  checks  may  have 
been  held  unsecured  for  several  weeks. 
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An  initial  record  of  monies  received  in  the  mail  combined  with  procedures 
to  reconcile  these  monies  to  the  JIS  and  deposit  records  is  necessary  to 
adequately  safeguard  receipts.  In  addition,  restrictively  endorsing  checks 
immediately  upon  receipt,  posting  all  receipts  to  the  JIS  when  received, 
maintaining  receipts  in  a  secure  location  until  deposited,  and  depositing  all 
receipts  intact  in  a  timely  manner  helps  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or 
misuse  of  funds. 

2.5  Accrued  COStS  The  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  periodically  review  accrued  costs  owed  to  the 

court  (fines  and  court  costs,  incarceration  costs,  and  court-ordered 
restitution).  Accrued  costs  totaled  $1,014,529  as  of  December  31,  2012.  In 
addition,  the  court  has  not  created  payment  plans  for  all  amounts  not  paid  in 
full  at  case  disposition  and  does  not  always  enforce  collection  of  the  time 
payment  fee. 

Outstanding  balances  The  court  does  not  follow  its  formal  administrative  plan  for  collection  of 

court  debt,  including  establishing  payment  plans  and  reviewing  outstanding 
balances  to  write  off  amounts  deemed  uncollectible.  Outstanding  balances 
are  not  periodically  reviewed  to  determine  if  any  amounts  are  uncollectible. 

Payment  plans  The  court  has  not  established  payment  plans  in  the  JIS  for  all  amounts  not 

paid  in  full  at  case  disposition  as  required  by  state  court  operating  rules.  As 
of  March  4,  2013,  2,748  cases  with  balances  due  totaling  approximately 
$400,000  had  been  outstanding  for  greater  than  5  years  and  another  1,866 
cases  with  balances  due  totaling  approximately  $260,000  were  not 
associated  with  payment  plans. 

Time  payment  fees  The  court  does  not  always  enforce  collection  of  the  $25  time  payment  fee. 

Court  personnel  will  sometimes  adjust  this  fee  to  zero  if  all  other  fines  and 
court  costs  are  paid  in  full  within  a  few  weeks  after  the  30-day  deadline.  Our 
review  of  the  fee  adjustments  report  identified  35  time  payment  fees  totaling 
$875  were  adjusted  to  zero  during  2012. 

Conclusions  The  formal  administrative  plan  for  collection  of  court  debt  requires  the 

Court  to  review  accounts  receivable  reports  developed  by  OSCA  and  the 
debt  collection  vendor.  Accounts  deemed  to  be  uncollectible  may  be  written 
off  by  court  order  by  the  assigned  judge.  Adherence  to  the  provisions  of 
Court  Operating  Rule  (COR)  21,  as  adopted  by  the  Missouri  Supreme 
Court,  is  required  for  courts  automated  on  the  JIS.  COR  21.07  requires  all 
courts  using  the  JIS  to  participate  in  the  tax  offset  and  debt  collection 
programs  and  requires  the  court  to  create  payment  plans  in  the  JIS  for  all 
amounts  not  paid  in  full  at  case  disposition.  In  addition,  COR  21.13  requires 
all  divisions  of  the  circuit  courts,  except  municipal  divisions,  to  assess  a  $25 
time  payment  fee  on  all  cases  not  paid  in  full  within  30  days  of  disposition. 
Failure  to  follow  these  guidelines  could  result  in  lost  revenue  and  in  loss, 
theft,  or  misuse  of  funds. 
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2.6  Open  Items 


2.7  Case  entry  and 
disposition 


Prior  to  February  2013  the  court  did  not  adequately  review  monthly  lists  of 
liabilities  to  ensure  bonds  were  disbursed  in  a  timely  manner.  Court 
personnel  indicated  a  monthly  liabilities  report  was  generated  from  the  JIS 
to  perform  end  of  month  procedures;  however,  it  was  not  reviewed  from 
January  2011  through  January  2013  to  determine  if  any  bonds  should  be 
disbursed.  In  one  case  reviewed,  bond  monies  were  received  in  January 
2012,  and  the  fine  and  court  costs  were  assessed  in  September  2012; 
however,  action  was  not  taken  to  offset  the  fine  and  court  costs  from  the 
bond  and  refund  the  balance  to  the  defendant  until  February  2013  after  the 
bond  liabilities  report  was  reviewed  as  part  of  the  court's  newly  established 
procedures. 

Procedures  to  routinely  investigate  bonds  remaining  on  the  liabilities  list 
over  a  specific  period  of  time  is  necessary  to  properly  monitor  bonds  and 
ensure  monies  are  appropriately  disbursed  as  provided  by  state  law. 

Court  personnel  do  not  always  properly  record  the  initial  entry  and  final 
disposition  of  each  case  in  the  JIS.  We  obtained  case  reports  from  OSCA  for 
2012  which  identified  four  cases  that  were  suspended  and  had  been  inactive 
for  periods  ranging  from  8  to  14  months  because  court  personnel  canceled  a 
future  court  date  and  did  not  reschedule  a  new  court  date.  When  case 
activity  is  suspended,  the  case  no  longer  appears  on  the  court  docket  and 
cannot  be  properly  disposed.  We  also  identified  a  disposed  case  in  which 
court  costs  of  $162  were  not  assessed  at  disposition  and  four  traffic  cases 
that  were  entered  incorrectly  in  the  JIS.  The  court  costs  of  $162  were 
assessed  and  billed  after  we  brought  it  to  the  Court's  attention.  The  traffic 
case  errors  were  caused  by  clerks  entering  incorrect  case  numbers  in  the  JIS. 
For  example,  case  number  700322543  was  erroneously  entered  as  case 
number  70022543  in  the  JIS.  Although  case  number  700322543  was  later 
properly  entered  and  disposed,  the  erroneously  entered  case  number 
70022543  was  not  removed  from  the  JIS  and  was  automatically  suspended 
because  it  did  not  have  a  scheduled  court  date. 


In  addition,  at  our  request  OSCA  generated  a  special  report  showing 
disposed  cases  with  no  fees  for  2011,  which  identified  four  cases  in  which 
court  costs  totaling  $374  for  four  cases  were  not  assessed  prior  to 
disposition  (see  MAR  finding  number  1). 

Without  procedures  to  ensure  the  proper  case  number,  disposition,  and 
associated  costs  of  all  cases  have  been  entered  in  the  JIS,  the  Court  cannot 
be  assured  all  cases  are  properly  handled  and  associated  costs  are  assessed. 

Recommendations  The  Circuit  Clerk: 


2.1  Segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  and  implement 
appropriate  reviews  and  monitoring  procedures.  In  addition,  the 
Circuit  Clerk  should  require  dual  signatures  on  all  checks. 
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2.2  Require  an  independent  review  and  approval  of  non-monetary 
transactions,  voids,  and  adjustments  made  in  the  JIS,  and  retain 
adequate  documentation  to  support  these  transactions. 

2.3  Continue  to  ensure  manual  receipt  slips  are  prenumbered  and  their 
use  is  limited.  The  Circuit  Clerk  should  also  ensure  manual  receipt 
slips  are  recorded  timely  in  the  JIS  and  deposited  timely.  In 
addition,  the  method  of  payment  should  be  indicated  for  all  manual 
receipts  and  the  numerical  sequence  should  be  accounted  for 
properly.  Further,  manual  receipts  should  be  reviewed  and 
reconciled  to  the  JIS  and  to  the  related  deposits  by  someone 
independent  of  the  receipting  process. 

2.4  Require  an  initial  record  of  monies  received  by  mail  be  prepared 
and  reconciled  to  the  JIS,  restrictively  endorse  checks  and  money 
orders  immediately  upon  receipt,  and  require  receipt  slips  be  issued 
for  all  monies  on  a  timely  basis.  In  addition,  the  Circuit  Clerk 
should  maintain  garnishment  monies  collected  in  a  secure  location 
and  deposit  these  receipts  timely  and  intact. 

2.5  Follow  established  policy  and  ensure  collection  of  accrued  costs  and 
fees  in  accordance  with  court  operating  rules. 

2.6  Continue  recent  efforts  to  review  the  status  of  liabilities  to 
determine  the  appropriate  disposition  of  funds. 

2.7  Implement  procedures  to  ensure  the  initial  entry  and  disposition  of 
cases  and  associated  costs  are  properly  recorded  in  the  JIS.  Various 
case  reports  should  be  reviewed  on  a  monthly  basis  to  detect 
erroneously  entered  and  suspended  cases  and  to  ensure  proper 
treatment  of  disposed  cases. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Circuit  Clerk  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2.1  Accounting  duties  have  been  segregated.  An  "Accounting 
Supervisor"  was  appointed  in  January  2013  and  she  began 
reviewing  monthly  reports  starting  February  2013.  This  position 
has  no  receipting  or  initiating  disbursement  duties.  This  position 
reviews  the  following  items  monthly:  Open  Items  Report  — 
Outstanding  Check  List  -  Deposit  Report  in  Detail  -  Manual 
Receipts  -  Void  Receipts  -  Non-Monetary  Transactions  -  Fee 
Adjustments.  In  our  effort  to  segregate  duties  the  Accounting 
Supervisor  also  signs  checks.  As  we  do  not  have  enough  staff  to 
provide  for  two  people  to  sign  each  check,  we  do  not  require  two 
signatures  on  our  checks.  We  have  instituted  "Positive  Pay"  with 
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our  bank.  We  believe  the  segregation  of  duties  and  the  Positive  Pay 
accomplishes  the  same  purpose  as  dual  signatures. 

2.2  Our  Accounting  Supervisor  reviews  all  non-monetary  transactions, 
voids  and  adjustments  made  in  JIS  for  accuracy  and  for  adequate 
documentation.  The  reports  used  to  accomplish  these  reviews  are 
listed  in  the  response  to  2. 1.  When  a  transaction  is  voided  a  copy  of 
the  void  and  all  supporting  documentation  is  given  to  the 
Accounting  Supervisor  for  review.  Additionally  only  two  clerks  have 
the  password  and  authority  to  void  transactions.  Because  we  are  an 
eFiling  court,  non-monetary  transactions  and  adjustments  are 
viewed  for  accuracy  and  documentation  by  viewing  the  information 
in  JIS. 

2.3  Manual  receipts  that  are  imprinted  with  the  court  name  and  address 
and  that  are  pre-numbered  are  now  being  used.  These  receipts  are 
secured  by  the  Circuit  Clerk  and  are  only  used  when  JIS  is 
unavailable  or  at  month's  end  when  final  accounting  is  being 
accomplished.  Manual  receipts  are  reviewed  monthly  by  the 
Accounting  Supervisor  to  ensure  they  are  recorded  in  JIS  and 
deposited  timely,  that  the  method  of  payment  is  indicated  and  that 
the  numerical  sequence  is  accounted  for. 

2.4  Checks  are  restrictively  endorsed  and  file  date  stamped  when  they 
are  received.  Garnishment  checks  are  removed  from  the  clerk's  desk 
at  day's  end  and  stored  in  the  vault.  The  person  that  is  responsible 
for  processing  the  garnishment  checks  is  also  one  of  two  clerks  that 
perform  weekly  accounting  duties.  They  alternate  weeks. 
Garnishment  checks  are  deposited  weekly  on  the  week  that  the 
garnishment  clerk  is  performing  accounting  duties  and  twice  weekly 
on  the  week  that  she  is  not.  Once  again  we  do  not  have  enough  staff 
to  accomplish  recording  the  garnishment  checks  at  time  of  receipt. 
We  do  file  date  stamp  each  check  stub  or  envelope  containing  the 
check  for  those  that  do  not  have  pay  stubs.  This  enables  us  to 
determine  that  the  checks  are  deposited  timely.  As  recommended,  in 
our  attempt  not  to  issue  manual  receipts,  we  use  the  receipts 
provided  by  JIS  when  money  is  receipted. 

2.5  Our  court  had  established  a  Formal  Administrative  Plan  for  the 
Collection  of  Court  Debt  in  accordance  with  Court  Operating  Rule 
21.  This  plan  was  reviewed  and  revised  with  an  effective  date  of 
August  28,  2013.  This  office  held  a  staff  meeting  on  August  27, 
2013,  to  review,  discuss  and  implement  the  changes  this  plan 
requires  for  the  collection  of  court  costs  and  fines.  This  current 
revision  of  the  Formal  Administrative  Plan  for  the  Collection  of 
Court  Debt  also  makes  provision  for  debt  older  than  five  years  to  be 
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written  off  by  court  order.  It  is  the  intent  of  this  Circuit  Clerk  to 
provide  the  Presiding  Judge  a  list  of  accounts  older  than  five  years 
with  no  activity  in  the  last  12  months  requesting  an  order  to  write 
them  off  as  uncollectible.  After  these  old  accounts  have  been 
removed  the  Accounting  Supervisor  will  run  the  following  reports 
for  review  and  action  as  required.  These  reports  will  continue  to  be 
reviewed  monthly,  Costs  Not  Associated  to  a  Party  -  Costs  Not 
Associated  to  a  Payment  Plan  -  Costs  With  no  Time  Payment  Fee  - 
Inactive  Payment  Plans  -  Active  Payment  Plans  (review  on  test 
basis  to  ensure  they  are  set  up  according  to  court  policy). 

2.6  The  Accounting  Supervisor  runs,  reviews  and  makes  necessary 
corrections  to  the  "Open  Items  Report"  monthly.  This  process 
started  in  February  of  2013. 

2. 7  With  the  implementation  of  eFiling  our  office  stays  current  within 
two  days  on  the  entry  of  new  cases.  Cases  that  are  filed  ProSe  and 
have  a  filing  fee  associated  with  them  take  precedence  for  initiation 
to  ensure  that  the  money  is  deposited  timely.  The  Accounting 
Supervisor  since  February  of  2013  monthly  runs  and  reviews  a 
report  CZRNSCH  that  lists  Non-Scheduled  Active  Cases.  We  have 
been  in  contact  with  OSCA  and  we  are  currently  waiting  for  them  to 
develop  a  report  that  indicates  disposed  cases  with  no  fees.  When 
this  report  is  available  we  will  run  and  review  it  monthly. 
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Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Callaway  County 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  Callaway  County  as  well  as 
Boone  County. 

The  Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  four  circuit  judges  and  six 
associate  circuit  judges.  The  circuit  judges  hear  cases  in  Callaway  and 
Boone  Counties  and  preside  over  Circuit  Divisions  I,  II,  III,  and  IV.  Of 
the  six  associate  circuit  judges,  two  are  located  in  Callaway  County  and 
preside  over  Associate  Circuit  Divisions  VI  and  VII.  The  other  four 
associate  circuit  judges  are  located  in  Boone  County  and  are  not  included 
in  the  scope  of  this  audit.  The  Family  Court  Commissioner  is  appointed 
pursuant  to  Section  487.020,  RSMo,  and  presides  over  Division  VIII. 

Personnel  At  December  31,  2012,  the  judges,  Family  Court  Commissioner,  Circuit 

Clerk,  Court  Administrator,  and  Juvenile  Officer  of  the  Thirteenth 
Judicial  Circuit,  Callaway  County,  were  as  follows: 


Title 

Name 

Circuit  Judge,  Division  I 

Christine  Carpenter 

Circuit  Judge,  Division  II 

Gary  Oxenhandler 

Circuit  Judge,  Division  III 

Kevin  Crane 

Circuit  Judge,  Division  IV 

Jodie  Capshaw  Asel 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  VI 

Carol  England 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  VII 

Robert  Sterner 

Family  Court  Commissioner,  Division  VIII 

Sara  Miller 

Circuit  Clerk 

Judy  0.  Groner 

Court  Administrator 

Kathy  Lloyd 

Juvenile  Officer 

Cindy  Garrett 

Financial  Information  Receipts  of  the  Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Callaway  County,  were  as 

follows: 


Year  Ended 
December  3 1 , 


2012 

2011 

Court  deposits,  fee,  bonds,  and  other 

$1,496,051 

$1,853,445 

Drug  court 

7,105 

5,305 

DWI  court  (1) 

4,550 

Interest  Income 

2,429 

1,485 

Total 

$1,510,135 

$1,860,235 

(1)  Program  began  in  2012 
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Caseload  Information  From  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  Missouri  Judicial  Reports, 

case  filings  of  the  Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Callaway  County,  were  as 
follows: 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

Civil 

2,053 

2,161 

Criminal 

4,069 

3,714 

Juvenile 

187 

114 

Probate 

269 

114 

Total 

6,578 

6,103 
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Thirteenth  Judicial  Circuit  -  Callaway  County 
Supporting  Documentation  for  Missing  Cash  Receipts  and 
Possible  Additional  Missing  Funds 

The  following  tables  provide  supporting  documentation  for  the  undeposited 
cash  receipts  totaling  $355  as  discussed  in  Management  Advisory  Report 
finding  number  1 . 


Unnumbered  Manual  Cash  Receipts 

Date 

JIS  Receipt 
Number 

Amount 

Entered  as  Non-monetary  Receipts1 

in  Received 

Received 

JIS 

November  30,  2011 

13CW372823 

$ 

199 

Total 

$ 

199 

Unnumbered  Manual  Cash  Receipts 

Date 

Case 

Amount 

not  Entered  in  JIS 

Received 

Number 

Received 

December  9,  2011 

11CW-CR01603 

$ 

126 

Total 

$ 

126 

Cash  Receipt  Entered  as  Non- 

Date 

JIS  Receipt 
Number 

Amount 

Monetary1  Receipt,  Voided,  and  Re- 

Received 

Received 

entered  as  Another  Non-Monetary 
Receipt 

November  10,  2011  & 
December  12,  2011 

13CW371037,13CW371038,  & 
13CW372517 

$ 

30 

Total 

$ 

30 

The  following  tables  provide  supporting  documentation  for  the  possible 
additional  missing  monies  based  on  court  records,  which  indicate  payments 
totaling  at  least  $2,447  may  have  been  made  to  the  court,  but  were  not 
properly  recorded  and  deposited. 


JIS  Non-Monetary1  Receipts                           Date                            JIS  Receipt  Amount 

 Received  Number  Received 

January  5, 2011                          13CW353190              $  150 

June  14,2011                           13CW361958  50 

June  17,2011                             13CW362409  10 

July  18, 2011                             13CW364475  144 

July  18, 2011                             13CW364476  144 

August  24, 2011                         13CW366474  300 

December  14, 2011                     13CW372829  142 

December  15, 2011                     13CW372879  180 

December  27, 2011                    13CW373318  100 

December  29,  2011  13CW373544  118 

Total  $  1,338 
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Supporting  Documentation  for  Missing  Cash  Receipts  and 
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JIS  Cash  Receipts  Entered,  Voided, 
and  Re -Entered  as  Non-monetary 
Transactions1 


Date 
Received 

JIS  Receipt 
Number 

Amount 
Received 

December  8,  2011 

December  12,  2011  & 
December  13,  2011 

13CW372430,  13CW372431, 
13CW372432,  &  13CW372433 
13CW372554,  13CW372555 
13CW372661 

$  200 
318 

Total 


$  518 


JIS  Cash  Receipt  Entered  and  Voided  Date  JIS  Receipt  Amount 

(case  exempt  from  debt  collection)  Received  Number  Received 

December  1,2011  13CW371987  &  13CW371990  $  217 

Total  '     '      "~"       "  '  $  217 


Cases  Disposed  with  No  Court  Costs  Case  Judgment  Order  Applicable 

in  JIS  Number  Date  Costs 


10CW-CR01441 

April  22,  2011 

$ 

85 

10CW-CR01150 

June  29,  2011 

85 

11CW-CR01473 

October  7,  2011 

119 

11CW-CR00124 

October  19,  201 13 

85 

Total 

$ 

374 

Non-monetary  receipts  include  judicial  order,  time  served,  and  community  service.  There 

were  no  entries  on  the  docket  sheets  or  other  documentation  in  the  case  files  to  indicate  the 

Judge  authorized  the  reduction  of  amounts  due  for  these  transactions. 
2 

All  transactions  in  the  JIS  are  assigned  receipt  numbers,  including  monetary  receipts,  non- 
monetary receipts,  voids,  and  adjustments. 

The  case  docket  sheet  indicates  the  judgment  order  was  on  October  19,  201 1,  while  the  JIS 
indicates  the  order  date  was  October  21,  201 1. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Missouri  Gaming  Commission 


Background  The  Missouri  Gaming  Commission  was  established  in  1993  to  regulate 

excursion  gambling  boats.  In  addition,  the  Commission  has  been  charged 
with  overseeing  the  lawful  operation  of  the  game  of  bingo  and  regulating 
horse  racing.  The  Commission  consists  of  5  members  appointed  by  the 
Governor,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Commission  hires 
the  Executive  Director  who  oversees  the  operations  of  the  Commission. 
From  1993  to  2013,  approximately  $4.5  billion  of  gaming  proceeds  were 
distributed  for  education  funding. 

This  audit  includes  a  review  of  gaming  proceeds  transferred  to  various 
agencies  and  funds  as  required  by  state  law,  but  does  not  include  a  review  of 
distributions  made  by  the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  from  the  Gaming  Proceeds  for  Education  Fund  or  disbursements 
of  gaming  funds  made  by  other  agencies. 


The  audit  identified  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  no 
significant  noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  no  significant 
deficiencies  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  No  findings  resulted 
from  our  audit. 


Findings 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Excellent.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor, 
and 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 
and 

Roger  Stottlemyre,  Executive  Director 
Missouri  Gaming  Commission 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Missouri  Gaming  Commission  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties 
under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  years 
ended  June  30,  2013,  and  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  Commission's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  Commission's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  Commission;  and  testing 
selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and 
violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk 
assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  Commission's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures 
applied  in  our  audit  of  the  Commission. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  management  practices  and 
procedures.  No  findings  resulted  from  our  audit  of  the  Missouri  Gaming  Commission. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Mark  Ruether,  CPA 
Terri  Erwin,  MBA,  CGAP 
Terese  Summers,  MSAS,  CPA 
Alex  R.  Prenger,  M.S.Acct.,  CPA 
Waleed  Atout 
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Missouri  Gaming  Commission 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


The  Missouri  Gaming  Commission  (commission)  was  established  in  1993 
by  the  Eighty-Seventh  General  Assembly,  as  specified  by  Chapter  313, 
RSMo.  The  Commission  is  assigned  to  the  Department  of  Public  Safety 
(DPS)  for  administrative  purposes.  However,  the  Director  of  the  DPS  has  no 
authority  or  control  over  the  commission. 

Section  313.822,  RSMo,  provides  that  a  tax  be  imposed  on  the  adjusted 
gross  receipts  (the  gross  receipts  from  licensed  gambling  games  and  devices 
less  the  winnings  paid  to  wagerers)  at  the  rate  of  21  percent.  This  section 
allows  the  home  dock  city  or  county  to  receive  10  percent  of  the  adjusted 
gross  receipts  tax  and  the  remainder  to  be  deposited  in  the  state  treasury  to 
the  credit  of  the  Gaming  Proceeds  for  Education  Fund.  Furthermore,  Article 
III,  Section  39(d)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  requires  all  state  revenues 
derived  from  gaming  activities  be  appropriated  solely  for  public  institutions 
of  elementary,  secondary,  and  higher  education. 

Section  313.820,  RSMo,  provides  that  an  excursion  boat  licensee  shall  pay 
to  the  commission  an  admission  fee  of  two  dollars  for  each  person 
embarking  on  an  excursion  with  a  ticket  of  admission.  One  dollar  shall  be 
paid  to  the  home  dock  city  and  county  while  the  other  dollar,  per  Section 
313.835,  RSMo,  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  treasury  to  the  credit  of  the 
Gaming  Commission  Fund.  This  fund  is  for  the  purpose  of  funding  the 
administrative  costs  of  the  commission  relating  to  excursion  gambling  boat 
operations,  subject  to  appropriation.  This  fund  also  includes  revenues 
received  by  the  commission  for  license  fees,  administrative  fees,  and 
reimbursement  by  any  excursion  gambling  boat  operation  for  services 
provided  by  the  commission.  Also,  up  to  1  cent  of  each  dollar  from 
admission  fees  deposited  in  the  Gaming  Commission  Fund  may  be 
transferred  to  the  Compulsive  Gamblers  Fund,  pursuant  to  Section  313.842, 
RSMo.  The  Compulsive  Gamblers  Fund  is  used  by  the  commission  to 
administer  the  voluntary  exclusion  program  for  problem  gamblers  and 
programs  to  educate  the  public  about  problem  gambling,  and  by  the 
Department  of  Mental  Health  for  its  treatment  programs. 

Section  313.835,  RSMo,  requires  $500,000  of  Gaming  Commission  Fund 
proceeds  to  be  annually  appropriated  on  a  per  capita  basis  to  cities  and 
counties  that  match  the  state  portion  and  have  demonstrated  a  need  for 
funding  community  neighborhood  organization  programs  for  the  homeless 
and  to  deter  gang-related  violence  and  crimes.  Effective  for  fiscal  year  2013, 
the  statute  provides  for  remaining  net  proceeds  of  the  Gaming  Commission 
Fund  to  be  transferred  as  follows:  (1)  the  first  $5  million  to  the  Access 
Missouri  Financial  Assistance  Fund  for  financial  assistance  to  qualified 
students  in  the  state's  public  and  private  postsecondary  institutions;  (2)  the 
next  $3  million  to  the  Veterans'  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust 
Fund  primarily  for  the  construction,  maintenance,  renovation,  and 
equipment  needs  of  the  state's  veterans'  homes  and  cemeteries;  (3)  the  next 
$4  million  to  the  Missouri  National  Guard  Trust  Fund  subject  to 
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appropriation  for  the  Office  of  the  Adjutant  General;  and  (4)  the  remaining 
net  proceeds,  subject  to  appropriations,  to  the  Veterans'  Commission  Capital 
Improvement  Trust  Fund.  Prior  to  fiscal  year  2013,  the  statute  required  the 
following  transfers  from  the  Gaming  Commission  Fund:  (1)  up  to  $6  million 
to  the  Veterans'  Commission  Capital  Improvement  Trust  Fund;  (2)  up  to  $4 
million  to  the  Missouri  National  Guard  Trust  Fund;  (3)  up  to  $5  million  to 
the  Access  Missouri  Financial  Assistance  Fund;  and  (4)  the  remaining  net 
proceeds,  subject  to  appropriations,  to  the  Early  Childhood  Development, 
Education,  and  Care  Fund  for  voluntary,  early  childhood  development, 
education  and  car  programs  for  children  not  yet  enrolled  in  kindergarten. 

This  audit  includes  a  review  of  gaming  proceeds  transferred  to  various 
agencies  and  funds  as  required  by  state  law,  but  does  not  include  a  review  of 
distributions  made  by  the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  from  the  Gaming  Proceeds  for  Education  Fund  or  disbursements 
of  gaming  funds  made  by  other  agencies. 

The  commission  performs  all  duties  and  has  all  powers  and  responsibilities 
conferred  and  imposed  upon  it  relating  to  the  licensing  and  regulation  of 
excursion  gambling  boats  and  the  lawful  operation  of  the  game  of  bingo 
under  Chapter  313,  RSMo.  Within  the  commission  there  is  a  Division  of 
Gaming  and  a  Division  of  Bingo.  In  addition,  the  commission  is  responsible 
for  regulating  horse  racing  under  Chapter  313,  RSMo.  Section  313.720, 
RSMo,  establishes  the  Missouri  Breeders  Fund,  which  provides  incentives 
for  breeders  and  owners  of  Missouri  bred  horses 

The  Executive  Director  of  the  Missouri  Gaming  Commission  is  hired  by  the 
commission.  Roger  Stottlemyre  currently  serves  as  Executive  Director. 

The  Missouri  Gaming  Commission  consists  of  5  members  appointed  by  the 
Governor,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  Terms  of  members  are 
for  3  years  on  a  staggered  basis.  No  person  shall  serve  as  a  member  more 
than  6  years.  The  chairman  is  appointed  by  the  Governor. 

At  June  30,  2013,  members  of  the  Missouri  Gaming  Commission  were: 


(1)  Two  commission  members'  terms  have  expired,  but  they  continue  serving  until 
reappointed  or  a  replacement  is  appointed. 


Name 


Term  Expires 


Dr.  Barret  Hatches,  Chairman  (1) 
Suzanne  Bocell  Bradley 
Darryl  T.  Jones  (1) 
Diane  C.  Howard 
Vacant 


April  2013 
April  2014 
April  2011 
April  2015 
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At  June  30,  2013,  the  Missouri  Gaming  Commission  had  107  employees 
and  132  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  employees  who  are  assigned  to  the 
commission  and  paid  from  the  Gaming  Commission  Fund. 
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Appendix  A-l 


Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  Other  Financing  Sources  (Uses),  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2013 


Gaming 

Compulsive 

Missouri 

Total 

Commission 

Gamblers 

Breeders 

(Memorandum 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Only) 

RECEIPTS 

Admissions  $ 

48,803,064 

0 

0 

48,803,064 

Licenses,  penalties,  and  fees 

1,602,993 

0 

0 

1,602,993 

Reimbursement  payments 

15,728,656 

0 

0 

15,728,656 

Interest 

11,610 

0 

591 

12,201 

Other 

4,018 

329 

0 

4,347 

Total  Receipts 

66,150,341 

329 

591 

66,151,261 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personal  service 

12,716,216 

0 

0 

12,716,216 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

2,546,275 

0 

0 

2,546,275 

Expense  and  equipment 

1,514,096 

4,175 

4,000 

1,522,271 

Cost  allocation 

803,558 

3,602 

2 

807,162 

Total  Disbursements 

17,580,145 

7,777 

4,002 

17,591,924 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

48,570,196 

(7,448) 

(3,411) 

48,559,337 

OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 

Appropriations  exercised  by  other  agencies 

(8,928,783) 

(156,511) 

0 

(9,085,294) 

Transfers  from: 

Gaming  Commission  Fund 

0 

150,000 

0 

150,000 

Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  Sales  Fund 

1,278 

0 

0 

1,278 

Transfer  to: 

Access  Missouri  Financial  Assistance  Trust  Fund 

(5,000,000) 

0 

0 

(5,000,000) 

Early  Childhood  Development  Education  and 

Care  Fund 

(367,185) 

0 

0 

(367,185) 

Missouri  National  Guard  Trust  Fund 

(4,000,000) 

0 

0 

(4,000,000) 

Veterans'  Commission  Capital  Improvement 

Trust  Fund 

(29,900,000) 

0 

0 

(29,900,000) 

Compulsive  Gamblers  Fund 

(150,000) 

0 

0 

(150,000) 

Total  Financing  Sources  (Uses) 

(48,344,690) 

(6,511) 

0 

(48,351,201) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

AND  OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 

225,506 

(13,959) 

(3,411) 

208,136 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  2012 

367,185 

135,567 

92,579 

595,331 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  2013  $ 

592,691 

121,608 

89,168 

803,467 

Appendix  A-2 


Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  Other  Financing  Sources  (Uses),  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Gaming 

Compulsive 

Missouri 

Total 

Commission 

Gamblers 

Breeders 

(Memorandum 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Only) 

RECEIPTS 

Admissions  $ 

51,348,977 

0 

0 

51,348,977 

Licenses,  penalties,  and  fees 

1,622,436 

0 

0 

1,622,436 

Reimbursement  payments 

15,005,730 

0 

0 

15,005,730 

Interest 

11,782 

0 

564 

12,346 

Other 

4,665 

4 

0 

4,669 

Total  Receipts 

67,993,590 

4 

564 

67,994,158 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personal  service 

12,153,018 

0 

0 

12,153,018 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

2,449,494 

0 

0 

2,449,494 

Expense  and  equipment 

1,361,369 

1,087 

4,000 

1,366,456 

Cost  allocation 

768,208 

6,970 

53 

775,231 

Total  Disbursements 

16,732,089 

8,057 

4,053 

16,744,199 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

51,261,501 

(8,053) 

(3,489) 

51,249,959 

OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 

Appropriations  exercised  by  other  agencies 

(8,028,629) 

(169,385) 

0 

(8,198,014) 

Transfers  from: 

Gaming  Commission  Fund 

0 

70,000 

0 

70,000 

Proceeds  for  Surplus  Property  Sales  Fund 

4,313 

0 

0 

4,313 

Transfer  to: 

Access  Missouri  Financial  Assistance  Trust  Fund 

(5,000,000) 

0 

0 

(5,000,000) 

Early  Childhood  Development  Education  and 

Care  Fund 

(29,227,622) 

0 

0 

(29,227,622) 

Missouri  National  Guard  Trust  Fund 

(4,000,000) 

0 

0 

(4,000,000) 

Veterans'  Commission  Capital  Improvement 

Trust  Fund 

(6,000,000) 

0 

0 

(6,000,000) 

Compulsive  Gamblers  Fund 

(70,000) 

0 

0 

(70,000) 

Total  Financing  Sources  (Uses) 

(52,321,938) 

(99,385) 

0 

(52,421,323) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

AND  OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 

(1,060,437) 

(107,438) 

(3,489) 

(1,171,364) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  2011 

1,427,622 

243,005 

96,068 

1,766,695 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  2012  $ 

367,185 

135,567 

92,579 

595,331 
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Appendix  B 


Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

Comparative  Statement  of  Gaming  Receipts  and  Distributions 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


Receipts 
Gaming  proceeds 
Admissions 
Bingo  taxes 

Licenses,  penalties,  and  fees 
Reimbursement  payments 
Interest 
Other 
Total 


2013 


365,507,027 
97,593,756 
2,008,254 
1,602,993 
15,728,656 
25,592 
4,434 
482,470,712 


2012 


374,940,223 
102,697,954 
2,113,377 
1,622,423 
15,005,730 
20,629 
5,731 
496,406,067 


Distributions  * 
Gaming  Commission  Fund 
Gaming  Proceeds  for  Education  Fund 
Home  Dock  Cities 
Bingo  Proceeds  for  Education  Fund 
Missouri  Breeders  Fund 
Total 


$ 


66,150,341 
328,971,234 
85,347,581 
2,000,965 

 591 

482,470,712 


67,993,590 
337,447,874 
88,842,999 
2,121,040 

 564 

496,406,067 


*  Distributions  represent  distributions  of  receipts  for  the  fiscal  year,  a  portion  of  which  is 
disbursed  after  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 
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Appendix  C 


Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 

 Year  Ended  June  30, 


2013  2012 


Lapsed 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Appropriation 

Expenditures 

Balances 

COMPULSIVE  GAMBLERS  FUND 

Personal  Service 

$  0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Expense  And  Equipment 

59,635 

4,175 

55,460 

60,000 

1,087 

58,913 

Total  Compulsive  Gamblers  Fund 

59,635 

4,175 

55,460 

60,000 

1,087 

58,913 

GAMING  COMMISSION  FUND 

Divisions  of  Gaming  and  Bingo: 

Personal  Service 

14,497,730 

12,716,216 

1,781,514 

13,858,412 

12,153,018 

1,705,394 

Expense  and  Equipment 

1,913,786 

1,506,617 

407,169 

1,914,597 

1,261,667 

652,930 

Fringe  benefits  and  insurance  premiums  for  State 

TI'      |                    "Till                  1                                                  1    .                     1  J 

Highway  Patrol  employees  assigned  to  work  under 

the  direction  of  the  Gaming  Commission: 

Personal  Service 

5,139,270 

5,139,269 

1 

5,309,328 

5,035,211 

274,117 

Expense  and  Equipment 

267,317 

202,121 

65,196 

267,317 

211,087 

56,230 

Refund  any  overpayment  or  erroneous  payment  of  any 
amount  credited  to  the  Gaming  Commission  Fund 

15,000 

1,000 

14,000 

110,000 

95,200 

14,800 

Real  property  rentals  and  leases 

369,067 

366,014 

3,053 

379,253 

370,644 

8,609 

National  Council  of  Legislators  from  Gaming  States  Dues 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Gaming  Commission  Fund 

22,202,170 

19,931,237 

2,270,933 

21,838,907 

19,126,827 

2,712,080 

MISSOURI  BREEDERS  FUND 

Breeder  incentive  payments 

5,000 

4,000 

1,000 

5,000 

4,000 

1,000 

Total  Missouri  Breeders  Fund 

5,000 

4,000 

1,000 

5,000 

4,000 

1,000 

Total  All  Funds 

$  22,266,805 

19,939,412 

2,327,393 

21,903,907 

19,131,914 

2,771,993 

The  lapsed  balances  include  the  following  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request: 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2013 

2012 

Gaming  Commission  Fund 

Personal  Service 

$  434,932 

415,752 

Expense  and  Equipment 

57,414 

57,438 

Total  Gaming  Commission  Fund 

$  492,346 

473,190 
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Appendix  D 


Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2013 

2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

Personal  services 

$  12,716,216 

12,153,018 

12,197,262 

12,003,520 

11,773,566 

Benefits 

5,139,269 

5,035,211 

4,506,233 

3,749,970 

3,593,196 

Travel,  in-state 

117,879 

92,767 

118,174 

149,882 

146,864 

Travel,  out-of-state 

104,617 

105,737 

88,385 

186,945 

192,940 

Fuel  and  utilities 

35,418 

34,038 

35,195 

30,623 

29,083 

Supplies 

81,659 

90,639 

83,812 

185,196 

181,296 

Professional  development 

67,735 

55,212 

55,771 

179,756 

88,217 

Communication  services  and  supplies 

265,791 

250,028 

255,096 

251,375 

342,376 

Professional  services 

333,359 

269,601 

383,136 

343,813 

348,081 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial  services 

20,380 

20,762 

23,029 

19,041 

18,486 

Maintenance  and  repair  services 

191,222 

143,462 

184,972 

106,551 

156,139 

Computer  equipment 

268,744 

206,774 

261,671 

191,081 

319,081 

Motorized  equipment 

0 

0 

0 

186,210 

0 

Office  equipment 

12,924 

19,445 

18,194 

12,364 

25,122 

Other  equipment 

34,563 

6,472 

7,320 

16,379 

21,204 

Property  and  improvement 

250 

525 

6,315 

475 

7,566 

Building  lease  payments 

311,701 

317,502 

404,559 

437,509 

438,869 

Equipment  rental  and  lease  payments 

447 

455 

568 

462 

636 

Insurance  and  surety  bond  premiums 

202,120 

211,087 

221,881 

239,757 

236,544 

Miscellaneous  expenditures 

34,118 

23,979 

9,817 

30,032 

23,512 

Refunds 

1,000 

95,200 

27,850 

0 

50,300 

Total  Expenditures 

$  19,939,412 

19,131,914 

18,889,240 

18,320,941 

17,993,078 

Appendix  E 


Missouri  Gaming  Commission 
Receipt  and  Distribution  Charts 
July  1,  1993,  through  June  30,  2013 


Receipts 


Licenses,  Penalties,  and 
Fees 
42,882,130 
0.616% 


Reimbursement  Payments 
169,544,909 
2.436%  . 


Interest 
15,716,841 
0.226% 


Gaming  Proceeds 
4,932,195,815 
70.874% 


Total  Receipts:  $6,959,164,423 


Distributions 


Home  Dock  Cities 
1,361,593,295 
19.565% 


Education  Fund 
4,438,969,304 


Total  Distributions:  $6,959,164,423 


Appendix  E  (continued) 


Missouri  Gaming  Commission 
Receipt  and  Distribution  Charts 
July  1,  1993,  through  June  30,  2013 

Receipts 


S600 


■  Gaming  Proceeds 
Bingo  Taxes 

■  Reimbursement  Payments 
Other 


I  Admissions 

I  Licenses,  Penalties,  and  Fees 
3  Interest 


Distributions 


$500 


I  Gaming  Commission  Fund 

Gaming  Proceeds  for  Education  Fund 
I  Home  Dock  Cities 

Gaming  Commission  Bingo  Fund 
I  Bingo  Proceeds  for  Education  Fund 
I  Missouri  Breeders  Fund 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Stoddard  County  Sheriff 


November  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Stoddard  County  Sheriff 


Missing  Monies 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


As  a  result  of  our  audit  inquiry,  audit  staff  and  Sheriffs  office  personnel 
noted  discrepancies  in  the  accounting  records  for  inmate  monies.  In 
coordination  with  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol,  we  audited  the 
Sheriffs  office  records  and  procedures  and  determined  the  office  manager 
did  not  deposit  321  receipts,  totaling  $15,139,  which  includes  $14,867  in 
missing  monies.  The  office  manager  has  been  terminated  and  criminally 
charged.  The  lack  of  segregation  of  duties,  inadequate  controls,  and  the 
absence  of  proper  oversight  by  the  Sheriff,  prevented  the  missing  monies 
from  being  detected  in  a  timely  manner. 

As  noted  in  several  prior  audit  reports,  accounting  controls  and  procedures 
need  improvement.  Receipt  and  disbursement  duties  are  not  adequately 
segregated,  and  the  Sheriff  does  not  perform  a  detailed  review  of  records. 
Receipts  are  not  always  deposited  intact  or  timely,  the  composition  of 
monies  received  was  not  always  recorded  and  did  not  always  agree  to  the 
composition  of  deposits,  and  some  monies  were  not  entered  into  receipt 
records.  Accounting  records  for  the  inmate  account  are  not  complete  and 
accurate,  and  the  office  manager  provided  fabricated  deposit  records  during 
our  audit.  In  addition,  the  inmate  account  is  short  by  at  least  approximately 
$12,000,  and  the  Sheriffs  office  does  not  prepare  a  complete  list  of 
liabilities  and  reconcile  it  to  the  available  cash  balance. 


Commissary  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Monies  collected  for  commissary  purchases  and  a  soda  vending  machine 
were  not  always  turned  over  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  on  a  timely 
basis,  or  at  all.  Supporting  documentation  is  not  retained  for  some  inmate 
purchases  and  procedures  are  not  in  place  to  ensure  adequate  funds  are 
available  before  allowing  a  commissary  item  purchase.  The  Sheriffs  office 
does  not  maintain  adequate  records  of  commissary  inventory  and  does  not 
perform  a  physical  inventory  count. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Sheriff  of  Stoddard  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  the  Sheriff  of  Stoddard  County.  During  our  audit  of  certain  operations  of  Stoddard 
County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  we  determined  there  were  monies 
missing  in  the  Sheriffs  office.  The  scope  of  our  audit  of  the  Sheriff  included,  but  was  not  necessarily 
limited  to,  January  1,  2012  through  April  30,  2013.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  Sheriffs  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  Sheriffs  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Determine  the  extent  of  monies  missing  from  the  Sheriffs  office. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed 
procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those 
provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  Sheriff. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  missing  monies  totaling  at  least  $14,867.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory 
Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Stoddard  County  Sheriff. 
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An  audit  of  certain  operations  of  Stoddard  County,  fulfilling  our  obligations  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo,  is  still  in  process,  and  any  additional  findings  and  recommendations  will  be  included  in  the 
subsequent  report. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Randall  Gordon,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CGAP 

Audit  Manager:  Keriann  Wright,  MBA,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Matthew  Schulenberg,  CFE 

Audit  Staff:  Rachelle  Thompson 
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Stoddard  County  Sheriff 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Significant  weaknesses  in  internal  controls,  as  noted  throughout  this  report 
and  in  several  prior  audit  reports,  allowed  at  least  $15,139  in  undeposited 
receipts  to  go  undetected,  including  at  least  $14,867  in  missing  monies. 

In  April  2013,  as  a  result  of  our  audit  inquiry,  our  staff  and  Sheriffs  office 
personnel  noted  discrepancies  in  the  accounting  records  for  inmate  monies. 
After  further  review  of  the  records  and  discussions  with  office  personnel, 
the  Sheriff  contacted  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  (MSHP)  to 
investigate  possible  missing  monies.  In  coordination  with  the  MSHP,  we 
performed  an  audit  of  the  Sheriffs  office  records  and  procedures.  Johnny  M. 
(Mike)  Robey,  Sr.,  the  Sheriffs  office  manager,  was  terminated  on  April  30, 
2013,  and  criminal  charges  were  filed  on  June  5,  2013. 


1.  Missing  Monies 


Undeposited  receipts  The  office  manager  did  not  deposit  $15,139  recorded  on  321  receipt  slips 

into  the  inmate  bank  account,  which  is  used  for  depositing  and  tracking 
inmate  monies  and  commissary  purchases. 

•  Cash  receipts  totaling  $14,767,  recorded  on  309  receipt  slips  issued 
between  August  2012  and  December  2012,  were  not  deposited.  The 
majority  of  these  receipts  were  recorded  on  the  related  inmate  accounts; 
however,  they  were  omitted  from  the  financial  accounting  records. 

•  One  cash  receipt,  totaling  $100,  was  not  deposited  and  was  recorded  as 
a  voided  receipt  slip  on  the  deposit  records;  however,  the  receipt  slip 
was  not  marked  as  void. 


•  Checks  and  money  orders  totaling  $272,  recorded  on  11  receipt  slips 
issued  between  June  28,  2012,  and  August  6,  2012,  were  not  deposited. 
These  checks  and  money  orders  were  subsequently  located  by  Sheriffs 
office  personnel  in  the  office  manager's  desk.  As  of  August  2013,  these 
checks  and  money  orders  have  not  been  deposited  and  are  considered 
evidence. 


The  lack  of  segregation  of  duties,  inadequate  controls,  and  the  absence  of 
proper  oversight  by  the  Sheriff,  as  discussed  in  the  remainder  of  this  report, 
resulted  in  missing  monies  being  undetected  in  a  timely  manner. 

Recommendation  The  Sheriff  continue  to  take  necessary  action  to  recover  the  missing  monies 

and  work  with  law  enforcement  authorities  regarding  any  criminal 
prosecution. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  response: 

The  Sheriff's  office  has  worked  with  law  enforcement  authorities  to  take  the 
necessary  action  to  recover  the  missing  monies  and  pursue  criminal 
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prosecution.  The  individual  paid  back  $10,000  to  the  county  in  early 
September  2013. 


As  noted  in  several  prior  audit  reports,  accounting  controls  and  procedures 
need  improvement.  The  Sheriffs  office  maintains  two  bank  accounts, 
including  an  inmate  account  for  depositing  and  tracking  inmate  monies  and 
commissary  purchases,  and  a  general  account  for  depositing  and  tracking 
bonds  and  inspection,  permit,  and  civil  fees.  Deposits  into  the  inmate 
account  totaled  approximately  $52,000  and  deposits  into  the  general  account 
totaled  approximately  $172,000  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

Receipt  and  disbursement  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated,  and  an 
adequate  supervisory  review  of  the  accounting  records  is  not  performed. 
The  office  manager  is  primarily  responsible  for  accounting  duties  in  the 
Sheriffs  office,  including  recording  transactions,  making  deposits, 
disbursing  funds,  and  preparing  month-end  reports  and  reconciliations  for 
both  the  inmate  and  general  bank  accounts.  Various  other  office  personnel 
collect  monies  and  issue  receipt  slips. 

The  Sheriff  does  not  document  his  occasional  reviews  of  bank 
reconciliations  and  budget  reports.  In  addition,  there  is  no  oversight  over 
receipting,  depositing,  or  disbursement  procedures  to  ensure  monies  are 
properly  and  timely  recorded,  deposited,  and  disbursed.  The  Sheriff 
indicated  he  does  not  see  the  need  to  perform  a  detailed  review  of  records 
because  there  must  be  a  level  of  trust  in  his  staff.  However,  the  lack  of 
segregation  of  duties  and  an  adequate  supervisory  review  allowed  missing 
monies  to  go  undetected  (see  MAR  finding  number  1). 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  proper  segregation  of 
duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  transactions  are  accounted  for  properly  and 
assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties  cannot  be 
achieved,  the  Sheriff  should  implement  an  adequate  independent  or 
supervisory  review  of  bank  and  accounting  records. 

Controls  and  procedures  over  receipting  and  depositing  are  poor.  As  a 
result,  there  is  no  assurance  all  monies  received  are  properly  deposited,  and 
as  noted  in  MAR  finding  number  1,  some  monies  received  were  not 
deposited  into  the  Sheriffs  inmate  account. 

•  Receipts  are  often  not  deposited  intact  or  timely.  For  example, 
according  to  receipt  and  deposit  records,  259  inmate  account  receipts, 
totaling  $8,968,  received  since  May  5,  2012,  had  not  been  deposited  as 
of  July  2,  2012.  These  monies  were  deposited  through  9  separate 
deposits  from  July  3  to  October  10,  2012.  Additionally,  40  general 
account  receipts,  totaling  $4,862,  dated  between  February  2  and 
February  21,  2012,  were  deposited  on  March  6,  2012.  These  receipts 


2.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


2.1  Segregation  of  duties  and 
supervisory  review 


2.2  Receipting  and 

depositing  procedures 
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had  been  excluded  from  the  previous  deposit  made  on  February  21, 
2012. 

•  The  composition  of  monies  received  (cash,  check,  or  money  order)  did 
not  always  agree  to  the  composition  of  deposits.  In  addition,  the  method 
of  payment  was  not  always  recorded  on  the  receipt  slip  and  did  not 
always  agree  with  other  receipt  records  or  to  the  deposit.  For  five 
deposits  made  into  the  inmate  account  during  2012,  total  cash  deposited 
was  less  than  cash  recorded  in  the  receipt  records  while  the  total  amount 
of  checks  and  money  orders  deposited  was  more  than  checks  and  money 
orders  recorded.  Other  recorded  receipts  (checks/money  orders  more 
recently  received)  had  been  substituted  in  these  deposits  and  did  not 
agree  with  the  receipts  identified  in  the  deposit  records.  For  example, 
$236  less  in  cash  and  more  in  checks/money  orders  was  deposited  on 
October  10,  2012  into  the  inmate  account  than  indicated  in  the  receipt 
slip  records.  In  addition,  although  the  deposit  records  indicated  the 
monies  were  received  between  June  and  July  2012,  the  checks  and 
money  orders  included  in  the  deposit  were  actually  received  between 
August  and  October  2012. 

•  Some  monies  received  were  not  entered  into  the  receipt  records  or 
deposited  timely.  For  example,  seven  checks  and  money  orders  totaling 
$293  for  the  general  account  were  not  recorded  into  the  receipt  records 
or  deposited  for  an  extended  period  of  time.  Some  of  these  checks  and 
money  orders  were  dated  up  to  8  months  prior  to  the  deposit.  According 
to  Sheriff  personnel,  when  these  monies  were  discovered  undeposited, 
other  checks  had  also  been  found  past  their  expiration  date  and  could 
not  be  deposited  and  were  destroyed. 

•  At  least  four  receipts  totaling  $1,711  were  received  by  dispatchers  but 
not  recorded  in  the  dispatch  receipt  slip  book.  General  account  receipts 
received  in  dispatch  should  be  recorded  in  the  dispatch  receipt  slip 
book.  When  ready  for  deposit,  these  receipts  are  then  recorded  in  the 
master  receipt  slip  book  with  the  other  general  account  receipts  and 
deposited. 

•  Monies  (sales)  collected  from  a  soda  vending  machine  were  not 
recorded  on  receipt  records  or  deposited  routinely,  and  deposits  varied 
significantly  in  amount.  Soda  monies  were  deposited  13  times  between 
January  2012  and  April  2013  and  varied  in  amount  from  $3  to  $202. 
The  smallest  deposit  of  $3  was  made  approximately  a  month  after  the 
prior  deposit.  We  could  not  determine  if  all  soda  monies  collected  were 
deposited. 

Properly  receipting  and  recording  payments,  recording  the  method  of 
payment,  and  depositing  intact  and  timely  are  necessary  to  ensure  receipts 
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are  adequately  safeguarded  and  to  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of 
funds  going  undetected. 

2.3  Accounting  records  Accounting  records  for  the  inmate  account  are  not  complete  and  accurate.  In 

addition,  some  records  provided  by  the  office  manager  during  our  audit 
were  fabricated. 

The  Sheriffs  office  maintains  various  electronic  and  manual  accounting 
records.  When  inmate  monies  are  received,  a  receipt  slip  is  issued  and  the 
amount  received  is  recorded  to  the  inmate's  account  through  the  inmate 
tracking  system  (ITI),  which  tracks  the  balance  for  each  inmate.  The  office 
manager  also  enters  receipt  information  into  the  computerized  accounting 
system  which  tracks  all  monetary  activity  in  the  Sheriffs  office.  In  addition, 
there  are  various  manual  records  to  support  receipt  and  disbursement 
activities.  Our  audit  of  the  various  accounting  records  noted  the  following 
discrepancies  and  concerns: 

•  The  office  manager  provided  fabricated  manual  deposit  records  to  our 
auditors  for  the  deposit  on  October  22,  2012.  Records  provided  to  us 
indicated  different  receipt  slip  numbers  and  amounts  than  the  original 
deposit  records  or  the  bank  back-up  records  for  this  deposit.  The  receipt 
slip  numbers  included  in  the  fabricated  deposit  records  were  found  to  be 
included  among  the  missing  receipts  identified  in  MAR  finding  number 
1. 

•  Receipts  were  not  always  posted  to  the  ITI  system  or  the  computerized 
accounting  system  and  discrepancies  were  noted  between  the  systems. 
In  addition,  none  of  the  missing  receipts  identified  in  MAR  finding 
number  1  had  been  posted  to  the  computerized  accounting  system. 

•  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  perform  a  reconciliation  of  information 
entered  into  the  ITI  system  with  information  entered  into  the 
computerized  accounting  system.  According  to  personnel,  the  ITI 
system  is  not  capable  of  tracking  details  of  inmate  purchases;  therefore, 
the  detail  is  entered  into  the  computerized  accounting  system  and  is 
used  to  determine  the  amount  to  be  turned  over  to  the  County  Collector- 
Treasurer  each  month.  The  ITI  system  only  allows  for  a  total  transaction 
amount  to  be  posted  to  the  related  inmate  accounts.  Without  reconciling 
the  systems,  it  is  unknown  whether  all  inmate  transactions  were 
accounted  for  properly  in  the  computerized  accounting  system  and 
turned  over  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer. 

Complete  and  accurate  accounting  records  are  essential  to  properly  reflect 
the  Sheriffs  office  financial  activity,  provide  an  audit  trail,  and  support 
reconciliations  and  disbursement  activity. 
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2.4  Liabilities 


A  complete  list  of  liabilities  is  not  prepared  and  reconciled  to  the  available 
cash  balance  for  either  the  inmate  or  general  bank  accounts. 


For  the  inmate  account,  the  office  manager  maintains  a  list  of  amounts  owed 
to  inmates;  however,  the  list  is  not  reconciled  to  the  available  cash  balance 
and  is  incomplete.  We  prepared  a  list  of  liabilities  for  the  inmate  account  as 
of  April  30,  2013,  and  noted  identified  liabilities  of  $21,000  exceeded  the 
available  cash  balance  of  $9,154  by  $11,846.  As  a  result,  the  inmate  account 
is  short  of  monies  and  unable  to  pay  all  liabilities.  Due  to  the  failure  to 
record  some  transactions  and  the  lack  of  reconciliations  between  accounting 
systems,  it  is  likely  additional  unidentified  liabilities  exist. 

For  the  general  account,  records  indicated  liabilities  agreed  with  the 
available  cash  balance  of  $2,154;  however,  the  list  of  liabilities  was  a 
summary  listing  and  was  not  itemized  (each  individual  item  listed)  and  the 
amounts  indicated  could  not  be  tied  to  supporting  documentation. 

Monthly  lists  of  liabilities  should  be  prepared  and  reconciled  to  available 
cash  balances  to  ensure  records  are  in  balance,  errors  are  detected  and 
corrected  on  a  timely  basis,  and  sufficient  cash  is  available  to  pay  all 
liabilities. 


Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 


Similar  conditions  to  sections  2.1,  2.2,  and  2.4  were  noted  in  at  least  our  two 
prior  audit  reports. 


Recommendations 


The  Sheriff: 


2.1  Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  or  ensure  an  adequate 
independent  or  supervisory  review  of  bank  and  accounting  records 
is  performed  and  documented. 

2.2  Establish  procedures  to  improve  receipting  and  depositing  controls 
to  ensure  deposits  are  made  on  a  timely  basis,  the  method  of 
payment  is  indicated  for  all  receipts,  and  the  composition  of  the 
receipts  agrees  to  the  composition  of  deposits.  In  addition,  the 
Sheriff  should  ensure  all  monies  are  properly  and  timely  recorded  in 
the  accounting  records. 


2.3  Ensure  receipts  are  properly  reported  in  the  accounting  systems.  In 
addition,  the  Sheriff  should  reconcile  the  ITI  system  to  the 
computerized  accounting  system  for  inmate  transactions. 

2.4  Prepare  a  monthly  list  of  liabilities  and  reconcile  the  list  to  the 
available  cash  balance  for  all  bank  accounts.  Any  differences  should 
be  promptly  investigated  and  resolved. 
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Auditee'S  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

2.1  I  have  begun  reviewing  bank  reconciliations  and  various  other 
accounting  records  on  a  monthly  basis  and  documenting  my  review. 

2.2  Deposits  are  made  every  Monday,  Wednesday,  and  Friday.  The 
method  of  payment  is  being  indicated  on  all  receipt  slips  and  the 
composition  of  the  receipt  slips  are  agreed  to  the  composition  of 
deposits.  All  monies  received  are  immediately  receipted. 

2.3  Receipts  are  recorded  in  the  accounting  system  immediately  when 
they  are  received.  On  a  monthly  basis,  receipts  in  the  accounting 
system  are  reconciled  to  the  ITI  system. 

2.4  We  are  now  preparing  a  monthly  list  of  open  items  and  reconciling 
to  the  cash  balance.  If  the  amount  of  the  difference  changes,  the 
difference  will  be  investigated. 


As  noted  in  prior  audit  reports,  controls  and  procedures  for  handling  the 
Sheriffs  commissary  need  improvement.  The  Sheriff  operates  a  jail  that 
holds  an  average  of  39  inmates  on  a  daily  basis.  The  Sheriffs  office  operates 
a  commissary  for  inmates  to  purchase  various  snacks  and  personal  items. 
When  monies  are  received  on  behalf  of  an  inmate  or  a  purchase  from  the 
commissary  is  made,  the  amount  is  posted  to  the  inmate's  account  in  the  ITI 
system.  Monies  collected  from  inmate  commissary  purchases  are  to  be 
turned  over  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  on  a  monthly  basis. 

Monies  collected  for  commissary  purchases  were  not  always  turned  over  to 
the  County  Collector-Treasurer  on  a  timely  basis,  or  at  all,  and  turnovers  did 
not  always  include  all  monies  collected. 

•  Monies  collected  from  commissary  purchases,  totaling  $11,972,  were 
not  turned  over  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  for  April  2012, 
September  2012,  and  November  2012. 

•  Monies  (sales)  from  a  soda  vending  machine  were  not  always  turned 
over  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer.  Soda  monies  deposited  between 
January  2012  and  April  2013  totaled  $998;  however,  as  of  April  2013, 
$533  of  this  amount  had  not  been  turned  over  to  the  County  Collector- 
Treasurer. 

•  Monies  collected  from  commissary  purchases  turned  over  to  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer  did  not  always  agree  with  supporting 
documentation.  Accounting  records  indicated  an  additional  $269  was 
received  from  inmates  that  was  not  turned  over  to  the  County  Collector- 
Treasurer  between  January  2012  and  March  2013. 


3.  Commissary 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


3.1  Monthly  turnover 
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3.2  Commissary  purchases 


Timely  disbursement  of  commissary  monies  collected  is  necessary  to 
provide  adequate  controls  over  account  balances  and  reduces  the  risk  of 
loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds  going  undetected. 

Supporting  documentation  is  not  retained  for  some  inmate  purchases 
recorded  in  the  ITI  system.  Some  commissary  purchases,  such  as  over-the- 
counter  aspirin  and  food  grab  bags,  recorded  in  the  ITI  system  as  an  inmate 
purchase  were  not  supported  by  documentation.  In  addition,  procedures  do 
not  include  ensuring  an  inmate  has  enough  funds  available  to  purchase  the 
commissary  item.  As  a  result,  for  one  of  ten  inmate  accounts  reviewed, 
commissary  items  purchased  exceeded  the  inmate's  available  balance. 


3.3  Inventory 


Proper  procedures  over  commissary  purchases  are  necessary  to  ensure 
transactions  posted  to  inmate  accounts  are  supported  by  adequate 
documentation  and  inmates  have  enough  monies  available  to  purchase 
commissary  items. 

The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  have  adequate  records  or  procedures  over 
commissary  inventory.  Perpetual  inventory  records  of  commissary  items  are 
not  maintained  and  periodic  physical  inventory  counts  are  not  performed. 


Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 


To  ensure  commissary  items  are  properly  recorded  and  handled,  a  detailed 
inventory  ledger  is  necessary  to  adequately  account  for  commissary 
inventory,  and  purchases  and  sales  should  be  compared  to  actual  inventory 
counts  on  hand  on  a  periodic  basis.  Loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  commissary 
inventory  may  go  undetected  without  adequate  inventory  records. 

Similar  conditions  to  sections  3.1  and  3.3  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 
report. 


Recommendations 


The  Sheriff: 


3.1 


3.2 


3.3 


Ensure  all  commissary  monies  collected  are  turned  over  to  the 
County  Collector-Treasurer  on  a  monthly  basis. 

Establish  procedures  to  ensure  commissary  purchases  are 
adequately  supported  and  inmates  have  monies  available  to  make 
commissary  purchases. 

Maintain  perpetual  inventory  records  of  commissary  items  and 
reconcile  to  a  physical  inventory  count  on  a  periodic  basis. 
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Allditee'S  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

3.1  Commissary  monies  are  turned  over  to  the  Treasurer  on  a  monthly 
basis. 

3.2  We  are  ensuring  commissary  purchases  are  adequately  supported 
and  the  inmates  have  enough  of  a  balance  to  purchase  these  items. 

3.3  We  do  not  have  a  large  inventory  balance  and  most  items  are  not  on 
hand  at  the  end  of  the  week.  Thus,  I  feel  we  do  not  have  enough 
inventory  on  hand  that  we  need  to  perform  a  periodic  inventory. 
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The  Sheriff  is  the  chief  law  enforcement  officer  of  the  county.  The  Sheriffs 
duties  are  defined  in  Missouri  Statutes,  and  include  keeping  the  county  jail, 
transporting  prisoners  to  state  penitentiaries,  and  serving  various  legal 
papers  and  processes.  The  Sheriffs  office  collects  monies  for  various  fees, 
bonds,  inmate  monies,  and  commissary  purchases. 

Carl  Hefner  was  elected  Stoddard  County  Sheriff  in  2004,  and  has  served  in 
this  capacity  since  January  2005.  During  the  year  ended  December  31, 
2012,  the  Sheriff  received  compensation  of  $50,750.  The  Sheriff  oversees 
the  daily  operation  of  the  Sheriffs  office  and  employs  26  full-time 
employees  and  6  part-time  employees. 


12 


Stoddard  County  Sheriff 

Supporting  Documentation  for  Undeposited  Receipts 


UndepOSited  Cash  Receipts     The  following  table  provides  supporting  documentation  for  the  310  cash 

receipts  totaling  $14,867  recorded  on  receipt  slips  for  inmate  monies  not 
deposited  as  discussed  in  Management  Advisory  Report  (MAR)  finding 
number  1. 


Receipt  Slip 

Amount 

Number 

Receipt  Slip  Date 

Received 

006645 

August  25,  2012 

$  30.00 

006646 

August  25,  2012 

10.00 

006647 

August  25,  2012 

200.00 

006648 

August  26,  2012 

63.00 

006649 

August  27,  2012 

30.00 

006650 

August  27,  2012 

40.00 

006651 

August  27,  2012 

35.00 

006652 

August  28,  2012 

20.00 

006653 

August  28,  2012 

90.00 

006654 

August  28,  2012 

10.00 

006655 

August  28,  2012 

50.00 

006656 

August  28,  2012 

20.00 

006657 

August  29,  2012 

40.00 

006658 

August  29,  2012 

20.00 

006659 

August  30,  2012 

207.00 

006660 

August  30,  2012 

60.00 

006662 

August  30,  2012 

14.00 

006663 

August  30,  2012 

30.00 

006664 

August  30,  2012 

20.00 

006665 

August  30,  2012 

30.00 

006666 

August  30,  2012 

100.00 

006667 

August  30,  2012 

20.00 

006668 

August  31,  2012 

30.00 

006669 

September  1,  2012 

50.00 

006670 

September  1,  2012 

40.00 

006671 

September  1,2012 

30.00 

006672 

September  1,2012 

10.00 

006673 

September  1,  2012 

6.00 

006674 

September  2,  2012 

100.00 

006675 

September  2,  2012 

89.00 

006676 

September  2,  2012 

20.00 

006677 

September  3,  2012 

30.00 

006678 

September  4,  2012 

100.00 

006679 

September  4,  2012 

100.00 
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Receipt  Slip 
in  umuer 

iveceipi  oiip  udie 

Amount 
Keceiveo 

UUOOoU 

oeptember  4,  2U12 

c           nc\  nn 
q>  /U.UU 

UUOOol 

oeptember  4,  2U12 

O.UU 

UUOOoZ 

September  4,  2U12 

on  nn 
oU.UU 

UUOOoJ 

September  j,  2U12 

ZU.UU 

nn^^Q/i 
UUooo4 

September  o,  2U12 

/in  nn 
4U.UU 

UUOOo J 

oeptember  o,  zuiz 

i  nn  nn 
1UU.UU 

UUoooo 

oeptember  o,  2U12 

on  nn 
ZU.UU 

UUOOo / 

oeptember  o,  2U12 

on  nn 
ZU.UU 

UUoooo 

September  o,  2U12 

<  nn 
j.UU 

uuoooy 

September  o,  2U12 

/in  nn 
4U.UU 

uuooyu 

September  o,  2U12 

nn 

oyo.uu 

uuooy i 

September  o,  2U12 

on  nn 
ZU.UU 

uuooyz 

oeptember  /,  2U12 

on  nn 
ZU.UU 

oeptember  o,  2U12 

/in  nn 
4U.UU 

uuooy4 

oeptember  o,  2U12 

on  nn 
ZU.UU 

ContatYikof  0      OA1  0 

oeptember  o,  2U12 

c/r  fin 

JO.UU 

uuooyo 

oeptember  o,  2U12 

1  o  nn 
1Z.UU 

uuooy / 

oeptember  y,  zuiz 

/in  nn 
4U.UU 

uuooyo 

oeptember  1U,  2U12 

An  nn 
4U.UU 

oeptember  11,  2U12 

o<  nn 
Zj.UU 

UUO /UU 

oeptember  11,  zuiz 

0^2  nn 
Zi.UU 

UU0/U1 

oeptember  12,  2U12 

on  nn 
ZU.UU 

UUO/UZ 

oeptember  12,  2U12 

/in  nn 
4U.UU 

UUO /Uj 

oeptember  12,  2U12 

1  n^ 

UU0/U4 

oeptember  0,  2U12 

/in  nn 
4U.UU 

nn^o"n< 
UUd/Uj 

oeptember  0,  2U12 

on  nn 
ZU.UU 

UUO/Uo 

ContotviKaf    1<     OA1  0 

oeptember  1j,  2U12 

on  nn 
ZU.UU 

UUO/Uo 

oeptember  l  /,  2U12 

^n  nn 
JU.UU 

uuo /uy 

oeptember  l  /  ,  2U12 

1  n  nn 
1U.UU 

UUO / 1U 

CarvtotviKor  1  Q  OHIO 

oeptemDer  io,  2U12 

on  nn 
ZU.UU 

0067 1 1 

September  19,  2012 

/_  /  \  / 1/ 1 
60.00 

006712 

September  19,  2012 

40.00 

006713 

September  18,2012 

20.00 

006714 

September  20,  2012 

14.00 

006715 

September  20,  2012 

80.00 

006716 

September  20,  2012 

6.00 

006717 

September  20,  2012 

10.00 

006719 

September  21,  2012 

100.00 

Stoddard  County  Sheriff 

Supporting  Documentation  for  Undeposited  Receipts 


Receipt  Slip 
in  umuer 

rceceipt  oiip  jjate 

Amount 
Received 

UUo / ZU 

oeptember  zz,  zuiz 

An  nn 
4U.UU 

UUO /Zl 

dantomKav  00      OA1  0 

oeptember  zz,  zuiz 

o<  nn 
Zj.UU 

UUo / zz 

ContatYikof  00      OA1  0 

September  zz,  zuiz 

o"n  nn 
/U.UU 

UUo / Z 3 

Ca»-»tQi-»-iKa*-  oo  oai  o 
oeptember  zz,  zuiz 

y.uu 

nn^O"0/1 

UUo / Z4 

Co^totYiKaf  oo  oai  o 
oeptember  zz,  zuiz 

on  nn 
ZU.UU 

UUO /Zj 

CarvtotnKor  00     0A1  0 

oeptemDer  zz,  zuiz 

/in  nn 
4U.UU 

UUo / Zo 

CnntntviUnv   O  yl       OA1  O 

September  Z4,  zuiz 

<n  nn 
jU.UU 

UUo /Z / 

C                                       O /I       OA1  O 

September  Z4,  zuiz 

nn 
3j.UU 

UUo /Zo 

September  Z4,  zuiz 

•2n  nn 
3U.UU 

uuo / zy 

CoMtofYiKov  0<    0A1  0 

September  Zj,  zuiz 

1  o  nn 
lo.UU 

UUo / 3U 

ContotviKaf  0<     0A1  0 

September  ZD,  zuiz 

o-  nn 
/.UU 

UUO /J  1 

CorvtamKoi-  O^i     0A1  0 

oeptemDer  zo,  zuiz 

on  nn 
JU.UU 

UUo / 3Z 

CantomKav  0 1     0A1  0 

oeptember  z/,  zuiz 

•2n  nn 
3U.UU 

UUo /33 

CoMtofYiKov  OT    0A1  0 

oeptember  z/,  zuiz 

/in  nn 
4U.UU 

UUo / j J 

C  nnfnivikn.-  OQ      0A1  0 

oeptember  Zo,  ZUIZ 

An  nn 
4U.UU 

UUo / jo 

ContomKof  OQ     0A1  0 

oeptember  zo,  zuiz 

0/1  nn 
Z4.UU 

UUo/ J / 

Co^toiYiKaf  OQ    0A1  0 

oeptember  Zo,  ZUIZ 

<  nn 
J.UU 

UUo /Jo 

c ^«+^-™u.^*.  on  oai  o 

oeptember  zv,  2U12 

(\a  nn 
94.  UU 

UU6739 

oeptember  29,  2U12 

4U.UU 

UU5/4U 

o^«*^-™u.^*.  on  oai  o 
oeptember  29,  2U12 

c  nn 
5.UU 

UU6741 

September  19, 1011 

4U.UU 

UUo /42 

C1  ^M«-^-»-.X« OA    OA1  O 

September  zy,  2U12 

o  nn 
8.UU 

UU6743 

oeptember  3U,  2U12 

2U.UU 

UUo / 44 

C^«+^-™U.^*.  ^A    OA1  O 

oeptember  3U,  2U12 

on  nn 
2U.UU 

UU6748 

October  3, 1011 

1UU.UU 

uuo /4y 

October  i,  2U12 

on  nn 
2U.UU 

UU675U 

October  3,  ZUlz 

135. UU 

UUo/52 

October  3,  zUlz 

on  nn 
2U.UU 

UU6753 

October  3,  ZUlz 

53. UU 

UU6754 

October  4,  ZUlz 

5U.UU 

006755 

October  4,  2012 

10.00 

006756 

October  4,  2012 

17.00 

006757 

October  4,  2012 

40.00 

006758 

October  4,  2012 

80.00 

006759 

October  5,  2012 

25.00 

006761 

October  5,  2012 

20.00 

006762 

October  6,  2012 

30.00 

006763 

October  6,  2012 

50.00 

15 


Stoddard  County  Sheriff 

Supporting  Documentation  for  Undeposited  Receipts 


Receipt  Slip 
Number 

Receipt  Slip  Date 

Amount 
Received 

0067 64 

t  \  . ,  . i  /_    oai  h 

October  6,  2012 

$ 

oa  { \{\ 

30.00 

006765 

October  9,  2012 

1  AA  AA 

100.00 

006766 

/-\     .  1  r\     OA1  r\ 

October  9,  2012 

OA  A  A 

20.00 

006767 

October  10,  2012 

CA  AA 

50.00 

006768 

/~\  .  4_     1  1  1       ^A1  O 

October  11,  2012 

AA 

25.00 

006769 

October  11,  2012 

AA 

25.00 

aa/ctta 

006770 

/-\„j_„1  1  O     ^A1  O 

October  12,  2012 

OA  A  A 

20.00 

aazco'O'O 

006772 

r~\    .  _  l  -i  o     ^A1  O 

October  12,  2012 

1  1  AA 

13.00 

006773 

October  13,  2012 

OA  A  A 

20.00 

006774 

October  13,  2012 

OA  A  A 

20.00 

AA/CO'O'C 

006775 

October  13,  2012 

OA  A  A 

20.00 

006776 

/~\  .  4_     1  1  1      ^A1  O 

October  13,  2012 

OA  A  A 

30.00 

006777 

r~\    .     l  1  o     iA1  O 

October  13,  20 12 

O  O  AA 

32.00 

AA/C  "7  "7  O 

006/ /8 

October  13,  2U12 

20.00 

AAZC11A 

006779 

/~\     .  _  1  -i  ,4     ^A1  O 

October  14,  2012 

1  A  AA 

10.00 

AA^lOA 

006780 

 1  C     1A1  O 

October  15,  2012 

Af\  A  A 

40.00 

A  A/I  "7  O  1 

006781 

/~v  .  4_ 1  1  C     1A1  O 

October  15,  2012 

OA  A  A 

20.00 

C\C\£  "7  O  O 

006782 

/~v  .  4_ 1  1  C     1A1  O 

October  15,  2012 

CA  AA 

50.00 

006783 

 1  a  iai  o 

October  16,  2012 

OA  A  A 

20.00 

006/84 

Uctober  16,  2U12 

AA 

/5.00 

"7  O  C 

006785 

October  16,  2012 

CA  AA 

50.00 

006787 

October  17,  2012 

OA  A  A 

20.00 

AA/:70  O 

006788 

(~\  .  4_ 1  1  O     1A1  O 

October  18,  2012 

OA  A  A 

20.00 

"7  O  A 

006789 

 1  O     1A1  O 

October  18,  2012 

1  A  AA 

10.00 

AA^7AA 

006790 

(~\  _  4_ 1  1  O     1A1  O 

October  18,  2012 

A  A  A  A 

40.00 

006/91 

October  lo,  2U12 

OA  AA 

20.00 

7A1 

006792 

r~\    .  l  -i  o     1A1  O 

October  18,  2012 

OC  AA 

25.00 

AA^7AO 

006793 

i~\  .  4_ 1  1  O     1A1  O 

October  18,  2012 

O  1  AA 

21.00 

AA^7A  /I 

006794 

r~\    .  i  -i  o     1A1  O 

October  18,  2012 

OA  A  A 

20.00 

AAZCIAC 

006795 

October  19,  2012 

/TT  AA 

67.00 

006796 

October  19,  2012 

50.00 

006798 

October  19,  2012 

17.00 

006799 

October  19,  2012 

200.00 

006800 

October  20,  2012 

40.00 

006801 

October  20,  2012 

20.00 

006802 

October  20,  2012 

20.00 

006803 

October  20,  2012 

75.00 

006804 

October  20,  2012 

50.00 

Stoddard  County  Sheriff 

Supporting  Documentation  for  Undeposited  Receipts 


Receipt  Slip 
Number 

Receipt  Slip  Date 

Amount 
Received 

AA^OAC 
006805 

October  20,  2012 

$ 

^  O  AA 

28.00 

AA£OA£ 

OO00O0 

October  21,  2012 

O  A  C  AA 

845.00 

006807 

Uctober  21,  2012 

OA  (\/\ 

30.00 

006808 

October  21,  2012 

6.00 

006809 

October  22,  2012 

296.00 

OO00IO 

Uctober  23,  2012 

OA  A  A 

30.00 

(\(\/:  011 

006811 

October  24,  2012 

5.00 

AA^O 1 O 
006812 

October  24,  2012 

/I  A  AA 

40.00 

006813 

October  24,  2012 

30.00 

AA^O 1  A 
006814 

October  24,  2012 

A  A  AA 

40.00 

006815 

October  24,  2012 

10.00 

AA^O 1 1 

OO08 1 / 

October  25,  2012 

OA  A  A 

30.00 

(\(\/:  01  a 

006819 

October  26,  2012 

20.00 

AA^OOA 

006820 

October  2/,  2012 

OA  AA 

20.00 

006821 

October  27,  2012 

20.00 

006822 

October  30,  2012 

146.00 

006823 

October  30,  2012 

5.00 

006824 

/^"\  .  4_      1  1A      ^A1  ^ 

October  30,  2012 

28.00 

006825 

October  31,  2012 

40.00 

006826 

/~\  rt (    L        o  -I     OA1  O 

October  31,  2012 

OA  A  A 

30.00 

006827 

November  1,  2012 

25.00 

006828 

JNovember  1,  2012 

11  AA 

32.00 

006829 

November  1,  2012 

20.00 

r\r\/c  ooa 

006830 

November  1,  2012 

100.00 

006831 

XT  .  1      TA1  n 

November  1,  2012 

20.00 

006832 

November  1,  2012 

OA/l  AA 

204.00 

000034 

XT  .  „  1    „  ..  ^ai 

November  2,  2012 

10.00 

006835 

JNovember  3,  2012 

CA  AA 

50.00 

006837 

XT.,.  .  „  ..„  1_  „ ..  O     TA1  1 

November  3,  2012 

20.00 

006838 

November  3,  2012 

20.00 

006839 

November  4,  2012 

32.20 

006840 

November  4,  2012 

12.00 

006841 

November  5,  2012 

20.00 

006842 

November  6,  2012 

1.00 

006844 

November  6,  2012 

10.00 

006845 

November  6,  2012 

40.00 

006846 

November  6,  2012 

10.00 

006847 

November  7,  2012 

100.00 

Stoddard  County  Sheriff 

Supporting  Documentation  for  Undeposited  Receipts 


Receipt  Slip 
Number 

Receipt  Slip  Date 

Amount 
Received 

000045 

November  7,  2012 

$ 

caa  aa 

500.00 

006849 

JNovember  o,  2012 

A  A  AA 

40.00 

AA£  o  c~\ 

006852 

November  8,  2012 

1  C  A  AA 

350.00 

aa£  00 

006853 

November  8,  2012 

O.A  A  A 

20.00 

OCA 

006854 

November  8,  2012 

OA  A  A 

30.00 

o  c  c 

006855 

XT  .  .^.'L.  0     1A1  O 

November  8,  2012 

1  A  AA 

10.00 

006856 

November  8,  2012 

1  ^  AA 

12.99 

00685 / 

JNovember  o,  2U12 

1  A  AA 

10.00 

(\(\/:  oco 

006858 

November  8,  2012 

1  A  AA 

10.00 

006859 

JNovember  8,  2012 

1  A  AA 

10.00 

006860 

November  8,  2012 

1  CA  A  A 

150.00 

006861 

JNovember  o,  2U12 

CA  AA 

50.00 

006862 

November  9,  2012 

<->A  A  A 

20.00 

006863 

November  y,  2U12 

o/:a  AA 

260.00 

aa£  o/z  a 

006864 

November  10,  2012 

<->A  A  A 

20.00 

006865 

JNovember  10,  2012 

OA  A  A 

30.00 

006866 

November  10,  2012 

A  A  A  A 

40.00 

006867 

November  10,  2012 

/I  A  A  A 

40.00 

aazc  0  0 

006868 

November  10,  2012 

1  A  AA 

10.00 

AA/^O^A 

006869 

November  11,  2U12 

/TA  AA 

60.00 

O  "7  A 

006870 

\T„,  1  A  1A1 

November  10,  2012 

CA  AA 

50.00 

0068 / 1 

November  12,  2012 

CA  AA 

50.00 

006872 

November  13,  2012 

OA  A  A 

30.00 

aa^  0  *7  a  i-j 

006879* 

xt  1  1  c  '"lAI 

November  15,  2012 

1  AA  AA 

100.00 

aazc  000 

006888 

XT  1  1  S~      1A1  ^ 

November  16,  2012 

1  C  A  AA 

154.00 

AA/^OOA 

006889 

November  Id,  2012 

n  aa 
9.00 

006890 

November  16,  2012 

AA 

2.00 

00689 1 

November  16,  2012 

on  AA 

88.00 

006892 

XT  1  -1  ft      1A1  r\ 

November  17,  2012 

CA  AA 

50.00 

AA^OAO 

006893 

XT  .  1^7     OA1  1 

November  17,  2012 

O.C  A  A 

25.00 

006894 

November  17,  2012 

20.00 

006895 

November  17,  2012 

10.00 

006896 

November  17,  2012 

20.00 

006897 

November  17,  2012 

20.00 

006898 

November  19,  2012 

10.00 

006899 

November  19,  2012 

40.00 

006900 

November  19,  2012 

4.00 

006901 

November  19,  2012 

20.00 

18 


Stoddard  County  Sheriff 

Supporting  Documentation  for  Undeposited  Receipts 


Receipt  blip 
lNTiimHpr 

Amount 
Rpppi  vpH 

006Q09 

Nnvpmhpr  9 1    901  9 

1NU  V  C11117G1  Z  1  ,  Z*U1Z* 

^0  00 

JVJ.VJVJ 

OOfSQO^ 

Nnvpmhpr  9 1    901  9 

1NU V C11117G1  Z  1  ,  Z*U1Z* 

SO  00 

JtVJ.VJVJ 

006Q04 

Nnvpmlipr  9 1    901  9 

1>HJVC111UC1  Z.  1 ,  ZW  1  Z 

In  00 

OOnQOS 

UUU7UJ 

Nnvpmhpr  9 1    901  9 

40  00 

OOnQOfS 

UUU7UU 

Nnvpmhpr  9 1    901  9 

1NUVC111UC1  Z  1 ,  ZW  1  Z 

90  00 

ZAy.UU 

006Q07 

Nnvpmhpr  9 1    901  9 

IN  U  V  C11117C1  Z  1 ,  ZW  1  Z 

10  00 

JVJ.VJVJ 

00fVQ08 

Nnvpmhpr  9 1    901  9 

1NUVC111UC1  Zi,  ZUlz 

11  00 

J)  1  .VJVJ 

OOnQOQ 

Nnvpmhpr  99  9019 

1NUVC111UC1    ZrZr,    ZW  1  Z 

400  00 

oofiQio 

Nnvpmhpr  99  9019 

IN  U  V  C11117C1  ZZ,  ZW  1  Z 

9S  00 

^.Jt  .VJVJ 

OOrSQ1 1 

UUUy 1 1 

Nnvpmhpr  99  9019 

1NUVC111UC1  ZrZr,  ZW  1  Z 

90  00 

ZAy.UU 

006Q1 ? 

UUU7 1Z< 

Nnvpmhpr  99  9019 

1NUVG111UC1    Z.Z<,   ZW  1  Z 

90  00 

ZAy.UU 

OOrSQI  1 

UUU7 1 J 

Nnvpmhpr  99  9019 

1NUVG111UC1    ZrZr,    ZW  1  Z 

90  00 

ZAy.UU 

006Q14 

Nnvpmhpr  99  9019 

IN  U  V  C11117C1    ZrZr,   ZW  1  Z 

SO  00 

JtVJ.VJVJ 

OOrSQI  S 

Nnvpmhpr  94  9019 

1NUVC11117G1  Z*^,  ZW  1  Z 

9S  00 

Z<J.UU 

OOrSQI 

UUU7 1 u 

Nnvpmhpr  94  9019 

1NUVC111UC1  Z*^,  zw  1  z 

90  00 

ZAy.UU 

006Q17 

Nnvpmhpr  94  9019 

1NUVC111UC1  Z,T^,  zw  1  z 

9S  00 

OOnQ  1  8 

Nnvpmhpr  94  9019 

1NUVC11117C1  Z*^,  ZW  1  Z 

90  00 

ZAy.UU 

UUU7 1 " 

Nnvpmhpr  94  9019 

1NU  V  C11117G1  Z*^,  ZW  1  Z 

10  00 

JVJ.VJVJ 

006Q90 

Nnvpmhpr  94  9019 

1NUVC111UC1  Z*^,  zw  i  z 

10  00 

00f>Q9  1 

Nnvpmhpr  94  9019 

1NUVC111UC1  Z*^,  zw  i  z 

90  00 

ZAy.UU 

006Q99 

Nnvpmhpr  94  9019 

1NUVC111UC1  Z*^,  ZW  1  Z 

10  00 

00fSQ9^ 

Nnvpmhpr  94  9019 

1NUVC11117C1  Z*^,  ZW  1  Z 

90  00 

ZAy.UU 

00f>Q94 

Nnvpmhpr  94  9019 

1NUVC111UC1  Z*^,  ZW  1  Z 

91  00 

Z<1  .uu 

006Q9S 

Nnvpmhpr  9  ft  9019 

1NUVC111UC1  ZW,  Z*U1Z* 

10  00 

nn<SQ9(S 

UUU7iU 

Nnvpmhpr  9 fi  9019 

1NUVC11117C1  ZU,  ZW  1  Z 

9S  00 

^.Jt  .VJVJ 

006Q97 

Nnvpmhpr  9fi  9019 

1NUVC111UC1  ZU.  ZW  1  Z 

10f>  00 

1UU.UU 

Nnvpmhpr  9 9019 

1NUVC111UC1  Z.U,  Z,U1Z* 

44  00 

006Q9Q 

Nnvpmhpr  9 9019 

1NUVG111UC1  ZU.  Zulz 

90  00 

ZAy.UU 

flflfSQ^I 

UUU7J 1 

Nnvpmhpr  98  9019 

1NUVC11117C1  ZO,  ZW  1  Z 

90  00 

ZAy.UU 

Nnvpmhpr  98  901? 

1NUVC11117C1  ZO,  ZW  1  Z 

10  00 

1U.UU 

Mrammlipr  18  OHIO 

iNovemuer  zo,  zuiz 

A(\  nn 

Ivj.vjvj 

006935 

November  29,  2012 

10.00 

006936 

November  29,  2012 

5.00 

006937 

November  29,  2012 

40.00 

006938 

November  29,  2012 

60.00 

006939 

November  28,  2012 

10.00 

006940 

November  29,  2012 

50.00 

006941 

November  29,  2012 

20.00 
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Stoddard  County  Sheriff 

Supporting  Documentation  for  Undeposited  Receipts 


Receipt  Slip 
Number 

Receipt  Slip  Date 

Amount 
Received 

006942 

"\T„  1  OA    1A1  I 

JNovember  30,  2012 

$ 

10.00 

006943 

November  30,  2012 

Af\  (\(\ 

40.00 

006944 

November  30,  2012 

61.00 

006945 

November  30,  2012 

or  (\(\ 

25.00 

006946 

December  1,  2012 

88.00 

006947 

December  1,  2012 

10.00 

00694s 

December  1,  2012 

(\(\ 

25.00 

006949 

December  1,  2012 

1  A  (\(\ 

34.00 

006950 

December  1,  2012 

AC\  (\(\ 

40.00 

00695 1 

December  1,  2012 

/:  (\(\ 

6.00 

006952 

December  1,  2012 

AC\  (\(\ 

40.00 

006953 

December  1,  2012 

1  C  (\(\ 

15.00 

006954 

December  1,  2012 

AC\  (\(\ 

40.00 

006955 

December  2,  2012 

1  H  AA 
1  /.00 

006956 

December  2,  2012 

(\(\ 

20.00 

006958 

December  3,  2012 

s (\(\  (\(\ 

600.00 

006959 

December  3,  2012 

in  (\(\ 

37.00 

006961 

December  4,  2012 

25.00 

006962 

December  5,  2012 

AC\  (\(\ 

40.00 

006963 

December  5,  2012 

OA  AA 

20.00 

006964 

December  5,  2012 

>~\(\  (\(\ 

20.00 

006966 

December  5,  2012 

25.00 

C\£.  "7 

006967 

December  6,  2012 

OA  (\(\ 

30.00 

006968 

December  6,  2012 

C(\  (\(\ 

50.00 

006969 

December  6,  2012 

C(\  (\(\ 

50.00 

0069/0 

December  6,  2012 

inn  a  a 
200.00 

00697 1 

December  6,  2012 

1 i\  (\(\ 

19.00 

006972 

December  6,  2012 

20.00 

006973 

December  6,  2012 

>~\(\  (\(\ 

20.00 

006974 

December  7,  2012 

10.00 

006975 

December  8,  2012 

80.00 

006976 

December  8,  2012 

50.00 

006977 

December  8,  2012 

20.00 

006978 

December  8,  2012 

40.00 

006979 

December  8,  2012 

40.00 

006980 

December  9,  2012 

20.00 

006981 

December  10,  2012 

50.00 

006982 

December  10,  2012 

20.00 
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Supporting  Documentation  for  Undeposited  Receipts 


Receipt  blip 
lNTnmhpt* 

Rpppint  Slin  Datp 

Amount 

Rpppi  vprl 

UUU/OJ 

npppmhpr  10  9019 

R  00 

006Q84 

Dpppmhpr  10  9019 

95  00 

uuoyo j 

uecemuer  ru,  l\)yl 

J.W 

006986 

December  11,  2012 

40.00 

006987 

December  11,  2012 

15.00 

006988 

December  11,  2012 

1.00 

006989 

December  12,  2012 

20.00 

006990 

December  12,  2012 

20.00 

006991 

December  13,  2012 

20.00 

006992 

December  13,  2012 

30.00 

$ 

14,867.24 

'Recorded  as  a  voided  receipt  slip  on  deposit  records;  however,  the  receipt  slip  was  not 
voided. 


The  following  table  provides  supporting  documentation  for  the  checks  and 
money  orders  totaling  $272  recorded  on  1 1  receipt  slips  for  inmate  monies 
not  deposited  and  located  in  the  office  manager's  desk  drawer  as  discussed 
in  MAR  finding  number  1 . 


Receipt  Slip 
Number 

Receipt  Slip  Date 

Amount 
Received 

006449 

June  28,  2012 

$ 

89.38 

006465 

June  29,  2012 

10.00 

006484 

July  5,  2012 

20.00 

006486 

July  5,  2012 

30.00 

006493 

July  7,  2012 

25.00 

006508 

July  13,  2012 

7.50 

006517 

July  18,  2012 

10.00 

006539 

July  25,  2012 

30.00 

006548 

July  27,  2012 

20.00 

006558 

July  31,  2012 

15.00 

006575 

August  6,  2012 

15.00 

$ 

271.88 

Undeposited  Checks  and 
Money  Orders 
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Missouri  State  Auditor 


New  Madrid  County  Sheriff 


November  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  New  Madrid  County  Sheriff 

Missing  Monies  The  audit  found  $79,766  missing,  and  at  least  another  $2,900  of  concealed 

carry  weapon  (CCW)  fees  appears  to  be  missing.  Problems  with  CCW 
records  indicate  additional  fees  could  be  missing.  Weaknesses  in  internal 
controls  and  record-keeping  procedures  allowed  these  monies  to  go  missing 
and  remain  undetected  for  a  significant  period  of  time.  Audit  staff  identified 
discrepancies  between  accounting  and  deposit  records  and  determined 
monies  were  missing.  We  notified  the  Sheriff  of  our  concerns,  and  he 
contacted  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  to  investigate.  A 
commissioned  Sheriffs  Deputy,  who  acted  as  the  office  manager,  was 
placed  on  administrative  leave,  terminated  her  employment,  and  was 
charged  with  felony  theft.  The  county  recently  received  $45,000  in 
restitution  for  a  portion  of  the  missing  monies. 

The  Sheriff  does  not  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  or  provide 
adequate  supervision  of  financial  functions  and  records,  and  controls  and 
procedures  over  receipting  and  depositing  monies  are  not  sufficient.  The 
Deputy  was  primarily  responsible  for  all  accounting  duties,  including 
receiving  monies,  recording  transactions,  maintaining  accounting  records, 
making  deposits,  transmitting  and  disbursing  monies,  and  preparing  bank 
reconciliations.  The  Deputy  was  an  approved  signer  on  the  Sheriff  bank 
accounts,  which  required  only  one  signature,  and  the  Sheriff  or  other  office 
staff  did  not  compare  the  composition  of  monies  received  to  the 
composition  of  monies  transmitted  or  deposited.  The  Deputy  did  not  issue 
receipt  slips  for  some  monies  received,  the  method  of  payment  was  not 
recorded  on  receipt  slips,  and  the  Deputy  recorded  receipt  slip  entries  that 
represented  a  combination  of  multiple  payments  received.  The  Deputy  did 
not  deposit  receipts  intact  or  timely  or  include  an  itemized  listing  of  cash, 
checks,  and  money  orders  on  the  deposit  slips.  Jail  personnel  did  not  always 
issue  bond  receipt  slips  in  numerical  sequence  and  did  not  retain  original 
copies  of  some  voided  and  skipped  receipt  slips.  The  Deputy  did  not 
maintain  records  to  account  for  all  CCW  renewal  monies  received,  did  not 
account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  CCW  applications,  and  did  not 
reconcile  applications  to  CCW  receipt  slips  and  deposits.  The  Sheriffs 
office  had  not  disbursed  CCW  fees  collected  from  March  2004  to  February 
2013  to  the  County  Treasurer,  and  these  funds  were  not  budgeted  or 
reported  to  the  County  Commission.  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  track  civil 
and  criminal  process  papers  served  or  reconcile  papers  served  to  monies 
received.  The  Deputy  only  remitted  approximately  10  percent  of  the  total 
recorded  process  fees  and  mileage  collected  to  the  County  Treasurer  for 
Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Supplementation  Fund  fees  instead  of  the  $10 
collected  for  each  civil  paper  served.  The  Sheriff  lacks  physical  controls 
over  monies  received,  blank  checks,  and  signature  stamps.  Bond  monies 
were  kept  in  an  unlocked  safe,  other  monies  and  blank  checks  were  kept  in 
an  unlocked  desk  drawer,  and  the  Deputy  and  the  secretary  each  had  a 
signature  stamp  of  the  Sheriff,  which  was  not  secured. 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Sheriffs  Office  Procedures         The  Sheriff  maintains  the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund  outside  the  county 

treasury,  which  is  not  authorized  by  state  law,  did  not  prepare  a  budget  for 
the  fund,  and  did  not  submit  required  reports.  The  county  charges  cities  $15 
a  day  to  house  prisoners,  but  it  has  not  performed  a  calculation  of  daily 
prisoner  costs  to  ensure  the  billing  rate  is  sufficient  to  recover  all  costs.  The 
Sheriff  and  County  Commission  have  not  entered  into  written  agreements 
with  surrounding  counties  and  cities  for  the  board  of  prisoners,  and  the 
Sheriff  does  not  maintain  a  list  of  amounts  billed,  collected,  or  owed,  or 
otherwise  track  billed  amounts  to  ensure  payment  is  received.  The  Sheriffs 
office  did  not  submit  inmate  transportation  reimbursements  requests  to  the 
Department  of  Corrections  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  until 
audit  staff  made  inquiries.  The  county  subsequently  received  $50,049  for 
these  claims. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Sheriff  of  New  Madrid  County 

We  have  audited  the  Sheriff  of  New  Madrid  County.  During  our  audit  of  certain  operations  of  New 
Madrid  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  we  determined  monies  were 
missing  in  the  Sheriffs  office.  The  scope  of  our  audit  of  the  Sheriff  included,  but  was  not  necessarily 
limited  to  January  1,  2012,  through  April  3,  2013.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  Sheriffs  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  Sheriffs  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Determine  the  extent  of  monies  missing  from  the  Sheriffs  office. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed 
procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those 
provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  Sheriff. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  missing  monies  totaling  at  least  $79,766.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory 
Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  New  Madrid  County  Sheriff. 
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An  audit  of  certain  operations  of  New  Madrid  County,  fulfilling  our  obligations  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo,  is  still  in  progress,  and  any  additional  findings  and  recommendations  will  be  included  in  the 
subsequent  report. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Pamela  Allison  Tillery,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Heather  R.  Stiles,  MBA,  CPA 
Audit  Staff:  Michelle  Crawford,  M.  Acct.,  CIA 

Jennifer  Anderson 
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New  Madrid  County  Sheriff 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


1     A/fiecino  A/Trmipc  ^s  au(^1  identified  $79,766  of  recorded  cash  receipts  that  were  not 

1.   IVllSSing  IVlOnieS  deposited  between  November  1,  2003,  and  April  3,  2013.  In  addition,  at 

least  $2,900  of  concealed  carry  weapon  (CCW)  fees  is  likely  to  be  missing 
for  the  period  December  1,  2011,  to  April  3,  2013.  Problems  with  CCW 
records  indicate  additional  fees  could  be  missing  for  the  period  March  2004 
to  April  2013. 


Weaknesses  in  internal  controls  and  record-keeping  procedures  of  the 
Sheriffs  office,  as  noted  throughout  this  report,  allowed  these  missing 
monies  to  occur  and  go  undetected  for  a  significant  period  of  time. 

In  March  2013,  audit  procedures  identified  discrepancies  between 
accounting  and  deposit  records,  and  we  determined  monies  were  missing. 
We  notified  the  Sheriff  of  our  concerns  on  April  3,  2013,  and  he  contacted 
the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  to  investigate  possible  missing  monies. 
Deborah  L.  Cowan,  a  commissioned  Sheriffs  Deputy,  was  placed  on 
administrative  leave  on  April  3,  2013,  terminated  her  employment  on  April 
23,  2013,  and  was  charged  with  felony  theft/stealing  charges  on  July  30, 
2013.  Ms.  Cowan  was  primarily  responsible  for  all  record-keeping  duties, 
acted  as  the  office  manager,  and  is  referred  to  as  Deputy  throughout  this 
report.  On  October  22,  2013,  the  county  received  $45,000  in  restitution  for  a 
portion  of  the  missing  monies. 

As  stated  in  the  State  Auditor's  Report,  the  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but 
was  not  necessarily  limited  to  the  period  January  1,  2012,  through  April  3, 
2013.  After  identification  of  possible  missing  monies  and  the  method  used 
to  perpetrate  and  conceal  the  theft,  we  also  applied  limited  procedures  to 
receipts  for  the  period  November  2003  through  December  2011  solely  for 
the  purpose  of  quantifying  missing  monies. 

Unrecorded  and  Cash  receipts  totaling  $79,766  recorded  on  one-write  receipt  slips  issued  by 

undepo  sited  receipts  the  Deputy  were  not  deposited  between  November  1,  2003,  and  April  3, 

2013.  Bond  receipts  are  typically  paid  in  cash,  civil  and  criminal  process 
fees  are  typically  paid  by  check,  and  CCW  fees  are  paid  by  cash,  check,  or 
money  order. 

The  Deputy  did  not  deposit  some  cash  received  that  was  recorded  on  receipt 
slips.  We  reviewed  all  deposits  into  the  Sheriffs  fee  account  from 
November  1,  2003,  to  April  3,  2013.  For  119  of  those  deposits,  total  cash 
deposited  was  less  than  cash  recorded  in  the  receipt  records  while  the  total 
amount  of  checks  deposited  was  more  than  checks  recorded  in  the  receipt 
records.  Unrecorded  checks  received  were  substituted  into  these  deposits  for 
the  recorded  cash  receipts  not  deposited. 
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Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


2.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


The  Supporting  Documentation  for  Undeposited  Receipts  section  at  the  end 
of  this  report  provides  details  regarding  the  missing  monies  between 
November  1,  2003,  and  April  3,  2013. 

The  Sheriff  take  necessary  action  to  recover  the  missing  monies  and 
continue  to  work  with  law  enforcement  authorities  regarding  any  criminal 
prosecution. 

The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  investigation  was  turned  over  to  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol. 
The  deputy  has  been  criminally  charged  and  is  currently  being  prosecuted. 

Significant  weaknesses  exist  in  accounting  controls  and  record-keeping 
procedures  in  the  Sheriffs  office.  According  to  accounting  records,  the 
Sheriffs  office  collected  approximately  $128,000  during  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012. 


supervisory  review 


2. 1  Segregation  of  duties  and  The  Sheriff  does  not  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  or  provide 

adequate  oversight  of  financial  functions  and  records.  The  Deputy  was 
primarily  responsible  for  all  accounting  duties,  including  receiving  monies, 
recording  transactions,  maintaining  accounting  records,  making  deposits, 
transmitting  and  disbursing  monies,  and  preparing  month-end  bank 
reconciliations  for  the  two  bank  accounts  (fee  account  and  federal  forfeiture 
account)  held  by  the  Sheriffs  office.  Additionally,  the  Deputy  was  an 
approved  signer  on  Sheriff  bank  accounts  and  only  one  signature  was 
required.  The  Sheriff  or  other  office  staff  did  not  perform  a  comparison  of 
the  composition  of  monies  received  to  the  composition  of  monies 
transmitted  or  deposited.  As  discussed  in  section  2.2,  the  receipt  and  deposit 
records  did  not  provide  sufficient  details  to  facilitate  this  comparison. 


Proper  segregation  of  duties  helps  ensure  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  Sheriff  should  implement  an  adequate 
documented  independent  or  supervisory  review  of  the  accounting  records. 


2.2  Receipting  and 
depositing 


Controls  and  procedures  over  receipting  and  depositing  monies  are  not 
sufficient.  As  a  result,  there  is  no  assurance  all  monies  received  are 
deposited,  and  as  noted  in  MAR  finding  number  1,  some  monies  received 
were  not  deposited  into  the  Sheriffs  fee  account. 


The  Deputy  did  not  issue  one -write  receipt  slips  for  some  monies 
received,  and  the  method  of  payment  (cash,  check,  or  money  order)  was 
not  recorded  on  either  the  bond  or  one-write  receipt  slips  and  reconciled 
to  deposits.  Additionally,  the  Deputy  did  not  issue  one-write  receipt 


New  Madrid  County  Sheriff 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


slips  immediately  upon  receipt  of  monies  and  some  one -write  receipt 
entries  represented  a  combination  of  multiple  payments  received,  not 
individual  payments  received.  The  Deputy  issued  one -write  receipts 
slips  at  the  end  of  the  month  for  groups  of  civil  and  criminal  process 
checks  received. 

The  majority  of  bond  monies  received  were  typically  paid  in  cash  from 
individuals  arrested  and  processed  at  the  county  jail.  Other  bond  monies 
received  were  from  individuals  and  were  paid  by  cashier's  check,  money 
orders,  or  personal  check.  Civil  and  criminal  process  fees  were  typically 
paid  by  check  by  attorneys  (primarily),  courts,  other  counties,  banks, 
and  individuals.  CCW  permit  fees  were  paid  by  individuals  using  cash, 
check,  or  money  order. 

•  The  Deputy  did  not  deposit  receipts  intact  or  timely.  Receipts  collected 
each  month  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  were  not 
deposited  until  the  following  month,  and  some  cash  receipts  were  not 
deposited  and  are  missing. 

•  The  Deputy  did  not  include  an  itemized  listing  of  cash,  checks,  and 
money  orders  on  the  deposit  slips. 

The  weaknesses  described  above  allowed  the  Deputy  to  conceal  cash 
shortages  in  deposits. 

Properly  receipting  and  recording  payments,  recording  the  method  of 
payment,  preparing  itemized  deposit  slips,  and  depositing  intact  and  timely 
are  necessary  to  ensure  receipts  are  adequately  safeguarded  and  to  reduce 
the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds  going  undetected. 

2.3  Bond  mollies  Controls  and  procedures  for  receipting  and  recording  bond  monies  are  not 

sufficient.  Bond  monies  were  typically  collected  by  deputies  or  jailers,  who 
issue  bond  receipt  slips.  These  monies  were  transmitted  to  the  Deputy  for 
processing.  Prior  to  March  2013,  New  Madrid  County  bond  receipts  were 
transmitted  by  the  Deputy  to  the  Circuit  Court  and  were  not  recorded  in 
monthly  accounting  records.  Bond  monies  collected  for  other  political 
subdivisions  were  re-receipted  by  the  Deputy  in  the  one -write  receipt  book 
and  deposited  into  the  Sheriffs  fee  account  for  disbursement. 

Jail  personnel  did  not  always  issue  bond  receipt  slips  in  numerical  sequence, 
and  original  copies  of  some  voided  and  skipped  receipt  slips  were  not 
retained.  Nineteen  bond  receipt  slips  were  issued  out  of  sequence  during  the 
period  January  1,  2012,  through  February  28,  2013.  Additionally,  bond 
forms  used  by  the  Sheriffs  office  are  not  prenumbered  and  copies  of  bond 
forms  issued  are  not  always  retained.  Further,  documentation  was  not 
maintained  to  support  the  transmittal  of  bond  monies  from  deputies  and 
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jailers  to  the  Deputy,  who  was  responsible  for  record-keeping  duties,  or  to 
the  New  Madrid  County  Circuit  Court. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  bond  monies,  and  to  provide 
assurance  all  bond  monies  are  accounted  for  properly,  procedures  to  account 
for  bonds  should  be  improved. 

2.4  Concealed  Carry  weapon    The  Deputy  did  not  maintain  records  to  account  for  all  CCW  renewal 
fQQ§  monies  received.  In  addition,  the  Deputy  did  not  account  for  the  numerical 

sequence  of  CCW  initial  applications  or  reconcile  the  applications  to  CCW 
receipt  slips  and  deposits.  Further,  the  Deputy  only  recorded  $50  as  received 
on  one-write  receipt  slips  for  some  initial  CCW  applications  when  it  was  the 
Sheriffs  policy  to  charge  $100.  Section  571.101,  RSMo,  allows  the  Sheriff 
to  charge  a  non-refundable  fee  of  up  to  $100  for  processing  an  initial  CCW 
application  and  a  fee  up  to  $50  for  processing  a  renewal  CCW  application 
every  3  years,  with  that  fee  to  be  paid  to  the  treasury  of  the  county  to  the 
credit  of  the  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund. 

As  a  result  of  the  poor  CCW  accounting  records  maintained,  additional 
monies  could  be  missing  but  cannot  be  readily  determined.  The  Sheriffs 
office  utilizes  a  computerized  law  enforcement  system  to  document  daily 
law  enforcement  activities  including  CCW  issuance  and  renewal 
information.  CCW  information  documented  in  this  system  was  determined 
incomplete;  however,  based  on  our  review  of  CCW  information 
documented  in  the  system,  it  appears  at  least  4  initial  CCW  applications 
($400)  and  50  renewal  applications  ($2,500)  may  have  been  issued,  but 
were  not  receipted  or  deposited  during  the  period  December  1,  2011, 
through  April  3,  2013. 

Additionally,  the  Sheriffs  office  had  not  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer 
CCW  fees  collected  from  March  2004  to  February  2013.  These  funds  were 
not  budgeted  or  reported  to  the  County  Commission.  The  Sheriff 
subsequently  disbursed  CCW  fees  of  $27,273  to  the  County  Treasurer  on 
February  28,  2013,  for  deposit  into  the  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund.  However, 
due  to  the  omission  of  some  CCW  receipts  in  the  financial  records,  and 
based  on  the  volume  of  CCW  application  and  renewal  activity  in  the 
Sheriffs  office,  it  is  unlikely  the  amount  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer 
represents  all  CCW  fees  collected  from  March  1,  2004,  to  February  28, 
2013. 

To  adequately  account  for  collections  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or 
misuse  of  funds,  the  log  of  CCW  applications  should  be  complete  and 
accurate  and  reconciled  to  deposits,  and  CCW  application  fees  should  be 
disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer  monthly. 
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2.5  Civil  and  criminal 
process  fees 

Tracking  procedures 


Deputy  Sheriff  Salary 
Supplementation  Fund 
(DSSSF)  fees 


2.6  Physical  controls 


Controls  and  procedures  over  civil  and  criminal  process  fees  are  not 
sufficient. 

The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  track  civil  and  criminal  process  papers  served 
or  reconcile  papers  served  to  monies  received  to  ensure  all  paper  service 
fees  have  been  accounted  for.  As  a  result,  numerous  unrecorded  checks  for 
civil  and  criminal  process  fees  were  substituted  in  deposits  for  recorded  cash 
receipts,  and  these  unrecorded  civil  and  criminal  process  fees  were  not 
remitted  to  the  County  Treasurer. 

To  adequately  account  for  civil  and  criminal  process  fees  and  reduce  the 
risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  civil  and  criminal  process  papers 
served  should  be  tracked  and  reconciled  to  the  related  monies  received  and 
deposited. 

The  Sheriff  did  not  remit  DSSSF  fees  charged  on  civil  process  papers  to  the 
County  Treasurer  as  required  by  state  law.  Effective  August  28,  2008, 
Section  57.280.4,  RSMo,  provides  the  sheriff  shall  receive  $10  for  service 
of  any  civil  summons,  writ,  subpoena,  or  other  order  of  the  court.  These 
monies  shall  be  paid  into  the  county  treasury  and  the  county  treasurer  shall 
make  such  monies  payable  to  the  state  treasurer's  Deputy  Sheriff  Salary 
Supplementation  Fund  created  under  Section  57.278,  RSMo.  The  Sheriffs 
office  increased  the  fee  for  civil  process  paper  service  in  compliance  with 
this  law;  however,  the  Deputy  only  allocated  and  remitted  approximately  10 
percent  of  the  total  recorded  process  fees  and  mileage  collected  to  the 
County  Treasurer  for  DSSSF  fees,  instead  of  $10  collected  for  each  civil 
process  paper  served. 

In  addition,  during  our  review  of  civil  and  criminal  process  fees  deposited 
between  September  1,  2008,  and  February  28,  2013,  we  identified 
approximately  4,190  civil  and  criminal  process  payments  had  been  received 
and  deposited,  of  which  $10  of  each  civil  payment  should  have  been 
disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer  as  DSSSF  fees.  However,  because  the 
Deputy  did  not  record  all  paper  service  payments  received  (as  noted  above), 
did  not  identify  which  paper  services  were  civil  versus  criminal,  and 
allocated  approximately  10  percent  of  total  recorded  process  fees  and 
mileage  to  the  DSSSF  instead  of  $10  for  each  civil  process  paper  served,  the 
Deputy  only  remitted  $20,271  in  DSSSF  fees  to  the  County  Treasurer 
during  this  time  period.  As  a  result,  additional  DSSSF  fees  may  have  been 
received  and  deposited,  but  were  not  recorded  in  the  accounting  records, 
remitted  to  the  County  Treasurer,  or  disbursed  to  the  State  Treasurer  in 
compliance  with  state  law. 

The  Sheriff  does  not  have  physical  controls  over  monies  received,  blank 
checks,  and  signature  stamps.  Bond  monies  received  by  deputies  and  jailers 
were  maintained  in  an  unlocked  safe  in  the  dispatch  area,  and  monies 


8 


New  Madrid  County  Sheriff 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


received  by  the  Deputy  and  blank  checks  were  maintained  in  an  unlocked 
desk  drawer  in  the  Deputy's  office. 

The  Sheriff  does  not  properly  control  his  signature  stamp.  The  Deputy  and 
the  Sheriffs  secretary  each  maintained  a  signature  stamp  of  the  Sheriff.  The 
Deputy  maintained  her  stamp  on  top  of  her  desk  and  the  secretary 
maintained  her  stamp  in  an  unlocked  desk  drawer.  In  addition,  the  Sheriff 
did  not  review  use  of  the  stamp. 

To  safeguard  against  possible  loss  or  misuse  of  funds  and  to  ensure  receipts 
are  properly  handled,  monies  received,  blank  checks,  and  signature  stamps 
should  be  maintained  in  a  secure  location.  In  addition,  if  the  Sheriff  is 
unavailable  to  sign  checks  and  other  documents,  he  should  subsequently 
document  his  review  of  documents  on  which  his  signature  is  applied. 

Recommendations         The  sheriff: 

2.1  Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  performed  and 
documented. 

2.2  Issue  receipt  slips  for  all  monies  received,  with  the  method  of 
payment  documented,  and  reconcile  the  composition  of  receipt  slips 
to  the  composition  of  deposits.  The  Sheriff  should  also  maintain 
documentation  of  which  receipts  are  included  in  deposits,  and 
deposit  receipts  intact  and  in  a  timely  manner. 

2.3  Ensure  bond  receipt  slips  are  issued  in  numerical  sequence,  all 
copies  of  voided  and  skipped  receipt  slips  are  retained,  and  the 
numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  is  accounted  for  properly.  The 
Sheriff  should  also  ensure  the  transmittal  of  bond  monies  between 
persons  is  documented,  and  issue  prenumbered  bond  forms  and 
account  for  the  numerical  sequence. 

2.4  Ensure  the  CCW  permit  log  is  complete  and  accurate  and  reconciled 
to  deposits,  and  CCW  fees  are  disbursed  to  the  County  Treasurer 
monthly  for  deposit  into  the  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund. 

2.5  Track  civil  and  criminal  process  papers  served  and  perform  a 
comparison  of  papers  served  to  the  related  fees  collected  and 
deposited.  The  Sheriff  should  disburse  DSSSF  fees  in  compliance 
with  state  law. 

2.6  Maintain  monies  collected,  blank  checks,  and  signature  stamps  in  a 
secure  location,  and  review  use  of  his  facsimile  stamps. 
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Auditee's  Response 

The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2.1       Accounting  duties  have  been  divided  between  both  office  personnel, 
with  the  office  manager  over  deposits  and  payments.  Sheriff  reviews 
all  transactions. 

2.2 

These  recommendations  are  already  in  place. 

2.3 

I  am  in  the  process  of  developing  a  chain  of  custody  document  for 
bonds  transferred  from  one  employee  to  another.  The  rest  of 
recommendations  are  in  place. 

2.4 

These  recommendations  are  already  in  place. 

2.5 

These  recommendations  are  already  in  place. 

2.6 

All  items  are  kept  in  secure  location.  Facsimile  stamps  are  no 
longer  used. 

3.  Sheriff  s  Office 

The  Sheriff's  procedures  for  the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund,  board  of  prisoners, 
and  inmate  transportation  reimbursements  need  improvement. 

Procedures 

3 . 1  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund     The  Sheriff  improperly  maintains  the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund  outside  the 


county  treasury,  did  not  prepare  a  budget  for  the  fund,  and  did  not  submit 
required  reports.  The  Sheriffs  office  received  equitable  sharing  proceeds 
from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice  Asset  Forfeiture  Program  totaling 
$25,238  in  December  2008  and  $2,551  in  February  2011.  Accounting 
records  indicate  the  Sheriffs  office  placed  this  funding  in  the  Federal 
Forfeiture  Fund  and  used  $14,234  of  it  for  operating  expenses  during  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

•  There  is  no  statutory  authority  allowing  the  Sheriff  to  maintain  this 
account  outside  the  county  treasury.  Attorney  General's  Opinion  No.  45, 
1992  to  Henderson,  states  sheriffs  are  not  authorized  to  maintain  a  bank 
account  for  law  enforcement  purposes  separate  from  the  county 
treasury. 

•  The  Sheriff  has  not  prepared  a  budget  for  the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund, 
and  disbursements  of  this  fund  are  not  made  through  the  County 
Commission's  normal  disbursement  process  and  are  only  authorized  by 
the  Sheriff.  The  budget  process  provides  a  means  to  allocate  and 
monitor  financial  resources.  Processing  disbursements  through  the 
County  Commission's  normal  disbursement  process  provides  a  system 
of  checks  and  balances. 
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•  The  Sheriffs  office  did  not  submit  an  updated  equitable  sharing 
agreement  and  annual  certification  report  detailing  the  equitable  sharing 
funds  spent  during  calendar  years  2008,  2009,  and  2012  and  submitted 
inaccurate  report  information  for  calendar  years  2010  and  201 1. 

3.2  Board  Of  prisoners  The  Sheriff  does  not  periodically  evaluate  the  cost  of  housing  prisoners  and 

does  not  have  written  contracts  with  other  entities  for  which  prisoners  are 
boarded.  The  county  jail  houses  prisoners  for  various  cities  within  the 
county  and  the  Sheriff  bills  the  cities  for  these  services.  The  Sheriff 
indicated  he  has  a  reciprocal  oral  agreement  with  the  neighboring  counties 
to  house  each  county's  respective  prisoners  at  no  charge. 

•  The  county  charges  cities  $15  a  day  to  house  a  prisoner;  however,  a 
calculation  of  daily  prisoner  costs  has  not  been  performed  to  ensure  the 
billing  rate  is  sufficient  to  recover  all  costs. 

•  The  Sheriff  and  County  Commission  have  not  entered  into  written 
agreements  with  surrounding  counties  and  cities  for  the  boarding  of 
prisoners.  Such  agreements  should  detail  the  housing  rate  to  be  paid,  the 
services  to  be  provided,  or  any  required  notification  for  emergency  or 
non-routine  situations. 

•  The  Sheriff  does  not  maintain  a  list  of  amounts  billed,  collected,  or 
owed,  or  otherwise  track  billed  amounts  to  ensure  payment  is  received. 

By  establishing  a  billing  rate  that  may  not  be  sufficient  to  recover  all  costs 
and  not  charging  other  counties  for  housing  prisoners,  the  county  is 
subsidizing  the  cost  to  house  prisoners  for  other  political  subdivisions. 
Section  432.070,  RSMo,  requires  agreements  of  political  subdivisions  to  be 
in  writing.  Written  agreements,  signed  by  the  parties  involved,  should 
specify  the  services  to  be  rendered  and  the  manner  and  amount  of 
compensation  to  be  paid.  Written  contracts  are  necessary  to  ensure  all 
parties  are  aware  of  their  duties  and  responsibilities  and  to  prevent 
misunderstandings.  Adequate  procedures  to  bill  and  collect  all  board  of 
prisoner  costs  reduces  the  risk  of  lost  revenues. 

The  Sheriffs  office  did  not  submit  inmate  transportation  reimbursement 
claims  to  the  Department  of  Corrections  for  the  2  years  ended  December  3 1 , 
2012,  until  May  2013  following  our  inquiries  about  transportation 
reimbursement  procedures.  The  county  subsequently  received 
reimbursements  totaling  $50,049  for  these  claims.  Section  33.120,  RSMo, 
requires  all  such  claims  be  submitted  to  the  state  within  2  years  after 
reimbursable  expenses  have  been  accrued.  Failure  to  prepare  or  submit 
timely  reimbursement  claims  to  the  state  could  result  in  a  loss  of  revenue  to 
the  county. 


3.3  Inmate  transportation 
reimbursements 
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Recommendations         The  Sheriff: 


3.1  Turn  all  Federal  Forfeiture  monies  over  to  the  County  Treasurer, 
work  with  the  County  Commission  to  adopt  a  budget  for  the  Federal 
Forfeiture  Fund,  and  ensure  an  updated  equitable  sharing  agreement 
and  annual  certification  report  are  prepared  and  submitted  as 
required. 


3.2  And  the  County  Commission  periodically  review  the  cost  of 
boarding  prisoners  and  establish  a  billing  rate  for  other  political 
subdivisions  that  is  sufficient  to  recover  the  costs  of  housing 
prisoners.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  and  Sheriff  should 
obtain  written  agreements  with  the  cities  and  counties  for  the 
boarding  of  prisoners,  and  implement  procedures  to  track  and 
pursue  collection  of  amounts  owed. 

3.3  Ensure  inmate  transportation  reimbursement  claims  are  submitted  to 
the  DOC  in  a  timely  manner. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


3.1  This  has  not  been  done  yet  at  request  of  County  Clerk,  and  annual 
certification  reports  for  2008  through  2012  were  submitted  to  the 
Department  of  Justice  in  2013. 

3.2  This  has  not  been  done  yet,  but  I  anticipate  completion  before  the 
next  budget  year. 

3.3  This  recommendation  is  in  place.  All  transportation  reimbursements 
are  up  to  date. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

3.1  The  Sheriff  will  turn  over  all  Federal  Forfeiture  monies  to  the  County 
Treasurer  upon  establishment  of  the  Federal  Forfeiture  Fund.  The 
fund  has  not  been  established  yet  because  the  county  is  in  the 
process  of  changing  over  to  a  new  financial  software  system.  Once 
the  fund  is  established,  budgets  will  be  prepared  annually  by  the 
Sheriff. 

3.2  The  County  Commission  will  request  a  cost  analysis  from  the 
Sheriff  to  determine  the  County's  cost  for  boarding  a  prisoner.  Once 
the  per-prisoner  cost  has  been  determined,  the  Commission  will 
require  written  agreements  with  the  cities  and  counties  for  the 
boarding  of  prisoners  and  instruct  the  Sheriff  to  implement  a 
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procedure  to  track  collections  of  the  amounts  owed.  The 
Commission  will  require  the  Sheriff  to  perform  periodic  cost  analysis 
to  determine  if  the  billing  rate  needs  adjustment. 
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New  Madrid  County  changed  classification  from  a  third  to  second  class 
county  effective  January  1,  1999,  and  a  county  auditor  was  appointed 
August  28,  1999.  New  Madrid  County  was  reclassified  to  a  third  class 
county  again  on  January  1,  2011,  in  accordance  with  Section  48.030,  RSMo, 
which  sets  forth  when  counties  can  change  classification  based  on  the 
changes  in  assessed  valuation.  The  State  Auditor  did  not  have  an  audit 
responsibility  for  New  Madrid  County  or  its  elected  officials  from  1999 
through  2010. 

The  Sheriff  is  the  chief  law  enforcement  officer  of  the  county.  The  Sheriffs 
duties  are  defined  in  Missouri  Statutes,  and  include  keeping  the  county  jail, 
transporting  prisoners  to  state  penitentiaries,  and  serving  various  legal 
papers  and  processes.  The  Sheriffs  office  collects  monies  for  various  fees, 
bonds,  and  other  miscellaneous  receipts. 

Terry  M.  Stevens  was  elected  New  Madrid  County  Sheriff  in  2000,  and  has 
served  in  this  capacity  since  January  2001.  During  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  the  Sheriff  received  compensation  of  $59,365.  The 
Sheriff  oversees  the  daily  operation  of  the  Sheriffs  office  and  employs  27 
full-time  employees. 
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Undeposited  Cash  Receipts 

Repayment 
by  Personal 


Recorded 

Recorded 

Unrecorded 

Check  or 

Deposit 

Cash 

Check 

Check 

Total 

Cash 

Checks 

Total 

Cash 

Checks 

Money 

Total 

Date 

Receipts* 

Receipts* 

Receipts 

Receipts 

Deposited 

Deposited 

Deposited 

Long/(Short) 

Long/(Short) 

Order** 

Difference 

1/7/2013  $ 

2,648 

3,260 

1,189 

7,097 

1,459 

4,449 

5,908 

(1,189) 

0 

0 

(1,189) 

2/4/2013 

4,604 

5,974 

1,450 

12,028 

3,154 

7,424 

10,578 

(1,450) 

0 

0 

(1,450) 

2/14/2013 

300 

1,098 

200 

1,598 

100 

1,298 

1,398 

(200) 

0 

0 

(200) 

Total  2013 

7,552 

10,332 

2,839 

20,723 

4,713 

13,171 

17,884 

(2,839) 

0 

0 

(2,839) 

1/3/2012 

850 

2,695 

850 

4,395 

0 

3,545 

3,545 

(850) 

0 

0 

(850) 

2/2/2012 

2,781 

3,309 

1,802 

7,892 

979 

5,111 

6,090 

(1,802) 

0 

0 

(1,802) 

3/2/2012 

2,664 

3,932 

1,214 

7,810 

1,450 

5,146 

6,596 

(1,214) 

0 

0 

(1,214) 

4/3/2012 

2,189 

4,239 

1,389 

7,817 

800 

5,628 

6,428 

(1,389) 

0 

0 

(1,389) 

5/2/2012 

2,400 

2,394 

1,400 

6,194 

1,000 

3,794 

4,794 

(1,400) 

0 

0 

(1,400) 

6/4/2012 

2,160 

2,605 

860 

5,625 

1,300 

3,465 

4,765 

(860) 

0 

0 

(860) 

7/3/2012 

864 

3,099 

864 

4,827 

0 

3,963 

3,963 

(864) 

0 

0 

(864) 

8/7/2012 

2,862 

3,462 

1,345 

7,669 

1,517 

4,807 

6,324 

(1,345) 

0 

0 

(1,345) 

9/4/2012 

6,140 

3,765 

930 

10,835 

5,210 

4,695 

9,905 

(930) 

0 

0 

(930) 

10/2/2012 

1,812 

3,008 

1,062 

5,882 

750 

4,070 

4,820 

(1,062) 

0 

0 

(1,062) 

11/2/2012 

2,521 

3,190 

1,350 

7,061 

1,171 

4,540 

5,711 

(1,350) 

0 

0 

(1,350) 

12/4/2012 

3,411 

2,813 

531 

6,755 

2,880 

3,344 

6,224 

(531) 

0 

0 

(531) 

Total  2012 

30,654 

38,511 

13,597 

82,762 

17,057 

52,108 

69,165 

(13,597) 

0 

0 

(13,597) 

1/10/2011 

2,280 

2,439 

800 

5,519 

1,480 

3,239 

4,719 

(800) 

0 

0 

(800) 

2/2/2011 

1,960 

2,368 

1,460 

5,788 

500 

3,828 

4,328 

(1,460) 

0 

0 

(1,460) 

3/3/2011 

1,962 

2,915 

1,668 

6,545 

294 

4,583 

4,877 

(1,668) 

0 

0 

(1,668) 

4/4/2011 

3,649 

4,401 

2,100 

10,150 

1,549 

6,501 

8,050 

(2,100) 

0 

0 

(2,100) 

4/28/2011 

2,647 

4,120 

970 

7,737 

1,677 

5,090 

6,767 

(970) 

0 

0 

(970) 

6/6/2011 

676 

3,031 

636 

4,343 

40 

3,667 

3,707 

(636) 

0 

0 

(636) 

7/6/2011 

1,750 

2,890 

1,750 

6,390 

0 

4,640 

4,640 

(1,750) 

0 

0 

(1,750) 

8/2/2011 

648 

2,668 

648 

3,964 

0 

3,316 

3,316 

(648) 

0 

0 

(648) 

9/8/2011 

1,775 

3,141 

1,179 

6,095 

596 

4,320 

4,916 

(1,179) 

0 

0 

(1,179) 

10/5/2011 

2,550 

3,195 

1,290 

7,035 

1,260 

4,485 

5,745 

(1,290) 

0 

0 

(1,290) 

11/2/2011 

2,950 

2,770 

1,710 

7,430 

1,240 

4,480 

5,720 

(1,710) 

0 

0 

(1,710) 

12/2/2011 

710 

6,872 

710 

8,292 

0 

7,582 

7,582 

(710) 

o 

o 

(710) 

Total  2011 

23,557 

40,810 

14,921 

79,288 

8,636 

55,731 

64,367 

(14,921) 

0 

0 

(14,921) 

1/29/2010 

3,336 

5,674 

600 

9,610 

2,736 

6,274 

9,010 

(600) 

0 

0 

(600) 

3/1/2010 

5,700 

3,123 

720 

9,543 

4,980 

3,843 

8,823 

(720) 

0 

0 

(720) 

3/31/2010 

840 

4,052 

647 

5,539 

193 

4,699 

4,892 

(647) 

0 

6 

(641) 

4/30/2010 

2,015 

3,520 

715 

6,250 

1,300 

4,235 

5,535 

(715) 

0 

0 

(715) 

6/1/2010 

4,650 

4,330 

850 

9,830 

3,800 

5,180 

8,980 

(850) 

0 

0 

(850) 

7/1/2010 

1,895 

3,366 

700 

5,961 

1,195 

4,066 

5,261 

(700) 

0 

0 

(700) 

8/2/2010 

513 

3,391 

412 

4,316 

100 

3,803 

3,903 

(413) 

0 

0 

(413) 

9/1/2010 

1,807 

3,407 

1,080 

6,294 

727 

4,487 

5,214 

(1,080) 

0 

0 

(1,080) 

10/1/2010 

4,750 

2,722 

800 

8,272 

3,950 

3,522 

7,472 

(800) 

0 

0 

(800) 

11/1/2010 

3,537 

3,335 

795 

7,667 

2,742 

4,130 

6,872 

(795) 

0 

0 

(795) 

12/1/2010 

2,505 

2,712 

955 

6,172 

1,550 

3,667 

5,217 

(955) 

0 

0 

(955) 

16 


New  Madrid  County  Sheriff 

Supporting  Documentation  for  Undeposited  Receipts 


Undeposited  Cash  Receipts 

Repayment 
by  Personal 


Recorded 

Recorded 

Unrecorded 

Check  or 

Deposit 

Cash 

Check 

Check 

Total 

Cash 

Checks 

Total 

Cash 

Checks 

Money 

Total 

Date 

Receipts* 

Receipts* 

Receipts 

Receipts 

Deposited 

Deposited 

Deposited 

Long/(Short) 

Long/(Short) 

Order** 

Difference 

Total  2010 

31,548 

39,632 

8,274 

79,454 

23,273 

47,906 

71,179 

(8,275) 

0 

6 

(8,269) 

1/30/2009 

3,508 

3,172 

895 

7,575 

2,613 

4,067 

6,680 

(895) 

0 

0 

(895) 

3/2/2009 

1,649 

3,216 

861 

5,726 

788 

4,077 

4,865 

(861) 

0 

0 

(861) 

3/30/2009 

4,135 

4,057 

549 

8,741 

3,585 

4,606 

8,191 

(550) 

0 

0 

(550) 

4/30/2009 

2,628 

3,825 

495 

6,948 

2,133 

4,320 

6,453 

(495) 

0 

0 

(495) 

5/19/2009 

1,450 

1,751 

450 

3,651 

1,000 

2,201 

3,201 

(450) 

0 

0 

(450) 

6/16/2009 

670 

1,623 

300 

2,593 

370 

1,923 

2,293 

(300) 

0 

0 

(300) 

6/30/2009 

301 

2,212 

190 

2,703 

111 

2,402 

2,513 

(190) 

0 

0 

(190) 

7/31/2009 

3,586 

3,813 

700 

8,099 

2,886 

4,513 

7,399 

(700) 

0 

0 

(700) 

8/31/2009 

2,844 

3,279 

396 

6,519 

2,448 

3,675 

6,123 

(396) 

0 

0 

(396) 

9/30/2009 

2,525 

3,524 

350 

6,399 

2,175 

3,874 

6,049 

(350) 

0 

0 

(350) 

10/30/2009 

783 

3,218 

500 

4,501 

283 

3,718 

4,001 

(500) 

0 

0 

(500) 

1 1/30/2009 

2,061 

3,730 

480 

6,271 

1,581 

4,210 

5,791 

(480) 

0 

0 

(480) 

12/17/2009 

2,825 

27,876 

600 

31,301 

2,225 

28,476 

30,701 

(600) 

0 

0 

(600) 

12/31/2009 

1,500 

2,388 

200 

4,088 

1,300 

2,588 

3,888 

(200) 

0 

0 

(200) 

Total  2009 

30,465 

67,684 

6,966 

105,115 

23,498 

74,650 

98,148 

(6,967) 

0 

0 

(6,967) 

1/22/2008 

900 

1,722 

420 

3,042 

480 

2,142 

2,622 

(420) 

0 

0 

(420) 

1/29/2008 

3,212 

526 

645 

4,383 

2,567 

1,171 

3,738 

(645) 

0 

0 

(645) 

2/25/2008 

800 

2,964 

550 

4,314 

250 

3,514 

3,764 

(550) 

0 

0 

(550) 

3/21/2008 

1,711 

2,559 

160 

4,430 

1,551 

2,719 

4,270 

(160) 

0 

0 

(160) 

4/11/2008 

400 

1,214 

200 

1,814 

200 

1,414 

1,614 

(200) 

0 

8 

(192) 

4/25/2008 

400 

1,403 

400 

2,203 

0 

1,803 

1,803 

(400) 

0 

0 

(400) 

V  1  KJKJ  J 

5/30/2008 

358 

2,401 

358 

3,117 

0 

2,759 

2,759 

(358) 

0 

0 

(358) 

6/30/2008 

589 

3,166 

539 

4,294 

50 

3,705 

3,755 

(539) 

0 

0 

(539) 

7/31/2008 

2,519 

3,177 

497 

6,193 

2,022 

3,674 

5,696 

(497) 

0 

0 

(497) 

8/29/2008 

1,855 

2,112 

620 

4,587 

1,235 

2,732 

3,967 

(620) 

0 

0 

(620) 

10/1/2008 

2,050 

2,434 

677 

5,161 

1,373 

3,111 

4,484 

(677) 

0 

0 

(677) 

10/31/2008 

700 

3,394 

250 

4,344 

450 

3,644 

4,094 

(250) 

0 

0 

(250) 

12/1/2008 

1,820 

3,676 

1,120 

6,616 

700 

4,796 

5,496 

(1,120) 

o 

4 

(1,116) 

12/31/2008 

1,401 

3,018 

860 

5,279 

541 

3,878 

4,419 

(860) 

0 

4 

(856) 

Total  2008 

18,715 

33,766 

7,296 

59,777 

11,419 

41,062 

52,481 

(7,296) 

0 

16 

(7,280) 

1/31/2007 

1,081 

3,308 

858 

5,247 

223 

4,166 

4,389 

(858) 

0 

0 

(858) 

2/22/2007 

1,894 

487 

518 

2,899 

1,376 

1,005 

2,381 

(518) 

0 

0 

(518) 

2/26/2007 

190 

2,095 

190 

2,475 

0 

2,285 

2,285 

(190) 

0 

0 

(190) 

3/30/2007 

232 

3,118 

132 

3,482 

100 

3,250 

3,350 

(132) 

0 

0 

(132) 

4/6/2007 

350 

735 

345 

1,430 

5 

1,080 

1,085 

(345) 

0 

0 

(345) 

4/30/2007 

350 

1,762 

350 

2,462 

0 

2,112 

2,112 

(350) 

0 

0 

(350) 

5/21/2007 

3,143 

2,069 

743 

5,955 

2,400 

2,812 

5,212 

(743) 

0 

0 

(743) 

6/8/2007 

485 

937 

290 

1,712 

195 

1,227 

1,422 

(290) 

0 

0 

(290) 

6/21/2007 

388 

1,634 

236 

2,258 

152 

1,870 

2,022 

(236) 

0 

0 

(236) 

7/23/2007 

705 

1,569 

300 

2,574 

405 

1,869 

2,274 

(300) 

0 

0 

(300) 
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New  Madrid  County  Sheriff 

Supporting  Documentation  for  Undeposited  Receipts 


Undeposited  Cash  Receipts 

Repayment 
by  Personal 


Recorded 

Recorded 

Unrecorded 

Check  or 

Deposit 

Cash 

Check 

Check 

Total 

Cash 

Checks 

Total 

Cash 

Checks 

Money 

Total 

Date 

Receipts* 

Receipts* 

Receipts 

Receipts 

Deposited 

Deposited 

Deposited 

Long/(Short) 

Long/(Short) 

Order** 

Difference 

7/31/2007 

173 

50 

173 

396 

0 

223 

223 

(173) 

0 

0 

(173) 

8/8/2007 

50 

765 

50 

865 

0 

815 

815 

(50) 

0 

0 

(50) 

8/31/2007 

250 

2,611 

250 

3,111 

0 

2,861 

2,861 

(250) 

0 

0 

(250) 

9/24/2007 

426 

1,325 

426 

2,177 

0 

1,751 

1,751 

(426) 

0 

10 

(416) 

10/31/2007 

2,495 

2,366 

795 

5,656 

1,700 

3,161 

4,861 

(795) 

0 

10 

(785) 

11/19/2007 

1,900 

1,630 

400 

3,930 

1,500 

2,030 

3,530 

(400) 

0 

50 

(350) 

1 1/30/2007 

100 

1,811 

100 

2,011 

0 

1,911 

1,911 

(100) 

0 

0 

(100) 

12/17/2007 

550 

1,063 

550 

2,163 

0 

1,613 

1,613 

(550) 

0 

0 

(550) 

Total  2007 

14,762 

29,335 

6,706 

50,803 

8,056 

36,041 

44,097 

(6,706) 

0 

70 

(6,636) 

1/30/2006 

2,164 

6,114 

1,055 

9,333 

1,109 

7,169 

8,278 

(1,055) 

0 

0 

(1,055) 

3/1/2006 

1,660 

1,391 

584 

3,635 

1,076 

1,975 

3,051 

(584) 

0 

0 

(584) 

3/31/2006 

300 

4,356 

300 

4,956 

0 

4,656 

4,656 

(300) 

0 

0 

(300) 

4/28/2006 

385 

2,596 

385 

3,366 

0 

2,981 

2,981 

(385) 

0 

0 

(385) 

5/31/2006 

635 

1,944 

635 

3,214 

0 

2,579 

2,579 

(635) 

0 

0 

(635) 

6/20/2006 

369 

1,446 

240 

2,055 

129 

1,686 

1,815 

(240) 

0 

0 

(240) 

6/30/2006 

38 

935 

0 

973 

48 

925 

973 

10 

(10) 

0 

0 

7/14/2006 

1,370 

942 

377 

2,689 

993 

1,319 

2,312 

(377) 

0 

0 

(377) 

8/30/2006 

1,102 

3,221 

260 

4,583 

842 

3,481 

4,323 

(260) 

0 

0 

(260) 

9/27/2006 

1,122 

1,774 

520 

3,416 

602 

2,294 

2,896 

(520) 

0 

0 

(520) 

10/31/2006 

602 

2,369 

595 

3,566 

7 

2,964 

2,971 

(595) 

0 

0 

(595) 

12/1/2006 

250 

2,331 

250 

2,831 

0 

2,581 

2,581 

(250) 

0 

0 

(250) 

12/18/2006 

170 

1,649 

170 

1,989 

0 

1,819 

1,819 

(170) 

0 

0 

(170) 

Total  2006 

10,167 

31,068 

5,371 

46,606 

4,806 

36,429 

41,235 

(5,361) 

(10) 

0 

(5,371) 

2/28/2005 

1,483 

6,689 

300 

8,472 

1,183 

6,989 

8,172 

(300) 

0 

0 

(300) 

3/17/2005 

3,295 

2,394 

700 

6,389 

2,595 

3,094 

5,689 

(700) 

0 

0 

(700) 

3/31/2005 

80 

319 

80 

479 

0 

399 

399 

(80) 

0 

0 

(80) 

4/29/2005 

1,155 

3,449 

652 

5,256 

503 

4,101 

4,604 

(652) 

0 

0 

(652) 

6/30/2005 

552 

3,247 

552 

4,351 

0 

3,799 

3,799 

(552) 

0 

13 

(539) 

7/22/2005 

1,100 

5,148 

1,100 

7,348 

0 

6,248 

6,248 

(1,100) 

o 

o 

(1,100) 

8/31/2005 

602 

3,006 

601 

4,209 

1 

3,607 

3,608 

(601) 

0 

0 

(601) 

9/20/2005 

582 

2,807 

577 

3,966 

5 

3,384 

3,389 

(577) 

0 

0 

(577) 

10/31/2005 

511 

4,828 

350 

5,689 

161 

5,178 

5,339 

(350) 

0 

0 

(350) 

12/16/2005 

4,142 

894 

1,248 

6,284 

2,894 

2,142 

5,036 

(1,248) 

0 

0 

(1,248) 

Total  2005 

13,502 

32,781 

6,160 

52,443 

7,342 

38,941 

46,283 

(6,160) 

0 

13 

(6,147) 

1/23/2004 

859 

12,220 

857 

13,936 

2 

13,077 

13,079 

(857) 

0 

0 

(857) 

1/28/2004 

587 

2,427 

584 

3,598 

3 

3,011 

3,014 

(584) 

0 

0 

(584) 

2/23/2004 

1,857 

6,720 

1,052 

9,629 

804 

7,772 

8,576 

(1,053) 

0 

0 

(1,053) 

2/25/2004 

93 

207 

93 

393 

0 

300 

300 

(93) 

0 

4 

(89) 

3/22/2004 

1,102 

10,093 

440 

11,635 

662 

10,533 

11,195 

(440) 

0 

0 

(440) 

4/30/2004 

771 

6,298 

436 

7,505 

335 

6,734 

7,069 

(436) 

0 

0 

(436) 

7/15/2004 

1,843 

7,652 

656 

10,151 

1,187 

8,308 

9,495 

(656) 

0 

0 

(656) 
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New  Madrid  County  Sheriff 

Supporting  Documentation  for  Undeposited  Receipts 


Undeposited  Cash  Receipts 

Repayment 
by  Personal 


Recorded 

Recorded 

Unrecorded 

Check  or 

Deposit 

Cash 

Check 

Check 

Total 

Cash 

Checks 

Total 

Cash 

Checks 

Money 

Total 

Date 

Receipts* 

Receipts* 

Receipts 

Receipts 

Deposited 

Deposited 

Deposited 

Long/(Short) 

Long/(Short) 

Order** 

Difference 

8/31/2004 

569 

4,881 

549 

5,999 

20 

5,430 

5,450 

(549) 

0 

0 

(549) 

11/30/2004 

1,013 

8,483 

1,013 

10,509 

0 

9,496 

9,496 

(1,013) 

0 

0 

(1,013) 

12/16/2004 

450 

2,746 

450 

3,646 

0 

3,196 

3,196 

(450) 

0 

0 

(450) 

12/31/2004 

250 

2,384 

249 

2,883 

1 

2,633 

2,634 

(249) 

0 

0 

(249) 

Total  2004 

9,394 

64,111 

6,379 

79,884 

3,014 

70,490 

73,504 

(6,380) 

0 

4 

(6,376) 

11/28/2003 

1,383 

9,027 

1,375 

11,785 

8 

10,402 

10,410 

(1,375) 

0 

12 

(1,363) 

Total  2003 

1,383 

9,027 

1,375 

11,785 

8 

10,402 

10,410 

(1,375) 

0 

12 

(1,363) 

Total  $ 

191,699 

397,057 

79,884 

668,640 

111,822 

476,931 

588,753 

(79,877) 

(10) 

121 

(79,766) 

*  Method  of  payment  was  not  noted  on  receipt  slips;  however,  bond  receipts  are  typically  received  in  cash,  civil  service  receipts  are  typically  received  by  check,  and  other  recorded  receipts  were  paid  by  cash,  check,  cashier's  check,  or  money 
order.  The  method  of  payment  was  determined  by  contents  of  the  deposit. 
**  Personal  check  or  money  order  of  former  Deputy  included  in  deposit. 

Note  -  The  term  "check"  in  the  table  includes  checks,  cashier's  checks,  and  money  orders. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Brian  Kinkade,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Social  Services 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  an  audit  report  finding  contained  in  Report  No.  2013-046,  Early 
Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund,  issued  in  June  2013,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's 
Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect  Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program 
are  to: 

1.  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  Department  of  Social  Services 
(DSS)  about  the  follow-up  review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  DSS  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  focused  on  the  status  of  the  recoupment  of  Start  Up  and  Expansion  (SUE) 
payments  addressed  in  finding  1.1  because  the  General  Assembly  did  not  appropriate  funding  for  the 
program  and  the  DSS  awarded  no  new  SUE  contracts  during  state  fiscal  years  2014  and  2013.  We 
received  and  reviewed  the  department's  written  response  and  related  supporting  documentation.  This 
report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially  completed  during 
October  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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Early  Childhood  Development,  Education,  and  Care  Fund 
Follow-Up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 
Status  of  Findings 

1 . 1    Start  Up  and  Expansion  The  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  needed  to  limit  the  amount  of 
Dr02ram  ^tart  ^  an(^  Expansion  (SUE)  funding  advanced  to  child  care  facilities  and 

^    °  develop  formal  procedures  to  recoup  grant  monies  from  child  care  facilities 

participating  in  the  program  that  did  not  comply  with  contract  requirements. 
The  purpose  of  the  SUE  program  was  to  increase  capacity  at  facilities 
offering  infant  and  toddler  child  care  for  ages  birth  to  2  or  3  years  old, 
depending  on  the  contract  type.  The  program  provided  funding  for 
equipment,  supplies,  initial  staff  salaries,  minor  remodeling  to  meet 
licensing  guidelines,  and  education  and  training  of  staff. 

Three  of  the  18  child  care  facilities  (17  percent)  that  received  new  funding 
awards  in  state  fiscal  years  2010  and  2011  stopped  participating  in  the 
program  before  the  4  year  agreements  expired.  The  DSS  did  not  require 
these  three  child  care  facilities  to  repay  any  of  the  approximately  $171,500 
paid  before  the  facility  owners  voluntarily  or  the  DSS  terminated  the 
contracts.  The  DSS  paid  one  facility  $22,500  to  operate  a  child  care  facility 
that  no  children  ever  attended;  paid  another  facility  $60,000  to  create  16 
licensed  child  care  slots  at  a  new  center  that  was  not  built;  and  paid  a  third 
facility  $89,000  to  add  24  slots,  but  the  owner  only  added  14  slots  and  then 
sold  the  facility  3  months  later  to  a  buyer  who  chose  not  to  participate  in  the 
program.  At  the  time  of  our  audit,  DSS  officials  indicated  they  had  not 
consulted  with  the  Division  of  Legal  Services  (DLS),  the  legal  support  unit 
of  the  DSS,  regarding  repayment  of  the  contracts.  After  we  questioned  the 
lack  of  repayment,  officials  contacted  the  DLS. 


Recommendation 


Status 


The  DSS  evaluate  the  need  to  advance  SUE  funding  to  child  care  facilities 
and  develop  policies  and  procedures  specifying  terms  and  conditions 
applicable  when  a  contract  is  voluntarily  or  involuntarily  terminated, 
including  full  or  partial  repayment  of  grant  funds.  The  DSS  should  continue 
to  work  with  the  DLS  to  enforce  contract  provisions  and  recoup  monies 
owed  to  the  state. 

In  Progress 

The  General  Assembly  did  not  appropriate  funding  for  the  program  and  the 
DSS  awarded  no  new  SUE  contracts  during  state  fiscal  years  2014  and 
2013.  The  DSS  referred  the  three  provider  contracts  to  the  DLS  for 
evaluation  and  review.  The  DSS  indicated  the  DLS  concluded  one  provider 
substantially  complied  with  all  material  terms  of  the  contract  and  filing  a 
breach  of  contract  action  is  unwarranted.  The  DLS  referred  two  providers  to 
the  Attorney  General's  office  on  July  23,  2013  for  review  and,  if 
appropriate,  filing  a  breach  of  contract  action.  The  Attorney  General's  office 
has  not  completed  its  review  of  the  cases.  The  DSS  indicated  the  DLS  will 
continue  to  coordinate  with  the  Attorney  General's  office  if  it  is  decided 
further  legal  action  is  merited. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Sixteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Independence 
Municipal  Division 


Municipal  Division 
Procedures 


The  municipal  judges  do  not  review  and  document  their  approval  of  court 
dockets  for  traffic  tickets  paid  at  the  violation  bureau,  and  the  municipal 
judges  do  not  review  or  document  their  approval  of  other  court  dockets  after 
case  dispositions  are  recorded  in  the  case  tracking  system.  Municipal  judges 
neither  sign  warrants  nor  authorize  the  Court  Administrator  to  sign  warrants 
on  their  behalf,  so  there  is  no  documentation  that  warrants  are  authorized. 
The  municipal  division  does  not  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  all  cases  and  file  it 
with  the  city,  as  required  by  state  law. 


Ticket  Accountability 


The  Police  Department  and  the  municipal  division  do  not  work  together  to 
ensure  all  traffic  citations  and  general  ordinance  summonses  are  accounted 
for  properly.  Police  Department  personnel  could  not  locate  4  summonses 
and,  although  they  said  the  summonses  should  now  be  voided,  void  forms 
had  not  been  completed  as  required  by  Police  Department  policy. 


Security  Controls  The  municipal  division  does  not  have  security  controls  in  place  to  lock 

computers  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity,  so  unauthorized  individuals 
could  access  an  unattended  computer  and  have  unrestricted  access  to 
programs  and  data  files. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 


Sixteenth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Independence  Municipal  Division 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge 
Sixteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
and 

Presiding  Municipal  Judge 
and 

Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
Independence,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  City  of  Independence  Municipal  Division  of  the  Sixteenth 
Judicial  Circuit  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but 
was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo,  which  restricts  the  amount 
of  fines  and  court  costs  that  may  be  retained  from  traffic  violations. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  municipal  division,  as  well  as  certain  external 
parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  municipal  division's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  division. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  no  noncompliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo.  The  accompanying  Management 
Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of  Independence  Municipal 
Division  of  the  Sixteenth  Judicial  Circuit. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Lori  Melton,  M.  Acct.,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Julie  A.  Moulden,  MBA,  CPA 

Audit  Staff:  Joshua  Shope,  M.  Acct. 
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Sixteenth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Independence  Municipal  Division 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


1     \  IMn:,,:nil|  TliiT-ioirni    Municipal  division  procedures  related  to  case  dispositions, 

i.  iviunicipai  division  reporting  need  improvement. 


warrants,  and 


Procedures 

1.1  Case  dispositions 


mprovement. 


1.2  Warrants 


1.3  Report  of  cases  heard 


The  municipal  judges  do  not  review  and  document  their  approval  of  court 
dockets  for  traffic  tickets  paid  at  the  violation  bureau,  and  the  municipal 
judges  do  not  review  or  document  their  approval  of  other  court  dockets  after 
case  dispositions  are  recorded  in  the  case  tracking  system. 

To  ensure  the  proper  disposition  of  all  cases  has  been  entered  in  the 
municipal  division  records,  the  municipal  judges  should  sign  the  dockets  to 
indicate  their  approval  of  the  recorded  disposition. 

Municipal  judges  do  not  sign  warrants  issued  and  have  not  issued  written 
authorization  for  the  Court  Administrator  to  sign  warrants  on  their  behalf. 
Without  the  signature  or  written  authorization,  there  is  not  documentation 
the  warrants  were  authorized.  The  municipal  division  issues  warrants  to 
defendants  who  miss  court  appearances  or  do  not  pay  their  fine. 

Supreme  Court  Rule  37.45  states  a  warrant  shall  be  signed  by  the  judge  or 
by  the  clerk  of  the  court  when  directed  by  the  judge  for  a  specific  warrant. 
To  ensure  warrants  are  properly  issued  in  accordance  with  Supreme  Court 
rules,  the  municipal  judge  should  sign  warrants  or  provide  specific  written 
authorization  for  the  Court  Administrator  to  sign  warrants. 

The  municipal  division  does  not  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  all  cases  heard  to 
be  filed  with  the  city.  Without  such  a  report,  the  city  cannot  effectively 
monitor  municipal  division  activity  and  ensure  monies  are  properly 
remitted. 


Section  479.080.3,  RSMo,  and  Supreme  Court  Operating  Rule  4.29  require 
the  municipal  division  to  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  all  cases  heard  in  the 
municipal  division  court,  including  the  names  of  the  defendants  and  fines 
and  court  costs  imposed,  and  the  list  is  to  be  verified  by  the  court 
administrator  or  presiding  municipal  judge  and  filed  with  the  city. 

Recommendations  The  City  of  Independence  Municipal  Division: 

1 . 1  Ensure  all  dockets  are  signed  by  a  municipal  judge. 

1.2  Ensure  warrants  are  signed  by  a  municipal  judge  or  the  Court 
Administrator,  when  directed  by  a  municipal  judge  for  a  specific 
warrant. 


1.3       Ensure  a  monthly  list  of  cases  heard  in  the  municipal  division  is 
prepared  and  filed  with  the  city  in  accordance  with  state  law. 
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Sixteenth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Independence  Municipal  Division 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^e  Presiding  Municipal  Judge  and  Court  Administrator  provided  the 

following  response: 

We  agree  with  and  have  implemented  the  auditor's  recommendations. 


The  Police  Department  and  the  municipal  division  do  not  work  together  to 
ensure  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  all  traffic 
citations  and  general  ordinance  summonses  (tickets)  are  accounted  for 
properly.  During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  37,575  traffic  citations  and 
9,600  general  ordinance  summonses  were  issued  by  the  Police  Department, 
of  which  36,725  were  subsequently  filed  with  the  court. 

The  Police  Department  does  not  periodically  review  the  computerized 
records  management  system  (system)  used  to  track  tickets  to  identify  gaps 
in  numerical  sequence  or  to  identify  missing  tickets.  According  to  personnel 
with  the  Police  Department's  Records  Unit,  the  last  such  review  was 
conducted  in  2008. 

One  summons  was  missing  out  of  the  12  summonses  reviewed  for  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2013.  Upon  inquiry,  Police  Department  personnel  could  not 
locate  any  copies  of  this  summons  and  an  additional  3  summonses  from  the 
same  ticket  book.  Personnel  could  not  explain  what  happened  to  these  4 
summonses  and  stated  they  should  now  be  voided  in  the  system,  but  void 
forms  had  not  been  completed  as  required  by  Police  Department  policy. 

Police  Department  General  Order  No.  PD95-073  indicates  each  officer  is 
accountable  for  issued  tickets  and  is  subject  to  disciplinary  action  for  failure 
to  account  for  any  issued  item.  In  addition,  the  order  indicates  officers 
requesting  the  voiding  of  a  ticket  will  provide  a  written  request  (void  form) 
explaining  the  reason  along  with  all  parts  of  the  ticket.  All  requests  must  be 
approved  by  a  supervisor  prior  to  entry  into  the  system. 

Without  properly  accounting  for  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate 
disposition  of  tickets  issued,  the  Police  Department  and  the  municipal 
division  cannot  ensure  all  tickets  issued  are  properly  submitted  for 
processing.  A  record  should  be  maintained  to  account  for  the  ultimate 
disposition  of  each  ticket  to  decrease  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of 
funds. 

The  City  of  Independence  Municipal  Division  work  with  the  Police 
Department  to  ensure  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  all 
traffic  citations  and  general  ordinance  summonses  are  accounted  for 
properly,  and  voided  tickets  are  handled  in  accordance  with  policy. 


2.  Ticket 

Accountability 


Recommendation 
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Sixteenth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Independence  Municipal  Division 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Audi tCC'S  ReSpOIlSe  ^he  Presiding  Municipal  Judge  and  Court  Administrator  provided  the 

following  response: 

We  agree  with  the  recommendation  and  will  work  with  the  Police 
Department  and  technical  services  to  implement  a  procedure  to  account  for 
all  tickets  within  6  months. 

The  Police  Department's  Records  Administrator  provided  the  following 
written  response: 

Since  upgrading  to  a  Microsoft  Records  Management  system,  we  have  an  in 
house  ticket  module  where  we  enter  tickets.  Our  technology  department 
provided  this  system  for  us  to  enter  tickets,  and  an  interface  was  developed 
for  that  information  to  update  the  court  system.  I  have  a  call  into  our 
technology  person  about  coming  up  with  a  report  that  we  could  run  to 
assure  accuracy  in  our  ticket  and  general  ordinance  summons.  As  of  right 
now,  there  is  no  such  report  that  can  be  run.  We  will  work  with  court  and 
the  IT  Department  to  hopefully  get  something  that  will  work. 


The  municipal  division  does  not  have  security  controls  in  place  to  lock 
computers  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity.  As  a  result,  unauthorized 
individuals  could  access  an  unattended  computer  and  have  unrestricted 
access  to  programs  and  data  files.  To  help  protect  computer  records,  security 
controls  should  be  implemented  to  lock  computers  after  a  certain  period  of 
inactivity. 

The  City  of  Independence  Municipal  Division  establish  security  controls  to 
lock  computers  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity. 

The  Presiding  Municipal  Judge  and  Court  Administrator  provided  the 
following  response: 

We  agree  with  and  have  implemented  the  auditor's  recommendation. 


3.  Security  Controls 

Recommendation 
Auditee's  Response 
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Sixteenth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Independence  Municipal  Division 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  City  of  Independence  Municipal  Division  is  in  the  Sixteenth  Judicial 
Circuit,  which  consists  of  Jackson  County.  The  Honorable  Marco  Roldan 
serves  as  Presiding  Judge. 

The  municipal  division  is  governed  by  Chapter  479,  RSMo,  and  by  Supreme 
Court  Rule  No.  37.  Supreme  Court  Rule  No.  37.49  provides  that  each 
municipal  division  may  establish  a  violation  bureau  in  which  fines  and  court 
costs  are  collected  at  times  other  than  during  court  and  transmitted  to  the 
city  treasury. 

Personnel  At  June  30,  2013,  the  municipal  division  had  13  employees.  Key  employees 

were  as  follows: 


Title  Name 

Presiding  Municipal  Judge  Garry  Helm 

Municipal  Judge  Susan  Watkins 

Court  Administrator  Julie  Boydston 

Senior  Court  Clerk  Sheryl  Azbill 

Senior  Court  Clerk  Dawna  Cordon 

Senior  Court  Clerk  Sarah  Home 


Financial  and  Caseload  Year  Ended 

Information  June  30, 20 1 3 


Receipts  $4,283,893 
Number  of  cases  filed  36,725 
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Missouri  State  Auditor 


STATEWIDE 


General  Obligation  Bond 
Sales  Practices 


November  2013 
Report  No.  2013-116 
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November  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  General  Obligation  Bond  Sales  Practices 


Background  When  authorized  by  state  law,  Missouri's  local  governments,  such  as  school 

districts  and  municipalities,  may  borrow  money  to  finance  capital  and  other 
projects  by  issuing  general  obligation  (GO)  bonds,  which  are  guaranteed  by 
the  "full  faith  and  credit"  of  the  issuer  since  the  entity  can  levy  a  general  tax 
to  make  GO  bond  repayments. 

In  a  competitive  bond  sale,  the  local  government  typically  uses  a  financial 
advisor  to  help  structure  the  bond  issue,  then  requests  fixed  bids  from 
underwriting  firms  to  purchase  its  bonds,  and  the  bonds  are  sold  to  the 
underwriter  offering  the  lowest  true  interest  cost  bid. 

In  a  negotiated  sale,  the  local  government  selects  an  underwriter  before  the 
sale  date  and  before  the  terms  of  the  sale  are  fully  determined.  The 
underwriter  also  usually  acts  as  the  financial  advisor,  helping  structure  the 
bond  issue.  The  entity  and  the  underwriter  may  negotiate  the  underwriter's 
compensation  and  interest  rate  on  the  bonds,  and  the  underwriter  purchases 
the  bonds  and  resells  them  to  investors. 

School  districts  and  other  local  governments  incur  unnecessary  borrowing 
costs  when  issuing  GO  bonds  through  negotiated  sales  rather  than 
competitive  bond  sales.  As  noted  in  our  three  previous  audits  on  this  topic, 
local  governments  in  Missouri  continue  to  significantly  favor  negotiated 
sales.  Between  2008  and  2011,  an  annual  average  of  88  percent  of  Missouri 
issues  have  been  sold  through  negotiated  sale,  compared  to  a  national 
average  of  53  percent.  Six  of  the  eight  surrounding  states  require  all  or  most 
local  entities  to  use  competitive  sales,  but  the  majority  of  Missouri  local 
governments  have  no  restrictions  on  the  method  of  sale  for  GO  bonds. 

While  not  all  of  the  538  GO  bonds  in  our  analysis  population  would  meet 
the  criteria  for  a  competitive  sale,  a  significant  portion  would.  Theoretically, 
local  governments  could  have  potentially  saved  as  much  as  $43  million  over 
the  life  of  bonds  issued  during  the  4-year  analysis  period  if  competitive 
sales  had  been  used.  The  increased  borrowing  costs  are  the  result  of  a  lack 
of  competition  as  well  as  an  inherent  conflict  of  interest  between 
underwriters  who  provide  financial  advice  and  the  local  government.  An 
underwriter's  incentive  is  to  have  the  bonds  carry  a  higher  interest  rate  to 
make  the  bonds  more  attractive  to  investors,  while  an  issuer's  incentive  is  to 
keep  interest  rates  low  to  minimize  borrowing  costs. 

In  September  2013,  the  Financial  Industry  Regulatory  Authority  fined  a 
Missouri  municipal  underwriting  firm  $200,000  for  providing  improper  gifts 
to  local  government  clients  who  utilize  the  firm's  services,  including  over 
$183,500  worth  of  professional  sports  tickets.  This  firm  was  involved  in  258 
bond  issues  in  our  analysis  population,  with  254  (99  percent)  of  those  issues 
being  negotiated  sales. 
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Many  local  government  officials  lack  an  understanding  of  the  bond  issuance 
process  and  the  expertise  to  evaluate  and  negotiate  bond  pricing  proposal, 
and  no  state  agency  is  charged  with  providing  assistance  or  authoritative 
guidance  to  local  entities  regarding  debt  issuance.  Training  and  guidance  is 
instead  being  provided  by  underwriters.  We  continue  to  recommend  that 
local  governments  and  the  General  Assembly  require  the  use  of  independent 
financial  advisors,  ensure  local  governments  receive  guidance  on  debt 
issuance,  and  require  the  use  of  competitive  sales  in  appropriate 
circumstances. 


Because  of  the  compound  nature  of  this  audit  report,  no  overall  rating  is  provided. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  General  Assembly 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  audited  general  obligation  bond  practices  within  the  state  because  of  the  importance  of  local 
governments  incurring  the  lowest  possible  costs  associated  with  the  issuance  of  bonds.  Missouri  local 
governments  issued  approximately  $4.4  billion  in  general  obligation  bonds  during  the  4  years  ending 
December  31,  2011.  This  audit  focused  on  general  obligation  bonds  sold  by  school  districts,  cities, 
counties  and  other  local  governments  pursuant  to  Section  108.170,  RSMo.  The  objectives  of  our  audit 
were  to: 

1.  Determining  the  extent  to  which  the  negotiated  method  of  sale  has  been  used  compared  to 
the  competitive  method. 

2.  Determining  the  financial  impact  of  the  use  of  negotiated  sales. 

3.  Determining  the  reasons  why  competitive  sales  have  not  been  used  more  often  by 
Missouri  local  governments. 

4.  Follow  up  on  recommendations  made  in  previous  statewide  audits  of  General  Obligation 
Bond  Sales  Practices. 

As  noted  in  previous  audits,  we  found  Missouri's  local  governments  have  continued  to  significantly  favor 
the  negotiated  sales  method  of  issuing  general  obligation  bonds.  An  analysis  of  $3.1  billion  of  bonds 
issued  during  the  4  years  ending  December  31,  2011,  disclosed  average  interest  cost  savings  of  $88,000 
per  issue  could  be  achieved  if  bond  issues  had  been  sold  competitively.  Public  school  administrators  and 
other  local  government  officials  have  continued  to  use  negotiated  bond  sales  and  incurred  unnecessary 
borrowing  costs  because  (1)  state  law  has  not  required  public  school  districts  and  municipalities  to 
conduct  competitive  sales  of  general  obligation  bonds  and  to  obtain  independent  financial  advisory 
services,  and  (2)  the  bond  issuance  process  is  complex,  and  local  users  often  do  not  have  sufficient 
knowledge  of  the  process.  In  addition,  recommendations  from  our  previous  reports  have  not  been 
implemented. 
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We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Robert  Showers,  CPA,  CGAP 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Gayle  Garrison 

Audit  Staff:  Wayne  Kauffman,  MBA 
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General  Obligation  Bond  Sales  Practices 
Introduction 


Our  audit  focuses  on  sales  practices  for  general  obligation  (GO)  bonds  by 
local  governments,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  school  districts  and 
municipalities. 

When  authorized  by  state  law,  Missouri's  local  governments  may  borrow 
money  to  finance  capital  and  other  projects  by  issuing  GO  bonds.  The 
repayment  of  these  bonds  obligates  taxpayers  for  many  years  and  requires 
the  levy  of  taxes  to  fund  repayments.  Local  governments  including  cities, 
counties,  school  districts,  and  special  districts  can  issue  various  types  of 
bonds  including,  but  not  limited  to,  GO,  revenue,  special  assessment,  and 
tax  increment  financing.  Each  of  these  bond  types  is  repaid  using  different 
revenue  streams  and  provides  local  governments  useful  financing  options 
under  different  circumstances.  However,  only  GO  bonds  are  guaranteed  by 
the  "full  faith  and  credit"  of  the  issuer  since  the  entity  has  the  authority  to 
levy  a  general  tax  to  make  GO  bond  repayments.  Because  of  the  strength  of 
this  guaranty,  GO  bonds  are  also  typically  highly  rated  by  bond  rating 
services  such  as  Moody's  Investors  Service,  Fitch  Ratings,  and  Standard  and 
Poor's  Rating  Service.  In  addition,  Missouri  school  districts  may  enroll  their 
bonds  in  the  Missouri  Health  and  Education  Facility  (MOHEFA)  direct 
deposit  state  payment  intercept  program,  which  allows  school  districts  to 
take  advantage  of  the  state's  higher  credit  rating.  As  a  result,  GO  bonds  are 
considered  desirable  investments  among  conservative  investors  and  are 
generally  highly  marketable. 

In  a  competitive  bond  sale,  a  local  government  typically  uses  a  financial 
advisor  to  help  structure  the  bond  issue,  then  requests  fixed  bids  from 
underwriting  firms  to  purchase  its  bonds.  The  bonds  are  sold  by  the  entity  to 
the  underwriter  offering  the  lowest  true  interest  cost  (TIC)1  bid,  with  bids 
being  evaluated  by  the  financial  advisor.  In  a  negotiated  sale,  an  underwriter 
is  selected  in  advance  of  the  sale  date  and  before  the  terms  of  the  sale  are 
fully  determined.  For  the  vast  majority  of  negotiated  sales  in  Missouri  the 
underwriter  acts  as  the  financial  advisor  for  the  local  government;  helping 
structure  the  bond  issue,  before  then  becoming  the  underwriter  for  the  issue. 
The  entity  and  underwriter  then  may  negotiate  the  underwriter's 
compensation  and  the  interest  rates  on  the  bonds.  Shortly  after  negotiations 
are  completed  (if  any),  the  underwriter  purchases  the  bonds  from  the  entity 
and  resells  the  bonds  to  investors. 


TIC  is  the  "best  practice"  measure  recommended  for  determining  the  interest  cost  of 
municipal  bond  issuance.  It  is  the  interest  rate  that  sets  the  present  value  of  interest  and 
principal  payments  equal  to  the  proceeds  from  the  issue.  Bill  Simonsen  and  Mark  Robbins, 
"Measuring  Municipal  Borrowing  Costs:  How  Missing  Cost  Information  Biases  Interest  Rate 
Calculations,"  Public  Budget  &  Finance,  Vol.  22.,  No.  1.,  Spring  2002,  pp  31-45. 
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Issuer  type  Local  governments  issued  $4.4  billion  in  GO  bonds  statewide  from  January 

2008  through  December  2011.  As  shown  in  Figure  2,  school  districts  issued 
3.6  billion,  or  approximately  81  percent,  of  that  amount. 


Figure  2:  Percentage  of  Missouri  GO 
Bond  Dollars  by  Type  of  Issuer  (in 
millions)  -  2008  through  2011 
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Source:  Bloomberg  Finance  L.P.  and  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  bond  registration  data. 

In  preparing  for  this  review,  we  reviewed  published  literature  on  the  topic  of 
local  government  bond  sales,  and  specifically  on  competitive  versus 
negotiated  sales.  Much  of  the  research  reviewed  is  cited  in  the  body  of  this 
report. 


To  analyze  and  quantify  the  differences  between  competitive  and  negotiated 
bond  sales,  we  obtained  the  help  of  technical  advisors.  Dr.  Bill  Simonsen 
and  Dr.  Mark  Robbins  of  the  University  of  Connecticut,  Department  of 
Public  Policy.  The  technical  advisors  have  published  research  articles  on  the 
topic  of  public  bond  sales  and  public  finance.  For  additional  information  on 
the  technical  advisors,  see  Appendix  B. 

Most  public  entities  in  Missouri  issuing  general  obligation  debt  are  required 
to  register  each  issue  with  the  SAO.  To  determine  an  overall  population  of 
GO  bonds  to  analyze,  we  obtained  the  SAO  bond  registration  database  for 
all  bonds  issued  between  January  2008  and  December  2011.  Our  database 
of  bonds  for  that  time  frame  included  795  bonds  totaling  $4.1  billion.  To 
ensure  our  overall  population  included  all  bonds  relevant  to  this  review,  we 
obtained  a  list  of  Missouri  local  government  bond  sales  from  Bloomberg 
Finance  L.P.  and  compared  it  to  the  bonds  in  the  SAO  database.  We 
identified  12  additional  GO  bonds  not  required  to  be  registered  with  the 
SAO2  totaling  $339  million.  We  added  those  bonds  to  our  database  to  come 


In  accordance  with  Section  108.300,  RSMo,  registration  is  not  required  when  bonds  are 
issued  by  any  county  of  the  first  classification  or  city  or  school  district  having  a  population  of 
over  sixty-five  thousand  inhabitants,  as  established  by  the  last  United  States  census.  In 
addition,  provisions  of  Section  108.240,  RSMo,  do  not  specifically  include  library  or  nursing 
home  districts. 
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up  with  an  overall  population  of  807  bonds,  totaling  approximately  $4.4 
billion. 

We  also  verified  the  accuracy  of  the  overall  population  data  by  comparing 
data  recorded  in  the  SAO  bond  registration  system  to  copies  of  the  official 
bond  statements  available  on  the  Electronic  Municipal  Market  Access 
system  maintained  by  the  Municipal  Securities  Rulemaking  Board  or  by 
reviewing  copies  of  bond  transcripts  maintained  by  the  SAO.  While 
performing  this  data  verification,  we  documented  additional  information  in 
each  bond  record  to  allow  for  further  data  analysis.  The  overall  population 
data  was  provided  to  the  technical  advisors  who  used  the  data  to  perform  a 
statistical  analysis.  The  population  of  bonds  was  reduced  to  a  total  of  538 
bonds,  worth  approximately  $3.1  billion,  for  analysis.  See  Appendix  A  for 
the  list  of  bonds  used  in  the  analysis,  as  well  as  an  explanation  of  what 
bonds  were  excluded. 

To  ensure  all  relevant  costs  of  issuance  had  been  considered  in  our  analysis, 
we  obtained  and  included  financial  advisor  cost  information  on  all 
competitively  sold  issues  in  our  test  population.  The  technical  advisors 
adjusted  the  TIC  rates  of  those  issues  accordingly. 

The  technical  advisors  tested  additional  methodological  concerns  and 
addressed  those  concerns  in  accordance  with  prevailing  standards  of 
empirical  public  policy  analysis.  They  determined  analysis  results  to  be 
statistically  significant.  For  a  more  technical  discussion  of  the  methodology 
used  by  technical  advisors,  see  Appendix  C. 

To  further  validate  the  methodology  used  by  technical  advisors,  we 
contacted  the  University  of  Missouri's  Truman  School  of  Public  Affairs  to 
request  a  staff  professor  evaluate  the  analyses  performed  by  the  technical 
advisors.  The  professor  concluded  the  technical  advisors  used  widely 
accepted  methods  and  tests.  The  professor  further  stated  the  studies' 
estimates  that  competitive  sales  result  in  23.5  to  24.2  lower  basis  points  than 
for  negotiated  sales  and  the  present  value  savings  can  be  viewed  with 
confidence.  See  Appendix  C  for  additional  information  on  the  methodology 
review. 

To  obtain  an  understanding  of  the  services  provided  by  underwriters  during 
competitive  and  negotiated  bond  sales,  we  conducted  interviews  with 
representatives  of  four  leading  bond  underwriters  in  the  state.  We  ensured 
the  underwriters  interviewed  provided  services  in  competitive  and 
negotiated  sales  and  to  a  wide  variety  of  local  governments.  We  also 
discussed  the  role  of  independent  financial  advisors  in  the  competitive 
process  with  three  financial  advisors  that  provided  services  to  Missouri  local 
governments. 
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To  identify  potential  issues  faced  by  issuers  of  public  debt  and  to  understand 
what  factors  contribute  to  the  choices  they  make,  we  met  with 
representatives  of  14  school  districts  and  1  city.  We  selected  locations  from 
our  analysis  population  of  bonds  to  ensure  the  entities  had  been  recently 
involved  in  several  bond  issues  and  included  both  competitive  and 
negotiated  sale  methods.  See  Appendix  D  for  a  listing  of  locations  visited 
along  with  the  bonds  issued  by  the  entities.  We  contacted  representatives  of 
the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Missouri 
Association  of  School  Administrators,  the  Missouri  Association  of  School 
Business  Officials,  the  MOHEFA,  and  the  Missouri  Municipal  League  to 
identify  any  guidance  provided  or  made  available  to  local  governments. 

To  document  best  practices  in  the  issuance  of  public  debt,  we  obtained 
publications  issued  by  the  Government  Finance  Officers  Association 
(GFOA).  See  Appendix  E  for  a  summary  of  the  publications  reviewed. 

We  reviewed  state  laws  of  Missouri's  eight  surrounding  states  to  determine 
how  the  GO  bond  sale  laws  in  those  states  compared  to  Missouri.  We 
specifically  reviewed  whether  other  states'  laws  restricted  the  method  of  sale 
of  GO  bonds.  We  also  compared  Missouri  laws  relevant  to  public  debt 
issuance  with  the  laws  in  the  states  of  Kentucky,  Tennessee  and  New  York 
that  provide  local  governments  additional  guidance  or  restrictions  regarding 
the  issuance  of  debt. 
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General  Obligation 
Bond  Sales 


Sales  methods 


Interest  costs 


School  districts  and  other  local  governments  incur  unnecessary  borrowing 
costs  when  issuing  general  obligation  (GO)  bonds  by  heavily  favoring 
negotiated  sales  rather  than  selling  bonds  through  a  competitive  sale.  This 
condition  has  occurred  because  state  law  does  not  require  the  use  of  a 
competitive  process  when  issuing  GO  debt  at  the  local  level,  and  because 
local  officials  have  not  been  provided  sufficient  guidance  regarding  bond 
sale  methods  and  are  not  required  to  obtain  independent  financial  advisory 
services.  Having  an  underwriter  serve  in  the  dual  capacity  of  financial 
advisor  and  underwriter,  which  normally  occurs  when  bonds  are  sold 
through  negotiated  sale,  creates  a  conflict  of  interest  which  is  not  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  local  government  and  results  in  increased  borrowing  costs. 

As  noted  in  our  previous  three  audits  on  this  topic,3  local  governments  in 
Missouri  continue  to  significantly  favor  the  use  of  negotiated  sales.  Our 
analysis  of  538  GO  bond  issues  by  Missouri  local  governments  during  the  4 
years  ending  December  31,  2011  showed  only  50  issues  (9.3  percent)  were 
sold  through  competitive  sale.  Figure  1  below  shows  the  percentage  of 
bonds  issued  by  method  of  sale  nationally  and  for  Missouri  issues  from 
2001  through  2011.  During  this  time  period,  an  average  of  88  percent  of 
Missouri  issues  have  been  sold  through  negotiated  sale,  compared  to  a 
national  average  of  53  percent. 


Figure  1:  Percentage  of  GO  Bond  100% 
Issues  by  Method  of  Sale  -  Missouri 
and  Nationwide 
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Source:  Bloomberg  Finance  L.P.  and  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  bond  registration  data. 

Local  governments  often  incur  unnecessary  interest  costs  as  a  result  of  the 
bonds  not  being  sold  through  competitive  sale.  Our  analysis  of  538  GO 
bonds  issued  by  Missouri  local  governments  totaling  approximately  $3.1 


Special  Review  of  Bonds  Issued  by  Political  Subdivisions,  May  1995,  report  number  95-44; 
Audit  of  General  Obligation  Bond  Sales  Practices,  January  2001,  report  number  2001-04; 
and  General  Obligation  Bond  Sales  Practices  Follow-Up,  December  2005,  report  number 
2005-101. 
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billion  issued  during  the  4  years  ending  December  31,  2011,  disclosed  the 
average  bond  issue  in  the  population  was  approximately  $5.8  million,  had  a 
12-year  repayment  schedule,  and  will  incur  an  estimated  $88,148  in 
unnecessary  interest  costs  over  the  life  of  the  bond.  The  regression  analysis 
performed  by  the  technical  advisors  disclosed  local  governments  incurred 
interest  rates4  that  were  approximately  23.5  basis  points5  higher  on 
negotiated  sales  than  were  paid  on  competitive  sales.  The  figure  below 
describes  estimated  savings  that  would  likely  have  occurred  if  local 
governments  had  chosen  the  competitive  sale  method.  Calculations  were 
performed  for  bond  principal  amounts  totaling  $2,  $5.8,  and  $10  million. 


Estimated  Savings  for  Issues  Sold  Through  Competitive  Bidding 
Amount  of  Sale           $  2,000,000         5,800,000  10,000,000 
Savings  potential6        $      30,743             88,148  150,067 
Annual  savings  $        2,561  7,345  12,506 


Collectively,  the  potential  interest  savings  statewide  is  significant.  While  not 
all  of  the  GO  bonds  in  our  population  would  meet  the  criteria  for  a 
competitive  sale  (see  Appendix  F),  a  significant  portion  would. 
Theoretically,  potential  interest  cost  savings  could  approach  $43  million7 
over  the  life  of  bonds  issued  during  the  4  year  analysis  period. 

Missouri  law  does  not  require  GO  bond  sales  by  school  districts, 
municipalities,  and  other  political  subdivisions  to  be  issued  through 
competitive  sale.  As  a  result,  local  governments  utilized  the  negotiated  sales 
method  in  over  90  percent  of  the  GO  bond  issues  in  our  analysis  population. 

Missouri  law  requires  competitive  sales  of  GO  bonds  for  the  Missouri  Board 
of  Fund  Commissioners,  joint  fire  departments,  consolidated  library 
districts,  urban  library  districts,  water  conservancy  districts,  and  watershed 
districts.  All  other  entity  types  are  allowed  to  sell  GO  bonds  using  either 
competitive  or  negotiated  sales  in  accordance  with  Section  108.170,  RSMo. 

Other  state  laws  Our  review  of  Missouri's  eight  surrounding  states  indicates  Iowa,  Kentucky, 

Oklahoma  and  Tennessee  laws  require  all,  or  most,  local  entities  to  use 
competitive  sales.  Arkansas  and  Kansas  statutes  require  most  entities  to  use 
competitive  sales,  while  other  entities  may  choose  the  method  of  sale. 


Interest  rates  were  measured  using  the  TIC  rate  of  each  issue. 

5  One  basis  point  is  1/100  of  one  percent;  the  average  interest  rate  of  negotiated  sales  in  our 
analysis  was  3.157  percent,  while  the  average  interest  rate  for  competitive  sales  was  2.922,  a 
difference  of  .235  percentage  points. 

6  Calculated  assuming  a  12-year  repayment  schedule  with  equal  principal  payments  and 
semi-annual  interest  payments.  These  characteristics  are  considered  typical  for  the  population 
analyzed. 

Calculated  by  multiplying  average  issue  savings  of  $88,148  by  488  negotiated  bond  sales  in 
our  population  (see  Appendix  A). 


General  Obligation  Bond  Sales  Practices 
Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


Illinois  and  Nebraska  laws  do  not  require  bonds  to  be  sold  by  competitive 
sale.  According  to  Bloomberg  municipal  bond  data,  76  percent  of  the  bonds 
issued  in  the  6  states  that  restrict  the  method  of  sale  have  been  sold 
competitively  from  2005  through  2011.  Comparatively,  only  15  percent  of 
the  GO  bonds  issued  in  Missouri,  Illinois  and  Nebraska,  which  do  not 
restrict  the  method  of  sale,  have  been  issued  by  competitive  sale. 

Competition  Our  analysis  concludes  increased  competition  leads  to  lower  interest  costs. 

According  to  our  analysis,  each  bid  received  on  a  competitive  bond  sale 
resulted  in  a  3.9  basis  point  reduction  in  the  interest  rate  paid  on  the  bond 
issue.  The  number  of  bids  received  on  competitive  sales  in  our  analysis 
population  averaged  7.6  bids  per  issue,  with  40  percent  of  the  competitive 
sales  in  our  analysis  population  receiving  9  bids  or  more. 

According  to  Government  Finance  Officers  Association  (GFOA)8  guidance, 
the  primary  advantages  of  issuing  GO  bonds  competitively  include  (1)  open 
competition  provides  some  assurance  that  bonds  have  been  sold  at  the 
lowest  interest  rates,  and  (2)  competition  promotes  the  appearance  of  an 
open  and  fair  process.  Guidance  further  states  competitive  sales  of  issuances 
with  standard  debt  structures,  such  as  GO  bonds,  and  local  governments 
with  good  credit  ratings  (greater  than  an  A  rating)  can  produce  very 
favorable  interest  rates.  Changing  state  law  to  require  local  governments  to 
utilize  the  competitive  sale  method  for  highly  rated  GO  bond  issues  would 
result  in  reduced  borrowing  costs  at  the  local  level.  GFOA  guidance  on 
factors  to  consider  when  making  a  bond  sales  method  decision  is 
documented  at  Appendix  F. 

Conflicts  of  interest  The  increased  borrowing  costs  incurred  by  local  governments  utilizing  the 

negotiated  sale  method  are  a  result  of  the  inherent  conflict  of  interest  that 
exists  between  underwriters  who  provide  financial  advice  and  the  local 
government.  The  role  of  an  underwriter  is  to  purchase  bonds  from  the  issuer 
and  sell  them  to  investors.  An  underwriter's  incentive  is  to  have  the  bonds 
carry  a  higher  interest  rate  to  make  the  bonds  more  attractive  to  investors, 
while  an  issuer's  incentive  is  to  keep  interest  rates  low  to  minimize 
borrowing  costs.  As  a  result,  the  underwriter  cannot  objectively  represent 
the  interests  of  both  parties  during  negotiated  sales.  For  this  reason,  it  is 
important  that  local  governments  do  not  rely  on  the  underwriter  of  the  bond 
issue  to  also  provide  financial  advisory  services. 

Independent  advice  The  majority  of  issuers  do  not  obtain  independent  financial  advice.  Officials 

from  eight  of  the  thirteen  local  governments  interviewed  that  used 
negotiated  sales  stated  they  did  not  consider  the  use  of  a  competitive  sale, 
which  indicates  the  underwriters  who  provided  their  financial  advice  were 


A  Practitioner's  Guide  To  Effective  Debt  Management:  Competitive  v.  Negotiated:  How  to 
Choose  the  Method  of  Sale  for  Tax-Exempt  Bonds,  GFOA,  1994,  p.  3. 
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not  presenting  all  options  available.  In  the  event  a  negotiated  sale  is  used,  an 
independent  financial  advisor  can  still  provide  value  to  the  issuer  by  helping 
evaluate  the  underwriter's  pricing  of  the  bonds  and  fees.  However,  our 
review  of  Missouri  bond  data  shows  independent  financial  advisors  are 
rarely  used  during  negotiated  bond  sales.  Of  the  355  different  local 
governments  issuing  GO  bonds  via  a  negotiated  sale  during  the  4  years 
ending  December  31,  2011,  only  16  hired  independent  financial  advisors  to 
help  negotiate  bond  terms  with  underwriters. 

Based  on  information  presented  in  our  prior  GO  bond  sales  report,  officials 
in  the  City  of  Grandview  stated  they  now  recognize  that  a  conflict  of  interest 
exists  when  independent  financial  advice  is  not  obtained.  As  a  result,  the 
City  of  Grandview  now  requires  the  use  of  competitive  sales  on  all  bond 
issues.  However,  based  on  interviews  with  other  local  government  officials, 
not  all  of  them  recognize  that  a  conflict  exists,  or  if  they  do  it  is  not 
considered  significant.  Local  government  officials  cite  trust  and  familiarity 
with  the  underwriter  as  the  primary  reasons  for  not  hiring  an  independent 
financial  advisor.  Local  governments  also  cited  the  potential  cost  of  an 
independent  financial  advisor  as  a  barrier.  Underwriters  who  provide 
financial  advice  often  market  their  financial  advice  as  being  "free," 
however,  their  compensation  is  rolled  into  the  bond  financing  and  is 
typically  less  transparent.  In  contrast,  the  cost  of  an  independent  financial 
advisor  would  need  to  be  separately  approved  by  the  entity's  governing 
body. 

Underwriter  sanctions  The  Financial  Industry  Regulatory  Authority  (FINRA)  fined  a  Missouri 

municipal  underwriting  firm  $200,000  in  September  2013  for  providing 
improper  gifts  to  local  government  clients  who  utilized  the  firm's  services. 
According  to  the  FINRA  report,  in  598  instances  the  firm  provided  2,143 
professional  sports  tickets,  with  a  value  of  $183,546,  to  its  local  government 
clients.  A  firm  member  also  offered  the  tickets  to  potential  clients  at  a 
Missouri  School  Board  Association  conference,  where  the  firm  was  an 
exhibitor,  according  to  the  FINRA  report.  This  firm  was  involved  in  258  of 
the  538  bond  issues  (48  percent)  in  our  analysis  population,  with  254  (99 
percent)  of  those  issues  being  sold  through  negotiated  sale. 

According  to  GFOA  literature,9  to  minimize  conflicts  of  interest  and 
promote  objectivity,  local  governments  should  avoid  selecting  a  firm  to 
serve  both  as  financial  advisor  and  underwriter  of  a  bond  issue.  In  addition, 
GFOA  guidance  states  the  independent  financial  advisor's  ability  to  provide 
an  objective  and  informed  review  is  essential  to  the  process. 


9 

J.B.  Kurish  and  Patricia  Tigue,  An  Elected  Official's  Guide  to  Debt  Issuance,  2d  ed,  GFOA, 
Chicago,  IL,  2005,  p.  23. 
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Local  government  guidance 
and  training 


Although  the  bond  issuance  process  is  complex  and  requires  knowledge  of 
bond  markets,  financial  calculations  and  legal  requirements,  no  state  agency 
is  charged  with  providing  assistance  or  authoritative  guidance  to  local 
entities  regarding  debt  issuance.  Interviews  with  local  governments, 
underwriters  and  other  stakeholders  determined  local  officials  are  not 
familiar  with  best  practices  published  by  leading  authorities,  instead  these 
officials  rely  on  underwriters  to  guide  them  through  the  process.  In  addition, 
training  on  the  bond  issuance  process  is  provided  at  various  administrators' 
association  meetings,  and  is  often  taught  by  representatives  of  the 
underwriting  firms. 


Issuer  understanding  of  process      Based  on  interviews  with  local  government  finance  officials,  there  is  a  clear 

lack  of  understanding  of  the  bond  issuance  process.  Eight  of  the  thirteen 
local  governments  that  used  the  negotiated  sale  method  were  not  aware  a 
conflict  of  interest  existed,  had  not  implemented  procedures  to  mitigate  the 
conflict  of  interest,  or  believed  that  the  conflict  of  interest  did  not  apply  to 
their  entity's  negotiated  bond  sales.  In  addition,  one  school  official  indicated 
the  district  did  not  realize  it  could  hire  a  financial  advisor  and  also  did  not 
know  the  initial  fees  and  costs  offered  by  an  underwriter  in  a  negotiated  sale 
could  be  negotiated.  A  school  official  from  another  district  believed  the 
district  had  used  a  financial  advisor  to  competitively  issue  all  bond  issues; 
however,  half  of  the  district's  bond  issuances  were  sold  by  negotiated  sale 
directly  to  the  district's  underwriter.  Finally,  a  school  official  from  a  third 
district  believed  the  district's  bonds  had  been  competitively  sold  when,  in 
fact,  they  were  sold  to  the  district's  underwriter  using  a  negotiated  sale. 

Issuer  expertise  Many  local  government  officials  lack  the  expertise  to  evaluate  and  negotiate 

bond  pricing  proposals  from  underwriters.  Officials  from  eleven  of  the 
thirteen  local  governments  interviewed  stated  they  relied  on  comparative 
sale  data  provided  by  the  underwriter  to  evaluate  the  negotiated  bond 
pricing  proposal.  However,  based  on  our  review  of  comparable  bond  data 
provided  to  the  interviewed  local  governments,  the  majority  of  the  data  did 
not  provide  TIC  information  to  evaluate  the  comparable  bonds.  One  local 
government  official  interviewed  was  provided  data  from  two  comparable 
bonds,  but  the  official  did  not  recognize  that  the  TIC  for  the  sales  presented 
were  approximately  100  basis  points  (or  1  percentage  point)  lower  than  the 
price  proposed.  In  addition,  we  noted  bonds  presented  as  comparable  that 
were  issued  more  than  one  week  apart,  had  different  tax  exempt  statuses, 
were  debt  issues  other  general  obligation  debt,  and  had  very  different  call 
features.  One  underwriter  provided  comparable  sale  information  after  the 
bonds  had  been  sold,  long  after  the  information  could  be  used  to  evaluate 
the  proposal. 


Other  state  laws  Our  review  of  the  bond  related  laws  of  the  eight  states  surrounding  Missouri 

provide  varying  levels  of  requirements,  advisory  guidance,  and  oversight  for 
bonds  issued  by  local  entities. 
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In  addition  to  laws  that  require  competitive  sales,  we  noted  states  with 
additional  requirements  designed  to  ensure  debt  is  issued  responsibly.  For 
example,  Tennessee  created  a  state-level  bond  authority  to  provide 
assistance,  guidance,  and  oversight  to  local  governments  and  to  collect  bond 
data.  The  Tennessee  State  Funding  Board  is  part  of  the  State  Comptroller's 
office,  and  is  authorized  to  establish  policies  and  procedures  for  the 
administration  of  state  laws  concerning  bond  and  note  issues  by  counties, 
municipalities,  and  utility  districts.  The  board  is  also  authorized  to  collect 
bond  data  from  local  governments  and  develop  model  bond  policies  for  use 
by  local  governments.  In  some  cases,  the  issuing  entity  is  not  authorized  to 
borrow  money  unless  it  first  obtains  approval  from  the  State  Funding  Board. 
Similarly,  New  York's  Office  of  State  Comptroller  reviews  public  debt 
issuances  to  ensure  the  sales  method  is  appropriate. 

In  addition,  Kentucky's  Department  of  Local  Government  provides 
oversight  of  local  public  debt  and  has  a  state  debt  officer  who  provides 
advice  and  conducts  training  to  help  local  governments  obtain  the  lowest 
interest  costs  on  public  debt. 

GFOA  guidance10  states  that  even  large  local  governments  cannot  be 
expected  to  have  adequate  in-house  expertise  to  successfully  structure  and 
market  bonds.  The  level  of  expertise  and  experience  required  to  adequately 
negotiate  a  bond  sale  is  also  listed  as  one  of  the  key  negative  aspects  of 
issuing  bonds  through  a  negotiated  sale.  Providing  local  governments  access 
to  state -level,  independent  guidance  would  help  ensure  officials  are  more 
informed  about  the  bond  issuance  process  and  will  help  ensure  the  best 
interests  of  the  public  is  served. 

Status  of  prior  While  our  current  audit  is  the  most  comprehensive  because  it  analyzes  4 

recommendations  years  of  general  obligation  issues,  each  of  our  three  previous  audits  of 

statewide  GO  bond  sales  practices  concluded  the  use  of  the  negotiated  sales 
method  resulted  in  increased  borrowing  costs  for  the  issuer.  Our  2005  audit, 
concluded  that,  on  average,  competitively  sold  bonds  achieved  borrowing 
cost  savings  of  approximately  $78,000  per  bond  issue  over  bonds  sold 
through  negotiated  sale,  an  amount  that  is  comparable  with  our  current 
estimate. 

Prior  recommendations  to  the  General  Assembly  included  revising  Section 
108.170,  RSMo,  to  require  (1)  the  use  of  a  competitively  selected  financial 
advisor,  who  is  independent  of  the  bond  sale,  when  issuing  public  debt,  (2) 
local  governments  to  use  the  competitive  method  of  sale  for  GO  bond  issues 
with  a  credit  rating  of  "A"  or  higher,  (3)  the  use  of  a  competitively  selected 
underwriter,  when  appropriate,  for  necessary  negotiated  sales.  We  also 


James  C.  Joseph,  Debt  Issuance  and  Management:  A  Guide  for  Smaller  Governments, 
GFOA,  Chicago,  IL,  1994,  p.  37. 


13 


General  Obligation  Bond  Sales  Practices 
Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


recommended  the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
(DESE)  provide  guidance  to  public  school  entities  regarding  the  preferred 
use  of  competitive  bond  sales  and  the  use  of  independent  financial  advisors. 

As  of  April  2013,  none  of  the  above  recommendations  had  been 
implemented.  According  to  a  DESE  official,  the  department  does  not  have  a 
position  on  the  matter  of  school  districts  issuing  GO  bonds  through  the 
competitive  or  negotiated  sale  methods  and  the  decision  is  made  at  the  local 
district's  discretion. 

Recommendations  School  district  and  other  local  governments: 

1.1  Obtain  the  services  of  a  financial  advisor  who  is  independent  from 
the  underwriting  function,  regardless  of  the  method  of  sale  used. 

1.2  Utilize  the  competitive  method  of  sale  when  issuing  GO  bonds, 
particularly  when  the  issuing  entity  maintains  a  credit  rating  of  A' 
or  higher. 

The  Missouri  General  Assembly  revise  Section  108.170,  RSMo,  and  other 
laws  as  applicable  to: 

1.3  Require  local  governments  to  use  financial  advisors  that  are 
independent  of  the  bond  sale. 

1.4  Require  local  governments  to  use  the  competitive  method  of  sale 
when  issuing  GO  bonds  when  the  issuing  entity  maintains  a  credit 
rating  of  A'  or  higher. 

1.5  Designate  a  state  agency  to  develop  authoritative  guidance 
regarding  debt  issuance  at  the  local  level,  and  provide  guidance  to 
local  officials  to  ensure  public  debt  decisions  are  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  issuing  entity. 
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Bond  Analysis  Data 

The  table  below  lists  the  bonds  used  by  the  technical  advisors  (see 
Appendix  B)  in  their  analysis  of  general  obligation  bond  sales  in  the  state. 
The  data  includes  538  of  the  807  bonds  issued  between  January  2008  and 
December  2011.  The  data  was  obtained  from  the  SAO  bond  registration 
data  and  Bloomberg  Finance  L.P.  As  recommended  by  the  technical 
advisors,  the  analysis  excluded  228  bonds  with  unusual  financing  structures 
(for  example  bonds  subsidized  with  federal  stimulus  funding,  issued  with 
capital  appreciation  components,  and  issued  by  neighborhood  improvement 
districts),  35  short-term  bonds  with  maturities  less  than  3  years,  5  taxable 
bonds,  and  1  bond  with  inconsistent  borrowing  costs  as  compared  to  the 
remainder  of  the  population. 


Competitive  Sales  Negotiated  Sales 


Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issuer  Name 

Count 

Amount 

Count 

Amount 

Adair  County  R-II  School  District 

1 

$  560,000 

Advance  R-IV  School  District 

1 

1,500,000 

Arcadia  Valley  R-II  School  District 

1 

4,462,825 

Archie  R-V  School  District 

1 

1,000,000 

Ash  Grove  R-IV  School  District 

3 

3,599,735 

Aurora  R-VIII  School  District 

1 

3,980,000 

Avenue  City  R-IX  School  District 

2 

2,175,000 

Bayless  Consolidated  School  District 

1 

6,840,000 

Belton  School  District  No.  124 

3 

16,285,000 

Bismarck  R-V  School  District 

2 

2,220,000 

Black  Jack  Fire  Protection  District 

1 

$  2,500,000 

1 

2,949,998 

Blair  Oaks  R-II  School  District 

2 

10,325,000 

Bloomfield  R-XIV  School  District 

1 

839,168 

Blue  Eye  R-V  School  District 

1 

2,200,000 

Bolivar  R-I  School  District 

1 

2,975,000 

Boone  County 

2 

521,000 

Boonville  R-I  School  District 

3 

13,045,000 

Branson  R-IV  School  District 

1 

9,150,000 

Brentwood  School  District 

1 

6,780,000 

Brookfield  R-III  School  District 

3 

4,945,000 

Brunswick  R-II  School  District 

1 

615,000 

Butler  R-V  School  District 

1 

6,145,000 

Camdenton  R-III  School  District 

1 

3,950,000 

Cameron  R-I  School  District 

1 

2,130,000 

Campbell  R-II  School  District 

1 

1,950,000 

Canton  R-V  School  District 

1 

1,085,081 
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Competitive  Sales 


Negotiated  Sales 


Issuer  Name 


Issue  Issue  Issue  Issue 

Count        Amount        Count  Amount 


Cape  Girardeau  County  R-II  School  District 
Cape  Girardeau  School  District  No.  63 
Carl  Junction  R-I  School  District 
Carthage  R-IX  School  District 
Cass  County 

Cass  County  R-II  School  District 

Central  Cass  County  Fire  Protection  District 

Central  Jackson  County  Fire  Protection  District 

Central  R-III  School  District 

Central  St  Charles  County  Fire  and  Rescue  District 

Chadwick  R-I  School  District 

Chaffee  R-II  School  District 

Christian  County  R-III  School  District 

City  of  Avondale 

City  of  Ball  win 

City  of  Belief ontaine  Neighbors 

City  of  Belton 

City  of  Blue  Springs 

City  of  Burlington  Junction 

City  of  Carl  Junction 

City  of  Chesterfield 

City  of  Clayton 

City  of  Des  Peres 

City  of  Fair  Grove 

City  of  Ferguson 

City  of  Gasconade 

City  of  Grain  Valley 

City  of  Grandview 

City  of  Greenwood 

City  of  Kansas  City 

City  of  Kirkwood 

City  of  Lake  St.  Louis 

City  of  Lake  Winnebago 

City  of  Lee's  Summit 

City  of  Lilbourn 

City  of  Lone  Jack 


1 

2 


6,125,000 


1  5,255,000 
1  3,950,000 


8,000,000 


6,940,000 
7,550,000 

40,000,000 


12,000,000 


4,785,000 
26,380,000 
17,535,000 

4,060,000 
10,000,000 
36,675,000 
510,000 

5,000,000 
14,219,049 

825,000 
1,065,000 
3,306,000 

165,000 
3,695,000 
5,500,000 
18,730,000 
6,030,000 

250,000 
4,500,000 


6,170,000 
500,000 

245,000 


1,285,000 
87,190,000 
4,185,000 
7,230,000 
460,000 

175,000 
999,000 
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Competitive  Sales 


Negotiated  Sales 


Issuer  Name 


Issue  Issue  Issue  Issue 

Count        Amount        Count  Amount 


City  of  Maryville 

City  of  Northwoods 

City  of  Oak  Grove 

City  of  Owensville 

City  of  Raymore 

City  of  Richmond 

City  of  Rock  Hill 

City  of  Springfield 

City  of  St.  James 

City  of  St.  Peters 

City  of  Weatherby  Lake 

City  of  Webb  City 

City  of  Webster  Groves 

City  of  Woodson  Terrace 

Clark  County  R-I  School  District 

Clarksburg  C-2  School  District 

Clay  County  R-I  School  District 

Clayton  School  District 

Clearwater  R-I  School  District 

Clever  R-V  School  District 

Clinton  County  R-III  School  District 

Cole  Camp  R-I  School  District 

Cole  County  R-I  School  District 

Cole  County  R-V  School  District 

Columbia  School  District 

Community  Fire  Protection  District  of  St.  Louis  County 

Community  R-VI  School  District 

Concordia  R-II  School  District 

Cooper  County  Fire  Protection  District 

Cooper  County  R-IV  School  District 

Cottleville  Community  Fire  Protection  District 

Crawford  County  R-I  School  District 

Crawford  County  R-II  School  District 

Crocker  R-II  School  District 

Crystal  City  School  District  No.  47 

Davis  R-XII  School  District 


4 
1 


2,515,000 

3,335,000 
23,670,000 

13,000,000 


61,625,000 
2,680,000 


3,120,000 


1 
1 
2 
1 

1 

2 

2 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 

2 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

3 
1 


4,220,000 
2,500,000 
9,025,000 
1,185,000 

2,355,000 
5,250,000 

7,400,000 
3,790,000 
1,280,000 
5,895,000 

1,040,000 
2,250,000 
600,000 
6,165,000 

24,750,000 
1,005,000 
2,000,000 
7,695,000 
1,420,000 
5,520,788 
4,084,793 

48,275,000 

3,025,000 
750,000 

1,280,000 
315,000 

500,000 
5,000,000 
1,065,000 
4,655,000 

200,000 
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Competitive  Sales  Negotiated  Sales 


Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Tccnpr  lNTninp 

Count 

Amount 

Count 

Amount 

Dplto  R_V  Srhonl  Di^trirt 

iyClla  Iv    V    Ol/  l  l\J\J  1          o  LI  1^1 

1 

1 

z* , \J \J \J  , \J \J \J 

DpSntn  Sphnnl  Dictript  No  1% 
\~j\^vj\jWj                j-ziain^i           /  j 

n  78n  05n 

DpYtpr  R-XT  Srhnnl  Dictript 

8  775  000 

TVpypI  R-TV  Srhonl  Dictript 

1 

1 

1  980  000 

Dunklin  R-V  Sphnnl  Di^trirt 

Ly  UlllVlllI  IV     V    wjLllUUl  I-xIlMIICI 

9 

1  ^  QnO  000 

F1  DnraHn  ^vrvrincc.  R-TT  ^IphAAl  F)ic.tript 

1 

1 

1  850  000 

FlHnn  R-T  \pnnnl  T^ictfipt 

L.J  1  LlV7l  1  Iv    l  OC1HJ4J1  l-xl&lllCl 

9 

1 1  800  000 

Pimnpnpp  R-T  \PnPiPil  T^ictript' 

1_j111111C11CC  1x1  OC1HJ4J1  1_-/1&U1CI 

1 

1 

900  000 

FiirpVa  Fit*p  ProtpptiAn  F)ic.tript 

LiUl^Jva  1  lit  I  1UICCIHJ11  .LxIlMIICI 

1 

1 

1  nOO  000 

L/ACClSUJI  Opilllga  OC1HJVJ1  l-'lSlIlCl  T"U 

9 

6  810  000 

Fair  Plav  R-TT  ^phnnl  Dictript 
JTall  r iaj  rv-ll  OC11LHJI  l-'lsiilCl 

1 

1 

1  970  000 

'.\  riTi i  n  (tI/'mi  R  _\/TT  >lpnr\r\l  T^icrript 

1  cLL  llllllEi IWll  IV    V  11  OCllUUi  .LxlalllCl 

1 

1 

8  545  000 

Favprtp  R-TTT  *\phr»n1  T^ictript 

1  dyCllC  1x111  OC1HJU1  1_-/1&U1CI 

1 

1 

1  750  000 

Fpetiie  R_VT  Sphnnl  Di^tript 

1  ClMUl*  1\     V  1  OC11UU1  IVl&lllCL 

1 

1 

1 1  Q?5  000 

Flrvric.c.ant  Vallpv  Firp  PrntppHrvn  Disfript 

2  685  000 

FnrHlanH  R-TTT  ^phnnl  Dictript 

1 

1 

1  465  000 

Frvrt  Ocatrp  Firp  PrPitpption  F)ictt*ipt 

1 

1 

?  500  000 

Fort  Ot;a(TP  R-T  ^IprtPiPil  F)icrript 

1  Ul  l  V-ZStlEiC  1\  1  OL11UU1  .LxIlMIICI 

9 

90  Q85  000 

ZU,70  J,UUU 

Fort  T^nmw/alt  ^IprtPiPil  F)icrript 

1  Ul  l  Z_iUlllWu.ll  OL11UU1  I^IlMII^L 

Z/ 

4  7QQ  Q^n 

i ,  /  yy \,y u\j 

FranpiQ  I-TpiwpII  R-TTT  ^IprtPiPil  F)icrript 

1  ICIIICIl*  llUWtll  IV  111  OL11UU1  .L^IlMIICI 

4 

78  5^0  000 

Fulton  Pnhlip  Sphnnl  Dictripf  No 

1  L11HJ11  1  UU11C  OL11UU1  .LxIlMIICI  1>U.  JO 

1  5  'Ml  sis 

e~Jo1pno  R_TT  ^phnnl  Dictript 
VjalClla  rv-ll  OC11VJLH  1_^1SII1CI 

1 

1 

frJic.pnnaHp  r^nnntv  R-TT  Sphnnl  Di^fript 

1 

7  1 00  000 

/  ,  1UU,UUU 

f~Jrain  Vallpv  R-V  <\phnn1  Dictript 
vjidiii  v  diicy  rv  v  ociujui  i_-/i&uici 

A 

1  9  565  000 

Irf anri\/i p\x7  \      1  vpnnnl  T^icrript 

VJldllU  VIC  W  V-     \   OC1HJ4J1  l-xl&LllCL 

4 

90  405  000 

VJlallLl VIC W  rv-ll  OC1HJVJ1  1_^1&II1CI 

J 

8  668  899 

rirppn  f^itv  R-T  ^vpHaaI  F)ictript 
\jiccii  v^iiy  i\  i  OLiiuui  i_yii5LiicL 

1 

1 

O  U ,  O  1  1 

Greene  County  R-II  School  District 

2 

7,955,000 

Greene  County  R-III  School  District 

2 

8,452,000 

Greenfield  R-IV  School  District 

1 

750,000 

Greenville  R-II  School  District 

1 

4,000,000 

Halfway  R-III  School  District 

1 

1,500,000 

Hallsville  R-IV  School  District 

1 

2,120,000 

Hancock  Place  School  District 

4 

19,235,000 

Hannibal  School  District  No.  60 

2 

10,065,000 

Harrisburg  R-VIII  School  District 

2 

3,505,000 
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Bond  Analysis  Data 


Issuer  Name  

Hartville  R-II  School  District 

Henry  County  R-I  School  District 

Hermitage  R-IV  School  District 

Hickman  Mills  C-l  School  District 

Hickory  County  R-I  School  District 

Higbee  R-VIII  School  District 

Hillsboro  R-III  School  District 

Holcomb  R-III  School  District 

Holden  R-III  School  District 

Hollister  R-V  School  District 

Humansville  R-IV  School  District 

Independence  School  District 

Jackson  County  C-2  School  District 

Jackson  County  R-IV  School  District 

Jackson  County  R-VII  School  District 

Jefferson  Co  R-VII  School  District 

Jefferson  County  C-6  School  District 

Jennings  School  District 

Johnson  County  R-VII  School  District 

Junior  College  District  of  East  Central  Missouri 

Kearney  Fire  and  Rescue  Protection  District 

Kennett  School  District  No.  39 

King  City  R-I  School  District 

Kingston  K-14  School  District 

Kingsville  R-I  School  District 

Kirbyville  R-VI  School  District 

Kirksville  R-III  School  District 

Kirkwood  R-VII  School  District 

La  Monte  R-IV  School  District 

La  Plata  R-II  School  District 

Ladue  School  District 

Lafayette  County  C-l  School  District 

Lakeland  R-III  School  District 

Lawrence  County  R-IX  School  District 

Lawson  R-XIV  School  District 

Lebanon  R-III  School  District 


Competitive  Sales  Negotiated  Sales 

Issue  Issue  Issue  Issue 

Count        Amount        Count  Amount 


1 

1,440,000 

2 

2,071,246 

1 

900,000 

2 

24,650,000 

1 

1,150,000 

1 

1,200,000 

3 

14,765,449 

1 

400,000 

1 

2,715,000 

1 

2,518,938 

1 

1,300,000 

4 

89,095,000 

2 

29,385,000 

2 

113,945,000 

2 

57,235,000 

2 

11,000,000 

2 

17,060,000 

1 

5,600,000 

1 

620,000 

1 

9,800,853 

1 

3,500,000 

1 

7,000,000 

1 

871,940 

1,590,000 

1,475,000 

1,315,000 

21,355,000 

4,980,000 

835,000 

2,050,000 

2,245,000 

2,875,000 

3,330,000 

4,350,000 

1,800,000 

6,490,000 
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Bond  Analysis  Data 


Competitive  Sales  Negotiated  Sales 


Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Tssnpr  Namp 

Count 

Amount 

Count 

Amount 

T  iHprtv  Rnhlip  Sphnnl  Dictfipt 

9 

74  9Q0  000 

T  inpnlii  i^pmnt\/  R-TT  \pnnnl  T~iictript 

L^Lll\s\JLll  V^UUllly  1x11  O^llUL/1  .Lxl&lll^l 

T. 

J 

fs  79  S  000 

T  inpoln  f^onntv  R-TTT  Sphool  Distript 

l^lll^VJlll  V..UU1  II  V  Iv  111  wlLllUUl  l^iaill^l 

q 

4Q  fS70  000 

^y^yj  i  l/,l/l/l/ 

T  inHhprah  R-VTTT  Sphool  Distript 

1_*1111_1UC1  sill  IV    V  111  O^lUJUl  l-xl&Lll^L 

T. 

J 

T  i \rt r\ (rctrvn  (~*nMr\t\?  T  ihrnrv  T"iicti*ipt 
1_/1  VlllgSlVJll  v^VJUlllj  L^LULdiy  1_^1SLL1^1 

^  400  000 

T  nnXrw/nnrl  R _T  ^r'hnnl  fiictript 

1  77  S  000 

1 ,  /  /  J,UUU 

T  otran-Rotrprsvillp  R-VTTT  Sphool  Distript 

1 

2  435  000 

T  nnp  Tapl^  t-r\  T~iictt"ipt 
1_/VJ11C  J  tU^JV  v^-U  O^llVJVJl  L-Jlalll^l 

700  000 

T  onpdpll  R-XTV  School  District 

l 

712  061 

/  1  Z. ,  LI  U  1 

J_/VJLa Walla  Izllt  i  IVJlt^UVJll  L-Jisill^l 

7S0  000 

T  onisiana  R -TT  School  District 

l 

2  600  000 

^ ,  LI  LI  LI ,  LI  LI  LI 

Macks  fVppk  R-V  School  District 

IVldA^Jvd  V^lttlV  1\     V    OC-  l  l\J\J  1  l_yii5Lll^L 

790  000 

Maiden  R-T  School  District 

IViaiUtll  1\  1  OV^l  1V./V/1  l_yii5Lll^L 

1  fiQO  000 

1  ,U7U,UUU 

Malta  Rend  R-V  School  District 
iviana  jjciiu.  iv-  v  odimji  i_^isiii^i 

4Q0  000 

Mansfield  R-TV  School  District 
ivioiiaiit'iii  i\  i  v  o^iivjvji  L/iauiti 

7  775  000 

Z*,Z*Z^  ,L/L/L/ 

lV4anlcwood  Richmond  T-fpitrhts  School  District 

IVltlL/lt  W  VJUU  IVlL^lll                  lltlHllLS  O^llVJVJl  .LxIlMII^I 

1 1  71Q  Q81 

1  1  Iy,701 

A^arcclinc  R-V  School  District 
iviai^tiiiit  i\  v  oi/iiuui  L/isuiti 

1  360  000 

1 .  *J \J\J .  \J\J\J 

lV^iifiPc  i^pmnt\/  R-T  NPriAnl  T~iictt"ipt 

1V1011C&  V^UUllly   Iv    l  O^llUUl  l-xl&lll^l 

9  900  000 

Marshficld  R-T  School  District 

IVltU  LMllltlU  1\  1  wjLl  1V./V./1  l_yii5Lil^L 

{ 

717  000 

/  1  Z.,  L/L/L/ 

Marvvillc  R-TT  School  District 
ivitiiy  vnit  i\  ii  OLiiuui  L/iolii^/l 

1 1  685  000 

1  l,UOJ,UUU 

McDonald  f^onntv  R-T  School  District 

lVl^l_yVJlltlIU  V-A/U  1 1 1  y    Iv  1  O^lUJVJl  IVIlMII^I 

9 

1 1  385  000 

M^cadow  TTpitrhts  R-TT  School  District 

IVltaUU W  lltlHllLS  1\  11  O^llUUI  IVIlMII^I 

9 

1  375  000 

1 ,  .'Z... ' ,  L/L/L/ 

Mcadvillc  R-TV  School  District 

IVlCaU  Vlllt  1\  1  V    O^llVJUl  -L-JIlMII^I 

1 

1 

Q55  000 

A/Fcramcc  Vallpv  R-TTT  Sphool  Distript 

2 

1 3  340  000 

lV4ptt*p»  Wpct  T-^ifP  Rrntpptinn  Dictript  p»f  St  T  nine  f^rmntv 

IVltllVJ    VV  tSL  1  lit  1  lVJlt^llVJll  1_-/1lM11^1  V/ 1    O I .  LA/ U  1 1>  V-A/LI  1 1 1  \ 

1 

5  045  000 

*J  ,L/T^^7  ,  L/L/L/ 

lV4pnm-^Trvi"th  T-nrp  Rrntpptirvn  Dictript  p»f  St  T  nmc  Pnntitv 

IVltllL/  INL/llll  1  lit  r  lUltLUUil  L/lSlllLl  \J1  OL.  LA/U  1 3  V-A/Ul  11  y 

1 

1 

?  000  000 

\/lnvi/v\  Q/^Vi/\<"\l  T^ietr-ir»t  \Ta 
1V1CA1CO  OCIIOOI  UlSLllCL  INO.  Jy 

o 

1  ^  ^77  ^Q^ 

Mid  Camden  County  Fire  Protection  District 

i 

3,635,000 

Mid  St.  Louis  County  Fire  Protection  District 

2 

3,405,000 

Mid-Buchanan  County  R-V  School  District 

i 

3,630,000 

Miller  County  R-III  School  District 

i 

490,000 

Miller  County  Nursing  Home  District 

i 

1,430,000 

Mineral  Area  Community  College  District 

2 

13,950,000 

Missouri  Board  of  Fund  Commissioners 

3 

105,660,000 

Moberly  School  District  No.  81 

1 

16,200,000 

Monett  R-I  School  District 

3 

10,416,075 
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Bond  Analysis  Data 


Competitive  Sales  Negotiated  Sales 


Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Tssner  Name 

Count 

Amount 

Count 

Amount 

lVArvni  tf^cm  i^niintx/  T?-T  \pnnnl  T^ictfir1!" 

IVltJllllCtllA  V^vJUllly   1\1  OV^lUJvJl  J-xlftLll^L 

9 

IVHJlllltaU  v^VJUlllj  rv-  V  1  OdlVJOl  A-^lSlAl^l  VJ1  11JJUJ11 

i 

1 

s  4fis  nnn 

Monroe  Citv  R-T  School  District 

1V1V/1I1  V/V-/  V^llj    XV    A  vJL'llUUl  A_xAi3lAAK^l. 

1 

1  2nn  nnn 

Mt  Vernon  R-V  School  District 

1VAL.     V                        AV     V     OV-^  1 1  v/v/1    Aj'Ai}  LA  AWL 

2 

4  495  nnn 

New  RloomfielH  R-TTT  School  District 

4 

n  4Qn  nnn 

New  Franklin  R-T  School  District 

1  1^  VV    A  A  UAAIVAAAA  AV    A   VjWllV/v/l    L/  1  l~  1 1  1  \—  I 

2 

1  775  nnn 

A}  /   /  i7^vvv 

N^\x/  TTavpn  T^ictrir*t 

1 

1 

?  snn  nnn 

New  MaHriH  Conntv  R-T  School  District 
i>tw  ivia.vj.iiu  V-A^u 1 1 1 y  iv  i  ov^iivjvji  ivilMiiv^i 

1 

1 

4  1  is  nnn 

Newhnro"  R-TT  School  District 

l>tWUU.lH  AV  11  OV^llVJVJl  A-xIlMH^L 

1 

1 

QQn  nnn 

Nixa  R-TT  School  District 

1  >  1  /\ C4.  AV   AA  kJvsl 1  v/v/ 1  A_xAi3LAAk^L 

3 

in  887  934 

Norhorne  R-VTTT  School  District 

1  >v/l  UVJ1  IIV^  AV     V  AAA  ijtlluul  A_-'Ai5 LA AK^L 

2 

92n  nnn 

N^fmandv  School  District 
1^1  uiiiitAiiuy  ov^iivjvji  i_-/1lM11V^l 

4 

3 1  snn  nnn 

^Trvrtn  infill cwxjcwj  ifw\Y\t\T  T? -T  S^/* n<"w\  1  l^iictfir1!" 
1>IVJ1L11  y^aLLcLVV  ay  V^vJUllLy  lv  I  OV^llvJvJl  1_-/1&l1H^l 

1 

1 

1  87n  nnn 

1,0/  VJiVJVJVJ 

Nnrth  TCnncnc  Citv  Srhnnl  Dictrirt  Nn  7/1 

T. 

J 

38  41  s  nnn 

North  Nortawav  Conntv  R-VT  School  District 

INUllll  l>UUaWay  V-A/U  1 1 1  \   lv    V  1  OV^llVJvJl  A-^IlMIIV^I 

1 

1 

n^n  nnn 

North  Platte  Ponntv  R-T  School  District 

1NVJ1L11  rlaLLC  v^VJUlllj  AV-1  O^llVJVJl  l^l&Lll^L 

1 

I 

3  7Sn  88? 

North  Shelhv  School  District 

INVJXLll  OlltlUy   OV^llVJVJl  A-xIlMIICL 

1 

1 

48n  33n 

^Trvrtn         iHfQrirT^i  c  i^rnint\/  T? -T  \pnnnl  l^iictfir*!" 
INvJlLll  OL.  1  la.lli^*Jl&  V^UlAllLy  AV  1  O^llVJVJl  -Lxl&llli^l 

u 

?fi  S9?  S?9 

N^r*t*thpact  NnHawav  Crmntv  R-\/  School  District 

1> \JL  Lllt'dol  l>UUaWay  V- V  /  LI  1 1 1  V    AV     V    OV^llUUX  L/lSlllLl 

1 

1 

9n5  nnn 

Nrvrthcnct  RnnHnlnh  f^mmrv  R-T\/  Srhnnl  District 

INVJlLllCa&L  AvallLiVJipil  V^VJUllLj  AV-1  V   O^llVJVJl  l^l&Lll^L 

1 

1 

97n  nnn 

Northwest  R-T  School  District  of  TefFerson  Conntv 

1>  VJi  Lll  W  tSL  AV  1  OV^lUJLJl  -L/IlMIIV^L  \J1  JtlltlSVJll  V-AILI  1 1 1  \ 

11  ?fin  nnn 

Oak  Orove  R-VT  School  District 

9 

90  000  000 

Oak  RinVe  R-VT  School  District 

V-/U.JV  AVAV.lEiV-'  AV     V  A  iJLllUUi  A-/AlM1A^I 

1 

1  27n  nnn 

Odessa  R-VTT  School  District 

9 

1  nnn  nnn 

Oran  R-TTT  School  District 

Wlall  AV  111  OV^llvJvJl  A-xlaLlH^L 

1 

1 

1  fi9n  nnn 

Ofphatvl  T-^afTn  R-\/  Sr*hr*r*1  Dictript 

V.J  1  1/  11CU  LI  1  dllll  AV     V    OV^llVJVJl  A-xIlMIIV^L 

1 

1 

y ,  v./  v./  v./ ,  v/  v./  v./ 

Orrick  R-XT  School  District 

WlllV^AV  lv  / V  1  OV^llVJV-'l  L/1lM11LI 

1 

1 

1 4nn  nnn 

Osage  County  R-II  School  District 

2 

4,380,000 

Osborn  R-0  School  District 

1 

510,000 

Otterville  R-VI  School  District 

1 

410,000 

Ozark  R-VI  School  District 

4 

24,320,000 

Palmyra  R-I  School  District 

1 

7,000,000 

Paris  R-II  School  District 

1 

720,000 

Park  Hill  School  District 

2 

14,595,000 

Parkway  C-2  School  District 

3 

93,780,000 

Pattonsburg  R-II  School  District 

1 

905,000 
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Bond  Analysis  Data 


Competitive  Sales  Negotiated  Sales 


Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

T^npr  lNTamp 

Count 

Amount 

Count 

Amount 

P;ittr*n\/i  1  if*  Fit"!5  T^Yatf^cti ax~\  T~ii ctrir't 

i  dllUll V111G  1  11C  rrUlCCllUll  .Lxl&llld 

4 

1  s  nnn  nnn 

1  o  ,uuu  ,uuu 

Pptri<i  Ponntv  R-V  Sphool  Di^trirt 
r  cilia  v_^uu 1 1 1  y  rv  v  o^nuui  iviaui^i 

1 

1 

7Qn  nnn 

/  7U ,UUU 

PiPrrp  C\t\i  R-VT  Sphool  Di^trirt 
r  iti^t  v^ny  i\  v  i  ouiuui  lyiamci 

9 

4  xis  nnn 

PiVp  rmintv  R-TTT  Sphool  Di^tript 

L  IJVt  V^UUlllj  rv-lll  OdlUUl  J_^lollld 

i 

r 

s  nnn  nnn 

Pilot  Orovp  C-d  Sphool  Di^trirt 
i  iiui  uiuvc        i  oenuui  iviaiiii/i 

i 

i 

1  n^n  nnn 

1  ,UJU,UUU 

Plattp  f^nnntv  R-TTT  Sphool  Fii^tript 
it  id  lie  v^umiiy  ixiii  oL-iiuui  i-.'i&iiiei 

A 

t-r 

97  41  s  nnn 

Plpa^ant  Hill  R-TTT  Sphool  Di^tript 

L  It  do  dill  11111  1\  111  OL11UU1  IV 1 0 11  1^1 

T. 

1 1  Qnn  nnn 

1  1  ,7UU,WU 

r  ltdodlll  XrUUt  iv-  V  1  oeilVJVJl  l^l&lliei 

1 

1 

Qnn  nnn 

7UU,UUU 

Pnln  R-VTT  Sphool  Di^tript 
r  uiu  i\  v  ii  jk/iiuui  lyiaiiici 

1 

1 

1  ?Qn  nnn 

r  lllieciVJll  rv-  V  ocilUUl  J_>ME>llld 

9 

9  4qs  nnn 

PiirHv  R-TT  Sphool  Di^tript 
r  uitij  rv-n  ouiuui  ivi&uiei 

1 

1 

1  fsnn  nnn 

1 1WJVJ1VJVJVJ 

Putnam  tn  R -T  \pnnnl  T^ictfir*!- 
r  Ullldlll  V^U  ix  i  ouiuui  uiaiiiu 

9 

9  sm  n9^ 

Pnvipo  R-VTTT  Sphool  Fii^tript 
i  uailu  rv  v  in  ouiuui  ivi&uiei 

1 

1 

9  1  fin  nnn 

Rall^  f^nnntv  R-TT  Sphool  Fii^tript 
rvdiio  v^umiiy  rv  ii  oliiuui  uiaiiiu 

1 

1 

9  fisn  nnn 

Riph  Hill  R-TV  Sphool  Distript 

AVieil  1A111  1\  1  V    uLllUUl  l_v  1 1>  1 1  1  ^  I 

2 

2  nQs  nnn 

Z^U  J U  j \J\J\J 

rvlltllUUl  OUIUUI  l_^lolllU 

i. 
j 

^4  qss  nnn 

Rivprvipw  Fit*p  Protpption  Di^tript 

1MVC1  V1CW  1  lit  1  lULCLLlUlI  1713111^1 

1 

1 

^  nnn  nnn 

R i \/i^T"\/i f*x\7  lrfiTTTf*nc  \pnnril  T~^ictrir*t 
rvivcivicw  vJa.nj.cii&  ouiuui  .Lxi&iiiu 

9 

m  nsQ  Q91 

Rnnpftcnn  Pity^  Pt*ot f*f*ti nn  T^ictrir't 

1VUUC1  l&Ull  1  11C  llUlCLUUll  L/lollltl 

T. 

J 

RopV  Port  R-TT  Sphool  Fii^tript 
i\ul iv  run  rv  ii  ouiuui  .Lxi&iriu 

i 

1 

9  n9Q  n4fi 

RopVwooH  R -\/T  Sphool  Di^tript 
ivuc rv  w  uuu  rv  v  i  ouiuui  i_»/i&iiiu. 

9 

snn  nnn 

■x 

n7  ^  1 5  nnn 

\J  1  ,V  1J,UUU 

Rpicpap  C  -  1  Sr*hr*r*1  T^ictT*if*t 
rvusujt      r  ouiuui  l/isuiu 

i 

1 

nnn 

Santa  Fp  R-X  Sphool  Di^tript 
Odiiid  r  c  i\  yv  o^nuui  lyismei 

i 

1 

1  Qnn  nnn 

1  ,7UU,WU 

Sphnvlpr  f^o  R-T  Sphool  Fii^tript 
ouiuyiu  v^u  rv  i  ouiuui  r-zioiriu 

i 

1 

9  4ns  nnn 

Spott  Pitv  R-T  Sphool  Di^tript 
o^un  v^iiy  i\  i  OLiiuui  iv i o ii i^i 

i 

1 

9  41  n  nnn 

Z*,T-  1U,UUU 

Spott  f^onntv  f^pntral  Sphool  r^i^tript 

OV^Ull  V-  V  7  LI  1 1 1  y    V^l^lllltll  U^llUUl  .L/l&LllWL 

2 

2  275  nnn 

Shawnpp  R-TTT  Sphool  Di^tript 

OllaWlItt  1\  111  wjLUUUl  L/ loll  1^1 

1 

1 

495  nnn 

^J,UUU 

Sherwood  Cass  R-VIII  School  District 

1 

2,890,000 

Sikeston  R-VI  School  District 

1 

3,190,000 

Silex  R-I  School  District 

2 

1,980,000 

Slater  School  District 

2 

1,581,119 

Smithville  Area  Fire  Protection  District 

1 

2,500,000 

Smithville  R-II  School  District 

1 

6,500,000 

Sni- Valley  Fire  Protection  District  of  Jackson  County 

2 

3,900,000 

South  Metropolitan  Fire  Protection  District  of  Cass  County 

1 

5,690,000 

Southern  Boone  County  R-I  School  District 

4 

12,645,000 
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Competitive  Sales  Negotiated  Sales 


Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Count 

A  mnnnt 

Count 

Amount 

Snuth^fn  R^\/nnlr1c  Cnnnl"\/  R-TT  NPnAAl  T^ictfir1!" 

1 

1 

Q10  000 

Snnthwpst  R-V  Sphnnl  Di^trirt 

^895  000 

Snnknnp  R-VTT  Sphnnl  Di^lrirt 

1 

1 

?  0Q5  000 

SnrinafiplH  R-^"TT  Sphnnl  Hi^tript 

9 

1  S  Q70  000 

St  T  nni«i  TraTTiiti Anal  Sphnnl  Di«itript 

9 

11  (S50  000 

St   Chiifl^c  \   nin itii ini \\i  i^nll^O"^ 
Ol.  V^lldlltS  V^LUlilliUlillj  V^LUltgC 

1 

1 

9 1  770  000 

St  Charlpc  Cnnntv  Amhnlanpp  Dictript 

1 

1 

St  Char1p<:  Sphnnl  T^i^tript 

Ol.  V^llallCa  O^llLHJI  L-Jlalll^l 

9 

1 1  9fiS  000 

St  Clair  R-XTTT  Sphnnl  Dktript 

1 

1 

?  550  000 

St  Tamp^  R-T  Sphnnl  Di^tript 

9 

fS  0Q0  000 

Stp  Ctptipvipvp  Cnnntv  R -TT  Sphnnl  Di«itript 

1 

1 

1  fS10  000 

Sf"f*\x7i}T"f"c\/il  1 e*  \   -  /  \pnnnl  T^ictfir1!" 

OLC  W til  la  V 111C         Z.  O^lUJUl  J-xl&Lll^L 

1 

1 

/H7  ^17 

Stnpktnn  R-T  Sphnnl  Di^tript 

1 

1 

8  015  000 

Stnnp  Cnnntv  R-TV  Sphnnl  Distript 

12  292  156 

Strafford  R-VT  School  District 

1 

3  700  000 

Strain-Tanan  R-XVT  Sphnnl  Di^tript 

1 

1 

Strachnro"  C  -^K  Sr*hnn1  T^ictnr't 

1 

1 

Q^S  000 

Stiiro^port  R-V  Sphnnl  Distript 

2 

4  550  000 

1 1  van  Sphnnl  Di o.tvi pt 

8  885  000 

1 

1 

1  1  50  000 

Snnt*i<iP  R-T^  Sphnnl  Di«itript 

9 

Z> 

1  05^  788 

Qwppt  Qt-\rino"<i  R-VTT  Sphnnl  Di<itt*ipt 

OWttl  OL*llllgi5  1\    V  11  O^lH-HJl  J-^IlMII^L 

1 

1 

1  ^Q5  104 

Tanpvvillp  R-TT  Sphnnl  Di^tript 

1 

1 

1  000  000 

F~rha\/pt"  R-TT  Sphnnl  Dictfipt 

1 

1 

?  600  000 

Z* ,  UV/V/ ,  \J\J\J 

Ti'p n tnn  R_T^^  Sphnnl  T^iictript 

1  It/lllAJll  lv  1  / v  O^llUUl  l_/li5lll^/l 

1 

1 

1  ^70  000 

TTninn  R-^T  Sphnnl  Fii^tript 

1. 

J 

77  000 

Z-  /  ,JZyJ,UUU 

univcrsiLy  v^iiy  ocnooi  uislticl 

a 
j 

J^r^j  1  '+,000 

Valley  Park  School  District 

2 

3,915,000 

Van-Far  R-I  School  District 

1 

1,265,000 

Verona  R-VII  School  District 

2 

2,950,000 

Warren  County  R-III  School  District 

2 

11,200,000 

Warrensburg  R-VI  School  District 

2 

5,030,000 

Washington  County  R-III  School  District 

1 

5,475,000 

Washington  School  District 

1 

2,650,000 

Webb  City  R-VII  School  District 

1 

5,000,000 

Webster  Groves  School  District 

1 

6,955,000 
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Competitive  Sales 


Negotiated  Sales 


Issuer  Name 


Issue 
Count 


Issue 
Amount 


Issue 
Count 


Issue 
Amount 


Wellington-Napoleon  R-IX  School  District 
Wellsville  Middletown  R-I  School  District 
Wentzville  R-IV  School  District 

West  County  EMS  &  Fire  Protection  District  of  St.  Louis 
County 

West  Nodaway  County  R-I  School  District 
West  Peculiar  Fire  Protection  District 
West  St.  Francois  County  R-IV  School  District 
Wheatland  R-II  School  District 
Windsor  C-l  School  District 
Winfield  R-IV  School  District 
Worth  County  R-III  School  District 
Wright  City  R-II  School  District 
Grand  Total 


8,540,000 
16,980,000 


2 
1 

3 

1 

2 
2 
1 
4 
2 
1 
7 


2,382,041 
1,460,000 
81,108,677 

1,200,000 
2,815,000 
4,320,000 
700,000 
33,105,000 
7,665,000 
520,000 
17,125,023 


50      $501,717,575     488  $2,621,766,171 
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Technical  Advisor  Biographies 

The  technical  advisors  are  involved  in  public  finance  research  and  education 
and  have  published  numerous  research  articles  on  the  topic.  Much  of  their 
work  has  specifically  addressed  the  cost  differences  that  exist  between 
competitive  and  negotiated  sales. 

Bill  Simonsen  is  a  Professor  in  the  Department  of  Public  Policy  at  the 
University  of  Connecticut  and  Director  of  its  Master  of  Public 
Administration  (MP A)  program.  Simonsen's  research  and  writing  focuses 
on  public  sector  financial  management  and  policy  and  has  two  main  themes 
(1)  ways  to  aid  public  management  decisions  about  municipal  bond  sales, 
and  (2)  processes  that  improve  the  ways  that  citizen  preferences  can  be  used 
in  public  decisions.  His  research  on  municipal  bonds  covers  such  topics  as 
interest  rate  calculations,  use  of  competitive  or  negotiated  sale  types,  bond 
structuring  and  sizing,  understanding  decision  making  in  the  bond  sale 
process,  debt  policies,  and  emerging  bond  markets.  His  research  on  citizen 
preferences  focuses  on  innovative,  deliberative,  and  realistic  ways  that 
citizen  input  can  be  elicited  and  used  in  public  decisions.  He  frequently 
collaborates  with  his  colleague  Mark  Robbins,  also  at  the  University  of 
Connecticut. 

Simonsen's  work  has  been  published  widely  in  public  finance,  public 
administration  and  related  journals.  His  work  has  appeared  in  journals  such 
as  Public  Administration  Review;  American  Review  of  Public 
Administration;  Public  Budgeting  and  Finance;  Municipal  Finance  Journal; 
Journal  of  Public  Budgeting,  Accounting  and  Financial  Management;  Urban 
Affairs  Review;  State  and  Local  Government  Review;  Publius:  The  Journal 
of  Federalism,  Journal  of  Urban  Affairs  and  the  Social  Science  Journal.  His 
book  chapters  include  a  study  of  the  State  of  Oregon  budgeting  practices  in 
Budgeting  in  the  States.  His  book  with  Mark  Robbins,  Citizen  Participation 
in  Resource  Allocation  examines  current  and  historical  methods  of 
involving  citizens  in  public  budgeting  processes.  Simonsen  has  been  on  the 
editorial  boards  for  both  the  Municipal  Finance  Journal  and  Public 
Budgeting  and  Finance. 

Mark  Robbins  is  the  Department  Head  and  a  Professor  of  Public  Policy  at 
the  University  of  Connecticut.  He  conducts  research  and  teaches  in  the  area 
of  public  budgeting  and  finance.  His  research  focuses  on  public  preferences 
for  taxing  and  spending,  and  on  public  debt.  Mark  works  closely  with  Bill 
Simonsen  and  their  work  together  has  appeared  in  numerous  scholarly 
journals.  He  also  serves  as  technical  adviser  to  the  Government  Finance 
Officer's  Association's  Debt  Committee,  sits  on  the  Commission  for  Peer 
Review  and  Accreditation  for  the  National  Association  of  Schools  of  Public 
Affairs  and  Administration,  and  is  on  the  Government  Accounting  Standard 
Board's  Government  Accounting  Standards  Advisory  Council  representing 
the  Association  for  Budgeting  and  Financial  Management.  Robbins  received 
his  Master's  degree  from  the  University  of  Oregon,  and  his  Ph.D.  from 
Syracuse  University's  Maxwell  School. 
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Bond  Analysis  Methodology 

The  purpose  of  this  appendix  is  to  provide  additional  detail  of  the 
methodology  used  by  the  technical  advisors.  The  advisors  prepared  the 
detailed  methodology  and,  therefore  it  is  somewhat  technical  in  nature. 

Using  ordinary  least  squares  regression,  the  advisors  concluded  that,  on 
average,  with  all  other  factors  being  equal,  competitive  bidding  carried 
borrowing  costs  that  were  approximately  23.5  basis  points  lower  than  those 
sold  without  such  bidding.  For  the  average  sale  amount  of  $5.8  million  the 
savings  provides  debt  service  savings  of  $88,148  over  the  life  of  the  bond. 
The  following  narrative  provides  information  that  explains  the  advisors' 
review  methods  and  how  they  addressed  selection  bias  and  other  variables. 

Analysis  population  The  analysis  eliminated  short-term  bonds  and  other  bonds  with  unusual 

characteristics.  The  eliminated  bonds  included  bonds  maturing  in  less  than  3 
years,  bonds  that  were  not  "plain  vanilla"  GO  issues  (such  as  Qualified  Zone 
Academy  Bonds,  Build  America  Bonds,  Neighborhood  Improvement 
Bonds,  and  others),  taxable  bonds,  and  one  bond  with  "outlier" 
characteristics  regarding  borrowing  costs.  The  original  overall  population  of 
807  bonds  was  reduced  to  an  analysis  population  of  538  bonds. 

To  account  for  the  possibility  of  selection  bias,  as  issuers  might  select  the 
sale  type  non-randomly,  a  Hausman  test  was  performed.  The  test,  which 
factored  for  whether  or  not  the  bond  was  partially  or  fully  refunded  as  an 
instrument,  did  not  reveal  the  need  for  selection  correction.  Whether  or  not 
the  bond  is  a  refunding  bond  has  been  used  in  past  studies  as  an 
instrument.11 

Previous  research  and  economic  theory  were  reviewed.  Factors  other  than 
the  method  of  sale  that  could  affect  borrowing  costs  were  identified.  To 
statistically  control  for  the  other  factors  ordinary  least  squares  regression 
was  used  to  observe  the  effect  that  the  decision  to  pursue  competitive  sales 
makes  on  borrowing  costs.  The  table  below  presents  the  variables  used  in 
the  analysis  and  their  definitions. 


Consideration  of 
selection  bias 


Analysis  method 


Peter  Brucato  and  Jun  Peng,  "Another  Look  at  the  Effect  of  Method  of  Sale  on  the  Interest 
Cost  in  the  Municipal  Bond  Market:  A  Certification  Model,"  Public  Budgeting  and  Finance, 
Vol.  23.,  No.  1.,  March  2003,  pp  73-95.  Tatyana  Guzman  and  Temirlan  Moldogaziev, 
"Which  Bonds  Are  More  Expensive?  The  Cost  Differentials  by  Debt  Issue  Purpose  and  the 
Method  of  Sale:  An  Empirical  Analysis,"  Public  Budgeting  and  Finance,  Vol.  32.,  No.  3., 
Fall  2012,  pp  79-101. 
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Variables  Considered  During  Analysis 


Variable 


Variable  Definition 


Multiple  analysis 
models  were  applied 


Method  of  sale 
Experience 

Callable 

Bank  qualified 

Bond  Buyer  GO  Index 

Ratings 


Volatility 
Yield  ratio 
Insured 

Natural  log-years  to  maturity 

Natural  log-bond  amount 

School 
Time  counter 
Quarters 


1  if  sale  is  competitive,  0  if  negotiated 

Number  of  sales  by  the  issuer  since  June 
2005 12 

1  if  the  bond  is  callable,  0  if  not 

1  if  the  bond  is  bank  qualified,  0  if  not 

The  Bond  Buyer  GO  index  for  the  week  of 
the  sale 

A  series  of  indicator  variables  representing 
the  bond  ratings.  The  Moody's  rating  is  used. 
If  there  is  no  Moody's  rating,  the  Standard 
and  Poor's  rating  is  used.  The  base  case  is  no 
rating  or  unreported  rating 

The  standard  deviation  of  the  Bond  Buyer 
GO  Index  for  the  prior  month 

The  ratio  of  the  Bond  Buyer  One-Year  Note 
Index  and  the  Bond  Buyer  GO  Index 

1  if  the  bond  is  insured,  0  if  not 

The  natural  logarithm  of  the  years  to  bond 
maturity 

The  natural  logarithm  of  the  amount  of  the 
bond 

1  if  the  issuer  is  a  school,  0  if  not 

A  time  counter  by  quarter  of  the  year 

A  series  of  indicator  variables  representing 
the  year  and  quarter  that  the  bond  was  issued 


Two  analysis  models  were  used  to  analyze  the  test  population.  The  first 
model  included  competitive  sale  as  the  variable  of  interest  to  determine  the 
impact  of  sales  method  on  interest  costs.  The  second  model  included  the 
number  of  bids  as  the  variable  of  interest  to  determine  the  incremental 
impact  of  each  additional  bid  on  interest  costs.  The  results  of  both  models 
show  similar  patterns  in  the  results.  Both  models  were  subjected  to  an 
additional  data  result  set  that  factors  in  controls  for  time,  which  are 


12 


The  prior  audit  data  went  through  May  2005. 
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considered  important  due  to  the  effects  of  the  financial  collapse  during  the 
time  period  under  analysis. 

Estimated  savings  using  The  present  value  of  the  cost  difference  between  bond  issues  sold  by 

analysis  results  competitive  versus  negotiated  means  was  calculated  to  describe  the 

magnitude  of  the  effects  revealed  in  the  analysis.  The  calculation  is  based  on 
assumptions  that  the  debt  matures  in  12  years  (about  the  average  for  bond 
sales  in  the  sample),  debt  service  has  equal  principal  payments,  and  interest 
payments  occur  every  6  months.  Cost  savings  were  calculated  for  sales  of 
$2  million,  $5.8  million  (approximately  the  average  for  the  bond  sales  in  the 
sample)  and  $10  million.  The  expected  interest  savings  were  calculated 
using  the  23.45  basis  point  saving  estimate  calculated  as  part  of  the  bond 
analysis.  This  saving  estimate  is  provided  by  the  preferred  analysis  results, 
which  used  method  of  sale  as  the  independent  variable  and  was  adjusted  for 
time  controls.  The  results  are  shown  in  the  table  below. 


Estimated  Savings  for  Issues  Sold  Through  Competitive  Bidding 


Amount  of  Sale 

$  2,000,000 

5,800,000 

10,000,000 

Savings  (undiscounted) 

$  30,743 

88,148 

150,067 

Savings  (discounted) 

$  24,477 

70,346 

119,730 

Methodology  approved  by  The  SAO  provided  documentation  of  the  analysis  performed  by  the  advisors 
an  independent  professor        to  the  University  of  Missouri  for  an  evaluation  of  the  methodology.  Judith 

Stallmann,  Professor  of  Agricultural  Economics,  Rural  Sociology  and 
Truman  School  of  Public  Affairs  performed  the  evaluation.  The  professor 
has  published  research  in  national  publications  and  is  familiar  with  the 
statistical  techniques  used  by  the  advisors. 

The  professor  reviewed  various  aspects  of  the  methodology,  including  the 
number  of  competitive  and  negotiated  sales,  potential  sample  selection  bias, 
and  the  control  variables.  The  professor  concluded  the  numbers  of  bonds  for 
each  method  of  sale  were  sufficient  to  obtain  reliable  estimates,  preliminary 
testing  correctly  addressed  the  possibility  of  selection  sample  bias,  ordinary 
least  squares  was  an  appropriate  methodology  to  be  used  to  estimate  the 
impact  of  type  of  issue  on  the  basis  points,  and  the  control  variables  and  test 
results  under  several  analysis  applications  provide  confidence  in  the 
estimates. 
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The  table  below  documents  the  local  governments  contacted  as  part  of  our 
fieldwork  and  any  of  their  bond  issues  included  in  our  analysis.  We  visited 
the  local  governments  to  identify  potential  issues  faced  and  to  understand 
factors  contributing  to  choices  made.  We  selected  the  entities  from  our 
analysis  population  of  entities  that  completed  bond  issues  during  the  4  years 
ending  December  31,  2011.  To  ensure  a  diverse  mix  of  bond  issuers,  we 
based  selections  on  geographic  location,  sales  method,  entity  type,  and  bond 
characteristics. 

Bond 


Registration 

Type  of 

Amount  of 

Date  of 

TIC  Rate 

Political  Subdivision 

Number 

Colo 

oaie 

Issue 

Issue 

(Percent) 

Boonville  R-I  School  District 

25164 

Negotiated 

$  2,855,000 

1/29/2008 

3.775 

95993 

1\Tp  ot»H  a  tp  H 

1>  CiiULltlLtU. 

4  390  000 

9/1  8/9009 

9  815 

9SQ93 

INCgUllalCU 

S  870  000 
J,0  /  u,uuu 

19/1  3/901  1 

1 1*1  VJ1  £\J  1  1 

9  Q98 

i^dnndge  k-ia.  ocnooi  uisirici 

LjLyo 

rNegoudieu 

a  f\f,c\  nnn 

■4-,UOU,UUU 

9/1  </lf\f\0 
LI  L  Jl ZUUy 

i  mn 

Z.U  IV 

v^ny  \Ji  vjiaiiuvitw 

95371 

Pniri  r*P  tl  tl  VP 
V^UlllL/t  LI  LI  Vt 

3  300  000 

7/99/9009 

1  395 

Competitive 

a  Kft  nnn 

1  1  /OQ/OA1  A 
1  I/ZJ/ZUIU 

1  ^Q1 

L.Jy  1 

95487 

I\l  p  orvH  atpH 

3  240  000 

1/97/9010 

9  738 

Z..  /  JO 

25644 

Np  (Toti  a  tpH 

844  790 

o^^,  /  y\J 

7/29/2010 

3  595 

Columbia  School  District 

25150 

Competitive 

3U,U15,UUU 

A  /1  /OAAO 

4/  l/2UUo 

A  1  £.  A 

4.3o4 

25347 

Competitive 

4,875,000 

5/5/2009 

3.185 

25510 

Competitive 

8,305,000 

2/23/2010 

1.671 

25726 

Competitive 

18,430,000 

10/12/2010 

1.502 

25852 

Negotiated 

48,275,000 

6/1/2011 

4.004 

Fulton  Public  School  District  No. 

25163 

Competitive 

3,550,000 

1/24/2008 

2.976 

58 

25467 

Competitive 

f~i  cr\r\  (\(\(\ 

7,500,000 

12/16/2009 

2.888 

25574 

Competitive 

4,327,570 

6/24/2010 

3.875 

Grandview  C-4  School  District 

25238 

Negotiated 

8,410,000 

6/25/2008 

3.235 

25248 

Negotiated 

1,500,000 

7/31/2008 

4.608 

25300 

Negotiated 

4,000,000 

2/18/2009 

3.260 

25623 

Negotiated 

6,495,000 

7/14/2010 

2.534 

Greene  County  R-III  School 

25202 

Negotiated 

4,990,000 

5/1/2008 

3.429 

District 

25602 

Negotiated 

3,462,000 

6/15/2010 

4.015 

Marshfield  R-I  School  District 

25609 

Negotiated 

712,000 

6/15/2010 

3.808 

North  Callaway  County  R-I 

25292 

Negotiated 

1,870,000 

2/12/2009 

2.727 

School  District 

Rockwood  R-VI  School  District 

25234 

Competitive 

70,000,000 

6/24/2008 

3.905 

25307 

Negotiated 

32,945,000 

2/24/2009 

1.895 

25488 

Negotiated 

24,465,000 

1/28/2010 

2.831 

25714 

Competitive 

13,800,000 

9/29/2010 

1.586 

25879 

Negotiated 

9,905,000 

7/27/2011 

1.280 
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Bond 


Registration 

Type  of 

Amount  of 

jjate  oi 

TIP    D  Qfa 

iii^  Kate 

Rond  Tssnpd  Rv 

Number 

Sale 

Issue 

Issue 

Warrensburg  R-VI  School  District 

25409 

Negotiated 

1,510,000 

9/15/2009 

3.155 

25671 

Negotiated 

3,520,000 

8/9/2010 

2.341 

Webb  City  R-VII  School  District 

25214 

Negotiated 

5,000,000 

5/15/2008 

4.192 

Wentzville  R-IV  School  District 

25278 

Competitive 

8,540,000 

12/30/2008 

4.840 

25381 

Negotiated 

30,623,677 

8/4/2009 

5.581 

25828 

Negotiated 

7,950,000 

3/30/2011 

3.249 

25907 

Negotiated 

42,535,000 

10/6/2011 

2.870 

Wright  City  R-II  School  District 

25213 

Negotiated 

2,735,000 

5/28/2008 

3.167 

25352 

Negotiated 

2,700,000 

5/13/2009 

4.199 

25422 

Negotiated 

310,020 

10/1/2009 

2.705 

25554 

Negotiated 

1,400,000 

6/3/2010 

3.419 

25802 

Negotiated 

3,730,000 

2/3/2011 

2.076 

25824 

Negotiated 

5,250,000 

3/8/2011 

2.951 

25951 

Negotiated 

1,000,000 

12/29/2011 

2.243 
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Appendix  E 


GFOA  Resources 


Our  research  identified  valuable  best  practices  resources  and  other  guidance 
published  by  the  GFOA.  A  full  listing  of  GFOA  best  practices  guidance, 
other  advisories,  and  publications  are  available  at  www.gfoa.org.  Other 
organizations  and  authors  publish  similar  resources  and  technical  papers, 
which  are  generally  available  for  download  or  purchase  by  local 
governments.  Several  of  the  GFOA  debt  management  resources  are  listed 
below,  most  of  which  are  available  at  no  cost: 

BOOKS 

•  A  Practitioner's  Guide  To  Effective  Debt  Management:  Competitive 
v.  Negotiated:  How  to  Choose  the  Method  of  Sale  for  Tax-Exempt 
Bonds  (1994) 

•  An  Elected  Official's  Guide  to  Debt  Issuance  (2005) 

•  Debt  Issuance  and  Management  -  A  Guide  for  Smaller 
Governments  (1994) 

BEST  PRACTICES 

•  Analyzing  and  Issuing  Refunding  Bonds  (1995  and  2010) 

•  Costs  of  Issuance  Incurred  in  a  Publicly  Offered  Debt  Transaction 
(2013) 

•  Debt  Management  Policy  (1995,  2003  and  2012) 

•  Expenses  Charged  by  Underwriters  in  Negotiated  Sales  (1996,  2010 
and  2012) 

•  Issuer's  Role  in  Selection  of  Underwriter's  Counsel  (1998,  2009) 

•  Issuing  Taxable  Debt  by  U.S.  State  and  Local  Governments  (1998 
and  2012) 

•  Managing  Build  America  and  other  Direct  Subsidy  Bonds  (2010 
and  2012) 

•  Pricing  Bonds  in  a  Negotiated  Sale  (1996,  2000,  and  2010) 

•  Selecting  and  Managing  the  Method  of  Sale  of  State  and  Local 
Government  Bonds  (1994  and  2007) 

•  Selecting  Bond  Counsel  (1998  and  2008) 

•  Selecting  Financial  Advisors  (2008) 

•  Selecting  Underwriters  for  Negotiated  Bond  Sales  (2008) 

ADVISORIES 

•  Evaluating  the  Use  of  Pension  Obligation  Bonds  (1997,  2005) 

•  Need  for  Considerable  Caution  in  Regard  to  OPEB  Bonds  (2007) 

•  Understanding  the  Issuer's  Role  in  Secondary  Market  Securitization 
of  Tax-Exempt  Obligations  (1993,  1996,  2005) 

•  Underwriter  Disclaimers  in  Official  Statements  (2000) 

•  Using  Variable  Rate  Debt  Instruments  (1997  and  2010)  revised 

•  Use  of  Debt-Related  Derivatives  Products  and  the  Development  of  a 
Derivatives  Policy  (1995,  2003,  2005  and  2010)  revised 
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Appendix  F 

GFOA  Method  of  Sale  Matrix 


The  table  below  is  a  reproduction  of  a  GFOA  document  intended  to  provide 
guidance  to  issuers  of  public  debt.  It  presents  the  conditions  which  favor 
competitive  and  negotiated  sale  methods. 


Competitive 


Negotiated 


Debt  Structure 

Pledged  Revenues 

Security  Structure  (for 
Revenue  Bonds) 
Debt  Instrument 


General  Obligation  or  Strong  System 
Revenue 

Conventional  Resolution  and  Cash 
Flow:  Rate  Covenant  and  Coverage 
Traditional  Serial  and  Term,  Full 
Coupon  Bonds 


Project  Supported  Revenues 

Unusual  or  Weak  Covenants; 
Subordinate  Debt 
Use  of  Innovative  Structuring, 
Derivative  Products,  Structure  to 
Attract  Particular  Investors  (e.g. 
Discount  Bonds),  etc. 


Credit  Quality 

Rating 
Outlook 


'A'  or  better 
Stable 


Below  Single  A' 

Weak  but  Improving,  or  Under 

Stress 


Issuer  Characteristics 

Type  of  Organization 

Frequency  of  Issuance 
Market  Awareness 

Investor  Comfort 


Broad-Based  General  Purpose 
Borrower 

Regular  Borrower  in  Public  Market 
Active  Secondary  Market  with 
Broad  Investor  Base 
Weil-Known,  Stable  Issuer 


Special  Purpose,  Independent 
Authority 

New  or  Infrequent  Issuer 
Little  or  No  Institutional  Awareness 
of  Issuer;  Historical  Antipathy 
Issuer  Experiencing  Significant 
Financial,  Legal  or  Other  Problems 


Market  Conditions 

Interest  Rates 
Supply  and  Demand 


Stable;  Predictable  Market 
Strong  Investor  Demand,  Good 
Liquidity,  Light  Forward  Calendar 


Volatile  or  Declining  Market 
Oversold  Market,  Heavy  Supply 


Policy  Considerations 

Participation  in  Sale  of 
Bonds 

Stimulation  of  Investor 
Interest 


Broad  Market  Participation  Desired 
Sale  of  Bonds 

Broad  Market  Participation  Desired 
for  Purchase  of  Bonds 


Desire  to  Direct  Business  to  DBE  or 
Local/Regional  Firms 
Desire  to  Direct  Business  to 
Local/Regional  Investors  


1  Disadvantaged  Business  Enterprise 

Source:  A  Practitioner's  Guide  to  Effective  Debt  Management:  Competitive  v.  Negotiated:  How  to  Choose  the  Method  of  Sale  for  Tax- 
Exempt  Bonds,  GFOA,  1994,  p.  3. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Jerry  Lee,  Director 
Department  of  Public  Safety 
and 

Colonel  Ronald  K.  Replogle,  Superintendent 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2013-50, 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  (MSHP),  issued  in  June  2013,  pursuant  to 
the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect  Recommendations  (AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the 
AFTER  program  are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  MSHP  about  the  follow-up 
review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  MSHP,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  met  with  MSHP  officials,  received  a  written  status  to  select  findings,  and 
reviewed  documentation  related  to  the  actions  taken  by  the  MSHP  to  implement  the  recommendations. 
This  report  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially  completed  during 
October  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Follow-Up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings  -  Status  of  Findings 

1.      Airplane  Purchase  The  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  (MSHP)  did  not  perform  a  formal 

written  analysis  to  justify  the  need  to  purchase  an  additional  airplane,  or  to 
purchase  a  new  airplane  instead  of  a  much  less  expensive  used  airplane.  Our 
analysis  of  flight  usage  data  indicated  existing  state  airplanes  were 
underutilized  prior  to  the  purchase  of  the  additional  new  airplane.  Further, 
while  the  purchase  of  the  new  airplane  appeared  to  fall  within  the  legal 
authority  of  the  MSHP,  and  the  use  of  a  sole  source  purchasing  process 
appeared  appropriate,  the  MSHP  could  have  been  more  transparent 
regarding  its  intent  to  purchase  an  additional  airplane. 


1 . 1   Airplane  fleet  usage 


Recommendation 


Status 


1.2  Appropriation 
authority 

Recommendation 


MSHP  officials  did  not  prepare  a  formal  analysis  to  determine  the  necessity 
of  an  additional  new  airplane  for  the  state's  fleet.  MSHP  officials  stated  an 
additional  airplane  was  necessary  due  to  frequent  use  of  the  existing 
airplane  by  elected  officials.  The  majority  of  the  flights  logged  were  by  the 
governor,  whose  usage  was  given  priority  over  MSHP  flight  needs. 
However,  the  MSHP  did  not  track  instances  of  when  a  flight  was  requested 
but  an  airplane  was  not  available. 

State  airplane  flight  usage  records  for  the  state's  five  passenger  airplanes 
indicated  these  airplanes  were  underutilized  even  before  the  purchase  of  an 
additional  airplane.  In  addition,  a  formal  cost/benefit  analysis  justifying  the 
need  for  the  purchase  of  a  new  airplane  instead  of  a  used  one  was  not 
prepared. 

The  MSHP  conduct  a  formal  written  analysis  of  airplane  fleet  needs  and 
usage  before  any  future  airplane  purchases  are  made,  and  conduct  a 
cost/benefit  analysis  of  purchasing  new  or  used  airplanes. 

In  progress 

The  MSHP  indicated  that  since  the  time  of  the  audit  there  has  been  no  need 
for  any  additional  aircraft.  However,  when  the  need  arises  again,  the  MSHP 
will  consider  additional  evaluation  methods  as  it  conducts  its  analysis  of 
needs  and  usage,  including  a  cost/benefit  analysis  of  purchasing  new  or  used 
airplanes. 

While  the  purchase  of  the  airplane  appeared  to  fall  within  the  legal  authority 
of  the  MSHP,  and  although  not  required,  the  MSHP  did  not  inform  the 
legislature  of  its  intent  to  purchase  a  new  airplane  during  the  2013  budget 
process. 

The  MSHP  consider  including  significant  anticipated  purchases  as  budget 
decision  items  in  the  future. 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Follow-up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings  -  Status  of  Findings 


Status  In  progress 

In  May  2013,  the  97th  General  Assembly  passed  Senate  Bill  No.  236 
revising  Section  43.265,  RSMo,  effective  August  28,  2013,  to  require  the 
MSHP  to  submit  any  future  purchases  exceeding  $100,000  for  aircraft, 
watercraft,  motor  vehicles,  and  trailers  as  decision  items  in  the  annual 
budget  process.  MSHP  officials  indicated  they  would  submit  any  such 
funding  requests  as  required. 


The  MSHP  did  not  have  procedures  to  periodically  observe  school  bus 
inspections  and  did  not  analyze  the  results  of  spot  inspections  to  ensure 
inspections  were  properly  performed.  The  MSHP  is  required  by  Section 
307.375.2,  RSMo,  to  conduct  an  inspection  after  February  first  of  each 
school  year  of  all  vehicles  required  to  be  marked  as  school  buses.  The 
MSHP  also  conducts  spot  inspections  of  school  buses  as  authorized  under 
Section  307.375.4,  RSMo. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  (NTSB)  investigated  an  August 
2010  collision  involving  four  vehicles,  including  two  school  buses,  and 
subsequently  issued  a  report  on  its  findings.  The  report  identified  the 
probable  causes  of  the  accident  to  be  driver  distraction,  inattention,  and 
following  too  closely.  The  report  also  noted  that  the  lack  of  forward  warning 
systems  on  the  two  school  buses  contributed  to  the  severity  of  the  accident. 
Additionally,  the  report  cited  inadequate  state  school  bus  inspection 
regulations  and  procedures  as  one  of  several  safety  issues  identified  in  the 
investigation  and  made  recommendations  regarding  Missouri's  school  bus 
inspection  program. 

The  MSHP  did  not  have  procedures  to  periodically  observe  school  bus 
inspections  performed  by  both  the  MSHP  and  state  inspection  stations.  The 
NTSB  report  concluded  safety  inspections  conducted  in  March  2010  by  the 
MSHP  and  in  July  2010  by  a  state  inspection  station  of  the  two  school  buses 
involved  in  the  August  2010  accident  were  inadequate.  The  NTSB  identified 
defects  in  both  buses  that,  in  its  opinion,  existed  at  the  time  of  the  private 
inspection  and  likely  existed  at  the  time  of  the  MSHP  inspection  in  March 
2010.  Subsequent  to  the  accident,  the  MSHP  performed  inspections  of  the 
20  remaining  school  buses  used  to  transport  students  of  the  school.  The 
MSHP  identified  eight  buses  with  defects  with  five  of  the  buses  taken  out  of 
service  until  the  defects  were  corrected.  It  is  likely  that  at  least  some  of  the 
buses  had  defects  that  were  not  identified  during  the  March  2010  inspection. 
In  addition,  the  July  2010  state  inspection  station  inspections  reports 
identified  no  defects  in  the  buses  involved  in  accidents  or  the  five  buses 
taken  out  of  service  by  the  MSHP  during  the  August  2010  inspections.  The 
MSHP  suspended  the  inspection  permits  of  the  state  inspection  station  and 
the  inspector  who  performed  the  July  2010  inspections  on  the  school 
district's  buses.  It  appeared  the  MSHP  had  taken  corrective  action  and 
implemented  NTSB  recommendations. 


3.     School  Bus  Inspection 
Program 


3.1   NTSB  findings 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

Follow-up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings  -  Status  of  Findings 


Recommendation 


Status 


3.2  School  bus  inspection 
results 


Recommendation 


Status 


The  MSHP  establish  and  periodically  perform  oversight  procedures  to 
ensure  school  bus  inspections  are  performed  in  accordance  with  state 
regulations. 

In  progress 

MSHP  officials  indicated  that  subsequent  to  the  August  2010  collision,  the 
MSHP  submitted  suggested  changes  to  the  Code  of  State  Regulations  (CSR) 
to  improve  the  school  bus  inspection  program;  those  changes  are  pending 
approval.  Subsequent  to  the  2013  audit  report,  the  MSHP  established  a 
school  bus  committee  in  June  2013.  The  committee  is  comprised  of 
inspectors  from  the  MSHP's  Motor  Vehicle  Inspection  Division.  The 
purpose  of  the  committee  is  to  develop  rules,  policies,  training,  and  CSR 
changes  that  will  require  inspector  mechanics  and  MSHP  personnel  to  pass 
a  written  and  practical  test  before  being  authorized  to  inspect  school  buses. 
As  of  now,  the  committee  has  met  three  times,  and  is  scheduled  to  meet 
again  in  November  2013.  To  date,  the  committee  has  addressed  training 
needs,  proposed  changes  to  rules  and  policies,  and  coordinated  an  updated 
school  bus  inspection  training  film  that  will  be  produced  in  December  2013. 
In  lieu  of  an  endorsement  program,  the  MSHP  is  working  to  establish  a 
separate  secondary  license  for  inspector  mechanics.  Such  a  license  is 
expected  to  allow  the  MSHP  to  better  ensure  that  mechanics  have  the 
technical  knowledge  and  ability  to  properly  inspect  a  school  bus. 

The  MSHP  did  not  use  the  results  of  spot  inspections  to  identify  state 
inspection  stations  that  may  not  have  been  effectively  identifying  defective 
school  buses.  Spot  inspections  determined  significantly  more  deficiencies 
than  the  annual  inspections,  an  indication  that  school  districts  and/or  school 
bus  contractors  may  be  lax  in  maintaining  school  buses  in  accordance  with 
school  bus  safety  regulations,  and/or  the  required  annual  pre-school  year  bus 
inspections  performed  by  state  inspection  stations  may  not  effectively 
identify  defective  school  buses. 

The  MSHP  analyze  spot  inspection  results  to  identify  state  inspection 
stations  that  may  not  be  performing  adequate  school  bus  inspections  and 
require  those  inspectors  attend  training  on  proper  school  bus  inspection 
procedures. 

Implemented 

MSHP  officials  indicated  that  their  agency  is  utilizing  the  spot  inspection 
process  to  identify  buses  with  deficiencies,  to  compile  information  on  the 
bus  and  the  inspection  station,  and  to  conduct  follow-up  reviews  to  ensure 
that  inspector  mechanics  are  properly  trained  and  inspections  are  properly 
conducted. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Dade  County 

We  have  conducted  follow-up  work  on  certain  audit  report  findings  contained  in  Report  No.  2013-061, 
Dade  County,  issued  in  July  2013,  pursuant  to  the  Auditor's  Follow-Up  Team  to  Effect  Recommendations 
(AFTER)  program.  The  objectives  of  the  AFTER  program  are  to: 

1 .  Identify  audit  report  findings  that  require  immediate  management  attention  and  any  other  findings  for 
which  follow  up  is  considered  necessary  at  this  time,  and  inform  the  county  about  the  follow-up 
review  on  those  findings. 

2.  Identify  and  provide  status  information  for  each  recommendation  reviewed.  The  status  of  each 
recommendation  reviewed  will  be  one  of  the  following: 

•  Implemented:  Auditee  fully  implemented  the  recommendation,  either  as  described  in  the  report 
or  in  a  manner  that  resolved  the  underlying  issue. 

•  In  Progress:  Auditee  has  specific  plans  to  begin,  or  has  begun,  to  implement  and  intends  to  fully 
implement  the  recommendation. 

•  Partially  Implemented:    Auditee  implemented  the  recommendation  in  part,  but  is  not  making 
efforts  to  fully  implement  it. 

•  Not  Implemented:  Auditee  has  not  implemented  the  recommendation  and  indicates  that  it  will 
not  do  so. 

Our  methodology  included  working  with  the  county,  prior  to  completion  of  the  audit  report,  to  develop  a 
timeline  for  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  related  to  the  audit  recommendations.  As  part  of  the 
AFTER  work  conducted,  we  reviewed  supporting  documentation  submitted  by  county  officials  and  held 
meetings  with  county  officials.  Documentation  included  calculations  of  sales  tax  reductions,  bank 
statements,  receipt  and  deposit  records,  and  various  other  financial  records.  This  report  is  a  summary  of 
the  results  of  this  follow-up  work,  which  was  substantially  completed  during  September  and  October 


2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 
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Dade  County 

Follow-Up  Report  on  Prior  Audit  Findings 
Status  of  Findings 

1 .      County  Sales  Tax  Property  tax  reduction  amounts  were  not  properly  reported  to  the  State 

Auditor's  office  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2010,  and  the  county 
failed  to  calculate  a  sales  tax  rollback  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31, 
2012.  Without  this  calculation,  the  county  was  unable  to  document  whether 
the  required  property  tax  levy  reduction  was  utilized. 

For  the  year  2009,  the  county  incorrectly  certified  a  tax  rate  with  a  voluntary 
reduction  instead  of  a  sales  tax  reduction.  For  the  year  2010,  the  county 
originally  incorrectly  certified  a  tax  rate  by  failing  to  show  any  reduction. 
After  realizing  the  error,  the  county  re -certified  a  tax  rate  with  a  reduction; 
however,  the  reduction  was  incorrectly  reported  as  a  voluntary  reduction 
instead  of  a  sales  tax  reduction.  The  calculation  for  the  sales  tax  rollback 
was  not  performed  by  the  county  for  2012  or  2011,  and  as  a  result,  the 
county  has  not  properly  determined  the  General  Revenue  property  tax  levy. 


Recommendation 


Status 


Based  upon  the  reduced  tax  rate  ceiling  and  the  failure  of  the  county  to 
reduce  the  tax  levy  for  a  sales  tax  reduction,  the  over  collection  of  General 
Revenue  property  taxes  was  $1 15,377  for  2012  and  $1 14,266  for  201 1. 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  properly  calculate  and  report 
property  tax  rate  reductions  (sales  tax  or  voluntary)  and  develop  a  plan  to 
correct  improper  property  tax  reductions  from  prior  years.  During  the  tax 
rate  setting  process,  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  should 
ensure  tax  rate  information  reported  back  to  the  county  in  the  State  Auditor's 
office  certification  letter  is  consistent  with  expectations  and,  if  not,  promptly 
follow  up  on  any  discrepancies. 

Not  Implemented 


The  County  Clerk  indicated  the  County  Commission  believes  that  House 
Bill  No.  1035,  First  Regular  Session,  97th  General  Assembly,  will  help 
them  in  this  matter.  The  County  Clerk  calculated  a  2013  sales  tax  rollback 
in  August  2013,  but  the  County  Commission  indicated  it  did  not  reduce  the 
levy  for  sales  tax  collections  because  it  needed  the  property  tax  revenue  to 
continue  normal  county  operations.  The  county's  records  show  it  needed  to 
reduce  General  Revenue  Fund  property  taxes  by  approximately  $118,500, 
which  represents  50  percent  of  estimated  sales  tax  collections  for  2013.  The 
County  Clerk  performed  sales  tax  rollback  calculations  for  2012  and  201 1  in 
March  2013,  rather  than  when  setting  tax  rates  for  2012  and  2011.  Also,  the 
county  has  not  submitted  amended  tax  rate  forms  with  an  explanation  of 
needed  changes  to  the  State  Auditor's  office  as  required  by  House  Bill  No. 
1035. 


2. 1    Sheriff  Controls  and  Accounting  duties  were  not  adequately  segregated,  and  an  adequate 

Procedures  -  supervisory  review  of  accounting  records  was  not  performed.  An  office 

n  r.  ,  manager  was  responsible  for  receipting,  recording,  depositing,  disbursing, 

Segregation  of  duties 
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reconciling  the  bank  account,  and  transmitting  monies  to  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer.  The  current  Sheriff  did  not  perform  a  comparison  of 
monies  received  to  those  deposited  or  transmitted. 

The  Sheriff  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  an  adequate  independent  or  supervisory  review  of  bank  and 
accounting  records  is  performed  and  documented. 


Recommendation 


Status 


Implemented 

The  Sheriff  provided  documentation  of  his  review  of  the  August  2013  bond 
and  fee  account  bank  statements  and  reconciliations,  receipt  and  deposit 
records,  checks,  and  concealed  carry  weapon  (CCW)  receipts  and 
transmittals. 


2.3   Sheriff  Controls  and 
Procedures  -  Receipting, 
depositing,  and 
transmitting  monies 


Recommendation 


Status 


Procedures  for  receipting,  depositing  and  transmitting  monies  were  not 
sufficient. 

From  May  through  December  2012,  receipt  slips  were  not  issued  for  any 
paper  service  and  phone  commission  monies  received,  and  receipts  slips 
were  not  always  issued  for  other  monies  received.  A  total  of  $11,577  was 
deposited  or  transmitted,  but  not  recorded  in  receipt  records. 


Several  receipt  slip  books  were  used  concurrently,  both  copies  of  voided 
receipt  slips  were  not  always  retained,  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt 
slips  was  not  accounted  for  properly,  and  some  entries  on  receipt  slips  were 
not  legible. 

Receipt  slips  issued  did  not  always  indicate  the  method  of  payment,  and  the 
composition  of  receipts  was  not  reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits. 
Checks  were  not  restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt,  and 
receipts  were  often  not  deposited  or  transmitted  intact  or  timely. 

The  Sheriff  ensure  legible  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  all  monies  received,  all 
copies  of  voided  receipts  slips  are  retained,  the  numerical  sequence  of 
receipt  slips  is  accounted  for  properly,  the  method  of  payment  is  indicated 
on  all  receipt  slips,  the  composition  of  receipts  is  reconciled  to  the 
composition  of  deposits,  and  checks  are  restrictively  endorsed  immediately 
upon  receipt.  In  addition,  the  Sheriff  should  ensure  receipts  are  deposited  or 
transmitted  intact  and  in  a  timely  manner. 

In  Progress 

We  reviewed  August  2013  receipt  and  deposit  records.  All  monies  deposited 
or  transmitted  were  recorded  in  receipt  books,  all  receipt  slips  were  legible, 
and  no  voided  receipts  were  identified.  The  fee  account  receipt  book 
indicated  the  method  of  payment  on  all  receipt  slips  and  the  composition 
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was  reconciled  to  deposits.  Although  the  method  of  payment  was  still  not 
recorded  on  bond  receipt  slips,  it  is  the  Sheriffs  policy  to  only  accept  cash 
payments  for  bonds,  and  the  related  bond  forms  and  deposits  indicated  only 
cash  was  received  and  deposited.  Also,  the  CCW  receipt  book  indicated  the 
method  of  payment  on  all  receipt  slips,  the  composition  was  reconciled  to 
amounts  transmitted  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer,  and  CCW  receipts 
were  transmitted  timely  and  intact.  The  Sheriff  indicated  checks  are 
currently  being  restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt.  Bond 
receipts  were  deposited  intact  during  August  2013,  but  were  held  up  to  10 
days  before  being  deposited,  and  some  fee  account  receipts  were  held  up  to 
6  days  before  being  deposited. 


2.4  Sheriff  Controls  and 
Procedures  -  Bank 
reconciliations  and 
liabilities 

Recommendation 


Status 


Monthly  bank  reconciliations  and  lists  of  liabilities  for  the  two  bank 
accounts  (bond  and  fee)  were  not  prepared  during  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  and  our  review  of  the  bond  bank  account  and  other 
records  indicated  $761  in  unidentified  monies  at  December  31,  2012. 


The  Sheriff  prepare  bank  reconciliations  monthly  and  reconcile  bank 
balances  to  monthly  lists  of  liabilities.  Any  differences  should  be 
investigated  and  resolved. 

Implemented 

The  Sheriff  is  preparing  bank  reconciliations  monthly  for  his  new  bank 
accounts.  We  reviewed  the  August  2013  bank  reconciliations  for  both 
accounts  (bond  and  fee),  and  the  bank  reconciliation  balances  reported  only 
monthly  interest  income  remaining  in  the  account;  therefore  lists  of 
liabilities  were  not  necessary.  The  former  Sheriffs  bank  accounts  were 
closed  and  all  unidentified  monies  were  turned  over  to  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer. 


2.5  Sheriff  Controls  and 
Procedures  -  Seized 
property 


Adequate  controls  over  seized  property  had  not  been  established.  While  a 
notebook  of  individual  seized  property  case  reports  was  maintained,  it  was 
not  complete  and  accurate,  and  periodic  inventories  of  seized  property  on 
hand  were  not  conducted.  Numerous  items  included  on  the  reports  could  not 
be  located  in  the  seized  property  storage  area;  some  seized  property  items 
were  stored  in  unsecured  locations;  several  seized  property  items  were  not 
tagged  for  identification  to  a  specific  case;  and  several  items  in  the  seized 
property  storage  area  had  been  held  for  a  long  period  of  time.  Further,  the 
release  of  seized  cash  was  not  adequately  documented.  There  was  no 
indication  of  the  date  the  cash  was  released,  who  released  the  cash,  or  who 
received  the  cash. 
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Recommendation  The  Sheriff  maintain  complete  and  accurate  seized  property  inventory 

records.  The  Sheriff  should  perform  a  periodic  inventory  of  seized  property, 
compare  it  to  the  seized  property  list,  and  investigate  any  differences.  The 
Sheriff  should  also  make  timely  and  appropriate  dispositions  of  seized 
property. 

Status  jn  pr0gress 


The  Sheriff  indicated  a  long-term  goal  has  been  set  to  accomplish  a 
complete  physical  inventory;  however,  due  to  the  limited  staff  available  to 
operate  his  office,  this  goal  will  take  a  considerable  amount  of  time  to 
complete.  The  Sheriff  indicated  he  has  reviewed  his  office's  seized  property 
procedures,  and  he  believes  those  procedures  are  sound  and  are  being 
followed.  He  also  indicated  the  evidence  officer  is  processing  all  new  seized 
evidence  following  procedure,  is  verifying  existing  evidence  as  time  allows, 
and  is  petitioning  the  courts  for  disposition  orders,  if  applicable.  As  of  the 
time  of  the  follow-up  meeting  with  the  Sheriff,  over  200  property 
disposition  orders  have  been  obtained  from  the  circuit  court.  The  Sheriff 
also  indicated  no  seized  cash  had  been  released  since  our  audit. 


3.1   Payroll  Controls  and 
Procedures  - 
Centralized  records 


Centralized  records  of  leave  balances  and  leave  used  and  earned  were  not 
maintained.  Employees  were  responsible  for  recording  and  tracking  their 
own  leave  balances. 


Recommendation 


The  County  Commission  maintain  centralized  leave  records  for  all  county 
employees. 


Status 


In  Progress 


Centralized  records  of  leave  balances  and  leave  used  and  earned  are  now 
maintained  for  all  full-time  employees  except  for  an  employee  in  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer's  office.  The  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission 
indicated  they  have  requested  this  information  from  this  employee  and  the 
County  Collector-Treasurer. 


3.3  Payroll  Controls  and 
Procedures  -  Sheriffs 
office  payroll  records 


Documentation  to  support  the  accrual  of  compensatory  time  (overtime)  by 
the  former  Sheriffs  office  manager/jail  administrator  was  not  sufficient  and 
was  not  documented  consistently.  We  noted  25  of  48  weekly  timecards  did 
not  adequately  document  the  dates  worked,  4  weekly  timecards  could  not  be 
located,  compensatory  time  was  sometimes  calculated  at  double  time 
conflicting  with  the  county  personnel  policy  of  time  and  a  half,  and  the 
calculations  of  compensatory  time  on  some  bi-weekly  timesheets  were  not 
accurate.  In  addition,  timecards  of  some  employees  were  not  signed  by  the 
employee  and  timecards  and  bi-weekly  timesheets  were  not  always 
reviewed  or  signed  by  the  Sheriff. 
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Recommendation 


Status 


The  County  Commission  ensure  adequate  reviews  of  time  records,  leave 
records,  and  other  payroll  records  are  performed.  The  County  Commission 
should  also  work  with  the  Sheriff  to  ensure  timecards  and  timesheets  are 
signed  by  employees  and  their  supervisor,  as  appropriate. 

Partially  Implemented 

We  reviewed  time  records  for  the  month  of  August  2013,  and  compensatory 
time  earned  by  Sheriffs  office  employees  was  not  always  computed  in 
accordance  with  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  (FLSA)  or  the  county's 
personnel  policy.  The  Sheriff  indicated  he  plans  to  review  these  and  future 
compensatory  time  calculations  for  compliance  with  FLSA  and  the  county's 
personnel  policy.  Timecards  and  timesheets  reviewed  were  signed  by 
Sheriffs  office  employees  and  the  Sheriff. 


4. 1   County  Procedures  - 
Fuel  use  and  purchases 


Recommendation 


Status 


Records  documenting  the  use  of  Sheriffs  office  vehicles  could  not  be 
located  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  In  addition,  the  vehicle  log 
maintained  by  the  Assessor  and  the  County  Commissioners  did  not  indicate 
who  used  the  county  vehicle,  the  date  the  vehicle  was  used,  or  when  it  was 
fueled.  The  log  was  not  submitted  to  the  County  Clerk  for  reconciling  fuel 
usage  to  fuel  purchases. 

The  County  Commission  require  fuel  use  logs  be  maintained  for  all  county- 
owned  vehicles,  and  ensure  these  logs  are  reviewed  for  accuracy  and 
reconciled  to  fuel  purchases.  Any  significant  discrepancies  should  be 
investigated. 

Implemented 

The  Sheriff  provided  mileage  and  fuel  use  logs,  a  detailed  copy  of  the  fuel 
bill  for  the  Sheriffs  office  vehicles,  and  a  reconciliation  of  fuel  used  to  fuel 
purchased  for  the  month  of  August  2013.  The  vehicle  log  maintained  by  the 
Assessor  and  County  Commission  during  2013  documented  who  used  the 
county  vehicle,  the  date  the  vehicle  was  used,  and  when  it  was  fueled.  Only 
one  purchase  of  fuel  was  made  during  the  month  of  August  2013,  and  the 
fuel  purchased  reconciled  to  the  vehicle  log  maintained  by  the  Assessor  and 
County  Commission. 


4.2  County  Procedures  ■ 
Sheriffs  Revolving 
Fund 


Some  disbursements  made  from  the  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund  during  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2012,  were  not  in  compliance  with  uses  allowed 
by  state  law. 


Recommendation 


The  County  Commission  and  Sheriff  use  the  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund 
monies  in  accordance  with  state  law. 
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Status  Implemented 

Disbursements  made  from  the  Sheriffs  Revolving  Fund  totaling 
approximately  $4,400  during  the  period  January  1  through  August  31,  2013, 
were  in  compliance  with  state  law. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Thirty -Fourth  Judicial  Circuit,  New  Madrid  County 


Accounting  Controls  and  The  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  adequately  segregated  the  duties  of  receiving  and 

Procedures  recording  receipts,  reviewing  Justice  Information  System  (JIS)  cashier 

sessions,  disbursing  monies,  and  preparing  deposits.  Some  monies  received 
are  not  recorded  in  the  JIS,  there  is  no  independent  review  to  ensure  manual 
receipt  slips  were  properly  recorded  in  the  JIS  and  deposited,  and  the 
numerical  sequence  of  manual  receipt  slips  and  JIS  receipt  numbers  are  not 
accounted  for  properly.  The  court's  month-end  bank  and  liabilities 
reconciliation  process  does  not  include  CDs  and  interest  and  time  payment 
fee  bank  accounts.  Therefore,  the  reconciliation  is  incomplete  and  does  not 
account  for  all  monies  held  by  the  court,  which  increases  the  risk  of  loss, 
theft,  or  misuse  of  monies.  The  court  does  not  retain  daily  cashier  session 
reports,  which  document  monies  received  and  recorded.  Blank  checks  were 
not  securely  stored,  and  voided  checks  are  thrown  away  or  are  shredded 
monthly.  The  Circuit  Clerk  is  not  properly  reviewing  or  requiring  clerks  to 
document  the  non-monetary  and  voided  transactions  in  the  JIS.  Of  the  10 
non-monetary  transactions  audit  staff  reviewed,  5  were  not  supported  by  a 
court  order  reducing  the  defendant's  debt  owed,  and  none  of  the  15  voided 
transactions  audit  staff  reviewed  included  an  explanation.  The  Circuit  Clerk 
has  not  established  procedures  to  adequately  review  liabilities  monthly  to 
ensure  monies  are  disbursed  in  a  timely  manner.  The  Circuit  Clerk  does  not 
prepare  budgets  for  the  Circuit  Clerk's  Interest  Fund  and  the  Time  Payment 
Fee  Fund. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge  and  Court  en  Banc 
and 

Circuit  Clerk  of  the 
Thirty-Fourth  Judicial  Circuit 
New  Madrid  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Thirty-Fourth  Judicial  Circuit,  New  Madrid  County  in 
fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  court's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  court's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  court,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures 
to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  court's  management,  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  and 
New  Madrid  County  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  court. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls  and  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our 
findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Thirty-Fourth  Judicial  Circuit,  New  Madrid  County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:        Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Pamela  Allison  Tillery,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Michelle  Crawford,  M.Acct.,  CIA 

Heather  R.  Stiles,  MBA,  CPA 
Audit  Staff:  Jennifer  Anderson 
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Thirty-Fourth  Judicial  Circuit 
New  Madrid  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


1     AcC0Untill2  Weaknesses  were  identified  with  accounting  controls  and  procedures. 

Controls  Sind  According  to  court  records,  receipts  collected  during  the  year  ended 

December  31,  2012,  totaled  approximately  $863,000.  Fines,  court  costs,  and 
bonds  are  collected,  recorded  in  the  Justice  Information  System  (JIS),  the 
Missouri  Courts  automated  case  management  system;  and  deposited  into  the 
Circuit  Clerk's  main  bank  account  by  personnel  of  the  Circuit  Clerk's  office. 


Procedures 


supervisory  reviews 


1 . 1  Segregation  of  duties  and  The  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  adequately  segregated  the  duties  of  receiving  and 

recording  receipts,  reviewing  daily  JIS  cashier  sessions,  disbursing  monies, 
and  preparing  deposits. 

All  nine  clerks  in  the  circuit  court  receive  and  record  monies.  Cashier 
supervisor  duties  are  primarily  performed  by  one  clerk,  and  in  her  absence 
the  duties  are  rotated  between  two  other  clerks.  In  addition  to  receiving 
monies,  supervisors  also  record  transactions,  review  daily  cashier  session 
reports  for  all  clerks  (including  their  own  cashier  session),  and  prepare 
deposits.  As  a  result,  there  are  instances  where  the  cashier  supervisor  is 
responsible  for  transactions  from  initial  receipt  to  deposit.  Also,  the  primary 
cashier  supervisor  is  related  to  another  clerk  and  is  responsible  for 
reviewing  her  work.  Because  of  this  relationship  and  lack  of  proper 
segregation  and  oversight,  there  is  greater  risk  in  this  area. 


Disbursement  duties  are  primarily  performed  by  the  Circuit  Clerk,  but  the 
Deputy  Circuit  Clerk,  who  also  serves  as  a  cashier  supervisor,  and  one  other 
clerk  can  also  perform  disbursement  duties  as  needed.  As  a  result,  the 
Deputy  Circuit  Clerk  and  one  other  clerk  may  be  responsible  for 
transactions  from  initial  receipt  to  disbursement  without  involvement  from 
other  clerks.  The  Deputy  Circuit  Clerk  also  alternates  preparing  monthly 
bank  reconciliations  with  the  Circuit  Clerk.  The  Circuit  Clerk  does  not 
document  her  review  of  daily  receipt  and  deposit  activity  or  of  bank 
reconciliations  prepared  by  the  Deputy  Circuit  Clerk. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  helps  ensure  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  Circuit  Clerk  should  implement  an  adequate 
and  documented  independent  or  supervisory  review  of  bank  and  accounting 
records. 


1.2  Receipting,  recording,        The  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  established  adequate  receipting,  recording,  and 
and  depositing  ^  depositing  procedures. 

•  Some  monies  received  are  not  recorded  in  the  JIS.  While  information 
was  entered  into  the  case  court  docket,  the  court  did  not  account  for 
some  monies  in  the  financial  module  of  JIS.  For  example,  while  court 
docket  entries  for  a  case  indicated  $7,200  was  received  annually  in  2013, 
2012,  and  2011  and  $11,000  was  received  in  2008,  the  $32,600  was  not 
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recorded  in  the  JIS  financial  accounting  records.  Additionally,  after  our 
questioning  of  the  $11,000  docket  entry  made  in  2008,  the  Circuit  Clerk 
provided  documentation  showing  this  docket  entry  was  made  in  error. 
The  $11,000  was  actually  deposited  into  a  certificate  of  deposit  (CD)  for 
the  Circuit  Clerk's  Interest  Fund  and  incorrectly  reported  in  the  docket 
for  this  case.  Further,  the  remaining  $21,600  collected  on  this  case  was 
also  not  recorded  in  the  JIS  as  receipts,  but  was  accounted  for  in  court 
docket  entries  and  deposited  into  a  CD  by  the  court.  The  Circuit  Clerk 
indicated  she  was  not  aware  of  how  to  track  this  type  of  case  or  the 
related  CD  in  the  JIS,  so  the  receipts  and  CD  were  never  entered  into  the 
JIS. 

The  Circuit  Clerk  maintains  a  separate  bank  account  and  CD  for  interest 
monies,  and  maintains  a  separate  bank  account  for  the  deposit  of  time 
payment  fees;  however,  these  monies  and  related  bank  accounts/CD  are 
not  recorded  in  the  JIS.  Further,  the  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  maintain  other 
records  (such  as  bank  account  ledgers)  for  the  time  payment  fee  account, 
Circuit  Clerk  interest  CD  or  bank  account,  or  the  CD  for  the  active  court 
case  noted  above. 

The  court's  month-end  bank  and  liabilities  (open  items)  reconciliation 
process  does  not  include  the  CDs  and  interest  and  time  payment  fee  bank 
accounts.  Therefore,  the  reconciliation  is  incomplete  and  does  not 
account  for  all  monies  held  by  the  court,  which  increases  the  risk  of  loss, 
theft,  or  misuse  of  monies. 

•  There  is  no  independent  review  to  ensure  manual  receipt  slips  were 
properly  recorded  in  the  JIS  and  subsequently  deposited,  and  as  a  result, 
errors  or  discrepancies  were  not  identified.  For  example,  the  court  could 
not  explain  why  a  manual  receipt  slip  issued  in  March  2012  for  $30  cash 
was  recorded  in  the  JIS  as  $40  cash.  Manual  receipt  slips  issued  for  copy 
monies  or  miscellaneous  court  costs  such  as  costs  for  transcript 
documents  are  also  not  recorded  in  the  JIS  or  deposited.  According  to  the 
Circuit  Clerk,  these  monies  are  placed  in  an  envelope  and  are  used  for 
making  change  or  miscellaneous  expenses.  For  example,  during  our 
review  of  8  manual  receipt  slips  issued  from  March  6,  2012,  to 
March  26,  2012,  2  manual  receipt  slips  issued  for  these  types  of  monies 
totaling  $27  were  not  recorded  in  JIS  or  deposited.  Further,  the  method 
of  payment  was  not  recorded  on  3  of  the  8  manual  receipt  slips  reviewed, 
which  could  have  resulted  in  the  incorrect  method  of  payment  in  the  JIS. 

•  The  numerical  sequence  of  manual  receipt  slips  issued  and  JIS  receipt 
numbers  is  not  accounted  for  properly. 

Failure  to  implement  adequate  receipting,  recording,  and  depositing 
procedures  increases  the  risk  that  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  monies 
received  will   go   undetected.   Further,   to   ensure   all  receipts  and 
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disbursements  are  accounted  for  properly  and  the  cash  balance  in  the 
bank  accounts/CDs  can  be  properly  identified,  all  monies  received  and 
the  related  bank  accounts/CDs  should  be  recorded  in  the  JIS  and 
reconciliations  performed  between  book  and  bank  balances. 


1.3  Record  retention, 

composition  of  receipts 
and  deposits,  and  record 
storage 


1 .4  Non-monetary  and 
voided  transactions 


The  court  throws  away  or  shreds  printed  daily  cashier  session  reports,  which 
document  monies  received  and  recorded  in  JIS  by  each  cashier,  at  each 
month  end.  The  Circuit  Clerk  indicated  she  makes  handwritten  explanations 
on  the  printed  cashier  session  reports  to  document  that  receipt  transactions 
reconciled  to  deposits;  however,  these  explanations  are  lost  when  the 
records  are  discarded.  Due  to  the  unavailability  of  printed  cashier  session 
reports,  we  utilized  reprinted  cashier  session  reports  that  did  not  include  the 
handwritten  explanations  and  noted  numerous  instances  where  the 
composition  of  JIS  receipt  slips  did  not  agree  to  the  composition  of  the 
related  deposit.  Court  personnel  could  not  provide  explanations  for  the 
discrepancies.  Their  ability  to  explain  the  differences  was  likely  hindered  by 
the  unavailability  of  the  discarded  records. 

Additionally,  blank  checks  were  not  securely  stored,  and  voided  checks  are 
thrown  away  or  are  shredded  by  the  court  monthly.  Blank  checks  are  stored 
on  an  open  shelf  in  the  Deputy  Circuit  Clerk's  office. 

Supreme  Court  Operating  Rule  No.  8  requires  the  accounting  records  be 
maintained  for  varying  time  periods  based  on  the  type  of  record.  To  ensure 
monies  are  accounted  for  properly,  the  composition  of  receipts  should  be 
reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits,  and  documentation  of  such  should 
be  retained.  To  ensure  records  are  properly  safeguarded,  the  Circuit  Clerk 
should  ensure  access  to  blank  checks  is  properly  restricted. 

The  Circuit  Clerk  is  not  properly  reviewing  or  requiring  clerks  to  document 
the  non-monetary  and  voided  transactions  in  the  JIS. 

Non-monetary  transactions,  including  judicial  order  transactions  and 
uncollectible  bad  debt  write-offs,  are  transactions  where  no  monies  are 
received;  however,  a  credit  is  applied  or  the  amount  due  is  changed.  All 
clerks  are  allowed  to  enter  non-monetary  transactions  and  to  void  receipt 
transactions  in  the  JIS.  Of  the  10  non- monetary  transactions  we  reviewed, 
5  were  not  supported  by  a  court  order  reducing  the  defendant's  debt 
owed.  Additionally,  the  Circuit  Clerk  is  not  reviewing  the  report  of  voided 
receipt  transactions,  and  is  not  requiring  an  explanation  to  be  documented 
in  the  JIS  to  support  voided  transaction.  As  a  result,  the  15  voided 
transactions  we  reviewed  had  no  documented  explanation. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls 
should  provide  reasonable  assurance  that  all  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly.  Non-monetary  transactions  and  voided  receipt 
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transactions  should  be  supported  by  adequate  documentation  and  reviewed 
by  the  Circuit  Clerk  to  ensure  such  transactions  are  appropriate. 

1.5  Liabilities  The  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  established  procedures  to  adequately  review 

liabilities  monthly  to  ensure  monies  are  disbursed  in  a  timely  manner.  For 
example,  a  case  was  dismissed  on  December  27,  2011;  however,  the  related 
$10,000  bond  was  not  refunded  until  April  24,  2012.  To  properly  monitor 
and  ensure  monies  are  appropriately  disbursed  as  provided  by  state  law, 
procedures  should  be  established  to  routinely  investigate  monies  remaining 
on  the  liabilities  list  over  a  specific  period  of  time. 

The  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  prepare  budgets  for  the  Circuit  Clerk's  Interest 
Fund  and  the  Time  Payment  Fee  Fund.  Although  the  court  is  primarily 
funded  by  the  state  and  county,  the  interest  and  time  payment  fees  are  spent 
at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  during  2012  approximately  $1,473  was 
disbursed  through  the  Circuit  Clerk's  Interest  Fund  and  no  disbursements 
were  made  from  the  Time  Payment  Fee  Fund.  At  December  31,  2012,  the 
cash  balances  of  the  Circuit  Clerk's  Interest  Fund  and  Time  Payment  Fee 
Fund  were  $17,075  and  $7,330,  respectively. 

Preparing  a  budget  for  public  funds  aids  in  the  fiscal  management  of  the 
monies,  provides  a  means  to  effectively  monitor  actual  costs  and  revenues, 
and  helps  inform  both  the  county  and  the  public  of  the  court's  financial 
picture. 

Recommendations  The  Circuit  Judge  and  Circuit  Clerk: 

1.1  Segregate  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or  ensure  an  adequate 
independent  or  supervisory  review  of  bank  and  accounting  records 
is  performed  and  documented. 

1.2  Establish  procedures  to  ensure  all  manual  receipt  slips  and  monies 
received  are  recorded  in  the  JIS,  all  monies  received  are  deposited, 
and  the  numerical  sequence  of  both  manual  and  JIS  receipt 
slips/numbers  are  accounted  for.  The  Circuit  Judge  and  Circuit 
Clerk  should  also  ensure  the  bank  and  liability  reconciliation 
process  is  complete  and  accounts  for  all  monies  held  by  the  court. 

1.3  Ensure  daily  cashier's  sessions  and  voided  checks  are  retained,  the 
composition  of  monies  received  is  reconciled  to  the  composition  of 
monies  deposited,  and  access  to  blank  checks  is  properly  restricted. 

1.4  Implement  procedures  regarding  the  documentation,  review,  and 
approval  of  non-monetary  and  voided  transactions. 


1.6  Budgets 
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1.5  Establish  procedures  to  review  the  status  of  liabilities  monthly  to 
determine  the  appropriate  disposition  of  funds  held  on  closed  and 
active  cases. 


1.6  Prepare  annual  budgets  for  the  Circuit  Clerk's  Interest  Fund  and 
Time  Payment  Fee  Fund,  and  provide  copies  of  these  budgets  to  the 
county  budget  officer. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Circuit  Judge  and  Circuit  Clerk  provided  the  following  written 

responses: 


1.1  Daily  cashier  supervisor  duties  have  been  assumed  by  one  clerk 
with  one  alternate.  That  clerk  does  no  receipting  at  all.  The  clerk's 
cashier  session,  who  is  related  to  the  cashier  supervisor  by  virtue  of 
their  husbands  being  related,  is  being  reviewed  by  the  Circuit  Clerk 
or  the  Deputy  Circuit  Clerk. 

1.2  No  manual  receipt  slips  are  being  used  for  any  purpose.  We  are 
currently  working  with  Office  of  State  Court  Administrator  to 
determine  how  best  to  record,  receipt,  and  maintain  non-JIS  funds. 
All  copy  money  is  currently  being  recorded  in  JIS  and  paid  over  to 
the  County  Treasurer.  We  are  currently  running  reports  to  account 
for  all  transaction/receipt  numbers.  Explanations  of  exceptions  are 
attached  to  daily  cashier's  reports.  The  Circuit  Clerk  and  the 
Deputy  Circuit  Clerk  alternate  months  in  completing  the  bank 
reconciliation.  All  accounts  will  be  included  in  the  reconciliation. 
The  Circuit  Clerk  is  approving  the  reconciliation  the  Deputy  Circuit 
Clerk  completes. 


1.3  Voided  checks  are  currently  being  retained  and  blank  checks  are 
being  kept  in  a  locked  drawer  in  the  Deputy  Circuit  Clerk's  office. 
All  daily  cashier  reports  are  being  retained  by  scanning  and 
maintaining  in  electronic  form.  Cash/check  composition  is  being 
reconciled  daily. 

1.4  Non-monetary  and  voided  transactions  are  currently  being 
documented,  reviewed,  and  approved  by  the  Circuit  Clerk  or 
Deputy  Circuit  Clerk. 

1.5  Reports  are  currently  being  run  monthly  by  the  Circuit  Clerk  or 
Deputy  Circuit  Clerk  to  determine  status  of  liabilities  to  ensure 
prompt  disbursement  of  funds  on  disposed  cases. 

1.6  The  Circuit  Clerk  is  including  the  Circuit  Clerk  Interest  Fund  and 
the  Time  Payment  Fee  Fund  in  the  annual  budget  process  and  will 
submit  those  budgets  to  the  County  Commission  annually. 
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The  Thirty-Fourth  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  New  Madrid  County  as  well 
as  Pemiscot  County. 

The  Thirty-Fourth  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  one  circuit  judge  and  three 
associate  circuit  judges.  The  circuit  judge  hears  cases  in  New  Madrid  and 
Pemiscot  Counties.  Of  the  three  associate  circuit  judges,  one  is  located  in 
New  Madrid  County  and  presides  over  Associate  Circuit  Divisions  II  and 
III.  The  other  two  associate  circuit  judges  are  located  in  Pemiscot  County. 
Circuit  personnel  located  in  Pemiscot  County  are  not  included  in  the  scope 
of  this  audit. 

Personnel  At  December  31,  2012,  the  judges,  Circuit  Clerk,  and  Juvenile  Officer  of  the 

Thirty-Fourth  Judicial  Circuit,  New  Madrid  County,  were  as  follows: 


Title 

Name 

Circuit  Judge 

Fred  Copeland 

Associate  Circuit  Judge 

Charles  L.  Spitler 

Circuit  Clerk 

Marsha  Meatte  Holiman 

Juvenile  Officer 

Brian  Abbott 

Financial  Information  Receipts  of  the  Thirty-Fourth  Judicial  Circuit,  New  Madrid  County,  were  as 

follows: 


Year  Ended 
December  31,  2012 
Court  deposits,  fee,  bonds,  and  other  $862,65 1 

Interest  Income  153 
Total  $862,804 


Caseload  Information  From  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  Missouri  Judicial  Reports, 

case  filings  of  the  Thirty-Fourth  Judicial  Circuit,  New  Madrid  County,  were 
as  follows: 


Year  Ended 
June  30,  2012 


Civil  820 

Criminal  2,520 

Juvenile  62 

Probate   109 

Total  3,511 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Thirty-Fifth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Dexter  Municipal 
Division 


Accounting  Controls  and  The  municipal  division  does  not  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties. 

Procedures  ^ne  Court  Clerk  performs  all  duties  related  to  the  collection  and 

disbursement  of  fines,  court  costs,  and  bonds,  without  adequate  supervision 
or  review.  The  Court  Clerk  does  not  always  deposit  bond  receipts  intact  or 
timely,  and  does  not  always  timely  transmit  fines  and  court  costs  to  the  city. 
The  Court  Clerk  does  not  prepare  a  list  of  liabilities  (open  bonds)  to 
compare  to  the  reconciled  bank  balance.  At  our  request,  the  Court  Clerk 
prepared  a  list  of  open  bonds  at  March  31,  2013,  which  totaled  $644  more 
than  the  reconciled  bank  balance. 


Neither  the  Police  Department  nor  the  municipal  division  adequately 
accounts  for  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  traffic 
tickets  issued.  The  City  Attorney  does  not  sign  tickets  submitted  to  the 
municipal  division,  and  amended  tickets  are  not  supported  by 
documentation  or  approval  from  the  City  Attorney. 

Records  and  Reporting  The  Court  Clerk  does  not  have  procedures  to  ensure  all  case  activity  is 

accurately  recorded  in  the  case  management  system.  Audit  staff  tested 
payments  to  the  municipal  division  and  noted  52  of  495  (11  percent)  had 
incorrect  or  missing  information  in  the  case  management  system.  The  Court 
Clerk  does  not  always  prepare  complete  and  accurate  monthly  reports.  Audit 
staff  reviewed  the  monthly  reports  submitted  to  the  city  and  the  Office  of 
State  Courts  Administrator  from  July  2012  to  March  2013  and  found  for  all 
months  the  amounts  transmitted  to  the  city  exceeded  the  amounts  reported, 
and  the  differences  ranged  from  $120  to  $4,047. 


Tickets  Controls  and 
Procedures 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge 
Thirty-Fifth  Judicial  Circuit 
and 

Municipal  Judge 
and 

Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
Dexter,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  City  of  Dexter  Municipal  Division  of  the  Thirty-Fifth  Judicial 
Circuit  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo,  which  restricts  the  amount 
of  fines  and  court  costs  that  may  be  retained  from  traffic  violations. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  municipal  division,  as  well  as  certain  external 
parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  municipal  division's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  division. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  no  noncompliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo.  The  accompanying  Management 
Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of  Dexter  Municipal  Division  of 
the  Thirty-Fifth  Judicial  Circuit. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Keriann  Wright,  MBA,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Julie  M.  Moore,  MBA 
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Accounting  controls  and  procedures  need  improvement. 

Municipal  division  fines  and  court  costs  are  collected  by  the  Court  Clerk 
and  transmitted  to  the  City  Collector  for  deposit  into  the  city's  general 
account.  Bond  monies  are  collected  by  police  officers  and  transmitted  to  the 
Court  Clerk  and  deposited  into  the  municipal  division's  bond  account. 
During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  the  municipal  division  processed 
approximately  $78,900  in  bonds  and  $174,500  in  fines  and  court  costs. 

1 . 1  Segregation  of  duties  and  Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated.  The  Court  Clerk  performs 
Supervision  a^  duties  related  to  the  collection  and  disbursement  of  fines,  court  costs,  and 

bonds.  Neither  the  Municipal  Judge  nor  other  city  personnel  independent  of 
the  cash  custody  and  record-keeping  functions  provide  adequate  supervision 
or  review  the  work  performed  by  the  Court  Clerk.  The  City  Collector 
indicated  she  compares  a  summary  report  and  receipt  slips  in  total  to  the 
fines  and  court  costs  transmitted  to  the  city;  however,  the  composition  (cash, 
check,  and  money  orders)  of  individual  receipts  is  not  reconciled  to  the 
composition  of  monies  transmitted  to  the  city.  In  addition,  there  is  no 
independent  review  of  bond  monies  to  ensure  all  bond  monies  received  were 
properly  deposited  and  disbursed. 


1.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls  should 
provide  reasonable  assurance  all  transactions  are  accounted  for  properly  and 
assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal  controls  could  be  improved  by 
segregating  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties  is 
not  possible,  the  Municipal  Judge  should  establish  procedures  to  ensure  a 
documented  independent  review  of  accounting  records  is  performed. 


1 .2  Deposits  and  transmittals  The  Court  Clerk  does  not  always  deposit  bond  receipts  intact  or  timely,  and 

does  not  always  timely  transmit  fines  and  court  costs  to  the  city.  For 
example,  the  November  13,  2012,  deposit  included  some  bonds  received 
between  November  1  and  November  5,  2012,  but  did  not  include  all  bonds 
on  hand  at  the  time  of  deposit.  We  noted  an  additional  7  bonds  received 
between  November  1  and  November  9,  2012,  were  not  included  in  this 
deposit,  but  were  deposited  on  November  14,  2012.  In  addition,  we  noted 
cash  receipts  were  held  up  to  7  days  before  transmittal  to  the  city.  Intact  and 
timely  depositing  and  transmitting  of  receipts  reduces  the  risk  of  loss,  theft, 
or  misuse  of  funds. 


1.3  Bond  liabilities  The  Court  Clerk  does  not  prepare  a  list  of  liabilities  (open  bonds)  for 

comparison  to  the  reconciled  bond  bank  account  balance,  and  is  unable  to 
agree  open  bonds  to  the  account  balance. 


At  our  request,  the  Court  Clerk  prepared  a  list  of  open  bonds  at  March  31, 
2013,  and  the  list  totaling  $7,663  exceeded  the  reconciled  bank  balance  of 
$7,019  by  $644.  The  Court  Clerk  was  unable  to  determine  the  reason  for 
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this  discrepancy.  As  of  June  30,  2013,  the  list  of  open  bonds  still  exceeded 
the  reconciled  bank  balance  by  approximately  $200. 

Monthly  lists  of  open  bonds  are  necessary  to  ensure  all  bond  dispositions 
have  been  properly  recorded.  In  addition,  monthly  reconciliations  between 
the  open  bonds  maintained  by  the  court  and  the  monies  held  in  the  bond 
bank  account  are  necessary  to  ensure  proper  accountability  over  open  cases 
and  to  ensure  monies  held  in  trust  are  sufficient  to  meet  liabilities. 

Recommendations  The  City  of  Dexter  Municipal  Division: 

1.1  Segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If  it  is  not 
possible  to  segregate  duties,  documented  periodic  reviews  of 
municipal  division  records  should  be  performed  by  a  person 
independent  of  accounting  functions. 

1.2  Deposit  bonds  and  transmit  fines  and  court  costs  intact  and  timely. 

1.3  Prepare  monthly  lists  of  open  bonds  and  reconcile  the  lists  to  the 
reconciled  bank  balance.  Unidentified  differences  should  be 
promptly  investigated  and  resolved. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Municipal  Judge  and  Court  Clerk  provided  the  following  responses: 

1. 1  The  municipal  division  will  work  with  the  City  Collector  to  ensure  a 
complete  review  of  fines  and  court  costs  to  the  underlying 
accounting  records  is  performed.  In  addition,  the  Municipal  Judge 
will  establish  procedures  to  monitor  the  bond  bank  account,  and 
will  include  reviewing  bank  reconciliations,  the  bond  ledger  book, 
and  comparing  receipt  records  to  deposits  made. 

1.2  The  Court  Clerk  has  started  depositing  bonds  when  received.  Since 
the  court  is  only  open  on  a  part-time  basis,  the  Court  Clerk  will 
begin  initialing  and  dating  when  monies  are  received  to  better  track 
the  timeliness  of  receipt  to  deposit.  In  addition,  the  Court  Clerk  has 
established  procedures  to  ensure  fines  and  court  costs  are  turned 
over  to  the  city  on  a  weekly  basis  after  court  has  been  held. 

1.3  The  municipal  division  is  working  to  correct  the  difference  between 
the  list  of  open  bonds  and  the  reconciled  bank  balance.  In  addition, 
a  reconciliation  of  open  bonds  to  the  reconciled  bank  balance  will 
be  performed  monthly. 
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1     T*  t  f  r      f     1         A  Municipal  division  procedures  regarding  the  accountability  and  disposition 

l.  iicKet  controls  ana  ofticketsneedimprovement 
Procedures 


2. 1  Ticket  accountability 


Neither  the  Police  Department  nor  the  municipal  division  adequately 
accounts  for  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  traffic 
tickets  issued.  The  Police  Department  tracks  the  ticket  book  numbers 
assigned  to  each  officer  on  a  log.  When  tickets  are  issued,  officers  enter  the 
ticket  information  into  a  shared  computerized  system  with  the  municipal 
division;  however,  neither  the  Police  Department  nor  the  municipal  division 
tracks  or  monitors  the  numerical  sequence  or  disposition  of  individual 
tickets  issued. 


Without  properly  accounting  for  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate 
disposition  of  tickets  issued,  the  Police  Department  and  the  municipal 
division  cannot  ensure  all  tickets  issued  are  properly  submitted  for 
processing. 


2.2  Ticket  disposition 


The  City  Attorney  does  not  sign  tickets  submitted  to  the  municipal  division. 
In  addition,  amended  tickets  are  not  supported  by  documentation  or 
approval  from  the  City  Attorney.  Unsigned  tickets  are  processed  through  the 
municipal  division  and  documentation  supporting  amended  tickets  is  not 
maintained.  Without  formal  approval  by  the  City  Attorney  of  all  tickets 
processed  or  documentation  supporting  amended  tickets,  the  risk  of 
improper  handling  of  tickets  and  related  monies  increases. 


Recommendations 


Missouri  Supreme  Court  Rule  37.35  states  citations  shall  be  in  writing  and 
signed  by  the  prosecutor  and  filed  with  the  municipal  division.  The  City 
Attorney's  review,  documented  with  his  signature,  is  needed  to  provide 
assurance  proper  cases  and  charges  are  filed  with  the  municipal  division. 

The  City  of  Dexter  Municipal  Division: 


2. 1  Work  with  the  Police  Department  to  ensure  the  numerical  sequence 
and  ultimate  disposition  of  all  tickets  issued  are  accounted  for 
properly. 


Auditee's  Response 


2.2       Ensure  the  City  Attorney  signs  all  tickets  and  documentation 
supporting  amended  tickets  is  received  and  maintained. 

The  Municipal  Judge  and  Court  Clerk  provided  the  following  responses: 


2.1  The  municipal  division  will  work  with  the  Police  Department  to 
establish  procedures  to  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  and 
disposition  of  traffic  tickets  issued. 
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2.2  The  municipal  division  will  work  with  the  City  Attorney  to  ensure 
tickets  are  signed.  In  addition,  the  Court  Clerk  will  maintain 
documentation  to  support  amended  tickets. 

Case  activity  is  not  always  recorded  in  the  court's  case  management  system 
accurately,  a  complete  report  of  cases  heard  is  not  filed  with  the  city  as 
required,  and  monthly  reports  are  not  always  accurate. 

The  Court  Clerk  has  not  established  procedures  to  ensure  all  case  activity  is 
accurately  recorded  in  the  case  management  system.  We  tested  payments 
made  to  the  municipal  division  and  noted  52  of  495  (11  percent)  payments 
for  July  2012,  November  2012,  and  May  2013,  had  various  incorrect  or 
missing  information  in  the  case  management  system.  For  example,  payment 
dates  did  not  always  agree  to  supporting  documentation,  and  receipt  slip 
numbers  and  assigned  case  numbers  were  not  always  entered  accurately,  or 
at  all. 


3.  Records  and 
Reporting 

3.1  Case  activity 


To  reduce  the  possibility  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  and  to  ensure 
cases  are  processed  properly,  case  activity  should  be  properly  recorded  in 
the  court's  case  management  system. 

3.2  Monthly  reports  The  Court  Clerk  does  not  always  prepare  complete  and  accurate  monthly 

reports. 

The  Court  Clerk  prepares  an  incomplete  list  of  cases  heard  for  filing  with 
the  city.  The  list  includes  cases  where  fines  and  court  costs  have  been 
collected,  but  not  cases  dismissed  or  with  uncollected  fines  and  court  costs. 
Without  a  complete  report  of  cases  heard,  the  city  cannot  effectively 
monitor  municipal  division  activity  and  ensure  monies  are  properly 
remitted. 


In  addition,  the  Court  Clerk  did  not  prepare  accurate  monthly  reports  for 
submission  to  the  city  and  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  (OSCA). 
We  reviewed  the  monthly  reports  from  July  2012  to  March  2013  and  noted 
receipts  reported  did  not  agree  to  receipts  transmitted  to  the  city  for  any  of 
the  months.  For  all  months,  amounts  transmitted  to  the  city  exceeded 
amounts  reported,  and  differences  ranged  from  $120  to  $4,047.  In  addition, 
the  OSCA  requested  the  Court  Clerk  submit  corrected  reports  for  several 
months. 


Section  479.080.3,  RSMo,  and  Supreme  Court  Operating  Rules  4.28  and 
4.29  require  accurate  monthly  reports  of  cases  heard,  cases  filed,  and  fines 
and  court  costs  collected  be  verified  by  the  Court  Clerk  or  Municipal  Judge 
and  submitted  to  the  city  and  the  OSCA. 
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Recommendations 


Auditee's  Response 


The  City  of  Dexter  Municipal  Division: 

3. 1  Ensure  case  activity  is  recorded  accurately  for  all  cases. 

3.2  Ensure  a  complete  monthly  list  of  cases  heard  in  the  municipal 
division  is  prepared  and  filed  with  the  city  in  accordance  with  state 
law.  In  addition,  the  municipal  division  should  establish  procedures 
to  ensure  monthly  reports  to  the  city  and  the  OSCA  are  complete 
and  accurate. 

The  Municipal  Judge  and  Court  Clerk  provided  the  following  responses: 

3.1  The  Court  Clerk  has  implemented  a  self -check  to  monitor  entries 
into  the  case  management  system  for  accuracy.  In  addition,  the 
Court  Clerk  plans  to  run  periodic  reports  to  help  identify  any 
inconsistencies  or  issues  with  the  data  entered  into  the  system. 

3.2  The  municipal  division  plans  to  start  including  all  cases  heard  on 
the  report  submitted  to  the  city.  The  case  management  system  will 
be  set  up  to  produce  this  information  in  a  system- generated  report. 
In  addition,  all  reports  submitted  to  OSCA  for  fiscal  year  2013  have 
been  corrected.  The  Court  Clerk  has  started  closing  the  data  as  of 
the  last  day  of  each  month  to  help  provide  more  accurate 
information  to  the  OSCA. 
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The  City  of  Dexter  Municipal  Division  is  in  the  Thirty-Fifth  Judicial 
Circuit,  which  consists  of  Dunklin  and  Stoddard  Counties.  The  Honorable 
Robert  N.  Mayer  serves  as  Presiding  Judge. 

The  municipal  division  is  governed  by  Chapter  479,  RSMo,  and  by  Supreme 
Court  Rule  No.  37.  Supreme  Court  Rule  No.  37.49  provides  that  each 
municipal  division  may  establish  a  violation  bureau  in  which  fines  and  court 
costs  are  collected  at  times  other  than  during  court  and  transmitted  to  the 
city  treasury. 

Personnel  At  June  30,  2013,  the  municipal  division  employees  were  as  follows: 


Title  Name  

Municipal  Judge  Lawrence  E.  Wanner 

Court  Clerk  Laura  J.  Robinson 


Financial  and  Caseload  Year  Ended 

Information  June  30, 20 1 3 


Receipts  $253,407 
Number  of  cases  filed  2,244 
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November  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Rogersville  Municipal 
Division 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Municipal  Division 
Procedures 


The  municipal  division  has  not  adequately  segregated  the  handling  of 
municipal  division  receipts.  The  Court  Clerk  performs  all  duties  related  to 
collection  and  receipting  of  funds,  deposit  preparation,  and  posting  fines  and 
court  costs  received  to  a  computerized  system  without  adequate  supervision 
or  review.  In  the  Court  Clerk's  absence,  city  personnel  collect  municipal 
division  receipts,  but  procedures  are  not  sufficient  to  ensure  all  monies  are 
properly  transmitted  to  the  Court  Clerk  for  processing.  The  Court  Clerk 
does  not  always  timely  deposit  receipts.  Audit  staff  found  6  instances  when 
receipts  were  held  approximately  2  weeks  before  deposit. 

Neither  the  Police  Department  nor  the  municipal  division  adequately 
accounts  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  tickets  issued,  making  it  difficult  to 
ensure  all  tickets  issued  are  handled  properly.  The  Court  Clerk  does  not  file 
a  monthly  list  of  cases  heard  with  the  city,  as  required  by  state  law.  The 
municipal  division  collects  and  deposits  the  $1  per  case  Judicial  Education 
Fund  fee  into  city  funds  without  separately  accounting  for  these  monies,  so 
it  cannot  be  determined  whether  the  monies  have  been  expended  only  for 
the  purposes  allowed  by  state  law. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge 
Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit 
and 

Municipal  Judge 
and 

Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
Rogersville,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  City  of  Rogersville  Municipal  Division  of  the  Thirtieth  Judicial 
Circuit  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo,  which  restricts  the  amount 
of  fines  and  court  costs  that  may  be  retained  from  traffic  violations. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  municipal  division,  as  well  as  certain  external 
parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  municipal  division's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  division. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  no  noncompliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo.  The  accompanying  Management 
Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of  Rogersville  Municipal 
Division  of  the  Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Robyn  Vogt,  M.Acct,  CPA 
Josh  Allen,  CPA,  CFE 
John  R.  Ebling 
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1.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated  and  procedures  to  receipt 
and  deposit  municipal  division  collections  need  improvement. 


1 . 1  Segregation  of  duties 


The  municipal  division  has  not  adequately  segregated  the  handling  of 
municipal  division  receipts.  The  Court  Clerk  performs  all  duties  related  to 
collection  and  receipting  of  funds,  deposit  preparation,  and  posting  fines  and 
court  costs  received  to  a  computerized  system.  Neither  the  Municipal  Judge 
nor  other  personnel  independent  of  the  cash  custody  and  record-keeping 
functions  provide  adequate  supervision  or  review  the  work  performed  by  the 
Court  Clerk. 


To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls  should 
provide  reasonable  assurance  all  transactions  are  accounted  for  properly  and 
assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal  controls  could  be  improved  by 
segregating  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties  is 
not  possible,  a  documented  independent  review  of  accounting  records  is 
necessary.  In  addition,  Section  VIII.G.  of  the  Municipal  Court  Operating 
Order,  requires  the  Court  Clerk  to  request  the  city  develop  a  documented 
independent  review  if  duties  of  the  municipal  division  cannot  be  adequately 
segregated. 

1 .2  City  receipting  City  personnel  collect  municipal  division  receipts  in  the  Court  Clerk's 

absence  and  procedures  are  not  sufficient  to  ensure  all  monies  are  properly 
transmitted  to  the  Court  Clerk  to  be  recorded  and  deposited.  The  city  does 
not  use  a  separate  receipt  slip  book  for  municipal  division  collections 
making  it  difficult  to  ensure  all  municipal  division  monies  are  accounted  for 
properly.  In  addition,  the  Court  Clerk  does  not  sign  city  receipt  slips  when 
receiving  the  monies  or  provide  documentation  to  the  city  to  support  the 
transmittal  of  receipts  to  the  municipal  division. 


To  ensure  all  receipts  are  properly  recorded  and  deposited  intact,  procedures 
should  be  established  to  provide  assurance  all  municipal  division  receipts 
collected  by  the  city  are  transmitted  to  the  municipal  division. 


1.3  Deposits  The  Court  Clerk  does  not  always  deposit  receipts  timely.  Our  review  of 

deposits  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  identified  6  instances  when 
receipts  were  held  approximately  2  weeks  before  being  deposited.  The 
failure  to  deposit  timely  increases  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds. 
In  addition,  Section  IV.C.  of  the  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order  requires 
the  Court  Clerk  to  deposit  municipal  division  receipts  on  a  daily  basis,  or 
when  the  amount  on  hand  reaches  $100. 
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Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Rogersville  Municipal  Division 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Recommendations  ^ne        °^  R°gersviUe  Municipal  Division: 

1.1  Segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If  it  is  not 
possible  to  segregate  duties,  documented  periodic  reviews  of 
municipal  division  records  should  be  performed  by  a  person 
independent  of  the  accounting  functions. 


1.2  Work  with  the  city  to  establish  procedures  to  ensure  municipal 
division  monies  received  by  the  city  are  properly  transmitted  to  the 
municipal  division. 

1.3  Deposit  monies  in  a  timely  manner. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Municipal  Judge  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1.1  We  will  ask  the  city  to  develop  a  documented  review  if  a  segregated 
accounting  procedure  is  not  possible.  This  is  consistent  with  this 
court's  order  dated  December  17,  2010. 


1.2  We  will  require  all  monies  received  by  the  municipal  court  be 
accounted  for  in  a  common  receipt  book  regardless  of  who  receives 
the  money. 

1.3  We  will  follow  the  recommendation  contained  in  the  audit  report, 
and  we  will  deposit  all  money  in  a  timely  fashion  consistent  with 
this  court's  order  dated  December  17,  2010. 


2.  Municipal  Division 
Procedures 


Municipal  division  procedures  related  to  ticket  accountability  need 
improvement.  In  addition,  a  monthly  report  of  cases  heard  is  not  filed  with 
the  city  as  required,  and  Judicial  Education  Fund  monies  are  not  accounted 
for  properly. 


2. 1  Ticket  accountability         Neither  the  Police  Department  nor  the  municipal  division  adequately 

accounts  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  tickets  issued.  When  tickets  are 
issued,  officers  enter  the  ticket  information  into  a  computerized  system, 
accessible  by  the  Court  Clerk,  and  provide  the  tickets  to  the  municipal 
division  for  processing.  The  Police  Department  also  enters  the  disposition  of 
each  ticket  into  the  system  using  information  provided  by  the  municipal 
division.  However,  neither  the  Police  Department  nor  the  municipal  division 
tracks  the  numerical  sequence  of  individual  tickets  issued.  By  not 
accounting  for  the  numerical  sequence,  gaps  in  ticket  numbers  may  not  be 
identified,  and  the  Police  Department  and  municipal  division  cannot  ensure 
all  tickets  issued  are  handled  properly. 
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Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Rogersville  Municipal  Division 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Section  VIII.D.  of  the  Municipal  Court  Operating  Order  requires  the  Court 
Clerk  to  work  with  the  Police  Department  to  account  for  the  numerical 
sequence  of  all  traffic  tickets  issued  by  the  Police  Department. 


2.2  Report  of  cases  heard 


2.3  Judicial  Education  Fund 


Recommendations 


The  Court  Clerk  does  not  file  a  monthly  list  of  cases  heard  with  the  city. 
Without  such  a  report,  the  city  cannot  effectively  monitor  municipal 
division  activity  and  ensure  monies  are  properly  remitted. 

Section  479.080.3,  RSMo,  and  Supreme  Court  Operating  Rule  4.29  require 
the  Court  Clerk  to  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  all  cases  heard  in  the  municipal 
division  court,  including  the  names  of  the  defendants  and  fines  and  court 
costs  imposed,  to  be  verified  by  the  Court  Clerk  or  Municipal  Judge  and 
filed  with  the  city.  In  addition,  Section  III.A.  of  the  Municipal  Court 
Operating  Order  also  requires  such  a  report  to  be  filed  with  the  city. 

The  Judicial  Education  Fund  fee  of  $1  per  case  is  not  accounted  for 
properly.  Section  479.260.1,  RSMo,  allows  judicial  education  fees  to  be 
assessed  and  deposited  into  a  fund  to  be  used  for  judicial  education  and 
training  of  the  Municipal  Judge  and  Court  Clerk.  However,  judicial 
education  fees  collected  by  the  court  are  deposited  into  city  funds  and  are 
not  accounted  for  separately.  Without  a  proper  accounting  of  the  judicial 
education  fees  collected,  it  cannot  be  determined  whether  the  monies  have 
been  expended  only  for  the  purposes  allowed  by  state  law. 

The  City  of  Rogersville  Municipal  Division: 


Auditee's  Response 


2.1  Work  with  the  Police  Department  to  develop  procedures  to 
adequately  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  all  tickets  issued. 

2.2  Ensure  a  monthly  list  of  cases  heard  in  the  municipal  division  is 
prepared  and  filed  with  the  city  in  accordance  with  state  law  and 
Supreme  Court  Operating  Rule. 

2.3  Work  with  the  city  to  account  for  judicial  education  fees  in 
accordance  with  state  law. 

The  Municipal  Judge  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2.1  We  will  follow  the  recommendation  to  work  with  the  Police 
Department  to  account  for  tickets  by  number  as  required  by  order 
of  this  court  dated  December  17,  2010. 


2.2  This  monthly  report  is  now  being  delivered  to  the  City  Clerk  as 
required  by  law  and  Supreme  Court  Operating  Rule,  and  we  will 
continue  to  do  so. 
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Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Rogersville  Municipal  Division 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


2.3  We  agree  that  the  education  fund  should  be  accounted  for 
separately,  and  we  will  work  with  the  city  to  see  that  such  an 
accounting  is  accomplished. 


The  Police  Chief  provided  the  following  written  response: 


2.1  We  are  working  with  the  records  management  system  (ITI)  to  get 
the  report  needed  for  the  court  to  find  any  missing  or  unaccounted 
for  tickets. 
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Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Rogersville  Municipal  Division 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  City  of  Rogersville  Municipal  Division  is  in  the  Thirtieth  Judicial 
Circuit,  which  consists  of  Benton,  Dallas,  Hickory,  Polk  and  Webster 
Counties.  The  Honorable  Michael  Hendrickson  serves  as  Presiding  Judge. 

The  municipal  division  is  governed  by  Chapter  479,  RSMo,  and  by  Supreme 
Court  Rule  No.  37.  Supreme  Court  Rule  No.  37.49  provides  that  each 
municipal  division  may  establish  a  violation  bureau  in  which  fines  and  court 
costs  are  collected  at  times  other  than  during  court  and  transmitted  to  the 
city  treasury. 

Personnel  At  June  30,  2013,  the  municipal  division  employees  were  as  follows: 


Title  Name  

Municipal  Judge  Kenneth  Thompson 
Court  Clerk  Angela  Jones  


Financial  and  Caseload  Year  Ended 

Information  June  30, 20 1 3 


Receipts  $93,640 
Number  of  cases  filed  1,044 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


REVENUE 


Des  Peres  Contract  License 

Office 


November  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Des  Peres  Contract  License  Office 


Background  The  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  has  appointed  182  contract  agents  to 

operate  contract  license  offices.  These  offices  issue  driver  licenses;  titles  for 
motor  vehicles,  trailers,  and  marine  craft;  and  license  plates.  Contract  agents 
are  compensated  through  transaction-based  processing  fees.  Under  a  state 
law,  which  became  effective  in  2009,  the  State  Auditor  may  audit  contract 
license  offices. 

Prepayment  void  transactions  occur  when  transactions  are  voided  before 
payment  is  made,  such  as  when  the  customer  lacks  sufficient  funds  or  the 
entry  has  incorrect  information.  Override  transactions  occur  after  the  point 
prepayment  void  transactions  can  be  processed  and  are  limited  to  entries 
with  a  misspelled  name  or  the  waiver  of  a  fee.  DOR  policy  requires  that 
license  office  management  review  prepayment  void  transactions  and 
override  transactions,  but  the  office  manager  did  not  document  approval  for 
4  of  14  (29  percent)  void  transactions  that  occurred  from  April  1  to  April  4, 
2013,  and  license  office  management  did  not  review  the  4  override 
transactions  processed  from  April  2  to  April  4,  2013. 

The  license  office  did  not  always  accurately  record  the  method  of  payment 
(cash,  check,  or  credit  card)  and  did  not  reconcile  the  composition  of  monies 
received  to  deposits.  Our  review  of  three  deposits  found  cash  payments 
recorded  as  check  payments  and  check  payments  recorded  as  cash 
payments. 

Contract  Compliance  The  license  office  does  not  always  accurately  update  inventory  records  on  a 

daily  basis  as  required  by  the  DOR  agent  contract. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


Prepayment  Void  and 
Override  Transactions 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

John  R.  Mollenkamp,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Revenue 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 
and 

License  Office  Services,  LLC,  Contract  Agent 
Des  Peres  Contract  License  Office 
Des  Peres,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  maintained  and  established  by  the  Des  Peres  Contract  License  Office, 
as  provided  by  Section  136.055,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited 
to,  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  office's  internal  controls  related  to  the  handling  of  various  fee  and  tax 
transactions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  office's  compliance  with  certain  contractual  and  statutory  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  office,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and 
violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  Department  of  Revenue's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  contract  office. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  noncompliance  with  a 
contractual  or  statutory  provision. 

The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Des 
Peres  Contract  License  Office. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Susan  J.  Beeler,  CPA,  CIA 
Corey  McComas,  M.  Acct.,  CPA 
Nicole  Meltabarger,  M.  Acct.,  CPA 
Rachelle  Thompson 
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Department  of  Revenue 

Des  Peres  Contract  License  Office 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


1.  Prepayment  Void 
and  Override 
Transactions 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  license  office  needs  to  improve  controls  over  prepayment  void  and 
override  transactions. 

A  prepayment  void  transaction  occurs  when  a  transaction  is  entered  in  the 
Titling  and  Registration  Intranet  Processing  System  but  is  voided  before 
payment  is  made.  Valid  reasons  for  prepayment  void  transactions  include 
when  customers  lack  sufficient  funds  to  pay  for  the  transaction,  and  entries 
with  incorrect  information.  In  addition,  transactions  can  be  overridden  in  the 
system  before  completion,  but  after  the  point  when  a  prepayment  void 
transaction  can  be  processed.  Override  transactions  are  limited  to  entries 
with  a  misspelled  name  or  the  waiver  of  a  fee.  Prepayment  void  and 
override  transactions  are  required  by  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  policy 
to  be  reviewed  by  license  office  management. 

The  office  manager  did  not  document  approval  for  4  of  14  (29  percent)  void 
transactions  that  occurred  from  April  1  to  April  4,  2013.  In  addition,  no 
review  of  override  transactions  was  noted  for  the  four  override  transactions 
processed  from  April  2  to  April  4,  2013. 

A  supervisory  review  of  voided  and  overridden  transactions  helps  ensure 
transactions  were  voided  or  overridden  for  valid  reasons. 

The  license  office  ensure  all  prepayment  void  and  override  transactions  are 
reviewed  and  approved  by  office  management. 

We  agree  with  the  finding  and  are  implementing  the  following  internal 
policy  changes  to  address  the  issue: 


•     The  prepayment  voids  are  reviewed  by  the  manager 
manager. 


or  assistant 


2.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


•  When  it  is  necessary  to  override  an  entry,  the  employee  will  make  a 
copy  of  the  transaction  with  the  override.  They  will  record  the 
reason  for  the  override  on  the  copy  of  the  transaction.  This  copy 
will  be  kept  with  the  override  report. 

•  In  order  to  ensure  the  proper  review  process  has  occurred  for  the 
prepayment  voids  and  overrides,  the  prepayment  voids  and 
overrides  will  be  initialed  by  both  the  manager  and  assistant 
manager. 

The  license  office  needs  to  improve  controls  and  procedures  over  monies 
collected.  For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  the  office  collected  and 
remitted  to  the  DOR  approximately  $7.4  million  in  taxes  and  fees. 
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Department  of  Revenue 

Des  Peres  Contract  License  Office 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


The  license  office  did  not  always  accurately  record  the  method  of  payment 
(cash,  check,  or  credit  card)  in  the  accounting  records  and  did  not  reconcile 
the  composition  of  monies  received  to  deposits.  For  example,  the 
composition  of  deposits  did  not  agree  to  the  composition  of  receipts 
recorded  for  the  three  deposits  made  from  April  2  to  April  4,  2013,  and  for 
the  June  17,  2013,  deposit.  A  review  of  these  deposits  identified  cash 
payments  recorded  as  check  payments  and  check  payments  recorded  as  cash 
payments. 

DOR  official  procedures  for  license  offices  provide  the  composition  of 
monies  received  should  be  reconciled  to  the  accounting  records  and  to 
deposits.  Any  differences  identified  as  part  of  this  work  should  be  reviewed 
to  ensure  proper  handling  of  monies  received. 

The  license  office  ensure  the  correct  method  of  payment  is  recorded  in  the 
accounting  records,  the  composition  of  monies  received  is  reconciled  to  the 
accounting  records  and  to  deposits,  and  differences  identified  from  the 
reconciliation  process  are  appropriately  reviewed. 

We  agree  with  the  finding  and  are  implementing  the  following  internal 
policy  changes  to  address  the  issue: 

•  The  employees  will  not  select  the  payment  type  until  they  have  the 
check  or  cash  in  hand. 

•  If  it  is  an  electronic  payment,  they  are  to  run  the  card  first  to  make 
sure  the  payment  is  approved. 

•  If  for  some  reason  the  wrong  payment  type  is  selected,  they  will 
make  a  copy  of  the  transaction  receipt  and  record  the  correct  type 
of  payment  and  why  it  was  changed.  This  copy  will  be  kept  with  the 
cashier  report. 

•  The  Audit  Cashier  Report  will  also  be  used  to  compare  the  totals 
from  the  Cashier  Report.  From  those  reports  we  will  be  able  to 
pinpoint  the  differences  and  adjust  the  amounts  so  they  are  reported 
correctly.  This  will  ensure  the  deposit  breakdown  will  be  correct. 

•  Employees  that  have  recurring  issues  will  be  given  further  training 
on  how  to  avoid  this  issue. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 
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Department  of  Revenue 

Des  Peres  Contract  License  Office 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


The  license  office  does  not  always  accurately  update  inventory  records  on  a 
daily  basis,  as  required  by  the  DOR  agent  contract.  According  to  office 
management,  the  office  tries  to  maintain  a  30-day  stock  of  inventory  items 
such  as  license  plates,  tabs,  decals,  and  permits.We  reviewed  selected 
inventory  records  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013.  The  license  office  had 
not  properly  updated  the  inventory  records  for  1  of  25  items  reviewed.  That 
item  was  in  the  inventory,  but  not  listed  in  the  inventory  records.  In 
addition,  the  license  office  does  not  record  personalized  license  plates  in  the 
inventory  records  in  such  a  way  to  distinguish  between  plates  remaining  in 
inventory  and  plates  sold. 

The  license  office  increases  the  risk  of  undetected  theft  and/or  impropriety 
when  inventory  records  are  not  updated  accurately  and  on  a  timely  basis.  In 
addition,  the  DOR  agent  contract  requires  the  license  office  to  maintain  up- 
to-date  perpetual  inventory  records. 

The  license  office  maintain  accurate  perpetual  inventory  records,  as  required 
by  the  DOR  agent  contract. 

We  agree  with  the  finding  and  are  implementing  the  following  internal 
policy  changes  to  address  the  issue: 

In  order  to  ensure  all  inventory  is  recorded  in  the  daily  inventory  book, 
effective  immediately,  we  will  have  a  two  person  system.  When  we  receive 
the  inventory,  we  will  enter  it  in  the  inventory  book.  We  will  then  have  a 
second  person  review  the  newly  entered  inventory  against  the  invoice  for 
any  possible  errors. 
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Department  of  Revenue 

Des  Peres  Contract  License  Office 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

Pursuant  to  Section  136.030(2),  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  has  the 
authority  and  responsibility  for  the  collection  of  motor  vehicle  registration 
fees,  driver  license  fees,  motor  vehicle  sales  and  use  tax,  and  all  other  taxes. 
Pursuant  to  Section  136.055,  RSMo,  the  director  of  the  DOR  has  appointed 
182  contract  agents  to  operate  contract  license  offices.  This  section  also 
provides  that  the  state  auditor  may  audit  the  contract  license  offices.  The 
DOR,  License  Office  Bureau,  under  the  management  of  the  Motor  Vehicle 
and  Driver  Licensing  Division,  is  responsible  for  administering  contract 
license  offices  throughout  the  state. 


The  contract  license  offices  are  awarded  through  a  competitive  bidding 
process,  as  required  by  Section  136.055.2,  RSMo.  This  bidding  process 
must  give  priority  to  organizations  and  entities  that  are  exempt  from 
taxation  (not-for-profit)  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  and  political 
subdivisions  such  as  municipalities,  counties,  and  fire  protection  districts. 
Contracts  for  the  license  offices  are  typically  for  one  year,  with  three  one- 
year  renewal  periods.  The  contract  may  be  canceled  at  the  discretion  of  the 
DOR. 


The  contract  license  offices  issue  titles  for  all  Missouri  motor  vehicles, 
trailers,  and  marine  craft;  and  issue  and  sell  a  wide-range  of  standard, 
personalized,  and  specialty  license  plates  that  are  classified  into  five  major 
categories:  passenger,  truck,  trailer,  motorcycle,  and  bus.  In  addition,  the 
contract  license  offices  issue  five  basic  types  of  driver  licenses:  Intermediate 
License  (GDL);  Class  F  (Operator);  Class  E  (For-Hire);  Class  A,  B,  and  C 
(Commercial);  and  Class  M  (Motorcycle).  The  licensing  process  also 
includes  allowing  customers  to  contribute  to  the  organ  donor  program  or 
blindness  awareness  fund,  register  with  the  selective  services,  and  add 
endorsements  or  restrictions  to  licenses;  and  provides  an  opportunity  to 
register  to  vote. 

The  contract  agents  do  not  receive  compensation  from  the  DOR,  but  receive 
the  following  fees,  allowed  by  Section  136.055.1,  RSMo,  from  customers 
for  each  type  of  transaction  processed  by  the  office. 


Agent  Fees 


Transaction  Type 

Fee 

License  renewal 

$3.50  one  year 

$7.00  two  years 

Transfer  of  registration 

$3.50 

Application  or  transfer  of  title 

$2.50 

Driver,  operator  or  chauffeur  license 

$2.50  three  years  or  less 

$5.00  exceeding  three  years 

Notice  of  lien 

$2.50 
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Department  of  Revenue 

Des  Peres  Contract  License  Office 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Ryker  Enterprises,  Inc.  was  the  Des  Peres  Contract  License  Office  contract 
agent  from  January  21,  2010,  to  March  7,  2013,  when  the  DOR  chose  not  to 
renew  the  contract  and  allowed  the  current  renewal  period  to  expire.  In 
August  2012,  the  DOR  solicited  bids  for  the  Des  Peres  Contract  License 
Office.  The  office  was  awarded  to  License  Office  Services,  LLC,  effective 
March  8,  2013. 

For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  the  office  collected  and  remitted  to  the 
DOR  $7,422,081  and  retained  processing  fees  totaling  $302,624. 
Additionally,  as  part  of  the  bidding  process,  the  office  agreed  to  return  3 
percent1  of  its  processing  fees  to  the  state.  For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013, 
the  office  returned  to  the  state  processing  fees  totaling  $13,276. 

Personnel  At  June  30,  2013,  key  office  personnel  were  as  follows: 

Jason  Dent,  Contract  Manager 
Angela  Gualdoni,  Office  Manager 


The  prior  contract  agent  returned  5  percent  of  processing  fees  to  the  state. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


REVENUE 


Farmington  Contract  License 

Office 


November  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Farmington  Contract  License  Office 


Background  The  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  has  appointed  182  contract  agents  to 

operate  contract  license  offices.  These  offices  issue  driver  licenses;  titles  for 
motor  vehicles,  trailers,  and  marine  craft;  and  license  plates.  Contract  agents 
are  compensated  through  transaction-based  processing  fees.  Under  a  state 
law,  which  became  effective  in  2009,  the  State  Auditor  may  audit  contract 
license  offices. 

Sales  Price  Credits  Taxes  for  registering  a  vehicle  are  based  upon  the  purchase  price  of  the 

vehicle  less  any  credits  for  selling  or  trading  in  another  vehicle,  or  if  a  prior 
vehicle  was  declared  a  total  loss.  Our  review  of  44  transactions  with  a  credit 
amount  applied  found  3  transactions  (7  percent)  had  no  documentation  to 
support  the  credit.  In  2011,  the  DOR  determined  an  employee  had 
misappropriated  funds  and  avoided  detection,  in  part,  by  manipulating  the 
net  purchase  price  of  vehicles  registered  and  increasing  trade-in  and  tax 
credit  amounts  above  actual  amounts.  The  employee  pleaded  guilty  in 
August  2013,  was  given  a  suspended  sentence,  placed  on  5  years  of 
supervised  probation,  and  ordered  to  pay  restitution  of  $48,150. 

The  license  office  did  not  always  accurately  record  the  method  of  payment 
(cash,  check,  or  credit  card)  and  did  not  reconcile  the  composition  of  monies 
received  to  deposits.  Our  review  of  three  deposits  found  cash  payments 
recorded  as  check  and/or  credit  card  payments,  check  payments  recorded  as 
credit  card  and/or  cash  payments,  and  credit  card  payments  recorded  as  cash 
and/or  check  payments. 

No  Fee  Identification  Log  The  license  office  issues  no  fee  IDs  to  replace  illegible  or  misspelled  IDs, 

but  it  does  not  always  list  these  no  fee  IDs  on  the  log  as  required. 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

John  R.  Mollenkamp,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Revenue 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 
and 

Alternative  Opportunities,  Inc.,  Contract  Agent 
Farmington  Contract  License  Office 
Farmington,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  maintained  and  established  by  the  Farmington  Contract  License 
Office,  as  provided  by  Section  136.055,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily 
limited  to,  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  office's  internal  controls  related  to  the  handling  of  various  fee  and  tax 
transactions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  office's  compliance  with  certain  contractual  and  statutory  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  office,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and 
violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  Department  of  Revenue's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  contract  office. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  contractual  or  statutory  provisions. 

The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the 
Farmington  Contract  License  Office. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Susan  J.  Beeler,  CPA,  CIA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Corey  McComas,  M.  Acct.,  CPA 

Audit  Staff:  Nicole  Meltabarger,  M.  Acct.,  CPA 
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Department  of  Revenue 

Farmington  Contract  License  Office 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 

The  license  office  does  not  always  retain  documentation  to  support  some 
credit  amounts  applied  to  vehicle  sales  tax  transactions,  and  has  not 
implemented  procedures  to  require  supervisors  to  periodically  review  this 
documentation. 

Contract  license  offices  collect  sales  and  use  taxes  from  taxpayers  who  are 
registering  a  vehicle.  These  taxes  are  based  on  the  purchase  price  of  the 
vehicle  less  any  applicable  credits  for  selling  or  trading  in  another  vehicle, 
or  if  the  taxpayer's  prior  vehicle  has  been  declared  a  total  loss  by  an 
insurance  company.  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  official  procedures 
require  the  retention  of  documentation  to  support  the  net  purchase  price  for 
all  sales  and  use  tax  transactions. 


1.  Sales  Price 
Credits 


We  reviewed  sales  and  use  tax  transactions  processed  in  the  license  office 
from  April  2  to  April  4,  2013.  Of  the  44  transactions  with  a  credit  amount 
applied  to  reduce  the  purchase  price,  3  transactions  (7  percent)  had  no 
documentation  to  support  the  credit  amount  applied.  The  unsupported 
credits  for  these  transactions  totaled  $10,500,  resulting  in  a  $461  reduction 
in  taxes  due. 


During  2011,  the  DOR's  Compliance  and  Investigation  Bureau  performed  a 
review  of  the  license  office  and  determined  an  employee  of  the  license 
office  had  misappropriated  funds  from  October  2010  through  September 
2011,  when  the  license  office  terminated  the  employee.  One  of  the  ways  the 
employee  avoided  earlier  detection  was  by  manipulating  the  net  purchase 
price  of  vehicles  registered  during  that  time  by  increasing  trade-in  and  credit 
amounts  above  actual  amounts.  The  employee  pleaded  guilty  in  August 
2013,  was  given  a  suspended  sentence,  placed  on  5  years  of  supervised 
probation,  and  ordered  to  pay  restitution  of  $48,150. 

To  ensure  the  net  purchase  price  is  accurately  calculated,  and  errors  and 
improprieties  are  detected  in  a  timely  manner,  the  license  office  should 
comply  with  DOR  procedures  requiring  documentation  for  credit  amounts 
be  retained,  and  should  implement  procedures  for  supervisors  to 
periodically  review  the  documentation  for  reasonableness. 

Recommendation  The  license  office  ensure  compliance  with  DOR  procedures  requiring 

retention  of  documentation  to  support  the  net  purchase  price  for  vehicle 
sales  and  use  tax  transactions,  and  implement  procedures  for  supervisors  to 
periodically  review  the  documentation  for  reasonableness. 

Auditee's  Response  We  agree  with  the  Auditor's  recommendation. 

Current  procedure  is  for  clerks  to  make  an  electronic  note  in  the  attachment 
stating  which  accompanying  documents  are  being  sent  to  Jefferson  City. 
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Department  of  Revenue 

Farmington  Contract  License  Office 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


This  procedure  will  be  reaffirmed  with  all  staff  in  the  Farmington  License 
Office. 

All  three  of  the  transactions  which  had  missing  documentation  were 
researched  by  the  Department  of  Revenue  and  were  all  later  validated, 
therefore  all  appropriate  taxes  were  collected  and  there  was  ultimately  not 
a  loss  of  $461  in  taxes. 

It  is  not  known  where  in  the  process  the  accompanying  physical 
documentation  went  missing,  but  as  stated  above,  staff  will  continue  to  be 
trained  on  the  importance  of  making  this  electronic  notation  to  validate  that 
the  documents  were  included.  The  office  manager  will  periodically  review 
the  documentation  for  reasonableness. 

The  auditor's  recommendation  will  be  implemented. 


The  license  office  needs  to  improve  controls  and  procedures  over  monies 
collected.  For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  the  office  collected  and 
remitted  to  the  DOR  approximately  $4.5  million  in  taxes  and  fees. 

The  license  office  did  not  always  accurately  record  the  method  of  payment 
(cash,  check,  or  credit  card)  in  the  accounting  records  and  did  not  reconcile 
the  composition  of  monies  received  to  deposits.  For  example,  the 
composition  of  deposits  did  not  agree  to  the  composition  of  receipts 
recorded  for  the  three  deposits  made  from  April  2  to  April  4,  2013.  A 
review  of  these  deposits  identified  cash  payments  recorded  as  check  and/or 
credit  card  payments,  check  payments  recorded  as  credit  card  and/or  cash 
payments,  and  credit  card  payments  recorded  as  cash  and/or  check 
payments. 

DOR  official  procedures  for  license  offices  provide  the  composition  of 
monies  received  should  be  reconciled  to  the  accounting  records  and  to 
deposits.  Any  differences  identified  as  part  of  this  work  should  be  reviewed 
to  ensure  proper  handling  of  monies  received. 

The  license  office  ensure  the  correct  method  of  payment  is  recorded  in  the 
accounting  records,  the  composition  of  monies  received  is  reconciled  to  the 
accounting  records  and  to  deposits,  and  differences  identified  from  the 
reconciliation  process  are  appropriately  reviewed. 

AuditCC'S  RcSpOIlSC  ^e  a8ree  w^tn  ^e  Auditor's  recommendation. 

Customers  infrequently  indicate  their  preferred  method  of  payment  only  to 
later  change  their  payment  type.  Clerks  have  been  trained  to  ask  the 
customer  (after  stating  the  amount  due)  which  type  of  payment  they  will  be 
making  PRIOR  to  completing  the  electronic  process. 


2.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


Recommendation 
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Department  of  Revenue 

Farmington  Contract  License  Office 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


When  customers  still  change  their  payment  type  after  due  diligence  by  the 
clerk,  documentation  is  made  in  two  ways: 


Written  documentation  on  the  actual  daily  transition  audit 
indicating  that  a  change  occurred  as  a  result  of  a  customer 
choice. 

A  notation  will  be  made  on  the  daily  Cashier's  Report  required  by 
the  DOR.  The  office  manager  reviews  the  transactions  on  a  daily 
basis. 


3.  No  Fee 

Identification  Log 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  auditor's  recommendation  will  be  implemented. 

The  license  office  does  not  record  some  Identifications  (IDs)  issued  for  no 
fees  on  the  office  log,  as  required  by  the  DOR. 

No  fee  IDs  are  issued  at  no  cost  to  the  ID  holder  to  replace  IDs  previously 
purchased  for  reasons  such  as  an  ID  printing  illegibly  or  having  a  misspelled 
name.  Our  review  of  no  fee  IDs  issued  in  the  license  office  between 
December  29,  2012,  and  March  7,  2013,  noted  6  of  the  25  no  fee  IDs  issued 
during  that  period  were  not  listed  on  the  log  maintained  by  the  office.  The 
license  office  is  required  by  the  DOR  to  maintain  the  log  to  document  the 
reason  for  the  no  fee  ID  issuance.  DOR  personnel  also  use  the  logs  to 
review  for  accurate  processing  of  ID  transactions  and  to  ensure  the  reasons 
for  issuing  no  fee  IDs  are  reasonable. 

Maintaining  an  accurate  and  complete  ID  log  is  needed  to  demonstrate  the 
proper  issuance  of  no  fee  IDs. 

The  license  office  ensure  all  no  fee  ID  transactions  are  properly  recorded  on 
the  office  log. 

We  agree  with  the  Auditor's  recommendation. 

License  Office  staff  will  be  retrained  on  this  procedure  and  local  office 
manager  will  monitor  this  issue  for  compliance.  Other  management  support 
staff  for  Alternative  Opportunities,  Inc.  will  periodically  monitor  for 
compliance  as  well. 

The  auditor's  recommendation  will  be  implemented. 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Farmington  Contract  License  Office 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

Pursuant  to  Section  136.030(2),  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  has  the 
authority  and  responsibility  for  the  collection  of  motor  vehicle  registration 
fees,  driver  license  fees,  motor  vehicle  sales  and  use  tax,  and  all  other  taxes. 
Pursuant  to  Section  136.055,  RSMo,  the  director  of  the  DOR  has  appointed 
182  contract  agents  to  operate  contract  license  offices.  This  section  also 
provides  that  the  state  auditor  may  audit  the  contract  license  offices.  The 
DOR,  License  Office  Bureau,  under  the  management  of  the  Motor  Vehicle 
and  Driver  Licensing  Division,  is  responsible  for  administering  contract 
license  offices  throughout  the  state. 


The  contract  license  offices  are  awarded  through  a  competitive  bidding 
process,  as  required  by  Section  136.055.2,  RSMo.  This  bidding  process 
must  give  priority  to  organizations  and  entities  that  are  exempt  from 
taxation  (not-for-profit)  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  and  political 
subdivisions  such  as  municipalities,  counties,  and  fire  protection  districts. 
Contracts  for  the  license  offices  are  typically  for  one  year,  with  three  one- 
year  renewal  periods.  The  contract  may  be  canceled  at  the  discretion  of  the 
DOR. 


The  contract  license  offices  issue  titles  for  all  Missouri  motor  vehicles, 
trailers,  and  marine  craft;  and  issue  and  sell  a  wide-range  of  standard, 
personalized,  and  specialty  license  plates  that  are  classified  into  five  major 
categories:  passenger,  truck,  trailer,  motorcycle,  and  bus.  In  addition,  the 
contract  license  offices  issue  five  basic  types  of  driver  licenses:  Intermediate 
License  (GDL);  Class  F  (Operator);  Class  E  (For-Hire);  Class  A,  B,  and  C 
(Commercial);  and  Class  M  (Motorcycle).  The  licensing  process  also 
includes  allowing  customers  to  contribute  to  the  organ  donor  program  or 
blindness  awareness  fund,  register  with  the  selective  services,  and  add 
endorsements  or  restrictions  to  licenses;  and  provides  an  opportunity  to 
register  to  vote. 

The  contract  agents  do  not  receive  compensation  from  the  DOR,  but  receive 
the  following  fees,  allowed  by  Section  136.055.1,  RSMo,  from  customers 
for  each  type  of  transaction  processed  by  the  office. 


Agent  Fees 


Transaction  Type 

Fee 

License  renewal 

$3.50  one  year 

$7.00  two  years 

Transfer  of  registration 

$3.50 

Application  or  transfer  of  title 

$2.50 

Driver,  operator  or  chauffeur  license 

$2.50  three  years  or  less 

$5.00  exceeding  three  years 

Notice  of  lien 

$2.50 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Farmington  Contract  License  Office 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


In  March  2009,  the  DOR  solicited  bids  for  the  Farmington  Contract  License 
Office.  The  office  was  awarded  to  Alternative  Opportunities,  Inc.,  effective 
January  14,  2010. 

For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  the  office  collected  and  remitted  to  the 
DOR  $4,500,526,  and  retained  processing  fees  totaling  $252,976. 
Additionally,  as  part  of  the  bidding  process,  the  office  agreed  to  return  5 
percent  of  its  processing  fees  to  the  state.  For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013, 
the  office  returned  to  the  state  processing  fees  totaling  $12,850. 

Personnel  At  June  30,  2013,  key  office  personnel  were  as  follows: 

David  Broeker,  Contract  Manager 
Kelly  Bertel,  Office  Manager 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


REVENUE 


Gladstone  Contract  License 

Office 


November  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Gladstone  Contract  License  Office 


Background  The  Department  of  Revenue  has  appointed  182  contract  agents  to  operate 

contract  license  offices.  These  offices  issue  driver  licenses;  titles  for  motor 
vehicles,  trailers,  and  marine  craft;  and  license  plates.  Contract  agents  are 
compensated  through  transaction-based  processing  fees.  Under  a  state  law, 
which  became  effective  in  2009,  the  State  Auditor  may  audit  contract 
license  offices. 

The  license  office  did  not  always  accurately  record  the  method  of  payment 
(cash,  check,  or  credit  card)  and  did  not  reconcile  the  composition  of  monies 
received  to  deposits.  Our  review  of  three  deposits  found  cash  payments 
recorded  as  credit  card  payments,  check  payments  recorded  as  credit  card 
and/or  cash  payments,  and  credit  card  payments  recorded  as  cash  payments. 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

John  R.  Mollenkamp,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Revenue 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 
and 

James  R.  Williams,  Contract  Agent 
Gladstone  Contract  License  Office 
Gladstone,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  maintained  and  established  by  the  Gladstone  Contract  License  Office, 
as  provided  by  Section  136.055,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited 
to,  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  office's  internal  controls  related  to  the  handling  of  various  fee  and  tax 
transactions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  office's  compliance  with  certain  contractual  and  statutory  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  office,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and 
violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  Department  of  Revenue's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  contract  office. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  a  deficiency  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  contractual  or  statutory  provisions. 

The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  finding  arising  from  our  audit  of  the 
Gladstone  Contract  License  Office. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:        John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Susan  J.  Beeler,  CPA,  CIA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Corey  McComas,  M.  Acct.,  CPA 
Audit  Staff:  Nicole  Meltabarger,  M.  Acct.,  CPA 

Rachelle  Thompson 


3 


Department  of  Revenue 

Gladstone  Contract  License  Office 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Accounting  Controls 
and  Procedures 


The  license  office  needs  to  improve  controls  and  procedures  over  monies 
collected.  For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  the  office  collected  and 
remitted  to  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  approximately  $8.4  million 
in  taxes  and  fees. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  license  office  did  not  always  accurately  record  the  method  of  payment 
(cash,  check,  or  credit  card)  in  the  accounting  records  and  did  not  reconcile 
the  composition  of  monies  received  to  deposits.  For  example,  the 
composition  of  deposits  did  not  agree  to  the  composition  of  receipts 
recorded  for  the  three  deposits  made  from  April  2  to  April  4,  2013,  and  for 
the  June  25,  2013,  deposit.  A  review  of  these  deposits  identified  cash 
payments  recorded  as  credit  card  payments,  check  payments  recorded  as 
credit  card  and/or  cash  payments,  and  credit  card  payments  recorded  as  cash 
payments. 

DOR  official  procedures  for  license  offices  provide  the  composition  of 
monies  received  should  be  reconciled  to  the  accounting  records  and  to 
deposits.  Any  differences  identified  as  part  of  this  work  should  be  reviewed 
to  ensure  proper  handling  of  monies  received. 

The  license  office  ensure  the  correct  method  of  payment  is  recorded  in  the 
accounting  records,  the  composition  of  monies  received  is  reconciled  to  the 
accounting  records  and  to  deposits,  and  differences  identified  from  the 
reconciliation  process  are  appropriately  reviewed. 

The  Gladstone  License  Office,  agent,  and  management  staff  have  been 
reminded  of  the  importance  to  accurately  record  the  correct  form  of 
payment  each  and  every  time  with  respect  to  the  transactions  we  process.  In 
the  future  event  of  any  forms  of  payment  that  are  changed  after  finalizing 
the  transaction,  we  will  note  the  change  on  our  audit  copies,  as  well  as 
adjusting  our  nightly  composition  of  monies  collected. 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Gladstone  Contract  License  Office 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

Pursuant  to  Section  136.030(2),  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  has  the 
authority  and  responsibility  for  the  collection  of  motor  vehicle  registration 
fees,  driver  license  fees,  motor  vehicle  sales  and  use  tax,  and  all  other  taxes. 
Pursuant  to  Section  136.055,  RSMo,  the  director  of  the  DOR  has  appointed 
182  contract  agents  to  operate  contract  license  offices.  This  section  also 
provides  that  the  state  auditor  may  audit  the  contract  license  offices.  The 
DOR,  License  Office  Bureau,  under  the  management  of  the  Motor  Vehicle 
and  Driver  Licensing  Division,  is  responsible  for  administering  contract 
license  offices  throughout  the  state. 


The  contract  license  offices  are  awarded  through  a  competitive  bidding 
process,  as  required  by  Section  136.055.2,  RSMo.  This  bidding  process 
must  give  priority  to  organizations  and  entities  that  are  exempt  from 
taxation  (not-for-profit)  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  and  political 
subdivisions  such  as  municipalities,  counties,  and  fire  protection  districts. 
Contracts  for  the  license  offices  are  typically  for  one  year,  with  three  one- 
year  renewal  periods.  The  contract  may  be  canceled  at  the  discretion  of  the 
DOR. 


The  contract  license  offices  issue  titles  for  all  Missouri  motor  vehicles, 
trailers,  and  marine  craft;  and  issue  and  sell  a  wide-range  of  standard, 
personalized,  and  specialty  license  plates  that  are  classified  into  five  major 
categories:  passenger,  truck,  trailer,  motorcycle,  and  bus.  In  addition,  the 
contract  license  offices  issue  five  basic  types  of  driver  licenses: 
Intermediate  License  (GDL);  Class  F  (Operator);  Class  E  (For-Hire);  Class 
A,  B,  and  C  (Commercial);  and  Class  M  (Motorcycle).  The  licensing 
process  also  includes  allowing  customers  to  contribute  to  the  organ  donor 
program  or  blindness  awareness  fund,  register  with  the  selective  services, 
and  add  endorsements  or  restrictions  to  licenses;  and  provides  an 
opportunity  to  register  to  vote. 

The  contract  agents  do  not  receive  compensation  from  the  DOR,  but  receive 
the  following  fees,  allowed  by  Section  136.055.1,  RSMo,  from  customers 
for  each  type  of  transaction  processed  by  the  office. 


Agent  Fees 


Transaction  Type 

Fee 

License  renewal 

$3.50  one  year 

$7.00  two  years 

Transfer  of  registration 

$3.50 

Application  or  transfer  of  title 

$2.50 

Driver,  operator  or  chauffeur  license 

$2.50  three  years  or  less 

$5.00  exceeding  three  years 

Notice  of  lien 

$2.50 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Gladstone  Contract  License  Office 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


In  January  2009,  the  DOR  solicited  bids  for  the  Gladstone  Contract  License 
Office.  The  office  was  awarded  to  James  R.  Williams,  effective  October  1, 
2009. 

For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  the  office  collected  and  remitted  to  the 
DOR  $8,405,736,  and  retained  processing  fees  totaling  $451,072. 
Additionally,  as  part  of  the  bidding  process,  the  office  agreed  to  return  3 
percent  of  its  processing  fees  to  the  state  during  the  first  year  of  the  contract 
and  2  percent  during  the  renewal  periods.  For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013, 
the  office  returned  to  the  state  processing  fees  totaling  $9,164. 

Personnel  At  June  30,  2013,  key  office  personnel  were  as  follows: 

James  R.  Williams,  Contract  Manager 
Abigail  Kinman,  Office  Manager 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


REVENUE 


Maiden  Contract  License 

Office 


November  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Maiden  Contract  License  Office 


Background  The  Department  of  Revenue  has  appointed  182  contract  agents  to  operate 

contract  license  offices.  These  offices  issue  driver  licenses;  titles  for  motor 
vehicles,  trailers,  and  marine  craft;  and  license  plates.  Contract  agents  are 
compensated  through  transaction-based  processing  fees.  Under  a  state  law, 
which  became  effective  in  2009,  the  State  Auditor  may  audit  contract 
license  offices. 

The  license  office  did  not  always  accurately  record  the  method  of  payment 
(cash,  check,  or  credit  card)  and  did  not  reconcile  the  composition  of  monies 
received  to  deposits.  Our  review  of  three  deposits  found  cash  payments 
recorded  as  check  payments  and  check  and  credit  card  payments  recorded  as 
cash  payments.  We  also  noted  three  manual  receipt  slips  for  driving  record 
purchases  were  not  retained. 

The  DOR  agent  contract  requires  actual  daily  receipts  be  entered  into  the 
computerized  system  to  accurately  reflect  any  overages  and  shortages,  but 
our  July  10,  2013  cash  count  noted  a  shortage  in  collections  for  one  of  the 
cash  drawers,  which  was  not  subsequently  shown  on  the  ending  daily 
documentation.  The  agent  contract  requires  the  license  office  use  a  video 
camera  with  at  least  a  60-day  memory,  but  the  system  had  only  retained 
recordings  going  back  55  days. 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Contract  Compliance 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

John  R.  Mollenkamp,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Revenue 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 
and 

James  Burrow,  Contract  Agent 
Maiden  Contract  License  Office 
Maiden,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  maintained  and  established  by  the  Maiden  Contract  License  Office,  as 
provided  by  Section  136.055,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to, 
the  year  ended  June  30,  2013.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  office's  internal  controls  related  to  the  handling  of  various  fee  and  tax 
transactions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  office's  compliance  with  certain  contractual  and  statutory  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  office,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and 
violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  Department  of  Revenue's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  contract  office. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  noncompliance  with 
contractual  or  statutory  provisions. 

The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the 
Maiden  Contract  License  Office. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Susan  J.  Beeler,  CPA,  CIA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Corey  McComas,  M.  Acct.,  CPA 

Audit  Staff:  Nicole  Meltabarger,  M.  Acct.,  CPA 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Maiden  Contract  License  Office 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


1.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


2.  Contract 
Compliance 

2. 1  Collection  Shortages 


The  license  office  needs  to  improve  controls  and  procedures  over  monies 
collected.  For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  the  office  collected  and 
remitted  to  the  DOR  approximately  $1.7  million  in  taxes  and  fees. 

The  license  office  did  not  always  accurately  record  the  method  of  payment 
(cash,  check,  or  credit  card)  in  the  accounting  records  and  did  not  reconcile 
the  composition  of  monies  received  to  deposits.  For  example,  the 
composition  of  deposits  did  not  agree  to  the  composition  of  receipts 
recorded  for  the  three  deposits  made  from  April  2  to  April  4,  2013.  A 
review  of  these  deposits  identified  cash  payments  recorded  as  check 
payments,  and  check  and  credit  card  payments  recorded  as  cash  payments. 
In  addition,  we  noted  three  manual  receipt  slips  for  driving  record  purchases 
were  not  retained.  The  license  office  must  issue  manual  receipt  slips  for 
these  transactions  because  driving  records  are  processed  outside  of  the 
computerized  system. 

DOR  official  procedures  for  license  offices  provide  the  composition  of 
monies  received  should  be  reconciled  to  the  accounting  records  and  to 
deposits.  Any  differences  identified  as  part  of  this  work  should  be  reviewed 
to  ensure  proper  handling  of  monies  received.  In  addition,  DOR  official 
procedures  require  a  receipt  slip  be  issued  for  all  sales  of  driving  records. 

The  license  office  ensure  the  correct  method  of  payment  is  recorded  in  the 
accounting  records,  the  composition  of  monies  received  is  reconciled  to  the 
accounting  records  and  to  deposits,  and  differences  identified  from  the 
reconciliation  process  are  appropriately  reviewed.  In  addition,  the  license 
office  should  ensure  receipt  slips  are  issued  for  all  driving  record  sales. 

We  will  strive  to  be  more  efficient  and  mindful  of  how  the  customer  pays.  If 
we  key  in  an  incorrect  payment  method,  we  will,  if  necessary,  make  notes  to 
the  accounting  report  of  how  the  customer  actually  paid.  We  will  use  these 
notes  when  performing  reconciliations  and  will  review  any  discrepancies. 
We  will  also  issue  receipt  slips  for  all  driving  record  sales. 

The  license  office  does  not  always  follow  procedures  required  by  the  DOR 
agent  contract. 


The  license  office  does  not  always  handle  shortages  in  collections  as 
required  by  the  contract  with  the  DOR.  We  conducted  cash  counts  in  the 
office  on  July  10,  2013,  and  noted  a  shortage  in  collections  for  one  of  the 
cash  drawers  counted  by  comparing  the  amounts  counted  to  system  reports 
showing  the  amounts  that  should  have  been  collected.  However,  the 
shortage  was  not  subsequently  shown  on  the  ending  daily  documentation. 
Instead  the  clerk  made  up  the  difference  by  adding  personal  monies  to  the 
collections  after  we  noted  the  shortage. 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Maiden  Contract  License  Office 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


The  DOR  agent  contract  provides  that  if  the  daily  balance  reflects  a 
shortage,  the  agent  should  pay  the  difference  prior  to  the  deposit,  but  DOR 
procedures  also  require  actual  daily  receipts  be  entered  into  the 
computerized  system  to  accurately  reflect  any  overages  and  shortages. 

2.2  Video  Surveillance  The  video  surveillance  system  does  not  retain  recorded  footage  for  the 

timeframe  required  by  the  DOR  agent  contract.  The  contract  requires  the 
license  office  agent  use  a  video  camera  with  at  least  a  60-day  memory.  Our 
review  of  the  recordings  on  July  11,  2013,  noted  the  system  had  only 
retained  recordings  going  back  to  May  17,  2013,  or  55  days,  instead  of  the 
required  60  days. 

The  security  system  is  an  important  control  to  protect  against  the  theft  of 
license  office  inventory,  capital  assets,  and  collections.  By  not  ensuring  the 
office  is  in  compliance  with  the  contract  requirement,  the  security  of  these 
assets  could  be  compromised. 

Recommendations  The  license  office: 

Ensure  compliance  with  the  contract  by  covering  shortages  with  the 
agent  fees  and  properly  documenting  any  differences. 

Ensure  the  video  surveillance  system  retains  60  days  of  recordings, 
as  required  by  the  contract. 

We  normally  deposit  any  overages  into  the  Motor  Vehicle  account. 
The  agent  fees  will  be  shorted  only  when  and  if  we  find  the 
discrepancy.  We  will  make  notes  to  the  accounting  report  and 
reconcile  the  drawer  to  $100  for  each  of  the  3  Titling  and 
Registration  Intranet  Processing  System  cash  drawers. 

The  video  surveillance  usually  always  went  back  60  days.  We  have 
since  corrected  the  problem.  What  was  happening,  according  to  the 
techs  that  installed  the  equipment,  was  that  our  hard  drive  was  too 
full  and  the  sensitivity  was  set  too  high,  causing  the  system  to 
record  through  the  night  when  it  wasn't  necessary.  Shining 
headlights  through  the  doors  and  windows  was  the  problem.  To 
correct,  a  bigger  hard  drive  was  installed,  everything  was  backed 
up  and  the  sensitivity  was  lowered.  We  also  now  have  a  contract 
with  the  computer  company  to  come  in  once  a  month  to  make  sure 
everything  is  running  correctly. 


2.1 
2.2 

Auditee's  Response  2.1 

2.2 


5 


Department  of  Revenue 
Maiden  Contract  License  Office 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

Pursuant  to  Section  136.030(2),  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  has  the 
authority  and  responsibility  for  the  collection  of  motor  vehicle  registration 
fees,  driver  license  fees,  motor  vehicle  sales  and  use  tax,  and  all  other  taxes. 
Pursuant  to  Section  136.055,  RSMo,  the  director  of  the  DOR  has  appointed 
182  contract  agents  to  operate  contract  license  offices.  This  section  also 
provides  that  the  state  auditor  may  audit  the  contract  license  offices.  The 
DOR,  License  Office  Bureau,  under  the  management  of  the  Motor  Vehicle 
and  Driver  Licensing  Division,  is  responsible  for  administering  contract 
license  offices  throughout  the  state. 


The  contract  license  offices  are  awarded  through  a  competitive  bidding 
process,  as  required  by  Section  136.055.2,  RSMo.  This  bidding  process 
must  give  priority  to  organizations  and  entities  that  are  exempt  from 
taxation  (not-for-profit)  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  and  political 
subdivisions  such  as  municipalities,  counties,  and  fire  protection  districts. 
Contracts  for  the  license  offices  are  typically  for  one  year,  with  three  one- 
year  renewal  periods.  The  contract  may  be  canceled  at  the  discretion  of  the 
DOR. 


The  contract  license  offices  issue  titles  for  all  Missouri  motor  vehicles, 
trailers,  and  marine  craft;  and  issue  and  sell  a  wide-range  of  standard, 
personalized,  and  specialty  license  plates  that  are  classified  into  five  major 
categories:  passenger,  truck,  trailer,  motorcycle,  and  bus.  In  addition,  the 
contract  license  offices  issue  five  basic  types  of  driver  licenses:  Intermediate 
License  (GDL);  Class  F  (Operator);  Class  E  (For-Hire);  Class  A,  B,  and  C 
(Commercial);  and  Class  M  (Motorcycle).  The  licensing  process  also 
includes  allowing  customers  to  contribute  to  the  organ  donor  program  or 
blindness  awareness  fund,  register  with  the  selective  services,  and  add 
endorsements  or  restrictions  to  licenses;  and  provides  an  opportunity  to 
register  to  vote. 

The  contract  agents  do  not  receive  compensation  from  the  DOR,  but  receive 
the  following  fees,  allowed  by  Section  136.055.1,  RSMo,  from  customers 
for  each  type  of  transaction  processed  by  the  office. 


Agent  Fees 


Transaction  Type 

Fee 

License  renewal 

$3.50  one  year 

$7.00  two  years 

Transfer  of  registration 

$3.50 

Application  or  transfer  of  title 

$2.50 

Driver,  operator  or  chauffeur  license 

$2.50  three  years  or  less 

$5.00  exceeding  three  years 

Notice  of  lien 

$2.50 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Maiden  Contract  License  Office 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


In  June  2009,  the  DOR  solicited  bids  for  the  Maiden  Contract  License 
Office.  The  office  was  awarded  to  James  Burrow,  effective  October  15, 
2009. 

For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  the  office  collected  and  remitted  to  the 
DOR  $1,716,504,  and  retained  processing  fees  totaling  $97,105.  Under  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  the  office  was  not  required  to  return  a  percentage  of  its 
processing  fees  to  the  state. 

Personnel  At  June  30,  2013,  key  office  personnel  were  as  follows: 

James  Burrow,  Contract  Manager 
Tammy  Rawlings,  Office  Manager 


7 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


REVENUE 


Vienna  Contract  License 

Office 


November  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Vienna  Contract  License  Office 


Background  The  Department  of  Revenue  has  appointed  182  contract  agents  to  operate 

contract  license  offices.  These  offices  issue  driver  licenses;  titles  for  motor 
vehicles,  trailers,  and  marine  craft;  and  license  plates.  Contract  agents  are 
compensated  through  transaction-based  processing  fees.  Under  a  state  law, 
which  became  effective  in  2009,  the  State  Auditor  may  audit  contract 
license  offices. 

The  audit  identified  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls  and  no 
significant  noncompliance  with  contractual  or  statutory  provisions.  No 
findings  resulted  from  our  audit. 


Findings 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Excellent.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  website:  http://auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

John  R.  Mollenkamp,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Revenue 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 
and 

County  of  Maries-Commission,  Contract  Agent 
Vienna  Contract  License  Office 
Vienna,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  maintained  and  established  by  the  Vienna  Contract  License  Office,  as 
provided  by  Section  136.055,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to, 
the  year  ended  June  30,  2013.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  office's  internal  controls  related  to  the  handling  of  various  fee  and  tax 
transactions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  office's  compliance  with  certain  contractual  and  statutory  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  office,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and 
violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed 
and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  Department  of  Revenue's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  contract  office. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  no 
significant  noncompliance  with  contractual  or  statutory  provisions. 


No  findings  resulted  from  our  audit  of  the  Vienna  Contract  License  Office. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Robyn  Vogt,  M.Acct.,  CPA 
Denise  Huddleston,  MBA 
Nicholas  Schafer 
Andrew  Ferguson,  M.Acct. 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Vienna  Contract  License  Office 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

Pursuant  to  Section  136.030(2),  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  has  the 
authority  and  responsibility  for  the  collection  of  motor  vehicle  registration 
fees,  driver  license  fees,  motor  vehicle  sales  and  use  tax,  and  all  other  taxes. 
Pursuant  to  Section  136.055,  RSMo,  the  director  of  the  DOR  has  appointed 
182  contract  agents  to  operate  contract  license  offices.  This  section  also 
provides  that  the  state  auditor  may  audit  the  contract  license  offices.  The 
DOR,  License  Office  Bureau,  under  the  management  of  the  Motor  Vehicle 
and  Driver  Licensing  Division,  is  responsible  for  administering  contract 
license  offices  throughout  the  state. 


The  contract  license  offices  are  awarded  through  a  competitive  bidding 
process,  as  required  by  Section  136.055.2,  RSMo.  This  bidding  process 
must  give  priority  to  organizations  and  entities  that  are  exempt  from 
taxation  (not-for-profit)  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  and  political 
subdivisions  such  as  municipalities,  counties,  and  fire  protection  districts. 
Contracts  for  the  license  offices  are  typically  for  one  year,  with  three  one- 
year  renewal  periods.  The  contract  may  be  canceled  at  the  discretion  of  the 
DOR. 


The  contract  license  offices  issue  titles  for  all  Missouri  motor  vehicles, 
trailers,  and  marine  craft;  and  issue  and  sell  a  wide-range  of  standard, 
personalized,  and  specialty  license  plates  that  are  classified  into  five  major 
categories:  passenger,  truck,  trailer,  motorcycle,  and  bus.  In  addition,  the 
contract  license  offices  issue  five  basic  types  of  driver  licenses:  Intermediate 
License  (GDL);  Class  F  (Operator);  Class  E  (For-Hire);  Class  A,  B,  and  C 
(Commercial);  and  Class  M  (Motorcycle).  The  licensing  process  also 
includes  allowing  customers  to  contribute  to  the  organ  donor  program  or 
blindness  awareness  fund,  register  with  the  selective  services,  and  add 
endorsements  or  restrictions  to  licenses;  and  provides  an  opportunity  to 
register  to  vote. 

The  contract  agents  do  not  receive  compensation  from  the  DOR,  but  receive 
the  following  fees,  allowed  by  Section  136.055.1,  RSMo,  from  customers 
for  each  type  of  transaction  processed  by  the  office. 


Agent  Fees 


Transaction  Type 


Fee 


License  renewal 

Transfer  of  registration 
Application  or  transfer  of  title 
Driver,  operator  or  chauffeur  license 

Notice  of  lien 


$3.50  one  year 
$7.00  two  years 
$3.50 
$2.50 

$2.50  three  years  or  less 
$5.00  exceeding  three  years 
$2.50 
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Department  of  Revenue 
Vienna  Contract  License  Office 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


In  July  2009,  the  DOR  solicited  bids  for  the  Vienna  Contract  License 
Office.  The  office  was  awarded  to  County  of  Maries-Commission,  effective 
October  1,2009. 

For  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  the  office  collected  and  remitted  to  the 
DOR  $1,007,975,  and  retained  processing  fees  totaling  $58,448.  Under  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  the  office  was  not  required  to  return  a  percentage  of  its 
processing  fees  to  the  state. 

Personnel  At  June  30,  2013,  key  office  personnel  were  as  follows: 

Ray  Schwartze,  Contract  Manager 
Stephanie  Plassmeyer,  Office  Manager 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


City  of  Savannah 


November  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  City  of  Savannah 


Water  and  Sewer  System  Prior  Boards  of  Aldermen  failed  to  properly  address  the  weak  financial 

condition  of  the  Combined  Water  and  Wastewater  Fund.  Since  at  least 
August  2006,  the  city  has  not  funded  reserve  accounts  as  required  by  bond 
covenants.  Recent  Boards  have  taken  actions  to  address  the  financial 
condition  of  the  fund,  but  the  city  has  indicated  that  it  will  take  several  years 
to  fulfill  the  reserve  requirements.  The  city  does  not  always  prepare  an 
adequate  cost  analysis  to  support  water  rate  and  sewer  rate  increases.  The 
city  lacks  adequate  policies  and  procedures  regarding  handling  and 
accounting  for  delinquent  utility  accounts,  adjustments  to  customer  account 
balances  are  not  reviewed  and  approved  by  an  independent  person,  and  the 
city  does  not  always  assess  the  late  penalty  or  disconnect  services  for  city 
officials  and  employees  when  their  utility  payments  were  late.  The  City 
Administrator  does  not  approve  partial  payment  arrangements,  and  these 
arrangements  are  not  always  in  compliance  with  city  policy.  The  city  does 
not  charge  all  city  departments  for  water  usage  at  city  facilities,  and  the  city 
lacks  sufficient  procedures  to  ensure  monies  received  from  the  bulk  water 
sales  machine  are  deposited. 

The  city  does  not  track  the  balance  of  various  restricted  revenues.  The  city 
absorbed  $9,900  in  credit  card  fees  from  utility  bill  payments  rather  than 
passing  these  fees  on  to  the  credit  card  users.  The  City  Administrator  does 
not  use  actual  costs  or  other  documented  rationale  to  allocate  wages  and 
applicable  withholdings  or  assess  administrative  fees,  making  it  difficult  to 
accurately  determine  the  results  of  operations  of  specific  activities.  The  city 
does  not  reconcile  fuel  usage  to  fuel  purchases,  which  would  help  reduce  the 
risk  of  loss,  theft,  and  misuse.  The  city  does  not  have  an  accounting  policies 
and  procedures  manual,  and  the  city's  independent  auditor  reported  a 
material  weakness  in  city  controls  regarding  financial  reporting. 

Golf  Course  The  golf  course  does  not  adequately  segregate  duties,  record  the  method  of 

payment  received,  or  maintain  the  change  fund  at  a  constant  amount. 
Neither  the  Board  nor  the  advisory  committee  have  reviewed  and  approved 
the  prices/fees  or  considered  related  costs,  and  the  advisory  committee  did 
not  always  comply  with  the  Sunshine  Law  requirements  regarding  closed 
meetings.  The  golf  course  manager  does  not  perform  a  periodic  physical 
inventory  of  golf  course  concession  items  and  merchandise  or  reconcile  the 
inventory  to  sales  and  purchases  of  the  concession  items/merchandise. 

Parks  and  Recreation  The  Parks  and  Recreation  Department  does  not  adequately  segregate  duties, 

issue  receipt  slips,  or  maintain  records  of  monies  received.  The  Park  Board 
has  not  reviewed  and  approved  prices/fees  and  does  not  have  written 
agreements  with  several  organizations,  as  required  by  law.  The  Park  Board 
approved  deficit  fund  balances,  does  not  adequately  monitor  monthly 
budget  to  actual  reports  and  amend  the  budget  when  necessary,  and  has  not 
submitted  an  annual  report  of  operations  to  the  city. 


Accounting  Controls,  Records, 
and  Procedures 


Procurement  and  Contracts         The  city  did  not  solicit  competitive  proposals  or  bids  for  several  significant 

purchases  as  required  by  City  Code  and  does  not  buy  concession  items  in 
bulk.  The  city  does  not  have  formal  written  agreements  with  several  not-for- 
profit  organizations  defining  services  to  be  provided  or  benefits  to  be 
received,  and  the  not-for-profits  do  not  regularly  provide  the  city  with 
documentation  of  the  services  provided. 

Personnel  Policies  and  The  city  provides  full-time  employees  with  certain  benefits,  including  a 

Procedures  $^00  annual  family  golf  membership,  a  $200  family  swimming  pass,  one 

free  rental  of  the  Clasbey  Center  per  year,  and  two  city  cemetery  plots  for 
employees  with  20  or  more  years  of  service,  which  it  does  not  report  on  the 
employees'  W-2  forms.  Each  December  the  city  pays  eligible  employees 
$30  for  each  year  of  employment,  which  violates  the  Missouri  Constitution's 
prohibition  against  extra  compensation  for  services  already  rendered.  The 
city  did  not  protest  the  unemployment  claims  of  two  former  council 
members  although  elected  officials  are  exempt  from  unemployment  claims. 
City  personnel  policies  do  not  address  some  current  personnel  practices,  and 
at  least  one  policy  regarding  compensatory  time  is  not  being  followed. 

Closed  Meetings  The  Board  uses  the  same  statement  in  each  meeting  notice/agenda  to 

indicate  the  potential  for  a  closed  meeting,  rather  than  citing  the  specific 
exception  when  applicable.  The  Board  discussed  some  items  in  closed 
meetings  that  are  not  allowed  by  state  law  and  sometimes  discussed  issues 
other  than  the  specific  reason  cited  in  the  open  meeting  minutes  for  going 
into  a  closed  meeting. 


Computer  Controls 


Capital  Assets 


Tickets 


The  city  has  not  established  adequate  computer  system  controls.  The  city 
does  not  have  a  formal,  written  contingency  plan  for  resuming  operations 
and  recovering  computer  systems  and  data  in  the  event  of  a  disaster  and 
does  not  store  backup  data  at  a  secure  off-site  location. 

The  city  does  not  maintain  complete  and  detailed  records  of  all  capital 
assets,  tag  or  otherwise  identify  capital  assets  as  property  of  the  city,  or 
perform  an  annual  physical  inventory  of  city  property. 

The  police  department  does  not  account  for  the  ultimate  disposition  of 
traffic  tickets  and  the  city  has  not  developed  adequate  procedures  for 
collecting  on  unpaid  parking  tickets. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
City  of  Savannah,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor  was  petitioned  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  to  audit  the  City  of  Savannah.  We  have 
audited  certain  operations  of  the  city  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The  city  engaged  Cochran  Head  Vick  & 
Co.,  P.C.,  Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  city's  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended 
September  30,  2012.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  report  and  substantiating 
working  papers  of  the  CPA  firm.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the 
year  ended  September  30,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  city's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  city,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence 
regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal 
provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that 
illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  city's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in 
our  audit  of  the  city. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of 
Savannah. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Toni  M.  Crabtree,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Julie  A.  Moulden,  MBA,  CPA 
Audit  Staff:  Albert  Borde-Koufie,  MBA 

Keisha  Williams 
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City  of  Savannah 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

1.  Water  and  Sewer 
Systems 


1 . 1  Financial  condition 


There  are  significant  weaknesses  regarding  water  and  sewer  operations.  As 
a  result,  there  is  less  assurance  water  and  sewer  rates  are  established  at  an 
appropriate  level  and  properly  billed  and  collected. 

Prior  Boards  of  Aldermen  failed  to  properly  address  the  weak  financial 
condition  of  the  Combined  Water  and  Wastewater  Fund  (water/sewer  fund). 

Since  at  least  August  2006,  the  city  has  not  funded  reserve  accounts, 
including  debt  service,  debt  service  reserve,  and  depreciation/replacement, 
as  required  by  bond  covenants  of  the  water/sewer  fund  revenue  bonds.  As  of 
September  30,  2012,  the  balance  of  the  reserve  accounts  was  $579,000  and 
the  accounts  were  underfunded  by  a  total  of  approximately  $640,000.  In 
addition,  an  engineering  study  in  February  2012,  identified  that  in  the  next 
10  years,  the  city  would  need  to  spend  approximately  $500,000  for 
equipment  replacement  and  $1  million  for  capital  improvements.  These 
obligations  and  anticipated  future  costs,  along  with  weaknesses  noted  in 
sections  below  have  contributed  to  the  weak  financial  condition  of  the 
water/sewer  fund. 


1 .2  User  rates 
Water  rates 


Recent  Boards  have  taken  actions  to  address  the  financial  condition  of  the 
water/sewer  fund.  Since  2010,  the  Board  has  increased  water  and  sewer 
rates  and  reduced  debt  payments  by  refinancing  various  revenue  bonds. 
However,  city  officials  indicated  it  will  take  several  years  at  the  increased 
rates  to  collect  sufficient  revenues  to  fulfill  the  reserve  requirements. 

It  is  essential  the  Board  continues  to  address  the  financial  condition  of  the 
water/sewer  fund  in  both  the  immediate-  and  long-term  future  to  ensure  the 
solvency  of  the  water/sewer  fund  and  compliance  with  bond  covenants. 

The  city  does  not  always  raise  water  and  sewer  rates  based  on  an  adequate 
cost  analysis  to  ensure  rates  are  sufficient. 

The  city  did  not  prepare  an  adequate  cost  analysis  to  support  the 
approximate  30  percent  increase  in  water  rates  approved  in  November  2010. 
To  support  the  increase,  the  city  prepared  a  cost  analysis  that  indicated  the 
calculated  percentage  rate  increase  could  produce  sufficient  revenues  to 
cover  the  fiscal  year  201 1  budget.  This  analysis  did  not  include  other  needed 
information  such  as  equipment  replacement,  capital  improvements,  or 
funding  reserve  accounts. 

Subsequently,  the  city  obtained  a  cost  study  of  water  rates  from  a 
professional  engineer  in  February  2012.  This  study  concluded  the  city  had 
taken  on  substantial  debt  over  the  last  few  years  without  raising  user  rates 
and  fees  commensurately  and  the  current  rate  structures  were  not  fairly 
structured.  The  study  evaluated  the  water  system  over  a  10-year  period,  and, 
in  addition  to  normal  operation  costs,  the  study  considered  depreciation, 


4 


City  of  Savannah 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


capital  improvements,  equipment  replacement,  and  accumulating  adequate 
reserves.  In  response  to  the  study  and  based  upon  recommendations  from  a 
citizens'  ad  hoc  committee  on  water  rates,  the  Board  increased  water  rates  in 
May  2012  by  48  percent,  with  annual  automatic  increases  of  3  percent  each 
year  until  May  2017.  In  May  2013,  the  Board  rescinded  the  automatic 
increases  starting  May  2014.  According  to  city  personnel,  the  Board  plans  to 
review  and  evaluate  rates  on  an  annual  basis. 

Sewer  rates  The  city  did  not  prepare  an  adequate  cost  analysis  to  support  an  increase  in 

sewer  rates  approved  in  September  2011.  To  support  the  increase,  the  city 
prepared  a  cost  analysis  that  indicated  the  calculated  percentage  rate 
increase  could  produce  sufficient  revenues  to  cover  the  fiscal  year  2012 
budget.  This  analysis  did  not  include  other  needed  information  such  as 
equipment  replacement,  capital  improvements,  or  funding  reserve  accounts. 
Prior  to  the  September  201 1  increase,  the  most  recent  sewer  rate  increase 
occurred  in  2003. 

Subsequently,  in  November  2011,  the  city  completed  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  Rate  Assist  (Wastewater)  Program  with 
the  assistance  of  the  Missouri  Rural  Water  Association.  The  program  results 
indicated  the  current  sewer  rates  were  generating  sufficient  revenues. 
However,  sewer  rates  have  not  been  analyzed  and  have  remained  the  same 
since  November  201 1,  and  it  is  unclear  if  the  rates  are  currently  sufficient. 

Conclusion  Bond  covenants  require  the  city  to  maintain  rates  that  produce  sufficient 

revenues  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  system,  the  principal  and  interest  of 
outstanding  bonds,  and  provide  adequate  reserves.  Water  and  sewer  fees  are 
user  charges,  which  should  cover  the  cost  of  providing  the  related  services. 
The  city's  cost  analysis  of  water  and  sewer  rates  should  consider  expenses 
such  as  debt  service  costs,  need  for  the  extension  of  the  system,  equipment 
repairs  and  replacement,  depreciation,  enlargement  of  plant,  capital 
improvements,  and  operating  and  incidental  expenses.  The  preparation  of  a 
comprehensive  statement  of  costs  would  not  only  allow  the  city  to 
determine  the  rates  necessary  to  support  current  and  future  operations,  but 
also  provide  documentation  to  customers  of  the  rationale  behind  the  rates. 

1.3  Delinquent  accounts  The  city  has  not  developed  adequate  policies  and  procedures  regarding 

handling  and  accounting  for  delinquent  utility  accounts.  As  of  May  2013, 
accounts  delinquent  for  over  30  days  totaled  $103,680. 

Delinquent  accounts  are  considered  closed  (water  service  shut  off  and  no 
billings)  after  3  billing  cycles.  Our  review  of  9  delinquent  accounts  each 
with  balances  due  greater  than  $1,000  indicated: 

•    Four  accounts,  totaling  $13,813,  have  been  delinquent  and  closed  for 
more  than  5  years,  and  three  accounts,  totaling  $6,491,  have  been 
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delinquent  and  closed  within  the  last  3  years.  According  to  city 
personnel,  no  collection  efforts  were  made  on  these  accounts  prior  to 
closing  the  accounts. 

•  Two  accounts,  totaling  $11,856,  belong  to  the  same  customer. 
According  to  city  personnel,  although  the  accounts  were  sent  to  a 
collection  agency;  the  customer  filed  for  bankruptcy  and  the  city  chose 
not  to  file  a  claim. 

To  help  maximize  utility  revenues,  policies  and  procedures  should  be 
developed  to  ensure  adequate  steps  are  taken  to  collect  delinquent  accounts. 

1.4  Adjustments  Adjustments  to  customer  account  balances  are  not  reviewed  and  approved 

by  an  independent  person.  The  Deputy  City  Clerk  collects  and  posts 
payments  and  has  the  ability  to  adjust  account  balances.  These  adjustments 
are  not  reviewed  or  approved  by  the  City  Clerk  or  City  Administrator.  As  a 
result,  there  is  an  increased  risk  that  unsupported  or  unauthorized  changes 
can  be  made  to  the  utility  system. 

Adjustments  to  customer  account  balances  should  be  verified  and  approved 
by  a  person  independent  of  the  postings  of  such  transactions  to  ensure  they 
are  legitimate.  In  addition,  for  the  Board  to  be  aware  of  the  number  and 
amount  of  adjustments,  a  report  of  adjustments  should  be  presented 
periodically  to  the  Board. 

1 .5  Partial  payments  The  City  Administrator  does  not  approve  partial  payment  arrangements,  and 

these  arrangements  are  not  always  in  compliance  with  city  policy.  The 
Deputy  City  Clerk  sometimes  allows  customers  with  delinquent  water 
accounts  to  make  alternative  payment  arrangements.  Partial  payment 
arrangements  are  granted  in  the  event  of  a  water  service  line  break,  because 
an  abnormal  and  significant  amount  of  water  may  be  discharged  through  the 
break. 

City  Code,  Chapter  66  provides  that  payment  arrangements  require  an  on- 
time  payment  of  no  less  than  $200,  and/or  carry  forward  a  balance  of  no 
more  than  $200,  and  the  total  cumulative  balance  due  must  be  paid  in  the 
next  two  billing  periods,  regardless  of  total  balance  due.  In  addition,  the 
City  Administrator  is  to  approve  partial  payment  arrangements. 

As  of  May  2013,  there  were  five  partial  payment  arrangements.  None  of  the 
arrangements  were  in  compliance  with  city  policy: 

•  One  arrangement  did  not  document  the  amount  of  the  one-time  payment 
or  the  required  monthly  payment.  As  a  result,  it  is  unclear  if  the  amount 
delinquent  was  paid  within  2  billing  periods.  The  total  amount  due  was 
$6,792. 
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•  One  arrangement  allowed  an  initial  payment  of  $182  with  monthly 
payments  of  $150  (6  months).  This  arrangement  would  result  in  a  final 
payment  of  $100.  The  total  balance  due  was  $1,182. 

•  One  arrangement  allowed  an  initial  payment  of  one-half  of  the  amount 
due  or  $394,  with  monthly  payments  of  $50  (7  months).  This 
arrangement  would  result  in  a  final  payment  of  $43.  The  total  balance 
due  was  $787. 

•  One  arrangement  allowed  an  initial  payment  of  $108  with  monthly 
payments  of  $50  (14  months).  This  arrangement  would  result  in  a  final 
payment  of  $1.  The  total  balance  due  was  $809. 

•  One  arrangement  allowed  monthly  payments  of  $75  (25  months).  This 
arrangement  would  result  in  a  final  payment  of  $28.  The  total  balance 
due  was  $1,903. 

To  ensure  all  customers  are  treated  in  a  fair  and  equitable  manner,  payment 
arrangements  should  comply  with  city  policy  and  be  approved  by  the  City 
Administrator. 

1 .6  Penalty  and  disconnect      The  city  does  not  always  assess  the  late  penalty  or  disconnect  services  for 
of  service  °fficials  an(^  employees  when  their  utility  payment  is  received  after  the 

due  date  or  shutoff  date. 

We  noted  an  employee  was  not  assessed  a  penalty  for  paying  his  bill  after 
the  due  date.  In  addition,  the  employee's  service  was  not  disconnected  even 
though  his  bill  was  paid  after  the  shutoff  date.  We  also  noted  an  elected 
official  was  not  assessed  a  penalty  for  paying  her  bill  after  the  due  date. 

City  Code,  Chapter  66  provides  all  bills  not  paid  before  the  16th  day  of  the 
month  shall  be  delinquent  and  subject  to  a  penalty  of  10  percent,  and  should 
any  customer  fail  or  refuse  to  pay  when  due,  the  city  shall  discontinue  utility 
service.  However,  prior  to  discontinuance  a  notice  will  be  mailed,  and  on  or 
about  the  22nd  day  of  each  month  the  names  of  all  customers  who  are  to  be 
disconnected  shall  be  delivered  to  the  Director  of  Public  Works. 

It  is  not  good  public  policy  to  make  exceptions  to  city  policies  for  elected 
officials  and  employees.  Failing  to  enforce  city  policy  related  to  utility 
services  for  elected  officials  and  employees  does  not  provide  equitable 
treatment  of  all  utility  users  and  reduces  the  incentive  for  elected  officials 
and  employees  to  make  timely  payments. 
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1 .7  Water  usage  not  billed       The  city  does  not  charge  most  city  departments  for  water  usage  at  city- 

owned  facilities.  As  a  result,  the  cost  of  water  is  not  being  properly  allocated 
to  city  operations.  Only  the  Parks  Department  and  golf  course  are  charged 
for  water  usage. 

In  order  to  establish  appropriate  user  fees  for  its  utilities,  the  city  should 
ensure  water  costs  are  properly  allocated  to  the  various  city  departments.  In 
addition,  bond  indentures  require  water  rates  to  be  set  at  a  level  to  produce 
sufficient  revenue  to  cover  all  operating  costs  and  to  provide  for  bond 
payments.  Since  the  city's  rate  calculations  spread  these  revenue 
requirements  across  all  paying  utility  customers,  the  city's  paying  utility 
customers  are  covering  the  cost  of  city  water  consumption. 

To  equitably  allocate  the  cost  of  city  water  use  to  utility  customers  and 
ensure  compliance  with  bond  indentures,  the  city  should  charge  all  city 
departments  for  water  consumption. 

1 .8  Bulk  water  sales  The  city  does  not  have  sufficient  procedures  to  ensure  monies  received  from 

the  bulk  water  sales  machine  are  deposited.  For  the  year  ended 
September  30,  2012,  the  city  deposited  $3,308  from  the  machine's  change 
box.  According  to  city  personnel,  water  is  dispensed  from  the  machine  in  15 
second  increments  (approximately  25  gallons)  for  25  cents,  monies  are 
collected  from  the  machine's  change  box  monthly,  and  a  meter  tracks  the 
total  gallons  sold  monthly.  However,  the  city  does  not  have  procedures  to 
reconcile  monies  collected  to  water  dispensed. 

To  improve  accountability  over  the  bulk  water  sales  machine,  the  city 
should  reconcile  money  collected  to  water  dispensed  to  determine  if  all  bulk 
water  revenues  are  deposited.  Without  proper  reconciliation  procedures, 
there  is  less  assurance  bulk  water  revenue  is  accounted  for  properly  and 
transmitted  to  the  bank. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

1.1  Continue  to  monitor  the  financial  condition  of  the  Combined  Water 
and  Wastewater  Fund,  and  ensure  required  accounts  are  properly 
funded  in  compliance  with  bond  covenants. 

1.2  Ensure  adequate  cost  studies  are  prepared  that  consider  all  relevant 
expenses  such  as  operating  expenses,  debt  obligations,  and  future 
repair/maintenance  costs  and  capital  improvements.  The  Board 
should  also  consider  periodically  obtaining  a  formal  water  and/or 
sewer  rate  study  from  a  professional  engineer  to  ensure  rates  are 
sufficient. 
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1.3  Establish  policies  and  procedures  regarding  the  collection  of 
delinquent  accounts. 

1.4  Require  adjustments  to  account  balances  be  reviewed  and  approved 
by  an  independent  person.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  receive  a 
report  of  adjustments  on  a  periodic  basis. 

1.5  Ensure  partial  payment  agreements  are  in  accordance  with  city 
policy  and  approved  by  the  City  Administrator. 

1.6  Ensure  the  late  penalty  and  water  disconnect  procedures  are  applied 
to  city  officials  and  employees,  when  applicable. 

1.7  Charge  all  city  departments  for  water  consumption  at  city-owned 
facilities. 

1.8  Develop  reconciliation  procedures  to  ensure  revenue  from  the  bulk 
water  sales  machine  is  deposited  and  reasonable. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1. 1  The  City  understands  the  importance  of  the  financial  condition  of 
the  Combined  Water  and  Wastewater  Fund  and  reserve  accounts. 
At  the  August  21,  2013  meeting,  the  City  Council1  approved 
bringing  the  reserve  levels  up  to  meet  the  bond  covenants.  The  City 
is  currently  in  compliance  with  bond  requirements  and  will  continue 
to  monitor  the  financial  condition  of  the  Combined  Water  and 
Wastewater  Fund. 

1.2  The  City  will  make  an  effort  to  ensure  all  relevant  expenses  are 
included  in  rate  studies.  The  City  will  periodically  obtain  a  formal 
water  and/or  sewer  rate  study  from  an  outside  source  to  ensure 
rates  are  sufficient.  The  Fiscal  Year  2014  budget  includes  hiring  a 
financial  advisor  for  projects  which  would  include  review  of  the 
City's  rates.  The  City  has  published  the  legal  notice  in  the  local 
newspaper  with  the  requests  for  qualifications  for  a  financial 
advisor  due  by  November  20. 

1.3  The  City  Council,  staff,  and  City  Attorney  will  work  together  to 
enhance  the  policies  and  procedures  regarding  the  collection  of 
delinquent  accounts.  The  City  Attorney  will  create  a  policy  on  step- 
by-step  collection  procedures  for  Council's  approval.  The  Utility 


In  the  responses  provided,  the  Board  of  Aldermen  refers  to  itself  as  City  Council  or 
Council. 
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2.  Accounting 

Controls,  Records, 
and  Procedures 


Clerk  attended  the  Missouri  Rural  Water  Association  conference  in 
October  2013  that  included  a  session  on  collection  procedures. 

1.4  The  City  has  implemented  a  practice  where  the  City  Administrator 
will  review  and  sign  off  on  all  adjustments  to  account  balances.  The 
Council  will  review  a  report  of  adjustments  on  a  periodic  basis. 

1.5  The  City  has  implemented  a  practice  where  the  City  Administrator 
will  review  and  sign  off  on  any  payment  agreements  and  ensure  any 
arrangement  follows  City  policy. 

1.6  The  City  realizes  the  importance  of  disconnect  procedures.  The  City 
has  implemented  the  practice  of  applying  disconnect  procedures  to 
all  officials  and  employees. 

1. 7  The  City  will  take  this  recommendation  under  advisement.  The  City 
will  research  further  what  would  need  to  be  done  to  charge  all  city 
departments  for  water  consumption  at  city-owned  facilities 
including  what  amounts  would  need  to  be  budgeted  in  the  future. 

1.8  The  City  has  implemented  new  procedures  to  track  the  gallon 
readings  from  the  bulk  water  machine  with  the  revenues  from  the 
coin  25  cent  collections.  Periodically  the  City  will  test  to  make  sure 
the  number  of  gallons  matches  up  to  the  cost. 

Accounting  controls,  records,  and  procedures  need  improvement. 


2. 1  Restricted  revenues  The  city  does  not  track  the  balance  of  various  restricted  revenues.  These 

restricted  monies  include  state  motor  vehicle -related  revenues,  Law 
Enforcement  Training  (LET)  fees,  one -half  cent  sales  tax  revenues,  and 
grant  monies. 

These  restricted  monies  are  accounted  for  in  the  General  Fund.  Although  the 
annual  revenues  and  expenditures  of  these  restricted  monies  are  separately 
tracked  within  the  General  Fund,  the  balances  of  these  restricted  monies  are 
not.  As  a  result,  the  city  cannot  determine  at  a  point  in  time  what  portion  of 
the  General  Fund  represents  restricted  monies. 

Article  IV,  Section  30,  Missouri  Constitution,  requires  motor  vehicle -related 
revenues  apportioned  by  the  state  of  Missouri  be  expended  for  street  related 
purposes.  Section  488.5336.2,  RSMo,  requires  LET  fees  be  used  for  the 
training  of  law  enforcement  officers.  By  city  ordinance,  the  sales  tax  is 
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restricted  for  streets  and  street  improvements.  Grant  funds  can  only  be  used 
for  purposes  provided  in  the  grant  agreement.  A  separate  accounting,  with  a 
current  balance,  would  help  ensure  these  restricted  revenues  are  used 
properly. 

2.2  Expense  allocation  The  City  Administrator  does  not  use  actual  costs  or  other  documented 

rationale  for  allocating  wages  and  applicable  withholdings  of  certain 
employees  between  the  city's  funds  or  assessing  an  administrative  fee  to 
certain  city  funds  to  cover  costs  incurred  by  the  General  Fund.  The  city 
assessed  an  administrative  fee  of  $10,000  and  $9,600  to  the  Duncan  Hills 
Golf  Course  and  Parks  and  Recreation  Funds,  respectively,  for  the  year 
ended  September  30,  2012.  These  transfers  are  authorized  in  the  budget. 

According  to  city  personnel,  wage  allocation  percentages  are  based  on 
workload  estimates  (see  table  below)  made  by  each  employee.  Although 
city  employees  prepare  timesheets,  the  timesheets  show  no  detail  of  activity 
or  department.  According  to  the  city's  budget  for  the  year  ended 
September  30,  2012,  the  percentage  allocation  of  wages  and  applicable 
withholdings  to  be  charged  to  various  city  funds  was  as  follows. 


General 

Water 

Wastewater 

Sanitation 

Street  Cemetery 

Personnel 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Account  Fund 

City  administrator 

55% 

15% 

15% 

15% 

City  clerk 

55% 

15% 

15% 

15% 

2  city  hall  staff 

30% 

25% 

25% 

20% 

4  street  employees 

20% 

20% 

10% 

50% 

2  wastewater  employees 

90% 

10% 

1  street/cemetery  employee 

30% 

50%  20% 

However,  actual  administrative  wages  of  $141,504  for  the  year  ended 
September  30,  2012,  were  not  allocated  by  the  percentages  indicated  in  the 
table  above.  Rather,  the  allocation  was  71  percent  to  the  General  Fund,  16 
percent  to  the  Water  Fund,  and  13  percent  to  the  Wastewater  Fund.  In 
addition,  a  portion  of  these  costs  were  not  allocated  to  other  accounts  and 
funds  managed  by  city  administration  including  the  Street  Account  within 
the  General  Fund  or  the  Cemetery  Fund. 

It  is  essential  the  city  properly  allocate  payroll  costs,  to  accurately  determine 
the  results  of  operations  of  specific  activities,  thus  enabling  the  city  to 
establish  the  level  of  taxation  and/or  user  fees  necessary  to  meet  all 
operation  costs.  Salary  expense  should  be  allocated  to  the  various  city  funds 
based  on  actual  time  or  estimated  time  based  on  historical  data,  and 
documentation  should  be  maintained  to  support  the  allocation.  In  addition, 
the  administrative  fee  should  be  in  direct  proportion  to  the  benefits  received 
by  the  various  funds  from  the  General  Fund. 
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The  city  does  not  have  an  accounting  (policies  and  procedures)  manual 
related  to  processing  and  recording  financial  transactions.  In  addition,  for 
the  year  ended  September  30,  2012,  the  city's  independent  auditor  reported  a 
material  weakness  in  city  controls  regarding  financial  reporting,  associated 
with  the  recording  and  reporting  of  certain  financial  transactions.  For 
example,  the  trial  balance  did  not  include  all  required  journal  entries  to 
properly  accrue  accounts  receivable,  interest  payable,  or  depreciation 
expense,  and  some  significant  accounts  were  not  reconciled  such  as  the 
bond  cash  account.  An  accounting  manual  would  help  ensure  all  required 
entries  are  made,  and  accounts  reconciled  as  needed. 

Employees  need  written  policies  and  procedures  to  ensure  operations  are 
conducted  in  accordance  with  the  city's  intent,  assist  employees  in  properly 
performing  their  assigned  duties,  and  aid  in  the  training  of  new  employees. 
An  accounting  manual  would  also  assist  in  the  preparation  of  financial 
statements. 

The  city  allows  utility  bills  to  be  paid  with  personal  credit  cards;  however, 
credit  card  users  are  not  charged  a  convenience  fee  to  offset  the  related  costs 
to  the  city.  Personal  credit  cards  are  also  accepted  by  the  golf  course.  Credit 
card  fees,  which  totaled  approximately  $9,900  during  the  year  ended 
September  30,  2012,  are  absorbed  by  the  city. 

Considering  the  costs  of  credit  card  fees,  the  city  should  reconsider  if 
absorbing  these  costs  outweighs  the  benefits  of  not  charging  credit  card 
convenience  fees.  In  addition,  absorbing  the  credit  card  fee  is  a  possible 
violation  of  Article  VI,  Section  23,  Missouri  Constitution,  which  prohibits 
the  granting  of  public  funds  to  individuals. 

2.5  Fuel  use  The  city  does  not  adequately  monitor  diesel  fuel  used  by  city  departments. 

Diesel  fuel  purchases  totaled  approximately  $4,500  for  the  year  ended 
September  30,  2012. 

The  city  has  a  bulk  diesel  tank  for  city  equipment  and  two  vehicles,  which 
use  diesel  fuel.  A  public  works  employee  oversees  the  bulk  tank,  maintains 
a  log  of  gallons  used  by  each  department,  and  has  the  tank  refilled  when 
needed.  However,  the  usage  log  is  not  reviewed  for  reasonableness  and  fuel 
usage  is  not  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases.  Reconciling  fuel  usage  to 
purchases  helps  to  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  and  misuse  of  fuel  occurring 
without  detection. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

2. 1       Determine  the  balance  of  restricted  monies  in  the  General  Fund  and 
establish  separate  funds  or  a  separate  accounting  of  these  monies. 


2.3  Accounting  manual 


2.4  Credit  card  convenience 
fees 
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2.2  Ensure  payroll  costs  allocated  to  applicable  city  funds  are  supported 
by  adequate  documentation.  In  addition,  the  city  should  develop  a 
methodology  for  determining  the  appropriate  administrative  fee  to 
be  charged  to  various  funds.  Thorough  and  detailed  documentation 
of  the  rationale  and  calculation  of  the  fee  should  be  maintained. 

2.3  Develop  a  policies  and  procedures  manual  for  the  accounting 
system. 

2.4  Consider  charging  a  convenience  fee  when  customers  pay  by  credit 
card. 

2.5  Establish  procedures  to  effectively  monitor  diesel  fuel  use,  and 
reconcile  use  to  purchases. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2.1  With  the  new  fiscal  year  2014,  the  City  has  implemented  listing  the 
balances  of  restricted  monies  that  are  in  the  General  Fund,  in  the 
monthly  reports  to  the  City  Council. 

2.2  The  City  will  prepare  detailed  documentation  on  how  payroll  and 
other  costs  are  allocated  to  specific  city  funds.  City  employees 
whose  pay  is  split  between  departments  are  periodically  providing 
timesheets  with  the  breakdown  of  time  spent  on  tasks  for  each 
department.  The  average  will  then  be  used  to  budget  for  that 
department.  The  City  is  developing  a  methodology  to  determine  the 
appropriate  administrative  fee  to  be  charged  to  the  Park  and  Golf 
departments  which  are  currently  charged  $10,000  annually. 
Detailed  documentation  will  be  provided  on  the  rationale  and 
calculation  of  the  fee. 

2.3  The  City  has  been  researching  accounting  and  procedures  manuals 
from  other  cities.  The  City  is  in  the  process  of  developing  an 
accounting  policy  and  procedures  manual,  which  will  provide  more 
detail  beyond  the  current  Procurement  chapter  of  the  City  Code. 
This  new  section  will  relate  to  the  processing  and  recording  of 
financial  transactions. 

2.4  The  City  will  review  the  convenience  fees  and  payment  method 
options  including  e-checks,  online  payments  over  the  City's  website, 
and  alternate  credit  card  processing  companies.  The  City  Council 
will  consider  charging  a  convenience  fee  when  customers  pay  by 
credit  card. 
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2.5  The  City  tracks  fuel  from  the  bulk  diesel  tank  through  a  usage  log. 
The  City  will  review  the  current  setup  and  decide  the  best 
procedures  to  more  effectively  monitor  diesel  fuel  use  and  reconcile 
use  to  purchases. 


3^    .«  ^  Significant  weaknesses  were  noted  in  golf  course  controls,  policies,  and 

.   Golf  C0UrSe  procedures. 


A  five-member  committee,  appointed  by  the  Mayor,  with  the  consent  of  the 
Board  of  Aldermen,  acts  as  an  advisory  committee  for  golf  course 
operations.  However,  the  Board  has  final  approval  of  all  decisions  regarding 
the  golf  course. 

The  golf  course  accepts  cash,  checks,  and  credit  cards.  For  the  year  ended 
September  30,  2012,  city  records  indicate  the  following  receipts  were 
collected  by  the  golf  course  and  deposited  in  the  city's  main  bank  account. 


Type  of  Receipt 

Amount 

Memberships 

$  136,054 

Green  fees 

83,474 

Golf  cart  storage 

55,800 

Beer  sales 

51,862 

Tournament  fees 

51,176 

Golf  cart  rentals 

47,662 

Concessions 

34,455 

Golf  apparel 

21,453 

Golf  balls  and  accessories 

18,841 

Golf  clubs 

10,407 

Total 

$511,184 

Segregation  of  duties  is  not  adequate  and  there  is  no  supervisory  review  of 
collection  activities  for  monies  collected  by  golf  course  staff.  Various  staff, 
including  the  golf  course  manager,  receive,  record,  and  deposit  monies 
collected,  and  there  is  no  independent  review  of  these  activities. 

To  safeguard  against  possible  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal 
controls  should  provide  reasonable  assurance  that  all  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal 
controls  could  be  improved  by  segregating  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If 
proper  segregation  of  duties  is  not  possible,  there  should  be  a  documented 
independent  review  of  golf  course  records  and  transactions. 

3.2  Receipts  Golf  course  personnel  do  not  always  record  the  correct  method  of  payment 

received  (cash,  check,  or  credit  cards)  on  receipt  slips  issued  from  the  cash 
register.  Checks  received  are  recorded  as  cash. 


3.1  Segregation  of  duties 
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To  ensure  all  monies  are  properly  recorded  and  deposited  intact,  the  method 
of  payment  should  be  recorded  and  the  composition  of  receipt  slips  issued 
should  be  reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits. 

3.3  Change  fund  The  golf  course  does  not  maintain  the  change  fund  at  a  constant  amount. 

According  to  golf  course  personnel,  the  balance  of  the  change  fund  is  $800; 
however,  our  cash  count  of  the  change  fund  on  March  26,  2013,  was  $852. 

To  safeguard  against  possible  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  the  change 
fund  should  be  maintained  at  a  constant  amount.  Periodically,  the  change 
fund  should  be  counted  and  reconciled  to  the  authorized  balance  by  an 
independent  person. 

Neither  the  Board  nor  the  advisory  committee  have  reviewed  and  approved 
the  prices/fees  established  by  the  golf  course  manager  and  considered 
related  costs  for  items  including,  concession  food  and  drink,  merchandise, 
green  fees,  membership  fees,  and  cart  rentals. 

To  ensure  fees  cover  the  cost  of  these  items/services,  a  periodic  review  of 
prices/fees  and  related  costs  should  be  performed.  In  addition,  these 
prices/fees  should  be  approved  by  the  advisory  committee  and  authorized  by 
the  Board. 

3.5  Inventory  The  golf  course  manager  does  not  perform  a  periodic  physical  inventory  of 

golf  course  concession  items  and  merchandise  or  reconcile  the  inventory  to 
sales  and  purchases  of  the  concession  items/merchandise.  To  safeguard 
against  possible  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  items/merchandise,  a  physical 
inventory  should  be  performed  and  reconciled  to  sales  and  purchases  on  a 
periodic  basis.  The  reconciliation  should  also  account  for  golf  merchandise 
given  away  at  tournaments. 

3.6  Closed  meetings  The  advisory  committee  did  not  always  follow  Sunshine  Law  requirements 

relating  to  closed  meetings  as  required  by  Chapter  610,  RSMo.  The  advisory 
committee  held  five  closed  meetings  from  October  2012  to  June  2013.  The 
notices  for  closed  and  open  meetings  and  related  agendas  are  combined  into 
one  document. 

•  The  vote  of  each  member  for  closing  a  meeting  is  not  documented  in  the 
open  meeting  minutes. 

•  The  minutes  of  open  meetings  typically  do  not  document  the  reason(s) 
for  closing  the  meeting.  The  reason  for  holding  a  closed  meeting  was 
documented  for  only  one  meeting. 

•  Minutes  of  open  meetings  do  not  always  document  that  a  closed 
meeting  was  held.  One  closed  meeting  held  was  not  documented. 


3.4  Golf  course  prices/fees 
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•  Meeting  notices/agendas  use  the  same  statement  for  each  meeting  to 
indicate  the  potential  for  a  closed  meeting,  instead  of  citing  the  specific 
exception  as  the  reason  for  a  closed  meeting,  when  applicable.  The 
statement  indicates  "...  may  enter  into  closed  executive  session  .  .  . 
regarding  personnel,  the  lease  or  sale  of  real  estate,  or  legal  or 
privileged  matters 

•  Minutes  for  closed  meeting  are  not  prepared.  For  one  closed  meeting, 
handwritten  comments  were  retained. 

The  Sunshine  Law,  Chapter  610,  RSMo,  requires  that  before  any  meeting 
may  be  closed,  the  question  of  holding  the  closed  meeting  and  the  reason  for 
the  closed  meeting,  including  reference  to  a  specific  section  of  the  law,  shall 
be  voted  on  at  an  open  session.  The  law  limits  discussions  in  closed 
meetings  to  only  those  items  specifically  allowed  by  law,  requires 
governmental  bodies  to  prepare  and  maintain  minutes  of  closed  meetings, 
and  requires  reasonable  notice  of  meetings.  After  the  closed  meeting,  the 
governmental  body  should  disclose  the  decisions  made  in  closed  meetings 
and  the  vote  of  each  member  as  appropriate.  In  addition,  the  law  requires 
notices  of  closed  meetings  to  include  the  reason  for  holding  it  by  reference 
to  the  specific  exception  allowed. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen  in  conjunction  with  the  golf  course  advisory 

committee: 

3.1  Segregate  the  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  and  depositing  golf 
course  monies  to  the  extent  possible.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties 
cannot  be  achieved,  timely  supervision  or  independent  reviews  of 
the  golf  course  records  and  transactions  should  be  performed. 

3.2  Require  the  method  of  payment  be  recorded  on  receipt  slips,  and  the 
composition  of  receipts  be  reconciled  to  the  composition  of 
deposits. 

3.3  Maintain  the  change  fund  at  an  authorized  amount.  In  addition,  the 
fund  should  be  periodically  counted  and  reconciled  to  the 
authorized  balance  by  an  independent  person. 

3.4  Evaluate  concession  and  golf  course  prices/fees  and  related  costs  on 
a  periodic  basis.  In  addition,  concession  and  golf  course  prices/fees 
should  be  approved  by  the  advisory  committee  and  authorized  by 
the  Board. 

3.5  Develop  procedures  to  periodically  reconcile  inventory  on  hand  to 
the  sales  and  purchases  of  golf  course  concession  items  and 
merchandise. 
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3.6  Ensure  the  notices/agendas  state  the  specific  reasons  for  going  into 
a  closed  session,  the  reason  and  vote  of  each  member  to  close  a 
meeting  is  recorded  in  the  open  minutes,  and  minutes  of  closed 
meetings  are  prepared.  In  addition,  only  the  items  allowed  by  state 
law  should  be  discussed  in  closed  meetings  and  limited  to  only 
those  specific  reasons  cited  to  justify  such  a  closed  meeting. 
Decisions  and  the  vote  of  each  member  made  in  closed  meetings 
should  be  properly  disclosed  to  the  public. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  in  conjunction  with  the  golf  course  advisory 

committee  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

3. 1  In  order  to  safeguard  the  Golf  Fund  monies,  the  Golf  Course  will 
keep  a  log  of  when  deposits  are  made,  who  did  the  deposit,  and 
when  it  was  taken  to  the  bank.  The  Golf  Course  will  also  limit  the 
number  of  parties  who  deal  with  the  deposits  made.  Also,  the 
supervisor  will  check  the  register  at  least  once  a  day  during  normal 
shift  hours.  As  part  of  the  internal  controls,  a  designated  person 
from  outside  the  department  will  periodically  count  the  register 
unannounced. 

3.2  To  separate  cash,  credit  cards,  and  checks  entering  the  cash 
register,  the  Golf  Course  personnel  now  use  the  appropriate 
category  when  entering  in  the  payments.  Receipts  list  the  correct 
method  of  payment  ( cash/check/credit  card)  and  are  distributed  to 
customers  on  all  sales.  Receipts  are  reconciled  daily  with  the 
composition  of  deposits. 

3.3  Each  night,  the  safe  at  the  golf  course  will  be  counted  to  $800  by 
personnel  who  will  document  how  much  change  there  was,  the  time 
and  date  they  counted  out  the  change,  and  initial  a  log  when  they 
are  finished. 

3.4  Prices  of  all  merchandise  and  concessions  will  be  re-evaluated 
every  three  months.  The  Golf  Course  will  present  all  price 
increases/decreases  to  the  Golf  Committee  in  monthly  meetings  and 
ensure  they  are  authorized  by  the  Board. 

3.5  The  inventory  will  be  taken  on  merchandise  and  concessions  at  the 
beginning  of  the  summer  and  will  continue  to  be  reported  every 
three  months.  When  merchandise  is  purchased,  it  will  be  added  to 
the  inventory. 

3.6  When  the  Golf  Committee  enters  into  closed  executive  sessions,  it 
will  be  listed  on  the  agenda  and  will  be  documented  in  the  open 
session  of  the  meeting  minutes.  The  Golf  Course  Committee  will  state 
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the  reason  and  statute  number  for  the  closed  session,  which  member 
motioned  and  seconded,  and  the  vote  to  enter  into  the  session.  The 
discussion  will  be  limited  to  the  specific  reason  cited.  The  Committee 
will  assign  a  person  to  take  the  closed  meeting  minutes.  Any 
decisions  and  votes  of  each  member  will  be  properly  disclosed  per 
the  Sunshine  Law.  The  City  Attorney  will  provide  a  Sunshine  Law 
orientation  to  the  Committee  members. 


Significant  weaknesses  were  noted  in  parks  and  recreation  controls,  policies, 
and  procedures. 

The  Parks  and  Recreation  Department  (department)  is  governed  by  a  nine- 
member  Park  Board,  which  is  appointed  by  the  Mayor  with  the  consent  of 
the  Board  of  Aldermen.  As  authorized  by  state  law,  the  Park  Board  has 
exclusive  control  of  expenditures  of  department  funds  and  supervision  of 
the  department,  city  park  activities,  and  improvements  to  park  facilities.  The 
Park  Board  oversees  two  city  parks,  a  youth  sports  complex,  and  a 
swimming  pool. 

The  department  accepts  cash  and  checks.  For  the  year  ended  September  30, 
2012,  city  records  indicate  the  following  receipts  were  collected  by  the 
department  and  deposited  in  the  city's  main  bank  account. 


Type  of  Receipt 

Amount 

Swimming  pool 

$  44,527 

Concessions,  sports  complex 

22,510 

Baseball  fees 

17,064 

Concessions,  pool 

13,813 

School  facility  maintenance  fees 

13,544 

Soccer  fees 

11,795 

League  fees,  sports  complex 

8,500 

Baseball  field  rentals 

450 

Shelter  house  rentals 

260 

Total 

$  132,463 

4. 1  Segregation  of  duties         Segregation  of  duties  is  not  adequate  and  there  is  no  supervisory  review  of 

collection  activities  for  monies  collected  by  department  staff.  Various  staff 
members,  including  the  department  director,  activities  director  and  pool 
manager,  receive,  record,  and  deposit  monies  collected  at  the  department 
office,  baseball  field  and  pool  concession  stands,  and  pool,  and  no 
independent  review  of  these  activities  is  performed. 

To  safeguard  against  possible  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal 
controls  should  provide  reasonable  assurance  that  all  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal 
controls  could  be  improved  by  segregating  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If 
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4.2  Receipts 


proper  segregation  of  duties  is  not  possible,  there  should  be  a  documented 
independent  review  of  department  records  and  transactions. 

Department  staff  do  not  always  issue  receipt  slips  or  maintain  records  of 
monies  received.  In  addition,  department  staff  do  not  always  reconcile  the 
method  of  payment  recorded  on  register  tapes  to  the  composition  of  deposit. 
As  a  result,  there  is  little  assurance  that  all  monies  collected  are  properly 
deposited. 

•  Pre-numbered  receipt  slips  are  not  issued  for  baseball  league  fees, 
baseball  and  soccer  fees,  or  baseball  field  rental  fees  received  by  the 
department  office. 

•  There  is  no  record  of  monies  received  by  the  ball  field  and  pool 
concession  stands.  In  addition,  department  personnel  do  not  evaluate  the 
reasonableness  of  concession  monies  deposited.  A  reconciliation  of 
concession  inventories  purchased  to  the  amount  sold  is  not  performed. 


4.3  Concession  prices  and 
pool  fees 


•  The  cash  register  tape  for  pool  collections  such  as  entry  fees  and  passes, 
is  not  adequately  reconciled  to  the  deposit.  Pool  personnel  indicated  the 
employee  making  the  daily  deposit  should  reconcile  the  cash  register 
tape  to  the  deposit. 

We  reviewed  14  deposits  made  for  15  days  of  receipts  for  pool 
collections  from  June  1  to  June  17,  2013.  For  6  deposits  the  cash 
register  tapes  exceeded  the  deposit,  while  the  deposit  exceeded  the  cash 
register  tapes  for  8  deposits.  For  these  deposits,  the  cash  register  tapes 
showed  $12,466  was  collected;  but  $11,193  was  deposited,  resulting  in 
a  shortage  of  $1,273. 

Failure  to  implement  adequate  receipting  and  depositing  procedures 
increases  the  risk  that  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds  will  go  undetected.  A 
receipt  log  and/or  pre-numbered  receipt  slips  should  be  prepared  for  all 
monies  received  that  are  not  recorded  by  the  cash  register.  The  method  of 
payment  should  be  recorded  and  the  composition  of  receipt  slips  issued 
should  be  reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits.  Cash  register  tapes 
should  also  be  reconciled  to  deposits  and  any  differences  should  be 
investigated.  In  addition,  a  reconciliation  of  concession  inventory  purchased 
to  the  amount  sold  and  on  hand  should  be  performed  on  a  periodic  basis  by 
an  independent  person. 

The  Park  Board  has  not  reviewed  and  approved  concession  prices  and  pool 
fees,  such  as  entry  fees  and  pool  memberships,  established  by  the 
department  Director,  or  evaluated  the  related  costs. 
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To  ensure  the  department  is  covering  the  costs  of  these  services,  a  periodic 
review  of  prices  and  related  costs  should  be  performed.  In  addition, 
concession  prices  and  pool  fees  should  be  approved  by  the  Park  Board. 

4.4  Written  agreements  The   Park   Board   does   not   have   written   agreements   with  various 

organizations,  including  the  local  school  district,  for  arrangements  related  to 
the  use  of  city  baseball  fields  and  sports  complex,  operations  of  city  youth 
program,  or  the  city  maintenance  of  athletic  facilities  for  the  local  school 
district,  as  follows: 

•  The  department  rents  baseball  fields  to  a  county  baseball  association 
and  the  local  school  district  for  a  $75  fee  per  day  per  field.  Department 
employees  maintain  the  fields  and  operate  the  concession  stand  during 
games. 

•  A  city  youth  football  organization  operates  the  youth  program  for  the 
department,  and  does  not  pay  any  fees  for  the  use  of  the  sports  complex. 
According  to  department  employees,  both  the  department  and  the  youth 
organization  perform  and/or  pay  maintenance,  repairs  and  improvement 
costs  for  the  complex. 

•  The  department  performs  maintenance  of  some  athletic  facilities  of  the 
local  school  district  on  a  reimbursement  basis. 

Written  agreements  are  necessary  to  ensure  all  parties  are  aware  of  their 
duties  and  responsibilities  and  to  prevent  misunderstandings.  Section 
432.070,  RSMo,  requires  agreements  for  political  subdivisions  to  be  in 
writing. 

4.5  Deficits  The  Park  Board  approved  deficit  fund  balances  for  the  Parks  and  Recreation 

Certificates  of  Participation  Fund  budgets.  The  Parks  and  Recreation 
Certificates  of  Participation  Fund  budgets  reflect  the  following: 


Year  Ended  September  30, 

2013 

2012 

Actual  beginning  fund  balance 

$ 

(50,514) 

(50,000) 

Transfer  from  Park  and  Recreation  Fund 

56,000 

57,230 

Expenditures 

59,000 

57,228 

Budgeted  ending  fund  balance 

$ 

(53,514) 

(49,998) 

The  Park  Board  needs  to  take  steps  to  eliminate  the  deficit  cash  balance  by 
ensuring  transfers  from  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Fund  are  sufficient.  In 
addition,  Sections  67.010,  RSMo,  prohibits  deficit  budgeting. 

4.6  Budgeted  expenditures       The  Park  Board  does  not  adequately  review  and  monitor  monthly  budget  to 

actual  reports  and  amend  the  budget  when  necessary.  For  the  year  ended 
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September  30,  2012,  actual  expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  expenditures 
by  $350  and  $28,541  for  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Fund  and  Parks  and 
Recreation  Certificates  of  Participation  Fund,  respectively. 

Section  67.040,  RSMo,  requires  political  subdivisions  to  keep  expenditures 
within  amounts  budgeted.  If  there  are  valid  reasons,  which  necessitate 
excess  expenditures,  a  resolution  should  be  adopted  by  the  governing  body 
setting  forth  the  amount  of  the  budget  increase  and  the  facts  and  reasons. 

4.7  Annual  reports  The  Park  Board  has  not  submitted  an  annual  report  of  operations  to  the  city, 

as  required  by  state  law. 

Section  90.560,  RSMo,  requires  the  Park  Board  submit  an  annual  report  to 
the  city  by  the  second  Monday  in  June  stating  the  financial  condition  of  the 
park  as  of  May  1  of  that  year.  The  report  should  indicate  the  various  monies 
received  the  amount  and  purposes  of  disbursements,  and  other  statistics  and 
information  of  general  interest. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen  in  conjunction  with  the  Park  Board: 

4.1  Segregate  the  duties  of  receiving,  recording,  and  depositing 
department  monies  to  the  extent  possible.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  timely  supervision  or  independent  review 
of  the  work  performed  by  the  department  is  necessary. 

4.2  Require  receipt  logs  and/or  pre-numbered  receipt  slips  be  prepared 
for  monies  received  that  are  not  recorded  by  the  cash  register,  the 
method  of  payment  be  recorded  on  receipt  slips,  and  the 
composition  of  receipts  be  reconciled  to  composition  of  deposits. 
Also,  procedures  should  be  developed  to  periodically  compare 
concession  sales  to  purchases,  and  ensure  cash  register  tapes  for 
pool  receipts  are  reconciled  to  deposits  and  the  reason(s)  for 
differences  promptly  investigated  and  documented. 

4.3  Evaluate  concession  prices  and  pool  fees  and  related  costs  on  a 
periodic  basis.  In  addition,  concession  prices  and  pool  fees  should 
be  approved  by  the  Park  Board. 

4.4  Enter  into  written  agreements  defining  services  provided  and 
benefits  received  with  entities  using  department  facilities/personnel. 

4.5  Discontinue  approving  deficit  budgets. 

4.6  Ensure  actual  expenditures  do  not  exceed  amounts  budgeted. 
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4.7       Ensure  an  annual  report  of  park  operations  is  prepared  by  the  Park 
Board  and  submitted  to  the  city. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  in  conjunction  with  the  Park  Board  provided  the 

following  written  responses: 


4. 1  The  Supervisor  of  concessions  and  pool  will  keep  a  log  of  when 
deposits  are  made,  who  did  the  deposit,  and  when  it  was  taken  to 
the  bank.  The  Parks  will  ensure  that  there  is  a  3rd  party  review  of 
deposits  to  verify  monies  being  deposited.  Also,  the  supervisor  will 
check  the  register  at  least  once  a  day  during  normal  shift  hours. 

4.2  The  receipts  will  be  provided  for  fees  collected  for  baseball,  soccer, 
league  and  ball  field  rentals.  Since  there  are  no  cash  registers  at  the 
ball  field  concession  stands,  the  Parks  department  with  the  Park 
Board  is  developing  a  system  to  track  receipts.  Inventories  will  be 
taken  on  a  regular  basis  and  reconciled  with  the  receipts.  Parks  will 
use  the  appropriate  category  (cash/checks)  on  the  type  of  payment. 
The  receipts  will  be  daily  reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits 
(cash/checks).  As  part  of  the  internal  controls,  a  designated  person 
from  the  Park  Board  will  periodically  check  the  registers. 

4.3  Prices  of  all  concessions  will  be  evaluated  prior  to  the  beginning  of 
the  concession  season.  The  Parks  will  also  evaluate  and  compare 
pool  prices  with  similar  pools  in  the  area  to  determine  rates.  These 
figures  will  be  presented  to  the  Park  Board  for  approval  on  a 
regular  basis. 

4.4  The  Parks  Superintendent  and  Activities  Director  will  assist  in  the 
development  of  Memorandums  of  Understanding  with  each  outside 
entity  we  deal  with.  These  agreements  will  be  presented  to  the  Park 
Board  for  approval  and,  if  approved,  to  the  City  Attorney  for  legal 
review  prior  to  signatures. 

4.5  The  deficit  fund  balance  was  corrected  in  the  2013  budget  year.  At 
the  September  27,  2012,  Park  Board  meeting  the  Board  approved 
transferring  from  the  020  Operating  Fund  to  the  027  Park  COP 
Fund  to  end  the  September  30,  2012,  year  with  a  zero  balance  for 
the  Park  COP  Fund.  The  original  2013  budget  was  approved  prior 
to  that  transfer.  The  September  30,  2012  cash  balances  reflect  the 
zero  balance  and  correction.  The  Parks  had  positive  fund  balances 
for  2013.  The  Park  Board  will  continue  to  monitor  revenues  and 
expenses  to  ensure  positive  balances. 

4.6  The  balances  for  each  fund  operated  by  the  Park  Board  will  be 
monitored  by  the  Treasurer  and  Board  to  ensure  expenditures  do 
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5.  Procurement  and 
Contracts 


not  exceed  budgeted  amounts.  If  a  transfer  is  required,  an 
amendment  to  the  budget  will  be  made. 

4. 7  The  Park  Board  will  develop  and  submit  an  Annual  Report  to  the 
City  Council  on  an  annual  basis.  The  Annual  Report  for  Fiscal  Year 
2013  was  submitted  to  the  City  in  October  2013. 

Policies  and  procedures  over  procurement  and  contracts  need  improvement. 


5.1  Procurement 


Bond  issuance  services 


Other  goods  and  services 


The  city  does  not  always  solicit  competitive  proposals  or  bids  for  purchases 
of  goods  and  services.  City  Code,  Chapter  25  requires  bids  to  be  obtained 
for  supplies  and  contractual  services  estimated  to  cost  more  than  $2,500. 

The  city  did  not  solicit  competitive  proposals  for  its  bond  underwriter,  bond 
counsel,  or  financial  advisor  related  to  bond  issuances,  and  has  used  the 
same  vendors  for  these  services  for  many  years. 

In  2013,  the  city  issued  General  Obligation  Bonds,  Series  2013,  totaling 
$650,000,  for  pool  improvements  and  Combined  Waterworks  and  Sewerage 
Refunding  Revenue  Bonds,  Series  2013,  totaling  $5,670,000.  In  2012,  the 
city  issued  Refunding  Certificates  of  Participation  (COPS),  Series  2012, 
totaling  $2,270,000,  for  storm  water  improvements.  Underwriter  fees,  bond 
counsel  costs,  financial  advisor  fees  and  other  related  costs  totaled  $14,339, 
$83,763,  and  $42,945,  for  the  general  obligation  bonds,  refunding  revenue 
bonds,  and  refunding  COPS,  respectively. 

The  city  did  not  solicit  competitive  proposals  or  bids  or  maintain 
documentation  of  sole  source  vendors  for  the  following  significant 
purchases  of  goods  and  services  during  the  year  ended  September  30,  2012. 
As  a  result,  the  city  cannot  ensure  the  best  and  lowest  price  was  obtained. 
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Item 

Cost  (1) 

Pro  shop  inventory  (2) 

$  72,183 

Quicklime 

58,607 

Concessions  -  golf  course  (3) 

34,648 

Pool  chemicals 

32,703 

Concessions  -  parks/pool  (3) 

20,752 

Water  meters 

19,844 

Fuel  (4) 

15,253 

Carbon  dioxide  -  water  plant 

13,115 

Fertilizer  -  golf  course 

11,556 

Asphalt 

11,473 

Wireless  equipment 

8,805 

City  attorney 

8,400 

Rock  and  chat 

7,621 

Sludge  truck  tires 

7,528 

Water  treatment  chemicals 

6,869 

Wastewater  testing  services 

3,334 

Total 

$  332,691 

(1)  Total  amount  expended  for  the  year  ended  September  30,  2012,  except  fuel. 

(2)  Includes  items  such  as  golf  clothing,  shoes,  clubs,  balls,  and  accessories. 

(3)  Includes  items  such  as  candy  bars,  chips,  pizza,  pretzels,  and  hot  dogs  for  the 
parks/pool  and  golf  course  and  beer  for  the  golf  course. 

(4)  Excludes  fuel  purchases  after  March  2012.  The  city  solicited  bids  and  entered  into  a 
contract  for  fuel  in  April  2012. 

According  to  city  personnel,  some  purchases,  such  as  quicklime,  asphalt, 
water  meters,  and  wireless  equipment,  are  considered  sole  source  purchases 
because  the  city  has  purchased  these  items  from  the  same  vendor  for  many 
years  or  because  the  vendor  is  the  only  local  vendor.  However,  purchasing 
from  the  same  vendor  for  a  number  of  years  is  not  a  valid  reason  to  consider 
the  vendor  a  sole  source  vendor.  City  personnel  also  indicated  they  solicited 
phone  quotes  for  the  sludge  truck  tires,  but  did  not  retain  this 
documentation.  Also,  instead  of  the  city  purchasing  concession  items  in 
bulk  for  both  the  parks/pool  and  golf  course,  parks  and  golf  course 
personnel  make  their  own  purchases,  as  needed. 

In  addition  to  complying  with  city  policy,  competitive  procurement  provides 
a  framework  for  economical  management  of  city  resources  and  helps  ensure 
the  city  has  made  sufficient  effort  to  receive  goods  and  services  at  the  best 
and  lowest  price.  Complete  documentation  of  all  bids/proposals  received 
and  reasons  why  a  bid  or  proposal  was  selected  helps  demonstrate  the  city 
conducts  a  fair  procurement  process  and  provides  information  needed 
should  questions  arise.  The  reason  bids  are  not  taken  due  to  sole  source 
procurement  should  also  be  documented. 
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5.2  Written  agreements  The  city  has  not  entered  into  formal  written  agreements,  with  several  not- 

for-profit  (NFP)  organizations,  defining  services  to  be  provided  or  benefits 
to  be  received.  In  addition,  these  NFPs  do  not  routinely  and/or  periodically 
provide  the  city  documentation  or  reports  outlining  the  services  provided  the 
city  and/or  city  residents.  For  example: 

•  The  city  gave  $1,000  in  November  2012  and  $500  in  May  2012  to  an 
NFP.  According  to  city  personnel,  this  NFP  is  involved  in  economic 
development  for  the  city. 

•  The  city  pays  annual  dues  of  $3,000  to  the  local  Chamber  of  Commerce. 
According  to  city  personnel,  the  chamber  provides  weekly  newsletters, 
legislative  representation,  webinars/seminars,  and  networking 
opportunities. 

•  The  city  pays  the  local  regional  council  an  annual  assessment  of  $  1 ,770. 
According  to  city  personnel,  the  council  provides  services  such  as  grant 
assistance  and  zoning/planning. 

Written  agreements  ensure  all  parties  are  aware  of  their  duties  and 
responsibilities  and  prevent  misunderstandings.  In  addition,  Section 
432.070,  RSMo,  requires  agreements  of  political  subdivisions  to  be  in 
writing.  Documentation  of  monies  spent  or  services  provided  is  necessary  to 
monitor  the  funds  are  spent  in  accordance  with  the  city's  intended  purpose. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


5.1  Ensure  proposals  or  bids  are  solicited  when  the  annual  estimated 
cost  of  an  item  or  service  exceeds  $2,500,  and  documentation  is 
prepared  and  retained  for  phone  quotes  and  sole  source 
procurements. 

5.2  Enter  into  written  agreements  with  entities  providing  services  that 
clearly  detail  the  services  to  be  received  and  the  compensation  to  be 
paid  or  benefits  received. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

5. 1  The  City  plans  to  update  the  current  Procurement  chapter  of  the 
City  Code  as  advised  and  include  more  detailed  information  on 
telephone/email  requests  and  other  bid  procedures.  The  City  plans 
to  implement  bidding  for  annual  contracts  on  maintenance  items 
that  exceed  $2,500  on  an  annual  basis  such  as  chemicals.  The  City 
did  bid  for  the  fuel  supply  in  recent  years  and  plans  to  continue  to 
bid  for  similar  contracts  on  a  staggered  basis  over  the  next  few 
years.  Detailed  documentation  will  be  prepared  and  retained  on 
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sole  source  procurements.  Additionally,  in  the  fiscal  year  2014,  the 
City  has  budgeted  to  hire  a  financial  advisor  for  a  variety  of 
projects,  including  procedures  for  future  debt  financing.  The  City 
has  published  the  legal  notice  in  the  local  newspaper  with  the 
requests  for  qualifications  for  a  financial  advisor  due  by  November 
20. 


6.  Personnel  Policies 
and  Procedures 

6.1  Taxable  benefits 


5.2  The  City  will  continue  to  enter  into  written  agreements  with  entities 
providing  services  and  detail  the  services  and/or  benefits  to  be 
received.  This  year  the  City  entered  into  a  written  agreement  with 
the  Chamber  of  Commerce.  Previously  the  City  approved  by 
ordinance  an  agreement  with  the  non-profit  organization  Northwest 
Missouri  Enterprise  Facilitation,  which  is  involved  in  economic 
development.  The  City  will  enter  into  a  written  agreement  with  the 
local  regional  council  for  its  services. 

Personnel  policies  and  procedures  need  to  be  improved. 


The  city  does  not  report  certain  taxable  benefits  on  employee  W-2  forms. 
Each  full-time  employee  is  provided  the  following: 


•  An  annual  family  golf  membership  (sold  for  $600  for  a  family  of  four 
plus  $50  for  each  additional  family  member). 

•  A  family  swimming  pass  (sold  for  $200  for  a  family  of  four  plus  $40  for 
each  additional  family  member). 

•  One  free  rental  of  the  Clasbey  Center  per  year.  Rental  rates  range  from 
$30  for  a  regular  rental  of  the  kitchen  on  a  weekday  without  alcohol  up 
to  $450  for  a  rental  of  the  kitchen  and  multipurpose  room  on  a  weekend 
including  alcohol. 

•  Employees  with  20  or  more  years  of  service  are  provided  two  cemetery 
plots  (sold  for  $300  each)  at  the  city  cemetery  at  no  cost  to  the 
employee. 

The  city  employed  24  full-time  employees  on  September  30,  2012.  Possible 
unreported  taxable  benefits  (excluding  the  cemetery  plots)  for  the  year  are 
$19,920  to  $30,000. 


The  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS)  publication  15-B  provides  that  a  fringe 
benefit  is  taxable  and  must  be  included  in  the  recipient's  pay  unless 
specifically  excluded.  When  these  benefits  are  used  by  an  employee,  it 
becomes  a  taxable  benefit  and  should  be  included  on  the  employee's  W-2 


26 


City  of  Savannah 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


form.  Because  procedures  have  not  been  established  to  ensure  IRS 
guidelines  are  followed,  the  city  may  be  subject  to  penalties  and/or  fines  for 
failure  to  report  all  taxable  benefits. 

6.2  Longevity  pay  The  city  made  longevity  payments  totaling  $5,030  in  December  2012.  These 

payments  represent  additional  compensation  for  services  already  rendered 
and  violate  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

City  Code,  Chapter  23  provides  that  after  5  full  years  of  continuous 
employment  each  employee  is  to  be  paid  $30  for  each  year  of  employment, 
up  to  a  maximum  of  20  years  or  $500.  This  longevity  pay  is  calculated  and 
paid  in  December  annually. 

Article  III,  Section  39,  Missouri  Constitution,  prohibits  granting  any  extra 
compensation,  fee,  or  allowance  to  employees  for  services  already  rendered. 

The  city  failed  to  protest  former  Alderwoman  George's  and  Alderman 
Wanfluh's  claims  for  unemployment  benefits  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  (DLIR),  Division  of  Employment  Security. 
As  a  result,  from  June  2009  to  February  2012,  the  city  was  required  to  pay 
their  unemployment  claims  totaling  $1,445. 

According  to  management  personnel,  payroll  software  did  not  properly 
identify  elected  officials  as  exempt  from  unemployment  claims.  However, 
this  situation  has  been  corrected.  DLIR  guidelines  provide  that 
compensation  paid  to  elected  officials  of  governmental  entities  is  not  subject 
to  unemployment  claims. 

To  ensure  the  city  does  not  incur  unnecessary  expense  for  unemployment 
benefit  claims,  procedures  should  be  established  to  review  and  address 
claims  on  a  timely  basis,  and  ensure  employees  are  correctly  coded  in 
payroll  software. 

6.4  Personnel  policies  The  city  has  not  adequately  addressed  some  current  personnel  practices  in 

the  City  Code. 

•  The  personnel  policy  provides  that  the  city  clerk  and  other 
administrative  and  supervisory  positions  should  not  be  entitled  to 
compensatory  time;  however,  these  individuals  earn,  use  and  are  paid 
compensatory  time.  During  2012,  the  City  Clerk  and  other 
administrative/supervisory  positions  were  paid  $5,737  for  264  hours  of 
compensatory  time  and  took  compensatory  leave  of  349  hours,  totaling 
$6,709. 


6.3  Unemployment  claims 
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•  The  city  allows  each  full-time  employee  one  free  rental  of  the  Clasbey 
Center  each  year;  however,  this  benefit  is  not  addressed  in  the  personnel 
policies. 

•  When  employees  are  called  back  to  work  during  the  weekend  because 
of  an  emergency,  they  are  paid  an  extra  dollar  an  hour  (weekend 
differential  payment).  In  2012,  weekend  differential  payments  were  paid 
for  1,056  hours.  This  practice  is  not  addressed  in  the  personnel  policies. 

The  Board  should  ensure  its  personnel  policies  are  followed  or  amend  the 
policies  as  necessary  to  help  ensure  employees  are  treated  fairly  and 
equitably. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

6.1  Develop  procedures  to  ensure  applicable  taxable  benefits  are 
reported  on  employee  W-2  forms. 

6.2  Discontinue  longevity  payments  to  employees. 

6.3  Ensure  elected  officials  are  properly  identified  as  exempt  from 
unemployment  claims.  Unemployment  claims  should  be  reviewed 
and  addressed  on  a  timely  basis. 

6.4  Ensure  compliance  with  personnel  policies  and  amend  policies  as 
needed. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

6. 1  The  City  is  in  the  process  of  codification  including  updating  the 
Personnel  Manual.  As  part  of  this  process,  the  City  Council  will 
review  employee  benefits.  The  City  will  develop  procedures  to 
ensure  applicable  taxable  benefits  are  reported  on  employee  W-2 
forms. 

6.2  The  City  is  in  the  process  of  updating  the  Personnel  Manual.  The 
City  Council  will  request  a  legal  opinion  from  the  City  Attorney  on 
this  issue  and  review  the  longevity  program. 

6.3  The  City  is  aware  that  elected  officials  are  exempt  from 
unemployment.  The  situation  has  been  corrected.  Unemployment 
claims  are  reviewed  and  addressed  on  a  regular  basis.  Newly 
elected  officials  are  categorized  as  exempt  in  the  payroll  software. 

6.4  The  City  is  in  the  process  of  codification  including  updating  the 
Personnel  Manual.  The  employee  job  descriptions  are  also  being 
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7.  Closed  Meetings 


reviewed  and  updated  to  match  actual  job  responsibilities.  Part  of 
this  process  will  be  ensuring  compliance  with  personnel  policies 
and  updating  the  policies  as  needed. 

Weaknesses  were  noted  in  closed  meeting  policies  and  procedures. 


7.1  Notices/agendas  The  Board  uses  the  same  statement  in  each  meeting  notice/agenda  to 

indicate  the  potential  for  a  closed  meeting,  instead  of  citing  the  specific 
exception  as  the  reason  for  a  closed  meeting,  when  applicable.  The  city 
combines  its  meeting  notices  and  related  agendas  in  one  document.  The 
statement  indicates  "The  Board  of  Alderman  may  enter  into  closed 
executive  session  .  .  .  regarding  personnel,  the  lease  or  sale  of  real  estate,  or 
legal  or  privileged  matters 

Section  610.022,  RSMo,  provides  that  a  public  governmental  body  planning 
to  hold  a  closed  meeting  should  follow  the  notice  procedures  for  an  open 
meeting  and  include  there  will  be  a  closed  meeting  and  cite  the  specific 
provision  of  the  law  that  allows  the  meeting  to  be  closed.  A  statement  that 
includes  potential  issues  that  may  be  discussed  in  a  closed  meeting  appears 
to  circumvent  the  intent  of  state  law. 


7.2  Allowable  topics  The  Board  discussed  some  items  in  closed  meetings  that  are  not  allowed  by 

state  law.  For  example,  in  closed  meetings  the  Board  discussed  issues 
including  the  employee  chain  of  command,  police  involvement  with  the 
Missouri  Uniformed  Law  Enforcement  System,  bidding  the  city  attorney 
position,  and  suspending  the  recycling  program. 

Section  610.021,  RSMo,  allows  the  Board  to  discuss  certain  subjects  in 
closed  meetings,  including  litigation,  real  estate  transactions,  sealed  bids, 
specific  personnel  matters,  and  confidential  or  privileged  communications 
with  auditors.  The  Board  should  restrict  the  discussion  in  closed  meetings  to 
specific  topics  listed  in  Chapter  610,  RSMo. 

7.3  Specific  reason  The  Board  sometimes  discussed  issues  other  than  the  specific  reason  cited  in 

the  open  minutes  for  going  into  a  closed  meeting.  For  example,  in  several 
closed  meetings  the  Board  discussed  legal  matters;  however,  the  open 
minutes  cited  personnel  issues  as  the  specific  reason  for  going  into  closed 
session. 


Section  610.022,  RSMo,  requires  a  closed  meeting,  record,  or  vote  be  held 
only  for  the  specific  reasons  announced  publicly  at  an  open  session.  This 
section  also  provides  that  public  governmental  bodies  shall  not  discuss  any 
other  business  during  the  meeting  that  differs  from  the  specific  reasons  used 
to  justify  such  meeting,  record,  or  vote. 
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Recommendations 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

7. 1  Ensure  meeting  notices/agendas  state  the  specific  reasons  for  going 
into  a  closed  meeting. 

7.2  Ensure  issues  discussed  in  closed  meetings  are  allowed  by  state  law. 

7.3  Limit  issues  discussed  in  closed  meetings  to  only  those  specific 
reasons  cited  for  closing  the  meeting. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

7.1  The  City  Council  will  review  the  current  notice  on  all  agendas 
regarding  the  potential  for  a  closed  session.  A  legal  opinion  on  the 
issue  will  be  requested  from  the  City  Attorney.  The  City  Council  will 
follow  the  legal  opinion  regarding  future  agenda  postings  and 
ensure  the  notices  list  the  specific  reasons  if  there  will  be  a  closed 
session. 

7.2  The  City  Council  agrees  with  the  recommendation.  The  City 
Attorney  will  assist  in  ensuring  the  issues  discussed  in  closed 
session  are  allowed  by  State  Law. 


8.  Computer  Controls 


7.3  The  City  Council  agrees  that  compliance  to  the  Sunshine  Law  is  of 
vital  importance.  The  City  will  limit  conversations  to  the  specific 
reason(s)  documented  for  any  closed  meeting. 

The  city  has  not  established  adequate  computer  system  controls.  In  addition, 
there  is  no  contingency  plan  to  restore  important  systems  in  the  event  of  a 
disaster  or  system  failure,  and  backup  data  is  not  stored  off  site.  As  a  result, 
city  records  are  not  adequately  protected  and  are  susceptible  to  damage  or 
theft. 


The  city  relies  on  purchased  computer  software  for  significant  activities, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  recording/processing  general  ledger  entries, 
revenues  and  expenditures,  utility  billings  and  collections,  and  payroll 
transactions. 


8.1  User  identifications  and 
passwords 


The  city  has  not  adequately  restricted  access  to  the  computer  software 
system.  Separate  user  identifications  and  passwords  are  not  required  to  log 
onto  the  system.  City  hall  employees  share  one  user  identification/password. 
Also,  passwords  are  not  required  to  be  changed  periodically.  The  lack  of  an 
effective  system  of  user  identifications  and  passwords  may  allow 
unauthorized  access  and/or  changes  to  the  system  and  records. 
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User  identifications  and  passwords  are  an  effective,  simple  control  to 
provide  protection  against  improper  access  to  computer  systems  and  data. 
Passwords  should  be  unique  and  confidential,  changed  periodically  to 
reduce  the  risk  of  unauthorized  use,  and  used  to  restrict  an  individual's 
access  to  only  those  computer  systems  and  data  files  needed  to  accomplish 
assigned  jobs. 

8.2  Security  controls  The  city  has  not  implemented  security  controls  to  lock  computers  after  a 

certain  period  of  inactivity.  As  a  result,  unauthorized  individuals  could 
access  an  unattended  computer  and  have  unrestricted  access  to  programs 
and  data  files.  To  help  protect  computer  records,  security  controls  should  be 
implemented  to  lock  computers  after  a  certain  period  of  inactivity. 

City  computerized  records  are  at  risk  of  loss  due  to  equipment  failure  or 
other  electronic  or  physical  disaster.  The  city  has  not  developed  a  formal, 
written  contingency  plan  for  resuming  normal  business  operations  and 
recovering  computer  systems  and  data  in  the  event  of  a  disaster  or  other 
disruptive  event.  In  addition,  the  city  does  not  store  backup  data  at  a  secure 
off-site  location  or  periodically  test  the  backup  data  to  ensure  essential 
information  can  be  restored  and  used.  The  failure  to  store  backup  data  at  a 
secure  off-site  location  results  in  backup  data  being  susceptible  to  the  same 
damage  as  the  computer  system. 

A  formal,  written  contingency  plan  should  be  prepared,  and  periodically 
tested  and  updated  to  address  actions  needed  to  restore  computer  systems  in 
case  of  a  disaster  or  extraordinary  situations.  In  addition,  storing  backup 
data  in  a  secure  off-site  location  would  provide  increased  assurance  city 
electronic  records  could  be  recreated  if  necessary,  and  periodic  testing  of 
backup  data  helps  ensure  it  is  reliable. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

8.1  Require  unique  user  identifications  and  passwords  for  all  employees 
with  access  to  the  computer  system,  and  require  passwords  be  kept 
confidential  and  changed  periodically. 

8.2  Establish  security  controls  to  lock  computers  after  a  certain  period 
of  inactivity. 

8.3  Develop  a  formal,  written  contingency  plan  that  is  periodically 
tested,  evaluated,  and  updated  as  needed.  The  Board  should  also 
require  backup  data  be  stored  in  a  secure  off-site  location,  and 
tested  on  a  periodic  basis. 


8.3  Contingency  plan  and 
data  backup 
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AuditCC'S  RcSpOIlSC  B°ard  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


The  City  has  implemented  that  all  computers  require  unique  user 
identifications  and  passwords.  The  passwords  are  kept  confidential 
and  required  by  the  network  to  be  changed  periodically. 


9.  Capital  Assets 


8.2  The  City  has  implemented  security  controls  to  lock  computers  after 
a  certain  period  of  inactivity. 

8.3  The  City  is  in  the  process  of  developing  a  written  contingency  plan, 
which  will  be  periodically  tested,  evaluated,  and  updated  as  needed. 
The  City  has  obtained  a  lockbox  from  the  bank.  The  city's  backup 
files,  which  are  on  an  external  hard  drive,  were  taken  to  the  off-site 
lockbox  after  fiscal  year  2013  was  closed  out  in  October  2013.  The 
city  will  periodically  update  and  test  the  backup  files. 

The  city  does  not  maintain  complete  and  detailed  records  of  all  capital 
assets,  including  land,  buildings,  vehicles,  equipment,  furniture,  and 
infrastructure  (e.g.  roads,  street  lights,  storm  sewers,  etc.),  The  city  also 
does  not  tag  or  otherwise  identify  capital  assets  as  property  of  the  city,  or 
perform  an  annual  physical  inventory  of  city  property. 


The  city's  audited  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  September  30, 
2012,  values  city  property  at  approximately  $28.6  million  ($17  million  after 
depreciation),  and  the  city  insurance  coverage  for  capital  assets  totaled 
approximately  $15  million. 

Adequate  capital  asset  records  are  necessary  to  secure  better  internal  control 
over  city  property;  properly  report  city  property  in  audited  financial 
statements;  safeguard  assets  against  loss,  theft,  or  misuse;  and  provide  a 
basis  for  determining  proper  insurance  coverage.  Capital  asset  records 
should  be  maintained  on  a  perpetual  basis,  accounting  for  property 
acquisitions  and  dispositions  as  they  occur,  and  include  a  detailed 
description  of  the  assets  such  as  acquisition  costs,  descriptions,  make  and 
model  numbers,  and  asset  identification  numbers;  the  physical  location  of 
the  assets;  and  the  date  and  method  of  disposition  of  the  assets.  All  capital 
assets  should  be  identified  with  a  tag  or  other  similar  device,  and  the  city 
should  conduct  annual  physical  inventories  and  compare  the  results  to 
detailed  property  records. 

A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  the  independent  auditor's  report  of  the 
city's  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  September  30,  2012. 

Recommendation  The  Board  of  Aldermen  ensure  complete  and  detailed  capital  asset  records 

are  maintained,  assets  are  tagged  for  identification,  and  annual  physical 
inventories  are  performed  and  compared  to  detailed  records. 
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Auditee's  Response 


The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 


The  City  purchased  Fixed  Asset  software  from  Incode  to  collect  the  capital 
asset  records  electronically.  The  departments  have  begun  the  process  of 
updating  the  detailed  records  and  tagging  assets  for  identification.  Once 
complete,  these  physical  inventories  will  be  recorded  into  the  Fixed  Asset 
software  on  a  regular  basis.  Regular  inventories  will  be  performed  and 
compared  to  the  electronic  records. 


10.  Tickets 


Procedures  are  not  adequate  to  account  for  traffic  tickets  or  collect  unpaid 
parking  tickets. 


10.1    Ticket  accountability     The  police  department  does  not  account  for  the  ultimate  disposition  of 

traffic  tickets.  As  a  result,  there  is  less  assurance  all  traffic  tickets  are 
accounted  for  properly. 


The  police  department  issues  traffic  tickets,  which  are  sent  through  the  City 
Attorney  to  the  Andrew  County  Associate  Circuit  Division  for  processing. 
The  police  department  maintains  a  record  of  traffic  ticket  books  assigned  to 
and  traffic  tickets  issued  by  police  officers;  however,  the  disposition  of 
traffic  tickets  is  not  documented. 


Without  a  proper  accounting  for  the  ultimate  disposition  of  tickets,  the 
police  department  cannot  be  assured  all  tickets  issued  are  properly 
submitted  to  the  court  for  processing. 


10.2    Unpaid  parking  tickets  The  city  has  not  developed  adequate  procedures  for  collecting  unpaid 

parking  tickets,  and  does  not  determine  the  number  and  amount  of  unpaid 
parking  tickets  each  month.  We  determined  that  as  of  August  2013,  there 
were  17  unpaid  parking  tickets,  totaling  $850,  that  were  more  than  7  days 
delinquent. 


In  October  2011,  the  Board  adopted  Ordinance  2541  and  the  city  began 
issuing  parking  tickets  in  January  2012.  The  ordinance  provides  that  a  fine 
of  $25  be  imposed  on  any  vehicle  parked  in  unauthorized  areas.  The  fine 
doubles  if  the  violation  continues  for  more  than  7  days. 

The  police  department  enters  parking  tickets  into  a  spreadsheet  sorted  by 
ticket  number  and  includes  the  date  issued,  the  license  plate  number,  and  the 
offense  committed.  This  spreadsheet  is  provided  to  the  city,  which  collects 
the  fines.  City  personnel  indicated  summonses  and/or  warrants  have  not 
been  issued  for  unpaid  parking  tickets.  To  increase  revenue  and  deter 
citizens  from  disregarding  parking  tickets  in  the  future,  the  city  should 
institute  procedures  to  collect  amounts  owed  for  parking  tickets. 
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Recommendations 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

10.1  Ensure  the  police  department  properly  accounts  for  the  ultimate 
disposition  of  all  tickets  issued. 

10.2  Establish  procedures  to  collect  unpaid  parking  fines. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

10.1  The  Police  Department,  along  with  the  City  Attorney,  has  reviewed 
the  current  procedures  in  regards  to  accounting  for  tickets  issued.  A 
log  of  dispositions  will  be  obtained  from  the  Andrew  County 
Associate  Circuit  Court,  which  will  then  be  correlated  with  officer 
ticket  logs.  Also,  the  City  Attorney  will  create  a  monthly 
spreadsheet  to  account  for  all  other  dispositions  not  recorded  by  the 
Court,  such  as  dismissals  and  nolle  prosequi  charges. 


10.2  The  City  Council  recognizes  the  importance  of  accountability  on 
tickets.  The  current  procedures  have  already  been  discontinued. 
Parking  tickets  will  be  processed  in  the  same  manner  as  all  other 
municipal  ordinance  violations  through  the  Associate  Circuit  Court 
of  Andrew  County,  Municipal  Division. 
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The  City  of  Savannah  is  located  in  Andrew  County.  The  city  was 
incorporated  in  1851  and  is  currently  a  fourth-class  city.  The  city  employed 
24  full-time  employees  and  8  part-time  employees  on  September  30,  2012. 

City  operations  include  law  enforcement  services,  fire  services,  utilities 
(water/sewer/trash),  street  maintenance,  planning  and  zoning,  building 
inspections,  recreational  facilities  (parks/pool/golf  course/sports  complex), 
and  cemetery  maintenance. 

Mayor  and  Board  Of  The  city  government  consists  of  a  mayor  and  four-member  board  of 

Aldermen  aldermen.  The  members  are  elected  for  2-year  terms.  The  mayor  is  elected 

for  a  4-year  term,  presides  over  the  board  of  aldermen,  and  votes  only  in  the 
case  of  a  tie.  The  Mayor  and  Board  of  Aldermen  at  September  30,  2012,  are 
identified  below.  The  Mayor  is  paid  $200  per  month  and  Board  of  Aldermen 
members  are  paid  $50  for  each  regular  meeting  attended,  plus  $25  for  each 
special  meeting  or  work  session.  The  compensation  of  these  officials  is 
established  by  ordinance. 


Dave  Ingersoll,  Mayor 

Don  Dillman,  Alderman,  East  Ward 

John  Parker,  Alderman,  East  Ward 

Joy  Thompson,  Alderwoman,  West  Ward 

Vernon  Townsend,  Alderman,  West  Ward 
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Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Moniteau  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Moniteau  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the 
State  Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


November  2013 
Report  No.  2013-128 


P.O.  Box  869  •  Jefferson  City,  MO  65102  •  (573)751-4213  •  FAX  (573)  751-7984 
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INDEPENDENT  AUDITOR'S  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission 

and  Officeholders  of 
Moniteau  County,  Missouri 


MEMBER 
• 
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Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
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Public 
Accountants 


We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Moniteau  County,  Missouri, 
which  comprise  the  statement  of  receipts,  disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  -  regulatory 
basis  of  each  governmental  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  related 
statements  of  receipts,  disbursements  and  changes  in  cash  -  budget  and  actual  -  regulatory 
basis  for  each  governmental  fund,  for  the  years  then  ended,  and  the  related  notes  to  the 
financial  statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial 
statements  in  accordance  with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri 
Law.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of 
internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that 
are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  error  or  fraud. 

Auditors'  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit. 
We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Governmental  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 
Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance 
about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and 
disclosures  in  the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditors' 
judgment,  including  the  assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial 
statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor 
considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the 
financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes 
evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of 
significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide 
a  basis  for  our  audit  opinion. 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  (CONTINUED) 


Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  1,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Moniteau  County,  Missouri,  using 
accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  effects  on  the 
financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note 
1  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion 
on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in 
the  first  paragraph  do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted 
in  the  United  States  of  America,  the  financial  position  of  Moniteau  County,  Missouri,  as  of 
December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  the  changes  in  its  financial  position. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material 
respects,  the  cash  balances  of  each  governmental  fund  of  Moniteau  County,  Missouri,  as  of 
December  31,  2012  and  2011,  and  their  respective  cash  receipts  and  disbursements,  and 
budgetary  results  for  the  years  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  the  financial  reporting  provisions  of 
Missouri  Law  as  described  in  Note  1. 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  October 
28,  2013,  on  our  consideration  of  the  Moniteau  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting  and  on  our  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts, 
and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters.  The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our 
testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and 
not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is 
an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in 
considering  Moniteau  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance. 

This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission, 
others  within  the  entity,  and  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and 
should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of 
public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 

C  asey-B  eard-B  oehmer  P  C 

Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Cash  Cash  Cash 


Fund 

J  anuary  1, 
2011 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

December 
31, 2011 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

December 
31, 2012 

General  Revenue 

lb 

$ 

ry  a  o  a  l 
34,841 

1    A  A  C    O  1  ~7 

1,446,817 

i  *m  l  o  ft 
1,472,139 

ft   E  1  ft 

9,519 

1,539,738 

1,524,733 

24,524 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

127,560 

1,010,848 

1,001,374 

137,034 

1,110,561 

1,065,083 

182,512 

Assessment 

1  1  T  lOl 

117,283 

1  1  T    A  C  C 

217,466 

TEA    "3  m 

154,397 

ion  ^  e  i 

180,352 

1  1  A    1  ft  ft 

224,199 

left  e  e  o 

160,658 

1  A  ^    Oft  ^ 

243,893 

Capital  Improvement 

2,237,956 

c  c  i  Ann 

653,495 

lie  1 1 1 

416,721 

1    J^J    "1  ^  ft 

2,474,730 

C  ~I  O    ftT  1 

578,977 

2,428,543 

C  1  E    1  C  A 

625,164 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

4,249 

3,744 

E    1  T  o 

5,138 

1  o  e  e 

2,855 

i  1 1  ^ 
2,113 

^  ft  ft  ft 
3,999 

ft  C  ft 

969 

Sheriff  Civil  Fee 

19,395 

48,590 

55,042 

12,943 

48,093 

53,811 

7,225 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

65 

1,095 

1,035 

125 

925 

975 

75 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check 

27,490 

9,256 

10,908 

25,838 

11,751 

6,491 

31,098 

Off  Circ4*am  Rrirlna  M  \ 
\Jll  jybtcm  Diluyc  \±J 

1113  TTT 

1113  JTJ 

Election  Service 

9,275 

3,898 

4,170 

9,003 

6,645 

10,967 

4,681 

Recorder  User  Fee 

14,987 

13,503 

14,885 

13,605 

9,362 

9,600 

13,367 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee 

768 

20 

788 

23 

811 

Adult  Abuse 

2,449 

2,755 

2,911 

2,293 

2,442 

2,570 

2,165 

Knierim  Cemetery  Trust 

2,800 

138 

138 

2,800 

139 

139 

2,800 

Enloe  Cemetery  Trust 

12,000 

593 

593 

12,000 

594 

594 

12,000 

Law  Library 

20,729 

6,504 

5,687 

21,546 

6,500 

4,787 

23,259 

Tax  Maintenance 

28,418 

15,065 

11,322 

32,161 

14,984 

11,613 

35,532 

Senate  Bill  40  Board 

349,703 

1,162,067 

1,083,948 

427,822 

1,274,769 

1,151,889 

550,702 

Totals 

$ 

3,009,968 

4,779,126 

4,423,680 

3,365,414 

4,831,815 

6,436,452 

1,760,777 

(1)  Fund  not  used  after  2011;  therefore,  no  budget  prepared  for  2012. 


THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THIS  STATEMENT 
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2012 

2011 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes  $ 

358,000 

347,410 

(10,590) 

$ 

342,000 

352,048 

10,048 

Sales  taxes 

537,500 

520,524 

(16,976) 

500,000 

529,817 

29,817 

Intergovernmental 

134,900 

170,569 

35,669 

112,500 

115,633 

3,133 

Charges  for  services 

249,825 

272,972 

23,147 

241,100 

249,121 

8,021 

Interest 

2,600 

3,077 

477 

5,700 

2,759 

(2,941) 

Other 

59,000 

100,186 

41,186 

53,000 

68,189 

15,189 

Transfers  in 

75,000 

125,000 

50,000 

170,000 

129,250 

(40,750) 

Total  Receipts  $ 

1,416,825 

1,539,738 

122,913 

$ 

1,424,300 

1,446,817 

22,517 

DISBURSEMENTS 

General  County  Government  - 

County  Commission  $ 

91,415 

91,381 

(34)  $ 

90,565 

90,303 

(262) 

County  Clerk 

98,654 

97,265 

(1,389) 

95,340 

95,017 

(323) 

Elections 

96,700 

80,183 

(16,517) 

28,100 

23,276 

(4,824) 

Buildings  and  grounds 

34,300 

28,378 

(5,922) 

32,700 

31,241 

(1,459) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

192,100 

175,496 

(16,604) 

185,500 

183,481 

(2,019) 

County  Treasurer 

44,291 

43,834 

(457) 

43,566 

43,559 

(7) 

County  Collector 

81,482 

81,267 

(215) 

80,815 

81,100 

285 

Circuit  Clerk/Ex  Officio  Recorder 

54,254 

53,744 

(510) 

54,346 

51,401 

(2,945) 

Court  Administration 

11,500 

9,197 

(2,303) 

11,500 

9,599 

(1,901) 

Public  Administrator 

36,294 

35,745 

(549) 

36,944 

35,374 

(1,570) 

Public  Safety  - 

Sheriff 

248,745 

248,305 

(440) 

223,845 

219,684 

(4,161) 

jail 

229,073 

218,475 

(10,598) 

206,872 

202,862 

(4,010) 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

178,040 

176,609 

(1,431) 

177,738 

175,959 

(1,779) 

J  uvenile  Officer 

57,101 

42,435 

(14,666) 

54,400 

38,680 

(15,720) 

County  Coroner 

13,549 

13,312 

(237) 

13,549 

13,143 

(406) 

Other  - 

General  government 

119,920 

112,096 

(7,824) 

101,120 

111,734 

10,614 

Court  Reporters  and  Circuit  J  udges 

9,162 

4,561 

(4,601) 

9,539 

5,726 

(3,813) 

Transfers  out 

12,450 

12,450 

60,000 

60,000 

Emergency  Fund 

21,965 

(21,965) 

4,629 

(4,629) 

Total  Disbursements  $ 

1,618,545 

1,524,733 

(93,812) 

$ 

1,451,068 

1,472,139 

21,071 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  $ 

(201,720) 

15,005 

216,725 

$ 

(26,768) 

(25,322) 

1,446 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

9,519 

9,519 

34,841 

34,841 

OTHER  RESOURCES  AVAILABLE 

195,000 

(195,000) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $ 

2,799 

24,524 

21,725 

$ 

8,073 

9,519 

1,446 

2012  2011 


Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$ 

443,250 

473,221 

29,971 

$ 

434,000 

436,433 

2,433 

Intergovernmental 

497,000 

504,981 

7,981 

495,000 

495,002 

2 

Charges  for  services 

60,000 

79,623 

19,623 

27,500 

67,134 

39,634 

Interest 

5,500 

9,607 

4,107 

8,300 

5,967 

(2,333) 

Other 

20,000 

43,129 

23,129 

5,000 

6,312 

1,312 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,025,750 

1,110,561 

84,811 

$ 

969,800 

1,010,848 

41,048 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$ 

340,000 

339,708 

(292) 

$ 

340,000 

329,372 

(10,628) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

95,500 

91,742 

(3,758) 

95,500 

84,535 

(10,965) 

Supplies 

184,000 

203,556 

19,556 

174,000 

226,584 

52,584 

Insurance 

25,000 

23,142 

(1,858) 

27,000 

22,203 

(4,797) 

Road  and  bridge  materials 

180,000 

142,735 

(37,265) 

150,000 

198,439 

48,439 

Equipment  repairs 

75,000 

84,519 

9,519 

75,000 

109,184 

34,184 

Equipment  purchases 

180,000 

177,668 

(2,332) 

130,000 

9,200 

(120,800) 

Road  and  bridge  construction 

25,000 

560 

(24,440) 

25,000 

19,536 

(5,464) 

Other 

4,000 

1,453 

(2,547) 

4,000 

2,321 

(1,679) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,108,500 

1,065,083 

(43,417) 

$ 

1,020,500 

1,001,374 

(19,126) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(82,750) 

45,478 

128,228 

$ 

(50,700) 

9,474 

60,174 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

137,034 

137,034 

127,560 

127,560 

CASH, DECEMBER  31 

$ 

54,284 

182,512 

128,228 

$ 

76,860 

137,034 

60,174 

2012  2011 


Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

212,716 

216,614 

3,898 

$ 

194,802 

212,153 

17,351 

Interest 

4,500 

7,585 

3,085 

500 

5,228 

4,728 

Other 

100 

(100) 

85 

85 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

217,316 

224,199 

6,883 

$ 

195,302 

217,466 

22,164 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assessor 

$ 

179,361 

160,658 

(18,703) 

$ 

170,795 

154,397 

(16,398) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

179,361 

160,658 

(18,703) 

$ 

170,795 

154,397 

(16,398) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

37,955 

63,541 

25,586 

$ 

24,507 

63,069 

38,562 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

180,352 

180,352 

117,283 

117,283 

CASH, DECEMBER  31 

$ 

218,307 

243,893 

25,586 

$ 

141,790 

180,352 

38,562 

2012  2011 


Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  taxes 

$ 

537,500 

520,541 

(16,959) 

$ 

500,000 

529,819 

29,819 

Interest 

30,000 

53,503 

23,503 

50,000 

63,676 

13,676 

Other 

4,933 

4,933 

Transfers  in 

60,000 

60,000 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

567,500 

578,977 

11,477 

$ 

550,000 

653,495 

103,495 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Buildings  and  grounds 

$ 

14,000 

21,732 

7,732 

$ 

10,000 

6,083 

(3,917) 

J  ail  project 

2,950,000 

2,281,811 

(668,189) 

2,500,000 

281,388 

(2,218,612) 

Transfers  out 

75,000 

125,000 

50,000 

170,000 

129,250 

(40,750) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

3,039,000 

2,428,543 

(610,457) 

$ 

2,680,000 

416,721 

(2,263,279) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(2,471,500)  (1,849,566) 

621,934 

$ 

(2,130,000) 

236,774 

2,366,774 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

2,474,730 

2,474,730 

2,237,956 

2,237,956 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

3,230 

625,164 

621,934 

$ 

107,956 

2,474,730 

2,366,774 

2012  2011 


Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

1,700 
100 

2,064 
49 

364 
(51) 

$ 

1,700 
100 

3,626 
118 

1,926 
18 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,800 

2,113 

313 

$ 

1,800 

3,744 

1,944 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

$ 

4,511 

3,999 

(512) 

$ 

4,500 

5,138 

638 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

4,511 

3,999 

(512) 

$ 

4,500 

5,138 

638 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

(2,711) 
2,855 

(1,886) 
2,855 

825 

$ 

(2,700) 
4,249 

(1,394) 
4,249 

1,306 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

144 

969 

825 

$ 

1,549 

2,855 

1,306 

MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  2012  AND  201 1 


Sheriff  Civil  Fee  Fund 


2012 

2011 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

5,000 

1,940 

(3,060) 

$ 

5,000 

5,000 

- 

Charges  for  services 

25,000 

31,468 

6,468 

16,000 

25,464 

9,464 

Interest 

500 

290 

(210) 

550 

420 

(130) 

Other 

15,000 

1,945 

(13,055) 

15,000 

17,706 

2,706 

Transfers  in 

12,450 

12,450 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

45,500 

48,093 

2,593 

$ 

36,550 

48,590 

12,040 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff 

$ 

58,000 

53,811 

(4,189) 

$ 

55,778 

55,042 

(736) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

58,000 

53,811 

(4,189) 

$ 

55,778 

55,042 

(736) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(12,500) 

(5,718) 

6,782 

$ 

(19,228) 

(6,452) 

12,776 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

12,943 

12,943 

19,395 

19,395 

_ 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

443 

7,225 

6,782 

$ 

167 

12,943 

12,776 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 

2012 

2011 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

1,100 

925 

(175) 

$ 

1,500 

1,095 

(405) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,100 

925 

(175) 

$ 

1,500 

1,095 

(405) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

$ 

1,100 

975 

(125) 

$ 

1,500 

1,035 

(465) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,100 

975 

(125) 

$ 

1,500 

1,035 

(465) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(50) 

(50) 

$ 

60 

60 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

125 

125 

65 

65 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

125 

75 

(50) 

$ 

65 

125 

60 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  2012  AND  201 1 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fund 


2012 

2011 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

750 

4,961 

4,211 

$ 

750 

884 

134 

Charges  for  services 

7,500 

5,992 

(1,508) 

6,000 

7,610 

1,610 

Interest 

600 

798 

198 

600 

581 

(19) 

Other 

181 

181 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

8,850 

11,751 

2,901 

$ 

7,350 

9,256 

1,906 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

$ 

11,000 

6,491 

(4,509) 

$ 

12,000 

10,908 

(1,092) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

11,000 

6,491 

(4,509) 

$ 

12,000 

10,908 

(1,092) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(2,150) 

5,260 

7,410 

$ 

(4,650) 

(1,652) 

2,998 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

25,838 

25,838 

27,490 

27,490 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

23,688 

31,098 

7,410 

$ 

22,840 

25,838 

2,998 

Off  System  Bridge  Fund 


RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  $ 

Total  Receipts  $ 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Bridge  projects  $ 

Total  Disbursements  $ 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  $ 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $ 


2012 


Final 
Budget 


Actual 


Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 


Final 
Budget 


2011 


Actual 


Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 


190,000  183,272 


190,000  183,272 


190,000  183,272 


190,000  183,272 


(6,728) 


(6,728) 


(6,728) 


(6,728) 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  2012  AND  201 1 


Election  Service  Fund 


2012 

2011 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Interest 

$ 

5,000 
200 

6,470 
175 

1,470 
(25) 

$ 

6,500 
150 

3,651 
247 

(2,849) 
97 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

5,200 

6,645 

1,445 

$ 

6,650 

3,898 

(2,752) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Elections 

$ 

12,000 

10,967 

(1,033) 

$ 

14,000 

4,170 

(9,830) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

12,000 

10,967 

(1,033) 

$ 

14,000 

4,170 

(9,830) 

DCrCIDTC    nUED    llllinCDt  IMC  DIIDC  CM  CklTC 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

* 

$ 

(6,800) 
9,003 

(4,322) 
9,003 

2,478 

$ 

(7,350) 
9,275 

(272) 
9,275 

7,078 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

2,203 

4,681 

2,478 

$ 

1,925 

9,003 

7,078 

Recorder  User  Fee  Fund 

2012 

2011 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

8,000 
350 

8,985 
377 

985 
27 

$ 

9,100 
400 

13,148 
355 

4,048 
(45) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

8,350 

9,362 

1,012 

$ 

9,500 

13,503 

4,003 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Ex  Officio  Recorder  of  Deeds 

$ 

10,000 

9,600 

(400) 

$ 

10,000 

14,885 

4,885 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

10,000 

9,600 

(400)  $ 

10,000 

14,885 

4,885 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

(1,650) 
13,605 

(238) 
13,605 

1,412 

$ 

(500) 
14,987 

(1,382) 
14,987 

(882) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

11,955 

13,367 

1,412 

$ 

14,487 

13,605 

(882) 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL-  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  2012  AND  201 1 


Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee  Fund 


2012 

2011 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Interest 

$ 

15 

23 

$ 

8 

1,000 

20 

(1,000) 
20 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

15 

23 

8  $ 

1,000 

20 

(980) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

* 

$ 

750 

(750)  $ 

1,500 

(1,500) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

750 

(750)  $ 

1,500 

(1,500) 

DCrCIDTC  AWED  /IIMnCDl  IMC  Rl  1  DC  CM  CMTC 
KtL  tlr  1  3  UVtK  [UNUCKJ  Ul3  DU  K3  tl*l  EN  1  3 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

788 

£.5 

788 

758  $ 

(500) 
768 

768 

3ZU 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

53 

811 

758  $ 

268 

788 

520 

Adult  Abuse  Fund 

2012 

2011 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Interest 

$ 

2,800 

2,404 
38 

(396)  $ 
38 

3,500 

2,718 
37 

(782) 
37 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

2,800 

2,442 

(358)  $ 

3,500 

2,755 

(745) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Domestic  violence  shelter 

$ 

3,200 

2,570 

(630)  $ 

3,500 

2,911 

(589) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

3,200 

2,570 

(630)  $ 

3,500 

2,911 

(589) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

(400) 
2,293 

(128) 
2,293 

272  $ 

2,449 

(156) 
2,449 

(156) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1,893 

2,165 

272  $ 

2,449 

2,293 

(156) 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  2012  AND  201 1 


Knierim  Cemetery  Trust  Fund 


2012 

2011 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (U  nder) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (U  nder) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 

$ 

125 

139 

14 

$ 

150 

138 

(12) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

125 

139 

14 

$ 

150 

138 

(12) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Cemetery 

$ 

1,500 

139 

(1,361) 

$ 

1,500 

138 

(1,362) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,500 

139 

(1,361) 

$ 

1,500 

138 

(1,362) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

(1,375) 
2,800 

2,800 

1,375 

$ 

(1,350) 
2,800 

2,800 

1,350 
- 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1,425 

2,800 

1,375 

$ 

1,450 

2,800 

1,350 

Enloe  Cemetery  Trust  Fund 

2012 

2011 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 

$ 

550 

594 

44 

$ 

600 

593 

(7) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

550 

594 

44 

$ 

600 

593 

(7) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Cemetery 

$ 

3,500 

594 

(2,906) 

$ 

3,000 

593 

(2,407) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

3,500 

594 

(2,906) 

$ 

3,000 

593 

(2,407) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  $ 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

(2,950) 
12,000 

12,000 

2,950 

$ 

(2,400) 
12,000 

12,000 

2,400 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

9,050 

12,000 

2,950 

$ 

9,600 

12,000 

2,400 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  2012  AND  201 1 


Law  Library  Fund 


2012 

2011 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 

Ouai*  fllnrlAi*) 

UVCI   \UI lUCI  } 

Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

6,500 
25 

6,500 

(25) 

$ 

6,000 
20 

6,482 
22 

482 
2 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

6,525 

6,500 

(25) 

$ 

6,020 

6,504 

484 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Law  library  maintenance 

$ 

7,500 

4,787 

(2,713) 

$ 

7,000 

5,687 

(1,313) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

7,500 

4,787 

(2,713) 

$ 

7,000 

5,687 

(1,313) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  $ 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

(975) 
21,546 

1,713 
21,546 

2,688 

$ 

(980) 
20,729 

817 
20,729 

1,797 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

20,571 

23,259 

2,688 

$ 

19,749 

21,546 

1,797 

Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

2012 

2011 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 

Ovpr  fllnrlpr} 

\J  V CI    \U  1 IUCI  I 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

16,500 

14,088 
896 

(2,412) 
896 

$ 

16,000 

14,269 
796 

(1,731) 
796 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

16,500 

14,984 

(1,516) 

$ 

16,000 

15,065 

(935) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
County  Collector 

$ 

11,000 

11,613 

613 

$ 

11,000 

11,322 

322 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

11,000 

11,613 

613 

$ 

11,000 

11,322 

322 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  $ 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

5,500 
32,933 

3,371 
32,161 

(2,129) 
(772) 

$ 

5,000 
28,418 

3,743 
28,418 

(1,257) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

38,433 

35,532 

(2,901) 

$ 

33,418 

32,161 

(1,257) 
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2012 

2011 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes  $ 

206,384 

208,820 

2,436 

$ 

196,269 

202,183 

5,914 

Intergovernmental- 

Medicaid  waiver 

820,088 

870,968 

50,880 

707,597 

804,278 

96,681 

Medicaid  waiver  -  TCM 

117,500 

120,018 

2,518 

86,000 

90,157 

4,157 

Grant  income 

4,203 

4,203 

- 

1,200 

1,200 

Charges  for  services- 

Transportation  income 

261 

258 

(3) 

163 

163 

Client  room/board  income 

63,995 

63,329 

(666) 

51,463 

52,573 

1,110 

Other  local  income 

955 

900 

(55) 

480 

. 

(480) 

Interest 

876 

823 

(53) 

500 

926 

426 

Donations 

516 

515 

(1) 

1,265 

1,265 

Miscellaneous 

7,967 

4,935 

(3,032) 

- 

9,322 

9,322 

Total  Receipts  $ 

1,222,745 

1,274,769 

52,024 

$ 

1,042,309 

1,162,067 

119,758 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personnel  expenses  $ 

779,619 

777,605 

(2,014) 

$ 

628,128 

686,595 

58,467 

Communications 

14,070 

14,114 

44 

17,429 

14,318 

(3,111) 

Maintenance  and  repairs 

36,586 

36,432 

(154) 

32,363 

25,358 

(7,005) 

Physical  plant  costs 

35,929 

32,835 

(3,094) 

113,365 

100,333 

(13,032) 

Utilities 

11,214 

11,171 

(43) 

13,296 

11,500 

(1,796) 

Food  services 

20,430 

20,868 

438 

23,910 

20,622 

(3,288) 

Materials  and  supplies 

33,459 

38,705 

5,246 

37,600 

33,697 

(3,903) 

Professional  services 

16,362 

15,276 

(1,086) 

20,000 

19,470 

(530) 

Direct  care  staff  training 

1,056 

1,055 

(1) 

5,351 

4,719 

(632) 

Administrative  staff  travel 

1,950 

1,948 

(2) 

1,000 

195 

(805) 

Insurance 

2,651 

700 

(1,951) 

2,654 

4,744 

2,090 

Equipment  and  furnishings 

24,858 

21,004 

(3,854) 

14,619 

1,894 

(12,725) 

Transportation  expenses 

31,931 

37,858 

5,927 

31,671 

28,955 

(2,716) 

Miscellaneous  expense 

4,460 

5,394 

934 

4,252 

1,123 

(3,129) 

Medicaid  waiver  match 

147,672 

136,924 

(10,748) 

116,800 

130,425 

13,625 

Total  Disbursements  $ 

1,162,247 

1,151,889 

(10,358) 

$ 

1,062,438 

1,083,948 

21,510 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  $ 

60,498 

122,880 

62,382 

$ 

(20,129) 

78,119 

98,248 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

427,822 

427,822 

349,703 

349,703 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $ 

488,320 

550,702 

62,382 

$ 

329,574 

427,822 

98,248 

MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NOTE  1.     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES 

Moniteau  County,  Missouri  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners.  In  addition  to 
the  three  County  Commissioners,  there  are  nine  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County 
Clerk,  Circuit  Clerk/Ex  Officio  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Collector,  Treasurer,  Coroner,  Prosecuting  Attorney, 
Public  Administrator,  and  Sheriff. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  l.C,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  practices  differ  from  accounting  principles 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  which  would  include  all  relevant  Government 
Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB)  pronouncements.  The  differences  include  use  of  a  prescribed 
definition  of  the  reporting  entity  and  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

1.  A.    REPORTING  ENTITY 

The  County's  operations  include  property  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts 
administration,  recording  of  deeds  and  other  instruments,  public  safety,  economic  development,  road 
and  bridge  maintenance,  public  welfare,  and  social  and  human  services.  The  funds  presented  are 
established  under  statutory  or  administrative  authority,  and  their  operations  are  under  the  control  of 
the  County  Commission,  an  elected  county  official,  and  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  of  Trustees.  The 
cemetery  trust  funds  have  been  donated  to  the  County  for  use  of  the  interest  only  for  cemetery 
upkeep;  the  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  is  under  the  control  of  the  County  Collector,  and  the  Law  Library 
Fund  is  under  the  control  of  the  Prosecuting  Attorney. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  the  primary  government  of  Moniteau  County, 
Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices 
that  are  considered  to  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity.  The  financial  statements  do  not  include  the 
Circuit  Court  Fund  since  it  is  controlled  by  the  Circuit  Clerk. 

1.  B.    BASIS  OF  PRESENTATION 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds 
based  upon  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities 
are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting  entity  with  self-balancing  accounts  that 
comprise  its  assets,  liabilities,  net  assets,  revenues/receipts,  and  expenditures/disbursements.  The 
County's  funds  are  governmental  funds.  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most 
governmental  functions  are  financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for 
through  governmental  funds. 

Fiduciary  (Agency)  Funds  -  Certain  county  officials  may  collect  fees  from  services,  remit  the  monies 
to  the  county,  state,  or  to  other  parties  or  hold  monies  in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of 
individuals,  taxing  units,  or  other  governments.  These  assets,  which  are  held  for  the  benefit  of 
external  parties,  are  held  in  fiduciary  (agency)  funds  which  are  custodial  in  nature,  and  are  not 
reported  on  the  accompanying  financial  statements. 

l.C.    BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly,  amounts  are 
recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those  principles  require  revenues  to  be 
recognized  when  they  become  available  and  measurable  or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures 
or  expenses  to  be  recognized  when  the  related  liabilities  are  incurred. 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NOTE  1.     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 


1.  D.    BUDGETS  AND  BUDGETARY  ACCOUNTING 


The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budget  information: 


1.  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County's  policy  is  to  adopt  a  budget  for  each 
governmental  fund  and  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  adopts  its  annual  budget. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  J  anuary,  each  elected  officer  or  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the 
budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year.  The 
Senate  Bill  40  Board  Director  prepares  its  budget  document  for  board  approval. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  J  anuary  1.  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues  and  proposed 
expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures 
cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of 
appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well 
as  estimated  revenues  to  be  received.  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  Director  submits  the 
proposed  budget  document  to  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  for  approval. 

4.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget  documents.  Prior  to 
approval  by  the  County  Commission  and  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board,  the  budget  documents  are 
available  for  public  inspection. 

5.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission  and 
Senate  Bill  40  Board. 

6.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  formal  vote.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as 
originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County  Commission  during  the  year.  The  County 
Commission  amended  the  General  Revenue  Fund  and  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  budgets 
for  2012  and  2011  in  October  2012  and  October  2011. 

8.  Section  50.740,  RSMo  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  Actual 
expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  for  the  following  funds  for  2012  and  2011. 


Fund  Years  Ended  December  31, 
Tax  Maintenance  2012  and  2011 

General  Revenue  2011 
Law  Enforcement  Training  2011 
Recorder  User  Fee  2011 
Senate  Bill  40  Board  2011 


1.  E.    PROPERTY  TAXES 


Property  taxes  are  based  on  the  voter-approved  tax  levy  applied  to  the  real  and  personal  assessed 
property  values.  Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  J  anuary  1.  Taxes  are 
levied  in  September  and  payable  by  December  31.  Taxes  paid  after  December  31  are  delinquent  and 
subject  to  penalties.  The  County  bills  and  collects  its  own  property  taxes  and  also  taxes  for  most 
other  local  governments  in  the  county.  The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  property  for  the  year 
2012  and  2011  for  purposes  of  local  taxation  was: 


2012  2011 

Real  Estate                              $      114,393,010  $  113,405,880 

Personal  Property                              41,893,172  38,130,723 

Railroad  and  Utilities                           26,291,915  26,339,016 

Total  Assessed  Valuation            $      182,578,097  $  177,875,619 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NOTE  1.      SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 

The  county-wide  levy  per  $100  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  property  for  the  year  2012  and 
2011  for  purposes  of  local  taxation  was: 

2012  2011 
General  Revenue  Fund  $      0.1852    $  0.1881 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  0.2473  0.2470 

Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund  0.1184  0.1182 

1.  F.    CASH  DEPOSITS 

Cash  deposits  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances  for  the  County 
Treasurer  and  Senate  Bill  40  Board  funds  are  invested  in  interest-bearing  bank  accounts  to  the  extent 
possible.  Interest  earned  from  such  investments  is  recorded  in  each  of  the  funds  as  appropriate.  Cash 
equivalents  may  include  repurchase  agreements  and  any  other  instruments  with  an  original  maturity 
of  ninety  days  or  less;  however,  nonnegotiable  certificates  of  deposit  with  original  maturity  of  greater 
than  ninety  days  is  considered  as  cash  equivalents. 

State  law  authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in  banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of  funds  in 
bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the  United  States,  other  interest  bearing  obligations  guaranteed  as  to 
both  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  other  government 
bonds,  or  time  certificates  of  deposit,  purchased  at  a  price  at  or  below  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash 
on  deposit  or  time  certificates  of  deposit  are  required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
Corporation  (FDIC)  or  collateralized  by  authorized  investments  held  in  the  County's  name  at  third- 
party  banking  institutions.  Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in  Note  2. 

1.  G.    INTERFUND  ACTIVITY 

During  the  course  of  operations,  interfund  activity  occurs  for  purposes  of  providing  supplemental 
funding,  reimbursements  for  goods  provided  or  services  rendered,  or  short  and  long-term  financing. 
Interfund  activities  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers  out"  by  the 
disbursing  fund.  Transfers  between  funds  of  the  County  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
2011  were  as  follows: 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue 
Capital  Improvement 
Sheriff  Civil  Fee 
Totals 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue 
Capital  Improvement 
Totals 


Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 
Transfers  In  Transfers  Out 


$  125,000    $  12,450 

125,000 

 12,450   - 

$   137,450    $   137,450 


Year  Ended  December  31,  2011 
Transfers  In  Transfers  Out 


$  129,500     $  60,000 

 60,000   129,500 

$   189,500     $   189,500 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NOTE  1.     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 
1.  H.    PUBLISHED  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

Under  Section  50.800  and  50.810,  RSMo,  the  County  Commission  is  responsible  for  preparing  and 
publishing  in  a  local  newspaper  a  detailed  annual  financial  statement  for  the  County.  The  financial 
statement  is  required  to  show  receipts  or  revenues,  disbursements  or  expenditures,  and  beginning 
and  ending  balances  for  each  fund.  For  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  published 
financial  statements  included  all  funds  as  required. 


NOTE  2.     CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 

Deposits 

The  County  and  Senate  Bill  40  Board  have  determined  through  experience  that  business  checking 
accounts  and  money  market  accounts  are  appropriate  types  of  accounts  or  instruments  for  its  needs. 
The  County  invests  each  fund's  cash  balance  in  interest-bearing  bank  accounts  and  in  repurchase 
agreements  to  the  extent  possible  at  one  depository  bank.  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  has  banking 
accounts  at  two  depository  banks.  Each  fund  is  included  on  the  financial  statements  as  "Cash"  under 
each  fund's  caption.  Section  110.270,  RSMo,  based  on  Article  IV,  Section  15,  Missouri  Constitution, 
authorizes  counties  to  place  their  funds,  either  outright  or  by  repurchase  agreements,  in  U.S.  Treasury 
and  agency  obligations.  At  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  County  had  investments  in 
repurchase  agreements. 

Disclosures  are  provided  below  regarding  the  risk  of  potential  loss  of  cash  deposits.  For  the  purpose 
of  the  disclosures,  deposits  with  financial  institutions  are  demand  accounts,  including  negotiable  order 
of  withdrawal  accounts  in  banks. 

Insured  and  Collateralized  Deposits 

In  accordance  with  state  law,  all  uninsured  deposits  in  financial  institutions  must  be  secured  with 
acceptable  collateral.  Acceptable  collateral  includes  certain  U.S.  Government  or  Government  Agency 
securities,  certain  state  or  political  subdivision  debt  obligations,  surety  bonds,  or  certain  letters  of 
credit.  Missouri  statutes  also  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an 
amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits. 

At  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  County's  deposits  and  Senate  Bill  40  Board's  deposits  held  at 
the  respective  depositary  banks  were  adequately  covered  by  Federal  Depository  Insurance  Coverage 
and  with  additional  collateral  held  by  an  independent  bank  in  the  county's  name  or  Senate  Bill  40 
Board's  name  or  by  its  agent  in  the  county's  name  or  Senate  Bill  40  Board's  name.  The  County's 
deposits  and  Senate  Bill  40  Board's  deposits  were  not  subject  to  custodial  or  investment  credit  risk  at 
year  end. 

In  addition,  Section  30.950,  RSMo,  requires  political  subdivisions  with  authority  to  invest  in 
instruments  other  than  depositary  accounts  at  financial  institutions  to  adopt  a  written  investment 
policy.  Among  other  things,  the  policy  is  to  commit  a  political  subdivision  to  the  principles  of  safety, 
liquidity,  and  yield  (in  that  order)  when  managing  public  funds  and  to  prohibit  purchase  of  derivatives 
(either  directly  or  through  repurchase  agreements),  use  of  leveraging  (through  either  reverse 
repurchase  agreements  or  other  methods),  and  use  of  public  funds  for  speculation.  The  County  and 
Senate  Bill  40  Board  have  not  adopted  a  written  investment  policy  in  accordance  with  applicable 
state  law. 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS 

The  following  information  is  presented  in  accordance  with  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards 
Board  Statement  27  (GASB  27),  "Accounting  for  Pensions  by  State  and  Local  Governmental 
Employees": 

A.  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF) 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF)  was  established  by  the  state  of  Missouri  to  provide 
pension  benefits  for  county  officials  and  employees. 

1)  Plan  Description 

The  Retirement  Fund  is  a  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  defined  benefit  pension  plan  covering  any 
county  elective  or  appointed  officer  or  employee  whose  performance  requires  the  actual  performance 
of  duties  of  not  less  than  one  thousand  (1,000)  hours  per  calendar  year  in  each  county  of  the  state, 
except  for  any  city  not  within  a  county  and  any  county  of  the  first  classification  having  a  charter  form 
of  government.  It  does  not  include  county  prosecuting  attorneys  covered  under  sections  56.800  to 
56.840,  RSMo;  circuit  clerks  and  deputy  circuit  clerks  covered  under  the  Missouri  State  Retirement 
System;  county  sheriffs  covered  under  sections  57.949  to  57.997,  RSMo  and  certain  personnel  not 
defined  as  an  employee  per  section  50.1000(8),  RSMo.  The  Fund  was  created  by  an  act  of  the 
legislature  and  was  effective  August  28,  1994. 

The  general  administration  and  the  responsibility  for  the  proper  operation  of  the  Fund  and  the 
investment  of  the  Fund  are  vested  in  a  board  of  directors  of  eleven  persons. 

2)  Pension  Benefits 

CERF  first  paid  benefits  beginning  J  anuary  1,  1997.  At  that  time  a  member  could  not  retire  until  age 
62.  Beginning  January  1,  2000,  a  member  could  retire  with  full  benefits  at  age  62  or  reduced 
benefits  as  early  as  age  55.  The  monthly  benefit  for  county  employees  is  determined  by  selecting  the 
highest  benefit  calculated  using  three  different  prescribed  formulas  (flat-dollar  formula,  targeted 
replacement  ratio  formula,  and  prior  plan's  formula).  An  eligible  death  benefit  of  $10,000  will  be  paid 
to  the  designated  beneficiary  of  every  active  member  upon  his  or  her  death. 

Upon  termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  a  deferred  annuity, 
payable  at  age  sixty-two  or  a  reduced  benefit  annuity  at  age  fifty-five.  Any  member  with  less  than 
eight  years  of  creditable  service  forfeits  all  rights  in  the  Fund  but  will  be  paid  his  or  her  accumulated 
contributions. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of  these 
statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF,  2121  Schotthill 
Woods  Drive,  J  efferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  toll-free  1-877-632-2373. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

In  accordance  with  state  statutes,  the  Fund  is  partially  funded  through  various  fees  collected  by 
counties  and  remitted  to  the  CERF.  A  contribution  to  CERF  of  2%  of  annual  salary  is  required  for 
eligible  employees  hired  before  February  25,  2002  and  not  in  LAGERS,  and  a  contribution  of  6%  of 
annual  salary  is  required  of  employees  hired  after  February  25,  2002,  effective  J  anuary  1,  2003,  in 
order  to  participate  in  CERF.  During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF 
$117,485  and  $110,379,  respectively,  for  the  years  then  ended. 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS  (CONTINUED) 

B.  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS) 

1)  Plan  Description 

Moniteau  County  Senate  Bill  40  Board  participates  in  the  Missouri  Local  Government  Employee 
Retirement  System  (LAGERS),  an  agent  multiple-employer  public  employee  retirement  system  that 
acts  as  a  common  investment  and  administrative  agent  for  local  government  entities  in  Missouri. 
LAGERS  is  a  defined  pension  plan  which  provides  retirement,  disability,  and  death  benefits  to  plan 
members  and  beneficiaries.  LAGERS  was  created  and  is  governed  by  state  statutes  RSMo  70.600  - 
70.755.  As  such,  it  is  the  system's  responsibility  to  administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the 
expressed  intent  of  the  General  Assembly.  The  plan  is  qualified  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
Section  401(a)  and  is  tax  exempt.  LAGERS  issues  a  publicly  available  financial  report  that  includes 
financial  statements  and  required  supplementary  information.  That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing 
to  LAGERS,  P.  O.  Box  1665,  J  efferson  City,  Missouri  65102  or  by  calling  1-800-477-4334. 

2)  Pension  Benefits 

Upon  termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  either  an  unreduced 
benefit  annuity,  payable  at  age  sixty  (police  and  fire  fighters,  age  fifty-five),  or  a  reduced  benefit 
annuity,  payable  at  age  fifty-five  (police  and  fire  fighters,  age  fifty).  Any  member  with  less  than  five 
years  of  creditable  service  will  be  refunded  accumulated  plan  contributions. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

Moniteau  County  Senate  Bill  40  Board's  full-time  employees  do  not  contribute  part  of  their  salaries  to 
the  plan  but  is  paid  for  by  the  Board.  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  is  required  to  contribute  an  actuarially 
determined  rate;  the  rate  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  2011  is  6.7  and  6.0  percent,  respectively,  of 
annual  covered  payroll.  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  contributed  $26,471  in  2012  and  $19,343  in  2011 
to  the  system.  Trend  information  showing  progress  in  accumulating  sufficient  assets  to  pay  benefits 
when  due  is  presented  in  the  LAGERS  report. 

C.  Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  Chapter  56.807  RSMo,  the  County  contributes  monthly  to  the 
M  issouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  M  issouri  Prosecuting  Attorneys 
and  Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System  Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  state  of  Missouri  is  responsible  for 
administration  of  this  plan.  The  County  contributed  $7,752  and  $7,752,  respectively,  for  the  years 
ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

D.  County  Retirement  Plan 

Employees  contribute  to  a  401(a)  retirement  plan  and  then  the  County  will  match  the  amount  of  the 
contribution  up  to  $20  per  person  per  month.  The  County's  contribution  to  this  plan  for  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011  was  $6,180  and  $6,020,  respectively. 


NOTE  4.     POST-  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully 
funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the 
County. 


-  19  - 


MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NOTE  5.     CLAIMS,  COMMITMENTS,  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

1)  Compensated  Absences  Commitments 
Annual  Leave 

Regular  or  permanent  county  full-time  employees  who  have  completed  the  introductory  period  (a 
minimum  of  three  months)  are  eligible  to  receive  vacation  time  as  follows:  1  through  10  years  of 
service,  one  day  per  month,  maximum  of  18  days;  11  through  15  years  of  service,  1.5  days  per 
month,  maximum  of  27  days;  and  16  years  and  above  of  service,  1.75  days  per  month,  31.5  days 
maximum.  Upon  termination  of  employment,  county  employees  will  receive  equivalent  cash 
reimbursement  for  all  unused  accrued  vacation  leave.  Senate  Bill  40  Board  employees  are  eligible  to 
receive  vacation  time  of  3  days  up  to  a  maximum  of  27  days  per  year  depending  on  the  employee's 
employment  classification  and  length  of  service.  Upon  termination  of  employment,  vacation  benefits 
that  have  been  accrued  at  termination  will  be  paid. 

Sick  Leave 

Regular  or  permanent  county  full-time  employees  earn  sick  leave  as  follows:  1  through  10  years  of 
service,  3  hours  per  month,  maximum  of  320  hours;  11  through  15  years  of  service,  4  hours  per 
month,  maximum  of  480  hours;  and  16  years  and  above  of  service,  5  hours  per  month,  maximum  of 
560  hours.  Upon  termination  of  employment,  an  employee  shall  be  compensated  15%  of  their 
remaining  sick  leave  balance.  Senate  Bill  40  Board  employees  are  entitled  to  sick  leave  of  6  days  to 
12  days  per  year  based  on  their  employment  classification  and  can  accrue  to  a  maximum  from  10 
days  to  30  days.  Sick  leave  is  not  paid  upon  termination. 

2)  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs  Contingencies 

The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of  these 
grants,  when  performed,  could  result  in  the  disallowance  of  certain  costs.  Accordingly  such  audits 
could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the  grantor  agencies.  Management  believes  that  any 
required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary,  will  be  immaterial  and,  therefore,  no  provision  has  been 
made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for  the  potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 


NOTE  6.     RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction 
of  assets;  errors  and  omission;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk 
management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  There 
have  been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year  and  settlements  have  not 
exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  participant  in  a  public  entity  risk  pool  (MoPERM),  which  is  a  corporate  and 
political  body  created  pursuant  to  Chapter  537.70  RSMo.  The  purpose  of  the  risk  pool  is  to  provide 
liability  protection  to  participating  public  entities,  their  officials,  and  employees.  Annual  contributions 
are  collected  based  on  actuarial  projections  to  produce  sufficient  funds  to  pay  losses  and  expenses. 
Should  contributions  not  produce  sufficient  funds  to  meet  its  obligations,  the  risk  pool  is  empowered 
with  the  ability  to  make  special  assessments.  Members  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  all  claims 
against  the  risk  pool. 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


NOTE  6.     RISK  MANAGEMENT  (CONTINUED) 

The  County  is  also  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insurance  Workers' 
Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through 
this  Fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  to  provide  insurance  coverage  to  Missouri  counties. 
The  Fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  reinsured  up  to  the  statutory  limit 
through  excess  insurance. 


NOTE  7.     CHANGE  IN  BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

Moniteau  County,  Missouri,  has  changed  its  basis  of  accounting  from  presenting  its  financial 
statements  in  accordance  with  GASB  34  for  2007  and  2008  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting  to  the 
regulatory  basis  of  accounting  as  prescribed  or  permitted  in  accordance  with  state  law.  The 
accounting  change  had  no  effect  on  the  beginning  cash  balances  of  the  various  county  funds.  The 
County  did  not  have  an  audit  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2009  and  2010. 


NOTE  8.     SUBSEQUENT  EVENT 

In  April  2013,  voters  in  Moniteau  County,  Missouri,  approved  a  local  use  tax  on  out-of-state 
purchases  at  the  same  rate  as  the  total  local  sales  tax  rate  of  1.00%.  The  tax  goes  into  effect  on 
July  1,2013. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
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October  28,  2013 


REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND 
ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


To  the  County  Commission 
and  Officeholders 
of  Moniteau  County,  Missouri 


We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the 
financial  statements  of  the  various  county  funds  of  Moniteau  County,  Missouri,  as  of  and 
for  the  two  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements,  which  collectively  comprise  Moniteau  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial 
statements  and  have  issued  our  report  thereon  dated  October  28,  2013. 


Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Moniteau 
County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the 
audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our 
opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the 
effectiveness  of  Moniteau  County,  Missouri's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not 
express  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Moniteau  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding 
paragraph  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be 
material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or 
significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses,  we  identified  certain  deficiencies  in 
internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not 
allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material 
weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  such  that  there 
is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial  statements 
will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  We  do  not  consider  the 
deficiencies  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses  to  be 
material  weaknesses. 
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REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING 

AND  ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS 

BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED 

IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS  (CONTINUED) 


A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is 
less  severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged 
with  governance.  We  consider  the  deficiencies  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings 
and  responses  to  be  significant  deficiencies  as  items  12-01  and  12-02. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Moniteau  County's  financial  statements 
are  free  of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of 
laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct 
and  material  effect  on  the  determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an 
opinion  on  compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit  and,  accordingly,  we 
do  not  express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance 
or  other  matters  that  is  required  to  be  reported  under  Government  Auditing  Standards. 

Moniteau  County,  Missouri's  Responses  to  Findings 

Moniteau  County,  Missouri's  responses  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  are  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses.  Moniteau  County,  Missouri's  responses  were  not 
subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and, 
accordingly,  we  express  no  opinion  on  the  responses. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in 
accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and 
compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission, 
others  within  the  entity,  and  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and 
should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of 
public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 

C  asey-B  eard-B  oehmer  P  C 

Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

This  section  includes  the  audit  findings  that  Government  Auditing  Standards  require  to  be  reported  for 
an  audit  of  financial  statements. 

SIGNIFICANT  DEFICIENCIES  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 
12-01        Accounting  for  Transfers  Need  Improvement 

Condition:  The  financial  statements  of  the  County  as  represented  in  the  annual  budget  document  do 
not  present  the  proper  amount  of  transfers  between  the  various  funds.  Total  amounts 
reflected  on  the  budget  documents  for  actual  transfers  in  do  not  agree  with  total  actual 
transfers  out  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011.  The  total  actual 
transfers  in  and  out  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  per  the  budget  documents 
were  $137,450  and  $146,929,  respectively,  for  a  difference  of  $9,479.  The  total  actual 
transfers  in  and  out  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011  per  the  budget  documents 
were  $196,344  and  $210,144,  respectively,  for  a  difference  of  $13,800. 

The  differences  in  transfers  in  and  out  were  the  result  of  other  expenditures  or  corrections 
posted  on  the  budget  document  to  transfers  in  and  out  instead  of  to  the  appropriate 
expenditure  classifications.  Audit  adjustments  have  been  made  to  several  county  funds  in 
the  financial  statements  for  the  incorrect  classifications  to  properly  state  the  actual 
amount  of  transfers  made  by  the  County  as  restated  on  page  16  of  the  Notes  to  Financial 
Statements. 

Criteria:  Strong  internal  controls  over  financial  statements  require  that  transfers  in  and  out  are 
properly  reported  in  the  various  funds  and  are  in  balance. 

Cause:  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  did  not  consider  the  importance  of  balancing 
the  budgeted  and  actual  amounts  of  transfers  in  and  out  between  the  various  funds. 

Effect:  The  transfers  in  and  out  between  various  county  funds  are  not  in  balance  on  the  budget 
documents  filed  with  the  state  and  misstate  the  financial  statements  presented  by  the 
county. 

Recommendation: 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  should  ensure  both  budgeted  and  actual 
transfers  to  and  from  other  funds  are  in  agreement  each  year. 

Auditee's  Response: 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  will  work  together  to  ensure  that  both  budgeted  and 
actual  transfers  to  and  from  funds  are  in  agreement. 


12-02    Budgetary  Procedures  Not  in  Compliance  With  State  Law 

Condition:  We  noted  the  following  issues  with  the  County's  budgeting  process  during  our  audit: 

A.  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  County  Collector,  and  Recorder  did  not  exercise 
adequate  budgetary  control  over  certain  funds  during  the  audit  period.  Expenditures  were 
approved  for  payment  that  exceeded  the  approved  budget  for  the  following  funds  as 
shown  below: 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Fund 


Year 


Amount 


Tax  Maintenance 


2012 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 


$ 


613 
322 


General  Revenue 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

Recorder  User  Fee 


21,071 


638 
4,885 


C. 


D. 

Criteria: 
Cause: 

Effect: 


The  County  Commission  amended  the  budget  document  for  the  General  Revenue  Fund  in 
2011  for  $38,100  by  using  much  of  the  original  appropriation  from  the  Emergency  Fund 
expenditure  classification  and  allocating  this  amount  to  other  expenditure  classifications  in 
order  for  those  areas  to  not  exceed  their  original  budget  appropriations.  This  amendment 
left  the  remaining  amount  appropriated  in  the  Emergency  Fund  expenditure  classification 
with  a  balance  of  $4,629.  These  transfers  did  not  meet  the  criteria  of  the  state  law  to  be 
for  unforeseen  emergencies. 

The  County  Collector  did  not  prepare  accurate  budgets  for  the  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  for 
the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011.  The  County  Collector  inappropriately 
misclassified  the  receipts  into  the  fund  as  all  under  Interest  Income  instead  of  separating 
the  receipts  out  into  fees  from  taxes  and  interest  income.  This  has  been  adjusted  on  the 
financial  statements  to  properly  state  the  income  for  each  year.  In  addition,  the  total 
receipts  and  expenditures  were  not  properly  stated  each  year  on  the  budget  document 
causing  the  budget  to  have  the  incorrect  cash  balance  at  December  31,  2011.  This  was 
caused  mainly  by  not  recording  all  interest  income  from  the  bank  account  and  recording 
disbursements  more  than  once  on  her  ledger. 

The  financial  statements  have  been  adjusted  for  immaterial  amounts  to  properly  state  the 
correct  cash  balances  at  December  31,  2012  and  2011. 

The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  exceeded  its  total  expenditure  appropriation  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2011  by  $21,510. 

Section  50.540  RSMo,  requires  that  the  budget  be  revised  prior  to  authorizing 
expenditures  in  excess  of  the  budget.  Section  50.540.4  RSMo,  states  that  the 
expenditures  shall  be  made  only  for  unforeseen  emergencies  and  only  on  unanimous  vote 
of  the  county  commission. 

County  officials  and  Senate  Bill  40  Board  did  not  consider  the  importance  of  preparing 
proper  amended  budgets.  The  County  Commission  did  not  consider  the  improper  use  of 
the  Emergency  Fund  expenditure  classification  within  the  General  Revenue  Fund.  The 
County  Collector  did  not  properly  review  the  budget  document  to  ensure  that  the  budget 
was  properly  and  accurately  prepared  to  reflect  the  actual  receipts,  disbursements,  and 
cash  balance  for  the  Tax  Maintenance  Fund. 

The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  other  County  officials,  and  Senate  Bill  40  Board 
did  not  follow  state  law  on  the  preparation  of  budget  documents  and  expenditures  of 
funds. 


The  County  Commission  should  not  approve  expenditures  in  excess  of  budgeted  amounts. 
The  County  Commission  should  properly  amend  the  budgets  in  a  public  meeting  when 
unforeseen  circumstances  arise  that  necessitate  increased  expenditures  in  any  fund. 


Recommendation: 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


B.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  should  only  use  the  Emergency  Fund 
expenditure  classification  within  the  General  Revenue  Fund  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  state  law. 

C.  The  County  Collector  should  prepare  a  proper  and  accurate  budget  document. 

D.  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  should  not  approve  expenditures  in  excess  of  budgeted 
amounts. 

Auditee's  Response: 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  responded  as  follows: 

A.  The  County  Commission  will  refrain  from  approving  expenditures  in  excess  of  budgeted 
amounts.  The  County  Commission  will  properly  amend  the  budget  in  public  meetings  as  required 
when  unforeseen  circumstances  arise  that  increase  expenditures  in  all  county  funds. 

B.  The  state  law  will  be  followed.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  will  only  use  the 
emergency  fund  expenditure  classification  within  the  General  Revenue  Fund  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  state  law. 

C.  The  County  Collector  has  recently  prepared  a  proper  and  accurate  budget  document. 
The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  responded  as  follows: 

D.  The  Moniteau  County  SB  40  Board  will  appropriately  amend  their  budget  in  the  future  to  avoid 
overspending  budgeted  line  items. 
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MONITEAU  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
FOLLOW-UP  ON  PRIOR  AUDIT  FINDINGS  FOR  AN 
AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


The  previous  financial  audit  performed  for  Moniteau  County,  Missouri,  was  for  the  two  years  ended 
December  31,  2008.  Because  Moniteau  County,  Missouri,  did  not  obtain  an  audit  of  its  financial 
statements  for  the  two  years  ended  December  31,  2010,  this  section  does  not  report  the  status  of 
any  prior  audit  findings. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Pike  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Pike  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the  State 
Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  December  3 1 , 
2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials  Management.  A 
copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


November  2013 
Report  No.  2013-129 
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October  21,  2013 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission 

and  Officeholders  of 
Pike  County,  M  issouri 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Pike  County,  Missouri,  which 
comprise  the  statement  of  receipts,  disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  -  regulatory  basis 
of  each  governmental  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012,  and  the  related  statements  of 
receipts,  disbursements  and  changes  in  cash  -  budget  and  actual  -  regulatory  basis  for  each 
governmental  fund,  for  the  year  then  ended,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial 
statements  in  accordance  with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri 
Law.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of 
internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that 
are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  error  or  fraud. 

Auditors'  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit. 
We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Governmental  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 
Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance 
about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and 
disclosures  in  the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditors' 
judgment,  including  the  assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial 
statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor 
considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the 
financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes 
evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of 
significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide 
a  basis  for  our  audit  opinion. 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  (CONTINUED) 


Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  1,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Pike  County,  Missouri,  using 
accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  effects  on  the 
financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  1 
and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion 
on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in 
the  first  paragraph  do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted 
in  the  United  States  of  America,  the  financial  position  of  Pike  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31, 
2012,  and  the  changes  in  its  financial  position. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material 
respects,  the  cash  balances  of  each  fund  of  Pike  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December  31,  2012,  and 
their  respective  cash  receipts  and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  for  the  year  then  ended,  on 
the  basis  of  the  financial  reporting  provisions  of  Missouri  Law  as  described  in  Note  1. 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  October 
21,  2013,  on  our  consideration  of  Pike  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and 
on  our  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant 
agreements  and  other  matters.  The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to 
provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an 
integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering 
Pike  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance. 

This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission,  others 
within  the  entity,  and  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be 
used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record 
and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 

C  asey-B  eard-B  oehmer  P  C 

Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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cash 

Cash 

J  anuary  1, 

uecemDer  ii, 

Fund 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

General  Revenue 

$  1,320,382 

n  n  jn  A  vi  A 

2,047,049 

2,326,138 

1    A  A  1    T  A  "D 

1,041,293 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

Tec  dci 
Zbb,  451 

1  CCA  1C1 

2,bbO,Zb2 

1  O  C  <i   A  1  C 

2, 854, 91b 

71,797 

Assessment 

103,227 

284,920 

290,259 

97,888 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax 

71  £  A  A 

7Z,b09 

1    CAO  A>l  C 

l,b0o,045 

l,bZl,05  J 

c a  cm 
59,b01 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

~i  a  en 
7,4b9 

c  oil 
5,03/ 

1  A    "3  AO 
10, JOS 

"1  AAO 

Recorder 

n  ai a 
37,0Z9 

1  A  AA1 

10,90.1 

24,59/ 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  (1) 

1 A  1C1 

1  5  AAC 

13,99b 

1  A  AC  A 

10,0b4 

1  >l   A  A  5 

Z4,093 

911 

TOO  ">  ">  E 
1Z9, 

1  CC  Ell 

Ibb,  522 

1^1  CIO 

141, b/o 

i  c  a  acq 
154, Uo9 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

691 

1,535 

1,660 

566 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Tax 

830 

830 

3  /o  jldlUlc  LObL  Election 

£. ,  ±  O  / 

Special  Election 

22,125 

76,216 

90,553 

7,788 

Domestic  Violence 

13,344 

4,984 

13,232 

5,096 

Hospital 

68,526 

753,505 

695,570 

126,461 

Help  America  Vote  Act  (HAVA) 

1,020 

2,120 

2,120 

1,020 

Tax  Maintenance  (2) 

86,738 

21,961 

17,646 

91,053 

Sheriff  Revolving 

15,889 

14,093 

12,355 

17,627 

Inmate  Security 

2,840 

3,078 

2,152 

3,766 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution  (3) 

11,602 

8,821 

5,012 

15,411 

Totals 

$  2,182,345 

7,685,599 

8,122,626 

1,745,318 

(1)  No  budget  for  2012  was  prepared  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney. 

(2)  No  budget  for  2012  was  prepared  by  the  County  Collector. 

(3)  No  budget  for  2012  was  prepared  by  the  County. 


PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2 


General  Revenue  Fund 


Actual 


Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$ 

735,000 

755,803 

20,803 

Sales  taxes 

730,000 

752,936 

22,936 

Intergovernmental 

76,400 

55,858 

(20,542) 

Charaes  for  services 

\—  1 IU 1          J    lul    J  CI  V  |^  C  J 

358  950 

357,291 

(1  659) 

Interest 

11,240 

11,240 

Other 

138,222 

113,921 

(24  301) 

Total  Receiots 

t 

-p 

2  038  572 

2  047  049 

8,477 

DISBURSEMENTS 

General  County  Government- 

County  Commission 

121,449 

120,322 

(1.127) 

County  Clerk 

107,631 

109,178 

1,547 

Elections 

1—  ICV  L 1 U 1  1  _] 

82,336 

81  588 

(748) 

Buildings  and  Grounds 

89,620 

92,499 

2,879 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

283,843 

292,494 

8,651 

County  Treasurer 

58,926 

52,480 

(6,446) 

County  Collector 

93,806 

77,703 

(16,103) 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

71,168 

71,705 

537 

Circuit  Clerk 

39,836 

30,556 

(9,280) 

Court  Administration 

75,500 

47,602 

(27,898) 

Public  Administrator 

49,316 

47,612 

(1,704) 

Public  Safety- 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

275,316 

228  557 

(46  759) 

J  uvenile  Officer 

57,899 

40,605 

(17,294) 

County  Coroner 

32,566 

23,264 

(9,302) 

General  Government 

142,888 

141,791 

(1,097) 

M  iscellaneous 

169,000 

400,883 

231,883 

Pike  County  Development  Authority 

49,880 

50,401 

521 

Public  Defender 

4,200 

4,086 

(114) 

Health  and  welfare 

3,000 

1,700 

(1,300) 

Transfers  out 

411,112 

411,112 

Emergency  Fund 

60,000 

(60,000) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

2,279,292 

2,326,138 

46,846 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(240,720) 

(279,089) 

(38,369) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

1,320,382 

1,320,382 

CASH, DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1,079,662 

1,041,293 

(38,369) 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 


FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31, 

2012 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

i\cv.  cir  1  j 

Drnnarhi  tivac 

rroperxy  laxes 

565,000 

566,675 

1,675 

Jdlcj  LdAcs 

820,000 

825,480 

5,480 

Intornouornmontal 
in  lci  yu  vci  iiiiicii  Lai 

882,000 

1,019,709 

137,709 

II1LCIG3L 

3,000 

1,228 

(1,772) 

Other 

327,000 

247,170 

(79,830) 

i  ULdi  ncLcipia 

2,597,000 

2,660,262 

63,262 

VI  J  DU  IN  J  C  lvl  C  IM  1  3 

j  dial  lea 

558,707 

520,626 

(38,081) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

173,975 

157,454 

(16,521) 

Supplies 

240,000 

232,343 

(7,657) 

Incunnrfi 
1115)11  id  111  c 

44,000 

54,304 

10,304 

i\UdU  dllll  Uliuyc  HldLcildla 

575,000 

707,280 

132,280 

Equipment  repairs 

115,000 

84,647 

(30,353) 

Enuinmpnt  nuirha^p*; 

657,500 

561,507 

(95,993) 

Road  and  bridge  construction 

310,000 

485,702 

175,702 

Other 

12,000 

51,053 

39,053 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

2,686,182 

2,854,916 

168,734 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(89,182) 

(194,654) 

(105,472) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

285,436 

266,451 

(18,985) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

196,254 

71,797 

(124,457) 

Assessment  Fund 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

per  E|PT<; 

ftCl.  Llrl  3 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

208,016 

244,086 

36,070 

Interest 

700 

528 

(172) 

7,200 

14,194 

6,994 

Trancfarc  in 

i  rdnbTcib  in 

26,112 

26,112 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

242,028 

284,920 

42,892 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assessor 

$ 

327,372 

290,259 

(37,113) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

327,372 

290,259 

(37,113) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(85,344) 

(5,339) 

80,005 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

103,227 

103,227 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

17,883 

97,888 

80,005 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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Actual 


Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  taxes 

$ 

816,000 

825,530 

9,530 

Intergovernmental 

266,853 

297,371 

30,518 

Charges  for  services 

44,300 

39,977 

(4,323) 

Interest 

500 

354 

(146) 

Other 

43,500 

35,813 

(7,687) 

Transfers  in 

409,000 

409,000 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,580,153 

1,608,045 

27,892 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$ 

893,716 

837,681 

(56,035) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

265,000 

229,592 

(35,408) 

Office 

219,038 

288,386 

69,348 

jail 

192,000 

214,328 

22,328 

Other 

8,500 

51,066 

42,566 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,578,254 

1,621,053 

42,799 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,899 

(13,008) 

(14,907) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

73,109 

72,609 

(500) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

75,008 

59,601 

(15,407) 

Actual 

Final  Over  (Under) 
Budget  Actual  Budget 


RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 
Transfers  in 

$ 

9,000 
50 

4,818 
19 
1,000 

(4,182) 
(31) 
1,000 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

9,050 

5,837 

(3,213) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

$ 

9,050 

10,308 

1,258 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

9,050 

10,308 

1,258 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

7,469 

(4,471) 
7,469 

(4,471) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

7,469 

2,998 

(4,471) 

PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Recorder  Fund 


Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual  Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

l^.UUU 

inooi             / 1  i  i  o  \ 
lU,oo<!  (1,110) 

Interest 

20  20 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

T 

12,000 

10,902  (1,098) 

niCDIIDCEMCMTC 

Office 

$ 

34,000 

24,597  (9,403) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

34,000 

24,597  (9,403) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(22,000) 

(13,695)  8,305 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

37,029 

37,029 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

15,029 

23,334  8,305 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad 

Check  Fund 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual  Budget 

No  budget  prepared  by  official 

RECEIPTS 

Collections  and  other 

$ 

13,996 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

13,996 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Office 

$ 

10,064 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

10,064 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

3,932 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

20,161 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

24,093 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


911  Fund 


Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

145,000 

166,433 
89 

21,433 
89 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

145,000 

166,522 

21,522 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Salary 

Employee  fringe  benefits 
Other 

Mileage  and  training 
Transfers  out 

$ 

26,728 
9,298 
55,992 
500 
50,000 

24,790 
4,248 
87,174 
466 
25,000 

(1,938) 
(5,050) 
31,182 
(34) 
(25,000) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

142,518 

141,678 

(840) 

DCfCIDTC  n\/ED  (IIMnPD\  niGRI  IDCEM  CMTG 
KCL  Elr  1  3  UVEK  IUNUCKJ  UI3  DU  Kj  t  lvl  t  IM  1  3 

r  ACU    IAMIIADV  1 
LAjn,  J  ANUAKT  1 

$ 

2,482 
129,225 

24,844 
129,225 

22,362 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

131,707 

154,069 

22,362 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Other 

$ 

1,491 

1,535 

44 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,491 

1,535 

44 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Training  and  tuition 

$ 

1,400 

1,660 

260 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,400 

1,660 

260 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

91 
691 

(125) 
691 

(216) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

782 

566 

(216) 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 

-8- 


Actual 


Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Other 

$ 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Office 

$ 

830 

(830) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

830 

(830) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

(830) 
830 

830 

830 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

830 

830 

Actual 


Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Other 

$ 

2,000 

1,753 

(247) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

2,000 

1,753 

(247) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Office 
Equipment 

$ 

2,000 

3,313 

(2,000) 
3,313 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

2,000 

3,313 

1,313 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

2,187 

(1,560) 
2,187 

(1,560) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

2,187 

627 

(1,560) 

PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  2012 


Special  Election  Fund 


Final 
Budqet 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budqet 

RECEIPTS 
Interest 
Other 

Transfers  in 

$ 

70,000 

22 

74,074 
2,120 

22 
4,074 
2,120 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

70,000 

76,216 

6,216 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Office 

$ 

85,000 

90,553 

5,553 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

85,000 

90,553 

5,553 

nr/rinxr    nwrn   /iiimrn\  rtir  niinrTnariiiTr' 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

r  r  r  i  i     ■  a  hi  i  i  ji  n  w  i 

CASH,  J  ANUARY  1 

$ 

(15,000) 
21,313 

(14,337) 
22,125 

663 
812 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

6,313 

7,788 

1,475 

Domestic  Violence  Fund 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Other 

$ 

5,500 

4,984 

(516) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

5,500 

4,984 

(516) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

$ 

5,000 

13,232 

8,232 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

5,000 

13,232 

8,232 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

500 
13,344 

(8,248) 
13,344 

(8,748) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

13,844 

5,096 

(8,748) 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Hospital  Fund 


Final 
Budqet 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 
Sales  taxes 
Interest 

$ 

732,000 

752,580 
925 

20,580 
925 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

732,000 

753,505 

21,505 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Debt  principal  and  interest  (construction) 
Other  payments  to  Hospital 

$ 

435,000 
280,000 

574,014 
121,556 

139,014 
(158,444) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

715,000 

695,570 

(19,430) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  J  ANUARY  1 

$ 

17,000 
68,526 

57,935 
68,526 

40,935 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

85,526 

126,461 

40,935 

Help  America  Vote  Act 
(HAVA)  FUND 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

1,500 

2,120 

620 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,500 

2,120 

620 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Transfers  out 

$ 

1,500 

2,120 

620 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,500 

2,120 

620 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

1,020 

1,020 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1,020 

1,020 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  2012 


Tax  Maintenance  Fund 


Final 
Budget 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Actual  Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Delinquent  fees  on  taxes 

No  budget  prepared  by  official 
$  21,961 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

21,961 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Office 

$ 

17,646 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

17,646 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

4,315 
86,738 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

91,053 

Sheriff  Revolving  Fund 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Actual  Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

19,000 
70 

14,093  (4,907) 
(70) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

19,070 

14,093  (4,977) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Office 

$ 

20,000 

12,355  (7,645) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

20,000 

12,355  (7,645) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

(930) 
15,889 

1,738  2,668 
15,889 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

14,959 

17,627  2,668 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL-  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Charges  for  services 
Interest 
Total  Receipts 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Office 

Total  Disbursements 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 
CASH,  DECEMBER  31 


Inmate  Security  Fund 


Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budqet 

Actual 

Budqet 

$ 

3,000 

1,626 

(1,374) 

1,452 

1,452 

50 

(50) 

$ 

3,050 

3,078 

28 

$ 

3,050 

2,152 

(898) 

$ 

3,050 

2,152 

(898) 

$ 

926 

926 

2,840 

2,840 

$ 

2,840 

3,766 

926 

RECEIPTS 

Fees  and  other 
Total  Receipts 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

Total  Disbursements 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 
CASH,  DECEMBER  31 


Law  Enforcement  Restitution  Fund 


Final 
Budget 


Actual 


Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 


No  budget  prepared  by  County 


8,821 


8,821 


5,012 


5,012 


3,809 
11,602 
15,411 


THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


NOTE  1.     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES 

Pike  County,  Missouri  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners.  In  addition  to  the 
three  County  Commissioners,  there  are  eleven  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County 
Clerk,  Circuit  Clerk,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Collector,  Treasurer,  Coroner,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public 
Administrator,  Surveyor,  and  Sheriff. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  l.C,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  practices  differ  from  accounting  principles 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  which  would  include  all  relevant  Government 
Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB)  pronouncements.  The  differences  include  use  of  a  prescribed 
definition  of  the  reporting  entity  and  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

1.  A.    REPORTING  ENTITY 

The  County's  operations  include  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts  administration, 
recording  of  deeds  and  other  instruments,  public  safety  and  911,  economic  development,  road  and 
bridge  maintenance,  public  welfare,  and  social  and  human  services.  The  funds  presented  are 
established  under  statutory  or  administrative  authority,  and  their  operations  are  under  the  control  of 
the  County  Commission  or  an  elected  county  official.  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund,  with  a  separate 
appointed  board,  is  separately  audited  by  an  independent  certified  public  accounting  firm  and, 
therefore,  is  not  included  in  this  report. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  the  primary  government  of  Pike  County,  Missouri, 
which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices  that  are 
considered  to  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity. 

1.  B.    BASIS  OF  PRESENTATION 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds 
based  upon  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities 
are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting  entity  with  self-balancing  accounts  that 
comprise  its  assets,  liabilities,  net  assets,  revenues/receipts,  and  expenditures/disbursements.  The 
county's  funds  are  governmental  funds.  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most 
governmental  functions  are  financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for 
through  governmental  funds. 

Fiduciary  (Agency)  Funds  -  Certain  county  officials  may  collect  fees  from  services,  remit  the  monies 
to  the  county,  state,  or  to  other  parties  or  hold  monies  in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of 
individuals,  taxing  units,  or  other  governments.  These  assets,  which  are  held  for  the  benefit  of 
external  parties,  are  held  in  fiduciary  (agency)  funds  which  are  custodial  in  nature,  and  are  not 
reported  on  the  accompanying  financial  statements. 

l.C.    BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly,  amounts  are 
recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those  principles  require  revenues  to  be 
recognized  when  they  become  available  and  measurable  or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures 
or  expenses  to  be  recognized  when  the  related  liabilities  are  incurred. 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


NOTE  1.     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 
1.  D.    BUDGETS  AND  BUDGETARY  ACCOUNTING 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budget  information: 

1.  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County's  policy  is  to  adopt  a  budget  for  each 
governmental  fund. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  J  anuary,  each  elected  officer  or  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the 
budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  January  1.  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues  and  proposed 
expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures 
cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of 
appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well 
as  estimated  revenues  to  be  received. 

4.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget  documents.  Prior  to 
approval  by  the  County  Commission,  the  budget  documents  are  available  for  public 
inspection. 

5.  Prior  to  February  1,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 

6.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  formal  vote.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as 
originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County  Commission  during  the  year.  The  County 
Commission  did  not  prepare  any  amended  budgets  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

8.  Although  adoption  of  a  formal  budget  is  required  by  law,  county  officials  did  not  adopt  formal 
budgets  for  the  Law  Enforcement  Restitution  Fund,  Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fund, 
and  Tax  M  aintenance  Fund  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

9.  State  law  requires  that,  at  the  individual  fund  level,  budgeted  expenditures  not  exceed 
budgeted  revenues  plus  anticipated  beginning  fund  balance.  No  county  funds  had  a  deficit 
budgeted  cash  balance  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

10.  Section  50.740,  RSMo  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  Actual 
expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  for  the  following  funds  for  2012. 


General  Revenue 
Special  Road  and  Bridge 
Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax 
Law  Enforcement  Training 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 


5%  Statute  Cost  Election 

Special  Election 

Domestic  Violence 

Help  America  Vote  Act  (HAVA) 


1.  E.    PROPERTY  TAXES 


Property  taxes  are  based  on  the  voter-approved  tax  levy  applied  to  the  real  and  personal  assessed 
property  values.  Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  J  anuary  1.  Taxes  are 
levied  in  September  and  payable  by  December  31.  Taxes  paid  after  December  31  are  delinquent  and 
subject  to  penalties.  The  County  bills  and  collects  its  own  property  taxes  and  also  taxes  for  most 
other  local  governments  in  the  county.  The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  property  for  the 
calendar  year  2012  for  purposes  of  local  taxation  was: 


Real  Estate  $  141,051,430 

Personal  Property  57,916,842 
Railroad  and  Utilities  56,654,489 


Total  Assessed  Valuation  $  255,622,761 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


NOTE  1.      SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 


The  county-wide  levy  per  $100  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  property  for  the  calendar  year 
2012  for  purposes  of  local  taxation  was: 


General  Revenue  Fund  $  0.2954 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  *  0.3083 

Hospital  Fund  (Maintenance)  0.2117 

Pike  County  Developmental  Disability  0.1914 


*  The  County  retains  all  tax  proceeds  from  areas  not  within  special  road  districts.  The  County  has 
one  road  district  that  receives  four-fifths  of  the  tax  collections  from  property  within  this  district, 
and  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund  retains  one-fifth.  The  road  district  also  has  an  additional  levy 
approved  by  the  voters. 


1.  F.    CASH  DEPOSITS 


Cash  deposits  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances  for  the  County 
Treasurer  funds  are  invested  in  separate  interest-bearing  bank  accounts  to  the  extent  possible. 
Interest  earned  from  such  investments  is  recorded  in  each  of  the  funds  as  appropriate.  Cash 
equivalents  may  include  repurchase  agreements  and  any  other  instruments  with  an  original  maturity 
of  ninety  days  or  less;  however,  nonnegotiable  certificates  of  deposit  with  original  maturity  of  greater 
than  ninety  days  is  considered  as  cash  equivalents.  State  law  authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in  banks 
and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of  funds  in  bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the  United  States, 
other  interest  bearing  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  both  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States, 
bonds  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  other  government  bonds,  or  time  certificates  of  deposit,  purchased 
at  a  price  at  or  below  par. 

Funds  in  the  form  of  cash  on  deposit  or  time  certificates  of  deposit  are  required  to  be  insured  by  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  (FDIC)  or  collateralized  by  authorized  investments  held  in  the 
County's  name  at  third-party  banking  institutions.  Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in 
Note  2. 


1.  G.    INTERFUND  ACTIVITY 


During  the  course  of  operations,  interfund  activity  occurs  for  purposes  of  providing  supplemental 
funding,  reimbursements  for  goods  provided  or  services  rendered,  or  short  and  long-term  financing. 
Interfund  activities  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers  out"  by  the 
disbursing  fund.  Transfers  between  funds  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  were  as  follows: 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax 

Assessment 

911 

Law  Enforcement  Training 
Special  Election 

Help  America  Vote  Act  (HAVA) 
Totals 


Transfers  In  Transfers  Out 

$ 


409,000 
26,112 

1,000 
2,120 


411,112 
25,000 
2,120 


438,232  $ 


438,232 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


NOTE  1.      SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 
1.  H.    PUBLISHED  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

Under  Section  50.800  and  50.810,  RSMo,  the  County  Commission  is  responsible  for  preparing  and 
publishing  in  a  local  newspaper  a  detailed  annual  financial  statement  for  the  county.  The  financial 
statement  is  required  to  show  receipts  or  revenues,  disbursements  or  expenditures,  and  beginning 
and  ending  balances  for  each  fund.  For  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  the  published  financial 
statements  included  all  funds  and  required  information  except  information  for  the  Law  Enforcement 
Restitution  Fund. 


NOTE  2.     CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 

The  County  has  determined  through  experience  that  business  checking  accounts,  super  NOW 
checking  accounts,  and  money  market  accounts  are  appropriate  types  of  accounts  or  instruments  for 
its  needs.  The  County  invests  each  fund's  cash  balance  in  separate  interest-bearing  bank  accounts  to 
the  extent  possible  at  one  depository  bank.  Each  fund  is  included  on  the  financial  statements  as 
"Cash"  under  each  fund's  caption.  Section  110.270,  RSMo,  based  on  Article  IV,  Section  15,  M issouri 
Constitution,  authorizes  counties  to  place  their  funds,  either  outright  or  by  repurchase  agreements,  in 
U.S.  Treasury  and  agency  obligations.  At  December  31,  2012,  the  County  had  no  such  investments. 

Disclosures  are  provided  below  regarding  the  risk  of  potential  loss  of  cash  deposits.  For  the  purpose 
of  the  disclosures,  deposits  with  financial  institutions  are  demand  accounts,  including  negotiable  order 
of  withdrawal  accounts  in  banks.  The  County  did  not  invest  in  any  nonnegotiable  certificates  of 
deposit  or  other  investment  vehicles  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

Insured  and  Collateralized  Deposits 

In  accordance  with  state  law,  all  uninsured  deposits  in  financial  institutions  must  be  secured  with 
acceptable  collateral.  Acceptable  collateral  includes  certain  U.S.  Government  or  Government  Agency 
securities,  certain  state  or  political  subdivision  debt  obligations,  surety  bonds,  or  certain  letters  of 
credit.  Missouri  statutes  also  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an 
amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits. 

At  December  31,  2012,  the  County's  deposits  held  at  the  respective  depositary  bank  were 
adequately  covered  by  Federal  Depository  Insurance  Coverage  and  with  additional  collateral  held  by 
an  independent  bank  in  the  County's  name  or  by  its  agent  in  the  County's  name.  The  County's 
deposits  were  not  subject  to  custodial  or  investment  credit  risk  at  year  end. 

In  addition,  Section  30.950,  RSMo,  requires  political  subdivisions  with  authority  to  invest  in 
instruments  other  than  depositary  accounts  at  financial  institutions  to  adopt  a  written  investment 
policy.  Among  other  things,  the  policy  is  to  commit  a  political  subdivision  to  the  principles  of  safety, 
liquidity,  and  yield  (in  that  order)  when  managing  public  funds  and  to  prohibit  purchase  of  derivatives 
(either  directly  or  through  repurchase  agreements),  use  of  leveraging  (through  either  reverse 
repurchase  agreements  or  other  methods),  and  use  of  public  funds  for  speculation.  The  County  has 
not  adopted  a  written  investment  policy  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  law. 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS 

The  following  information  is  presented  in  accordance  with  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards 
Board  Statement  27  (GASB  27),  "Accounting  for  Pensions  by  State  and  Local  Governmental 
Employees": 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS  (CONTINUED) 

A.  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees  Retirement  System  (LAGERS) 

1)  Plan  Description 

Pike  County  participates  in  the  Missouri  Local  Government  Employees'  Retirement  System  (LAGERS), 
an  agent  multiple-employer  public  employee  retirement  system  that  acts  as  a  common  investment  and 
administrative  agent  for  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  LAGERS  is  a  defined  pension  plan 
which  provides  retirement,  disability,  and  death  benefits  to  plan  members  and  beneficiaries.  LAGERS 
was  created  and  is  governed  by  state  statutes,  section  RSMo  70.600  -  70.755.  As  such,  it  is  the 
system's  responsibility  to  administer  the  law  in  accordance  with  the  expressed  intent  of  the  General 
Assembly.  The  plan  is  qualified  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section  401(a)  and  is  tax-exempt. 
LAGERS  issues  a  publicly  available  financial  report  that  includes  financial  statements  and  required 
supplementary  information.  That  report  may  be  obtained  by  writing  to  LAGERS,  P.O.  Box  1665, 
J  efferson  City,  Missouri  65102  or  by  calling  1-800-477-4334. 

2)  Pension  Benefits 

Upon  termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  either  an  unreduced 
benefit  annuity,  payable  at  age  sixty  (police  and  fire  fighters,  age  fifty-five),  or  a  reduced  benefit 
annuity,  payable  at  age  fifty-five  (police  and  fire  fighters,  age  fifty).  Any  member  with  less  than  five 
years  of  creditable  service  will  be  refunded  accumulated  plan  contributions. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

The  County's  full-time  employees  are  required  to  contribute  4%  to  the  LAGERS  pension  plan.  The 
County  is  required  by  state  statute  to  contribute  at  an  actuarially  determined  rate:  the  rate  for  2012 
was  10.3%  (general)  and  1.2%  (police)  of  annual  covered  payroll.  The  County  Commission 
determines  the  contribution  requirements  of  plan  members.  The  contribution  provisions  of  the  county 
are  established  by  state  statute. 

4)  Annual  Pension  Cost 

For  2012,  total  payments  to  LAGERS  were  $186,801. 

B.  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF) 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF)  was  established  by  the  state  of  Missouri  to  provide 
pension  benefits  for  county  officials  and  employees. 

1)  Plan  Description 

The  Retirement  Fund  is  a  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  defined  benefit  pension  plan  covering  any 
county  elective  or  appointed  officer  or  employee  whose  performance  requires  the  actual  performance 
of  duties  of  not  less  than  one  thousand  (1,000)  hours  per  calendar  year  in  each  county  of  the  state, 
except  for  any  city  not  within  a  county  and  any  county  of  the  first  classification  having  a  charter  form 
of  government.  It  does  not  include  county  prosecuting  attorneys  covered  under  sections  56.800  to 
56.840,  RSMo;  circuit  clerks  and  deputy  circuit  clerks  covered  under  the  Missouri  State  Retirement 
System;  county  sheriffs  covered  under  sections  57.949  to  57.997,  RSMo  and  certain  personnel  not 
defined  as  an  employee  per  section  50.1000(8),  RSMo.  The  Fund  was  created  by  an  act  of  the 
legislature  and  was  effective  August  28,  1994. 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS  (CONTINUED) 

The  general  administration  and  the  responsibility  for  the  proper  operation  of  the  Fund  and  the 
investment  of  the  Fund  are  vested  in  a  board  of  directors  of  eleven  persons. 

2)  Pension  Benefits 

CERF  first  paid  benefits  beginning  J  anuary  1,  1997.  At  that  time  a  member  could  not  retire  until  age 
62.  Beginning  J  anuary  1,  2000,  employees  could  retire  with  full  benefits  at  age  62  or  reduced 
benefits  at  age  55.  The  monthly  benefit  for  county  employees  is  determined  by  selecting  the  highest 
benefit  calculated  using  three  different  prescribed  formulas  (flat-dollar  formula,  targeted  replacement 
ratio  formula,  and  prior  plan's  formula).  An  eligible  death  benefit  of  $10,000  will  be  paid  to  the 
designated  beneficiary  of  every  active  member  upon  his  or  her  death. 

Upon  termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  a  deferred  annuity, 
payable  at  age  sixty-two  or  a  reduced  benefit  annuity  at  age  fifty-five.  Any  member  with  less  than 
eight  years  of  creditable  service  forfeits  all  rights  in  the  Fund  but  will  be  paid  his  or  her  accumulated 
contributions. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of  these 
statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF,  2121  Schotthill 
Woods  Drive,  J  efferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  toll-free  1-877-632-2373. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

In  accordance  with  state  statutes,  the  Fund  is  partially  funded  through  various  fees  collected  by 
counties  and  remitted  to  the  CERF.  A  contribution  to  CERF  of  2%  of  annual  salary  is  required  for 
eligible  employees  hired  before  February  25,  2002  and  not  in  LAGERS,  and  a  contribution  of  6%  of 
annual  salary  is  required  of  employees  hired  after  February  25,  2002,  effective  J  anuary  1,  2003,  in 
order  to  participate  in  CERF.  During  2012,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF  $118,273  for 
the  year  then  ended. 

C.  Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  chapter  56.807  RSMo,  the  County  contributed  to  the  Missouri 
Office  of  Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri  Prosecuting  Attorneys  and 
Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System  Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  State  of  Missouri  is  responsible  for 
administration  of  this  plan.  The  County  contributed  $7,106  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 


NOTE  4.     POST-  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully 
funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the 
County. 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


NOTE  5.     CLAIMS,  COMMITMENTS,  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

1)  Compensated  Absences 

Regular  full-time  employees  who  have  completed  the  introductory  period  are  eligible  to  receive 
vacation  time  as  follows  per  each  pay  period:  0  to  4  years  of  service,  3  hours;  5  to  9  years  of 
service,  4  hours;  10  to  14  years  of  service,  5  hours;  15  to  24  years  of  service,  6  hours;  and  after  25 
years  of  service,  7  hours.  Employees  may  accumulate  and  carry  forward  vacation  leave  up  to  the 
maximum  of  200  hours.  Upon  termination  of  employment,  an  employee  will  receive  equivalent  cash 
reimbursement  for  all  unused  accrued  vacation  leave.  Regular  full-time  employees  earn  4  hours  of  sick 
leave  per  pay  period.  Sick  leave  may  accrue  to  a  maximum  of  960  hours.  Upon  termination  of 
employment,  an  employee  will  receive  equivalent  cash  reimbursement  for  all  unused  sick  leave. 

2)  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs 

The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of  these 
grants,  when  performed,  could  result  in  the  disallowance  of  certain  costs.  Accordingly  such  audits 
could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the  grantor  agencies.  Management  believes  that  any 
required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary,  will  be  immaterial  and,  therefore,  no  provision  has  been 
made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for  the  potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 

3)  Litigation 

The  County  is  involved  in  a  litigation  matter  at  which  time  the  probable  outcome  is  not  readily 
obtainable.  The  County's  management  and  legal  counsel  anticipate  that  the  potential  claim  against 
the  County  not  covered  by  insurance,  if  any,  resulting  from  such  matter  would  not  materially  affect 
the  financial  position  of  the  County. 


NOTE  6.     RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction 
of  assets;  errors  and  omission;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk 
management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  There 
have  been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year  and  settlements  have  not 
exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insurance  Workers' 
Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through 
this  fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  to  provide  insurance  coverage  to  Missouri  counties. 
The  fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  reinsured  up  to  the  statutory  limit 
through  excess  insurance. 


NOTE  7.     LONG-TERM  DEBT  OBLIGATION 

Hospital  debt 

The  County  memorial  hospital's  prior  Certificates  of  Participation  on  hospital  construction  were 
refinanced  through  refunding  Certificates  of  Participation  in  August  2012  funded  by  a  regional  bank  in 
the  amount  of  $3,655,000.  Principal  was  paid  totaling  $300,000  in  December  2012.  The  interest 
rate  on  the  repayments  is  2.870%  and  ends  December  1,  2021. 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


NOTE  7.     LONG-TERM  DEBT  OBLIGATION  (CONTINUED) 

The  annual  debt  service  requirements  for  the  hospital  including  principal  and  interest  at  December  31, 
2012  are  as  follows: 

Year  Ended  December  31,  Principal  Interest 


2013 

$ 

335,000 

$ 

96,288 

2014 

340,000 

86,674 

2015 

355,000 

76,916 

2016 

365,000 

66,728 

2017 

375,000 

56,252 

2018-2021 

1,585,000 

114,513 

Totals 

$ 

3,355,000 

$ 

497,371 
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October  21,  2013 


REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND 
ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


To  the  County  Commission 
and  Officeholders  of 
Pike  County,  Missouri 


We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the 
financial  statements  of  the  various  county  funds  of  Pike  County,  Missouri,  as  of  and  for  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  which 
collectively  comprise  Pike  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial  statements  and  have  issued  our 
report  thereon  dated  October  21,  2013. 


Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Pike 
County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the 
audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our 
opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the 
effectiveness  of  Pike  County,  Missouri's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express  an 
opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Pike  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding 
paragraph  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be 
material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or 
significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses,  we  identified  certain  deficiencies  in 
internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses  and  significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not 
allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material 
weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  such  that  there 
is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial  statements 
will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  We  consider  the 
deficiencies  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses  to  be 
material  weaknesses  as  items  12-01  and  12-02. 
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REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND 
ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS  (CONTINUED) 


A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less 
severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with 
governance.  We  consider  the  deficiency  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and 
responses  to  be  a  significant  deficiency  as  item  12-03. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Pike  County's  financial  statements  are  free 
of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws, 
regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and 
material  effect  on  the  determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion 
on  compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit  and,  accordingly,  we  do  not 
express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our  tests  disclosed  an  instance  of  noncompliance  or  other 
matters  that  is  required  to  be  reported  under  Government  Auditing  Standards,  and  which  is  described 
in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses  as  item  12-04. 

Pike  County,  Missouri's  Responses  to  Findings 

Pike  County,  Missouri's  responses  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  are  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses.  Pike  County,  Missouri's  responses  were  not 
subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly, 
we  express  no  opinion  on  the  responses. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in 
accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and 
compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission,  others 
within  the  entity,  and  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be 
used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record 
and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 

C  asey-B  eard-B  oehmer  P  C 

Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 


This  section  includes  the  audit  findings  that  Government  Auditing  Standards  require  to  be  reported  for 
an  audit  of  financial  statements. 


MATERIAL  WEAKNESSES  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 


12-01       County  Budget  Documents  and  Treasurer's  Reconciled  Cash  Misstated 

Condition:  The  County's  budget  documents  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012  materially 
misstated  the  cash  balances  at  December  31,  2012  causing  the  cash  balance  presented 
to  be  materially  different  than  the  actual  audited  cash  balances  in  several  county  funds. 
The  cash  balances  presented  on  the  budget  document  also  did  not  agree  to  the  reconciled 
balances  of  the  County  Treasurer  mainly  in  the  disbursement  area  for  not  agreeing  the 
amounts  and  for  not  properly  balancing  the  fund.  The  major  funds'  cash  balances  that 
were  not  properly  presented  and  which  required  audit  adjustments  are  as  follows: 


Per  Audited 

Per  Budget  Per  Financial 

Fund  Document  Treasurer  Statements 


General  Revenue  $         1,430,539  $     1,097,621  $  1,041,293 

Special  Road  and  Bridge  87,769  81,271  71,797 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax  75,518  70,056  59,601 

911  154,831  154,642  154,069 

Tax  Maintenance  90,724  91,053  91,053 


The  reconciled  balance  at  December  31,  2012  per  the  budget  document  and  the 
Treasurer  were  in  agreement  for  the  Assessment  Fund,  Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund, 
Special  Election  Fund,  and  Sheriff's  Revolving  Fund;  however,  an  audit  adjustment  was 
made  to  each  of  these  funds  due  to  the  differences  in  the  cash  balances  on  the  budget 
document  presented  at  December  31,  2011. 

Criteria:  Strong  internal  controls  over  financial  information  require  that  cash  and  disbursements  be 
properly  reconciled  within  the  respective  funds  and  an  independent  review  performed  of 
the  budget  documents  to  ensure  that  the  classification  and  total  of  disbursements  along 
with  the  cash  balances  in  all  funds  are  properly  stated. 

Cause:  The  County  had  a  lack  of  controls  over  the  preparation  of  the  budget  documents  and  a 
lack  of  independent  verification  of  amounts  recorded  on  the  budget  documents.  It  also 
appeared  that  the  County's  software  system  was  creating  problems  for  which  the  County 
updated  in  August  2012. 

Effect:  The  budget  documents  presented  to  the  public  and  submitted  to  the  State  Auditor's 
Office  contained  material  misstatements  of  cash  balances  and  disbursements  in  various 
county  funds. 

Recommendation: 

The  County  Commission  and  respective  officials  take  more  care  in  preparation  of  the 
budget  document  each  year  to  ensure  that  the  disbursements  and  cash  balances  of  all 
county  funds  are  properly  stated. 
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Auditee  Response:  The  present  County  Clerk  responded  as  follows: 

The  County  Clerk  at  the  period  the  audit  covered  was  not  the  County  Clerk  at  the  time  the  audit  was 
performed.  The  new  financial  software  was  not  put  into  place  until  August  2012  and  the  County  had 
many  issues  with  the  previous  software.  The  vast  majority  of  issues  will  be  corrected  with  the  new 
software.  Now  that  the  Treasurer's  office  and  County  Clerk's  office  have  different  software 
verification  of  figures  reconciliations  can  easily  be  compared  and  differences  reconciled.  As  the 
former  Deputy  Clerk,  I  was  not  allowed  to  balance  the  books  per  the  previous  County  Clerk's  orders. 

12-02       Treasurer's  Settlements  and  Reconciliations  Not  Accurately  Stated 

Condition:  The  Treasurer  maintains  a  separate  ledger  for  each  fund  that  consists  of  monthly  receipts 
and  deposits  and  total  disbursements  for  the  month  that  represents  total  bank 
disbursements  and  not  actual  book  disbursements.  Consequently,  the  Treasurer's  ledgers 
for  each  fund  and  settlements  do  not  agree  with  the  ending  cash  balances  reported  on  the 
budget  documents  for  county  funds.  The  bank  reconciliation  was  prepared  through  the 
use  of  the  computer  system  but  the  audit  noted  that  the  listing  of  outstanding  checks 
contained  voided  checks  or  cleared  checks  in  error  and  also  did  not  include  all  checks 
written  at  the  end  of  the  year.  Therefore,  the  actual  bank  reconciliations  were  not 
accurate  and  could  not  be  properly  reconciled  to  the  amount  by  fund  presented  on  the 
budget  documents. 

Criteria:  Strong  internal  controls  and  good  business  practices  dictate  that  financial  records  should 
be  accurately  prepared  and  properly  balanced  to  ensure  that  the  financial  statements 
prepared  by  the  County  are  presented  fairly. 

Cause:  The  Treasurer  did  not  properly  include  all  checks  written  on  the  bank  reconciliations  or  did 
not  ensure  that  the  listings  of  outstanding  checks  were  accurately  prepared  for  all  county 
funds.  This  was  also  probably  caused  by  the  County's  software  system,  which  the 
County  replaced  in  August  2012. 

Effect:  The  settlements  prepared  and  presented  to  the  County  Commission  for  review  did  not 
properly  reflect  the  actual  cash  balances  in  the  various  county  funds. 

Recommendation: 

The  County  Treasurer  ensure  that  the  settlements  are  properly  prepared  and  presented  for 
all  county  funds  to  agree  with  the  actual  reconciled  cash  balances  and  also  to  the 
County's  budget  documents. 

Response:  The  County  Treasurer  responded  as  follows: 

My  Treasurer's  ledgers  are  like  checkbooks  for  each  of  the  funds.  During  fiscal  year  2012,  I  was 
balancing  each  fund  to  the  best  of  my  ability.  The  former  County  Clerk  told  me  often  that  all  funds 
"balanced  to  the  penny".  Had  I  realized  that  there  were  mistakes  with  outstanding  checks  and 
voided  items  I  would  have  cleared  those  up  immediately,  but  my  figures  were  not  reconciled  with  the 
County  Clerk  and  the  office  staff  was  told  "not  to  balance"  that  it  "wasn't  their  job".  There  was  no 
way  I  could  reconcile  without  their  input.  I  fully  agree  that  all  financial  records  should  be  accurately 
prepared  and  balanced.  I  could  only  work  with  information  that  I  was  given.  I  did  not  have  access  to 
reports  as  I  do  now  with  the  new  system. 

The  Treasurer's  office  already  had  new  procedures  in  place  to  ensure  that  all  settlements  are  accurate 
and  all  bank  statements  are  balanced  and  presented  to  the  County  Clerk's  office  for  verification.  This 
will  ensure  that  all  balances  are  properly  reflected  on  budget  documents.  With  the  new  software 
system  in  place  I  am  very  confident  that  these  issues  have  all  been  taken  care  of. 
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SIGNIFICANT  DEFICIENCIES  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 
12-03        Budgetary  Procedures  Not  in  Compliance  With  State  Law 

Condition:  We  noted  the  following  issues  with  the  County's  budgeting  process  during  our  audit: 

A.  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  other  county  officials  did  not  exercise 
adequate  budgetary  control  over  several  funds  during  the  audit  period.  Expenditures  were 
approved  for  payment  that  exceeded  the  approved  budget  for  the  following  funds  as 
shown  below: 


Fund 

Amount 

General  Revenue 

$  46,846 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

168,734 

Law  Enforcement  Sales  Tax 

42,799 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

1,258 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

260 

5%  Statute  Cost  Election 

1,313 

Special  Election 

5,553 

Domestic  Violence 

8,232 

Help  America  Vote  Act  (HAVA) 

620 

This  same  condition  was  also  noted  in  the  prior  independent  audit  report  for  the  two  years 
ended  December  31,  2011. 

B.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  did  not  prepare  budget  documents  for  the  Law 
Enforcement  Restitution  Fund  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  This  same 
condition  was  also  noted  in  the  prior  independent  audit  report  for  the  two  years  ended 
December  31,  2011. 

In  addition,  the  County  Collector  and  Prosecuting  Attorney  did  not  prepare  a  budget 
document  for  the  2012  year  for  the  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  controlled  by  the  County 
Collector  and  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fund  maintained  by  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney.  These  officials  did  not  present  a  budget  to  the  County  Commission  or  County 
Clerk  to  include  in  the  overall  County  budget  document. 

C.  In  October  2012,  the  County  Commission  minutes  included  notations  of  a  budget 
amendment  for  the  General  Revenue  Fund  and  the  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund; 
however,  no  formal  amendment  was  made  with  any  changes  to  the  original  budget 
document  for  either  fund  and  no  budget  amendment  was  submitted  to  the  State  Auditor's 
Office. 

D.  The  County  budget  document  did  not  properly  show  the  transfers  in  and  out  between  the 
various  county  funds.  The  budget  document  showed  total  transfers  in  of  $436,112  and 
transfers  out  of  $463,487  or  a  difference  of  $27,375.  It  was  noted  that  some 
disbursements  were  coded  in  error  to  transfers  out  that  should  have  been  under  other 
disbursement  areas.  Adjustments  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  and  the  Law  Enforcement 
Sales  Tax  Fund  have  been  made  to  the  financial  statements  to  correctly  show  the  actual 
amount  of  transfers  in  and  out. 

Criteria:  Section  50.540  RSMo,  requires  that  a  budget  be  prepared  for  all  county  funds  that 
receive  monies  from  the  General  Fund  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  that  the  budget  be  revised 
prior  to  authorizing  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  budget.  Transfers  in  should  balance  with 
the  amount  of  transfers  out  in  the  budget  document. 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Cause:  County  officials  did  not  consider  the  importance  of  preparing  proper  amended  budgets  and 
preparing  budget  documents  in  2012  for  all  applicable  County  operating  funds.  County 
officials  also  did  not  properly  balance  out  the  amount  of  transfers  in  with  transfers  out. 

Effect:  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  other  county  officials  did  not  follow  state  law 
and  budgetary  guidelines  on  the  preparation  of  budget  documents. 


Recommendation: 


A.  The  County  Commission  should  not  approve  expenditures  in  excess  of  budgeted  amounts. 
The  County  Commission  should  properly  amend  the  budgets  in  a  public  meeting  when 
unforeseen  circumstances  arise  that  necessitate  increased  expenditures  in  any  fund. 

B.  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  other  county  officials  properly  prepare  annual 
budgets  for  all  County  funds  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

C.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  ensure  that  any  budget  amendments  discussed 
are  properly  approved  with  appropriate  changes  to  the  budget  document  and  filed  with 
the  State  Auditor's  Office. 


D.  County  officials  ensure  that  the  total  amount  of  transfers  in  and  transfers  out  are  properly 
balanced  between  all  County  funds.  This  would  include  the  budgeted  amounts  as  well  as 
the  actual  amounts  disbursed. 


Auditee  Response:  The  present  County  Clerk  responded  as  follows: 


As  the  current  County  Clerk,  I  cannot  speak  for  the  former  County  Clerk.  Going  forward  all  accounts 
will  at  the  very  least  have  requested  information  from  the  respective  officials  in  order  to  provide  a 
budget  for  those  accounts.  Budgets  will  be  properly  amended  before  expenses  occur  and  forwarded 
to  the  State  Auditor's  Office  and  transfers  in  and  out  will  be  properly  balanced. 


ITEM  OF  NONCOMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS 


12-04 

Condition: 


Criteria: 


Cause: 


Effect: 


All  County  Funds  not  Presented  in  Annual  Published  Financial  Statements 

Not  all  applicable  County  funds  were  published  in  the  newspaper  as  required  by  state 
law.  For  2012,  the  Law  Enforcement  Restitution  Fund  was  not  shown.  This  condition 
was  also  noted  in  the  prior  independent  audit  report  for  the  two  years  ended 
December  31,  2011. 

Under  Section  50.800  and  50.810,  RSMo,  the  County  Commission  is  responsible  for 
preparing  and  publishing  in  a  local  newspaper  a  detailed  annual  financial  statement  for 
the  County.  The  financial  statement  is  required  to  show  receipts  or  revenues, 
disbursements  or  expenditures,  and  beginning  and  ending  balances  for  each  fund. 

The  County  Commission  did  not  ensure  that  all  financial  information  for  all  County 
funds  was  included  in  the  annual  published  financial  statements. 

The  County  Commission  did  not  follow  state  law  on  publishing  the  annual  financial 
statements  each  year. 


Recommendation: 

The  County  Commission  ensure  that  all  funds  of  the  County  are  included  in  the  annual 
published  financial  statements. 

-27- 


PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEAR  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012 


Auditee  Response:  The  present  County  Clerk  responded  as  follows: 

The  County  will  ensure  that  all  efforts  are  used  to  obtain  information  necessary  to  include  all  funds  in 
the  annual  financial  statements. 
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PIKE  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
FOLLOW-UP  ON  PRIOR  AUDIT  FINDINGS  FOR  AN 
AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  this  section  reports  the  auditor's  follow-up  on 
the  action  taken  by  Pike  County,  Missouri,  on  the  applicable  findings  in  the  prior  audit  report  issued 
for  the  two  years  ended  December  31,  2011. 

11-01  County  Budget  Documents  Materially  Misstated  County's  Financial  Statements 

Condition:  The  County's  budget  documents  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2011  and  2010 
materially  misstated  the  various  receipt  classifications  for  the  General  Revenue  Fund  and  911  Fund. 
The  Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund,  Hospital  Fund,  and  other  funds  also  had  misclassifications  of 
receipts  recorded  on  the  budget  documents. 

Status:  Partially  implemented.  Receipt  classifications  have  been  properly  classified  for  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012  but  the  disbursements  and  ending  cash  balances  for  several  County  funds 
have  been  misstated  requiring  audit  adjustments  to  the  financial  statements.  See  current  finding  12- 
01. 

11-02   Treasurer's  Annual  Settlements  Not  Accurately  Stated 

Condition:  The  Treasurer's  annual  settlements  contain  material  differences  in  several  County  funds 
between  the  reconciled  bank  balance  amounts  and  the  amount  recorded  on  the  settlements  at 
December  31,  2011  and  2010. 

Status:  Not  implemented  for  cash  reconciliations  in  various  County  funds.  See  current  finding  12- 
02. 

11-03    Budgetary  Procedures  Not  in  Compliance  With  State  Law 

Condition: 

A.  Expenditures  were  approved  for  payment  that  exceeded  the  approved  budget  for  various 
County  funds. 

B.  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  other  elected  officials  did  not  prepare  budgets  for 
all  county  funds. 

C.  The  County  Commission  budgeted  a  deficit  balance  for  the  Hospital  Fund  in  2011  and  2010. 

D.  The  County  Commission  approved  expenditures  from  the  Emergency  Fund  that  were  not 
considered  emergency  according  to  state  law. 

Status:  A.  and  B.  Not  implemented.  See  current  finding  12-03.  C.  and  D.  Implemented. 

11-04   All  County  Funds  not  Presented  in  Annual  Published  Financial  Statements 

Condition:  Not  all  applicable  County  funds  were  published  in  the  newspaper  as  required  by  state  law. 
Status:  Not  implemented.  See  current  finding  12-04. 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Maries  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Maries  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the  State 
Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


November  2013 
Report  No.  2013-130 


P.O.  Box  869  •  Jefferson  City,  MO  65102  •  (573)751-4213  •  FAX  (573)  751-7984 
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November  4,  2013 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission 

and  Officeholders  of 
Maries  County,  Missouri 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Maries  County,  Missouri,  which 
comprise  the  statement  of  receipts,  disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  -  regulatory  basis 
of  each  governmental  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  201 1,  and  the  related  statements 
of  receipts,  disbursements  and  changes  in  cash  -  budget  and  actual  -  regulatory  basis  for 
each  governmental  fund,  for  the  years  then  ended,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial 
statements  in  accordance  with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri 
Law.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of 
internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that 
are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  error  or  fraud. 

Auditors'  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit. 
We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Governmental  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 
Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance 
about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and 
disclosures  in  the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditors' 
judgment,  including  the  assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial 
statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor 
considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the 
financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes 
evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of 
significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide 
a  basis  for  our  audit  opinion. 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  (CONTINUED) 


Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  1 ,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Maries  County,  Missouri,  using 
accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  effects  on  the 
financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note 
1  and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion 
on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in 
the  first  paragraph  do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted 
in  the  United  States  of  America,  the  financial  position  of  Maries  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December 
31 ,  201  2  and  201 1 ,  and  the  changes  in  its  financial  position. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material 
respects,  the  cash  balances  of  each  governmental  fund  of  Maries  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December 
31,  2012  and  2011,  and  their  respective  cash  receipts  and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results 
for  the  years  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  the  financial  reporting  provisions  of  Missouri  Law  as 
described  in  Note  1 . 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated 
November  4,  2013,  on  our  consideration  of  the  Maries  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over 
financial  reporting  and  on  our  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations, 
contracts,  and  grant  agreements  and  other  matters.  The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the 
scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance  and  the  results  of 
that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  or  on 
compliance.  That  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government 
Auditing  Standards  in  considering  Maries  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  compliance. 

This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission, 
others  within  the  entity,  and  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and 
should  not  be  used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of 
public  record  and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


Cash 

Cash 

Cash 

January  1 , 

December 

December  31 , 

Fund 

201 1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

31,  201 1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

2012 

General  Revenue 

$  158,966 

1,044,317 

989,516 

213,767 

1,108,490 

1,158,257 

164,000 

Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #1) 

3,563 

817,322 

809,379 

1  1,506 

452,715 

460,413 

3,808 

Assessment 

19,482 

127,442 

127,729 

19,195 

120,330 

124,969 

14,556 

Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #2) 

37,702 

402,328 

403,649 

36,381 

375,536 

370,638 

41,279 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

4,180 

3,343 

3,645 

3,878 

3,785 

2,427 

5,236 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

791 

295 

807 

279 

24 

115 

188 

Bad  Check 

1,668 

2,493 

1,096 

3,065 

2,488 

1,155 

4,398 

Children's  Trust 

453 

1,660 

1,697 

416 

1,668 

1,473 

61 1 

Record  Storage 

30,613 

6,878 

5,917 

31,574 

7,996 

16,1 12 

23,458 

91 1 

68,392 

78,749 

50,308 

96,833 

202,626 

173,894 

125,565 

Special  Sheriff 

361 

5,059 

88 

5,332 

5,139 

2,800 

7,671 

Election  Service 

1,387 

1,443 

1,199 

1,631 

3,402 

2,429 

2,604 

Citizen  Safety 

(13,330) 

544,904 

510,690 

20,884 

537,423 

536,570 

21,737 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax 

741 

391 

1,132 

5 

1,137 

Over  Under 

266 

22 

288 

91 

379 

Inmate  Security 

1,722 

1,199 

2,921 

1,281 

4,202 

Sheriff  Revolving 

6,678 

3,383 

2,025 

8,036 

3,946 

1  1,982 

Law  Enforcement  -  Restricted 

4,577 

2,546 

1,280 

5,843 

6,878 

4,415 

8,306 

Tax  Maintenance 

51,753 

12,274 

19,750 

44,277 

12,057 

7,190 

49,144 

Civil  Summons  -  Deputy  Sheriff  Supplement 

2,177 

2,704 

4,400 

481 

2,774 

1,972 

1,283 

Commissary 

11,776 

8,920 

2,856 

720 

2,237 

1,339 

Totals 

$  393,918 

3,058,752 

2,942,095 

510,575 

2,849,374 

2,867,066 

492,883 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THIS  STATEMENT 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


General  Revenue  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$  396,989 

408,620 

11,631  $ 

391,427 

410,900 

19,473 

Sales  tax 

349,000 

357,728 

8,728 

358,746 

351,194 

(7,552) 

Intergovernmental 

85,755 

126,445 

40,690 

72,476 

88,733 

16,257 

Charges  for  services 

186,001 

200,556 

14,555 

189,895 

173,873 

(16,022) 

Interest 

1,000 

1,724 

724 

773 

2,383 

1,610 

Other 

9,600 

13,417 

3,817 

1 1,775 

17,234 

5,459 

Transfers  in 

1,41  1 

- 

(1,41 1) 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Receipts 

$  1,029,756 

1,108,490 

78,734  $ 

1,025,092 

1,044,317 

19,225 

DISBURSEMENTS 

General  County  Government- 

County  Commission 

$  77,904 

77,473 

(431)  $ 

76,152 

76,100 

(52) 

County  Clerk 

77,771 

79,900 

2,129 

79,507 

80,832 

1,325 

Elections 

95,234 

83,595 

(1  1,639) 

33,400 

33,526 

126 

Buildings  and  grounds 

78,084 

148,937 

70,853 

69,467 

70,309 

842 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

79,440 

63,597 

(15,843) 

84,141 

56,929 

(27,212) 

County  Treasurer 

40,761 

40,553 

(208) 

40,706 

41,058 

352 

County  Collector 

74,282 

73,050 

(1,232) 

73,759 

73,810 

51 

Circuit  Clerk 

40,440 

38,418 

(2,022) 

43,940 

36,273 

(7,667) 

Court  Administration 

12,571 

7,167 

(5,404) 

14,884 

12,910 

(1,974) 

Public  Administrator 

35,473 

32,927 

(2,546) 

32,683 

30,696 

(1,987) 

Public  Safety- 

Sheriff 

40,267 

40,267 

- 

40,267 

40,267 

- 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

87,720 

88,642 

922 

88,477 

85,679 

(2,798) 

Juvenile  Officer 

25,286 

25,535 

249 

28,833 

27,968 

(865) 

County  Coroner 

16,961 

19,626 

2,665 

15,085 

17,701 

2,616 

Other- 

Trash  patrol 

9,809 

10,767 

958 

9,696 

9,948 

252 

License  office 

50,122 

46,674 

(3,448) 

48,567 

47,770 

(797) 

Emergency  management 

6,296 

6,296 

3,445 

3,790 

345 

Other  government 

64,683 

1 12,233 

47,550 

79,134 

63,250 

(15,884) 

Health  and  welfare 

16,200 

16,153 

(47) 

17,500 

15,781 

(1,719) 

Transfers  out 

193,940 

146,447 

(47,493) 

180,071 

164,919 

(15,152) 

Total  Disbursements 

$  1,116,948 

1,158,257 

41,309  $ 

1,059,714 

989,516 

(70,198) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$  (87,192) 

(49,767) 

37,425  $ 

(34,622) 

54,801 

89,423 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

213,767 

213,767 

158,966 

158,966 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  126,575 

164,000 

37,425  $ 

124,344 

213,767 

89,423 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #1)  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes 

$  133,024 

132,673 

(351) 

$ 

130,799 

145,446 

14,647 

Sales  tax 

65,500 

65,374 

(126) 

68,000 

64,222 

(3,778) 

Intergovernmental 

220,431 

230,636 

10,205 

565,500 

575,359 

9,859 

Interest 

400 

228 

(172) 

600 

319 

(281) 

Other 

1,140,000 

23,804 

(1,1 16,196) 

15,125 

21,976 

6,851 

Transfers  in 

- 

- 

- 

- 

10,000 

10,000 

Total  Receipts 

$  1,559,355 

452,715 

(1,106,640) 

$ 

780,024 

817,322 

37,298 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$  148,240 

129,534 

(18,706) 

$ 

146,920 

142,499 

(4,421) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

27,290 

26,465 

(825) 

26,162 

26,1 13 

(49) 

Supplies 

130,000 

1 15,057 

(14,943) 

115,000 

122,71 1 

7,71  1 

Insurance 

6,656 

7,077 

421 

7,500 

6,016 

(1,484) 

Road  and  bridge  materials 

90,000 

141,196 

51,196 

70,000 

79,753 

9,753 

Equipment  repairs 

7,000 

8,836 

1,836 

6,000 

8,628 

2,628 

Equipment  purchases 

1,135,500 

25,510 

(1,109,990) 

68,000 

68,497 

497 

Bridge  project 

330,000 

348,893 

18,893 

Other 

12,480 

6,738 

(5,742) 

7,600 

6,269 

(1,331) 

Total  Disbursements 

$  1,557,166 

460,413 

(1,096,753) 

$ 

777,182 

809,379 

32,197 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$  2,189 

(7,698) 

(9,887) 

$ 

2,842 

7,943 

5,101 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

11,506 

11,506 

3,563 

3,563 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  13,695 

3,808 

(9,887) 

$ 

6,405 

1 1,506 

5,101 

Assessment  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

1 15,560 

1 13,337 

(2,223) 

$ 

1 15,296 

1 16,040 

744 

Charges  for  services 

269 

269 

100 

212 

112 

Interest 

150 

153 

3 

150 

198 

48 

Other 

2,600 

2,600 

100 

542 

442 

Transfers  in 

14,421 

3,971 

(10,450) 

25,602 

10,450 

(15,1  52) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

130,131 

120,330 

(9,801) 

$ 

141,248 

127,442 

(13,806) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Assessor 

$ 

136,793 

124,969 

(11,824) 

$ 

139,435 

127,729 

(11,706) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

136,793 

124,969 

(1 1,824) 

$ 

139,435 

127,729 

(1 1,706) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(6,662) 

(4,639) 

2,023 

$ 

1,813 

(287) 

(2,100) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

19,195 

19,195 

19,482 

19,482 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

12,533 

14,556 

2,023 

$ 

21,295 

19,195 

(2,100) 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #2)  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  taxes  s 

?  113,578 

1 13,144 

(434)  $ 

1 10,335 

1 10,415 

80 

Sales  tax 

52,546 

53,488 

942 

53,701 

52,546 

(1,155) 

Intergovernmental 

180,353 

188,641 

8,288 

182,700 

216,472 

33,772 

Interest 

400 

231 

(169) 

784 

394 

(390) 

Other 

4,980 

20,032 

15,052 

36,551 

22,501 

(14,050) 

Total  Receipts  s 

i  351,857 

375,536 

23,679  $ 

384,071 

402,328 

18,257 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries  s 

i  134,000 

88,830 

(45,170)  $ 

135,000 

125,375 

(9,625) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

23,306 

19,968 

(3,338) 

25,700 

22,168 

(3,532) 

Supplies 

129,862 

99,427 

(30,435) 

128,000 

131,533 

3,533 

Insurance 

6,300 

6,739 

439 

7,500 

5,793 

(1,707) 

Road  and  bridge  materials 

4,000 

73,897 

69,897 

5,000 

62,330 

57,330 

Equipment  repairs 

1,000 

(1,000) 

1,500 

1,705 

205 

Equipment  purchases 

46,494 

41,876 

(4,618) 

41,000 

10,494 

(30,506) 

Bridge  project 

36,855 

36,855 

30,925 

30,925 

Other 

3,050 

3,046 

(4) 

8,500 

3,326 

(5,174) 

Transfers  out 

10,000 

10,000 

Total  Disbursements  s 

i  348,012 

370,638 

22,626  $ 

352,200 

403,649 

51,449 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  ! 

>  3,845 

4,898 

1,053  $ 

31,871 

(1,321) 

(33,192) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

36,381 

36,381 

37,702 

37,702 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  s 

i  40,226 

41,279 

1,053  $ 

69,573 

36,381 

(33,192) 

Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  S 

i  1,200 

2,014 

814  $ 

3,600 

1,184 

(2,416) 

Interest 

25 

19 

(6) 

30 

23 

(7) 

Other 

2,000 

1,752 

(248) 

500 

2,136 

1,636 

Total  Receipts  S 

S  3,225 

3,785 

(248)  $ 

4,130 

3,343 

(787) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Mileage  and  training  i 

i  3,200 

2,427 

(773)  $ 

3,600 

3,491 

(109) 

Other 

500 

154 

(346) 

Total  Disbursements  i 

i  3,200 

2,427 

(773)  $ 

4,100 

3,645 

(455) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  i 

S  25 

1,358 

1,333  $ 

30 

(302) 

(332) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

3,878 

3,878 

4,180 

4,180 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  i 

!  3,903 

5,236 

1,333  $ 

4,210 

3,878 

(332) 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

1 1 1  1 —  ■  I  r  I  o 

Intergovernmental 
Interest 

$ 

23 
1 

23 
1 

$ 

300 
7 

293 
2 

(7) 
(5) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

- 

24 

24 

$ 

307 

295 

(12) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Mileage  and  training 
Transfers  out 

6 
9 

279 

1  1  O 

115 
(279) 

$ 

850 

oU  / 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

279 

115 

(164) 

$ 

850 

807 

(43) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

(279) 
279 

(91) 
279 

188 

$ 

(543) 
791 

(512) 
791 

31 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

188 

188 

$ 

248 

279 

31 

Bad  Check  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RFPFIPTS 
1 1 1  1 —  ■  I  r  i  \j 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

2,400 

2,472 
16 

72 
16 

$ 

1,994 
6 

2,481 
12 

487 
6 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

2,400 

2,488 

88 

$ 

2,000 

2,493 

493 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Salaries  and  wages 
Other 

$ 

1,980 

1,155 

(825) 

$ 

2,000 
600 

1,096 

(2,000) 
496 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,980 

1,155 

(825) 

$ 

2,600 

1,096 

(1,504) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

$ 

420 
3,065 

1,333 
3,065 

913 

$ 

(600) 
1,668 

1,397 
1,668 

1,997 

PACU    nFPFMRFR  ^1 

* 
■? 

T  APR 

A  -jqo 

913 

$ 

1,068 

0,VJOD 

1  QQ7 

Children's  Trust  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Final 
Rurlnpt 

r\b  LUQI 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

/AL.  LU  dl 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 
Interest 

$ 

1,000 
5 

1,666 
2 

666 
(3) 

$ 

2,829 
6 

1,655 
5 

(1,174) 
(1) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,005 

1,668 

663 

$ 

2,835 

1,660 

(1,175) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

$ 

1,000 

1,473 

473 

$ 

1,705 

1,697 

(8) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,000 

1,473 

473 

$ 

1,705 

1,697 

(8) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH,  JANUARY  1 

5 

416 

195 
416 

190 

$ 

1,130 
453 

(37) 
453 

(1,167) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

421 

61 1 

190 

$ 

1,583 

416 

(1,167) 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 

-  7  - 


MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Record  Storage  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

7,000 

7,879 

879 

$ 

7,500 

6,716 

(784) 

Interest 

117 

117 

200 

162 

(38) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

7,000 

7,996 

996 

$ 

7,700 

6,878 

(822) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Storage  maintenance 

$ 

6,000 

16,112 

10,112 

$ 

6,000 

5,91  7 

(83) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

6,000 

16,112 

10,112 

$ 

6,000 

5,91  7 

(83) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

1 ,000 

(8, 1 1  6) 

(9, 1  1  6) 

$ 

1 ,700 

961 

(739) 

py\CU       IAMI  1  ADV  1 

LAbn,  JANUAnY  I 

31 ,574 

31 ,574 

Ofl  CIO 

oU,o  1  o 

oU,o  I  o 

p  acu    r^cfcn/iDCD  01 
L-Aon,  ULL-blvlbbK  0  I 

4 
9 

32,574 

23,458 

\  y ,  I  lo) 

9 

Q  O    Q  -1  Q 

oz,o  I  o 

31 ,574 

(739) 

911 

Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

- 

1 19,276 

1 19,276 

4 

- 

- 

- 

Charges  for  services 

80,250 

82,929 

2,679 

70,050 

78,241 

8,191 

Interest 

325 

421 

96 

400 

508 

108 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

80,575 

202,626 

122,051 

$ 

70,450 

78,749 

8,299 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$ 

10,450 

(10,450) 

$ 

10,450 

(10,450) 

Office 

215 

841 

626 

250 

21 1 

(39) 

Equipment 

75,000 

172,714 

97,714 

66,000 

39,442 

(26,558) 

Mileage  and  training 

5,950 

(5,950) 

1,500 

(1 ,500) 

Other 

205 

339 

134 

250 

205 

(45) 

Transfers  out 

1  0,450 

1  0,450 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

91 ,820 

1  73,894 

82,074 

$ 

78,450 

50,308 

(28,142) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(1 1 ,245) 

28,732 

39,977 

$ 

(8,000) 

28,441 

36,441 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

96,833 

96,833 

68,392 

68,392 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

85,588 

1  25,565 

39,977 

$ 

60,392 

96,833 

36,441 

Special  Sheriff  Fund 

2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

3,800 

3,149 

(651) 

$ 

1 1 ,000 

3,860 

(7,140) 

Charges  for  services 

1,200 

1,955 

755 

3,000 

1,185 

(1,815) 

Interest 

35 

35 

50 

14 

(36) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

5,000 

5,139 

139 

$ 

14,050 

5,059 

(8,991) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment 

4 

5,000 

(5,000) 

$ 

1 1,500 

(1 1,500) 

Other 

2,800 

2,800 

2,000 

88 

(1,912) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

5,000 

2,800 

(2,200) 

$ 

13,500 

88 

(13,412) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

2,339 

2,339 

$ 

550 

4,971 

4,421 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

5,332 

5,332 

361 

361 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

5,332 

7,671 

2,339 

$ 

91 1 

5,332 

4,421 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Election  Service  Fund 


2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

2,000 

3,394 

1,394  $ 

1,115 

1,435 

320 

Interest 

10 

8 

(2) 

7 

8 

1 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

2,010 

3,402 

1,392  $ 

1,122 

1,443 

321 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$ 

1,627 

1,605 

(22)  $ 

528 

528 

Other 

544 

544 

16 

16 

Equipment 

300 

280 

(20) 

700 

655 

(45) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,927 

2,429 

502  $ 

700 

1,199 

499 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

83 

973 

890  $ 

422 

244 

(178) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

1,631 

1,631 

1,387 

1,387 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $  1,714  2,604  890    $  1,809  1,631  (178) 


Citizen  Safety  Fund 

2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  tax 

$  310,433 

316,285 

5,852  $ 

301,392 

310,433 

9,041 

Intergovernmental 

16,901 

33,032 

16,131 

60,544 

39,593 

(20,951) 

Charges  for  services 

17,500 

20,861 

3,361 

21,500 

18,524 

(2,976) 

Interest 

100 

177 

77 

69 

132 

63 

Other 

18,668 

24,592 

5,924 

8,151 

1 1,303 

3,152 

Transfers  in 

189,969 

142,476 

(47,493) 

164,919 

164,919 

Total  Receipts 

$  553,571 

537,423 

(16,148)  $ 

556,575 

544,904 

(11,671) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$  326,390 

317,260 

(9,130)  $ 

336,429 

299,534 

(36,895) 

Office 

12,000 

8,518 

(3,482) 

8,600 

9,760 

1,160 

Equipment 

130,700 

113,345 

(17,355) 

83,500 

117,603 

34,103 

Other 

101,565 

97,447 

(4,118) 

90,950 

83,793 

(7,157) 

Total  Disbursements 

$  570,655 

536,570 

(34,085)  $ 

519,479 

510,690 

(8,789) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$  (17,084) 

853 

17,937  $ 

37,096 

34,214 

(2,882) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

20,884 

20,884 

(13,330) 

(13,330) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $  3,800  21,737  17,937    $  23,766        20,884  (2,882) 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax  Fund 


2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

$ 

400 

385 

(15) 

Interest 

5 

5 

5 

6 

1 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

5 

5  $ 

405 

391 

(14) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Transfers  out 

$  1,132 

(1,132)  $ 

Total  Disbursements 

$  1,132 

(1,132)  $ 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$  (1,132) 

5 

1,137  $ 

405 

391 

(14) 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

1,132 

1,132 

741 

741 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1,137 

1,137  $ 

1,146 

1,132 

(14) 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Over  Under  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 
Interest 

$ 

20 
2 

90 
1 

70 
(1) 

$ 

20 

21 
1 

1 
1 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

22 

91 

69 

$ 

20 

22 

2 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Other 

$ 

$ 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

$ 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

22 
288 

91 
288 

69 

$ 

20 
266 

22 
266 

2 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $  310  379  69    $  286  288  2 


Inmate  Security  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

1,200 

456 

(744) 

$ 

1,250 

492 

(758) 

Charges  for  services 

808 

808 

694 

694 

Interest 

12 

17 

5 

13 

13 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,212 

1,281 

69 

$ 

1,250 

1,199 

(51) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment 

$ 

1,200 

(1,200) 

$ 

2,500 

(2,500) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,200 

(1,200) 

$ 

2,500 

(2,500) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

12 

1,281 

1,269 

$ 

(1,250) 

1,199 

2,449 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

2,921 

2,921 

1,722 

1,722 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $  2,933  4,202  1,269    $  472  2,921  2,449 


Sheriff  Revolving  Fund 


2012 

201  1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

3,400 

3,900 

500 

$ 

5,000 

3,346 

(1,654) 

Interest 

35 

46 

1 1 

30 

37 

7 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

3,435 

3,946 

511 

$ 

5,030 

3,383 

(1,647) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Equipment 

$ 

$ 

2,000 

2,025 

25 

Other 

500 

(500) 

1,500 

(1,500) 

Mileage  and  training 

2,500 

(2,500) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

3,000 

(3,000) 

$ 

3,500 

2,025 

(1,475) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

435 

3,946 

3,51  1 

$ 

1,530 

1,358 

(172) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

8,036 

8,036 

6,678 

6,678 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

8,471 

11,982 

3,51  1 

$ 

8,208 

8,036 

(172) 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Law  Enforcement  -  Restricted  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental 

$ 

3,000 

6,845 

3,845  $ 

4,000 

2,516 

(1,484) 

Interest 

33 

33 

40 

30 

(10) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

3,000 

6,878 

3,878  $ 

4,040 

2,546 

(1,494) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Other 

5 

5,000 

4,41  5 

(585)  $ 

8,600 

1,280 

(7,320) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

5,000 

4,415 

(585)  $ 

8,600 

1,280 

(7,320) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(2,000) 

2,463 

4,463  $ 

(4,560) 

1 ,266 

5,826 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

5,843 

5,843 

4,577 

4,577 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

3,843 

8,306 

4,463  $ 

17 

5,843 

5,826 

Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

12,500 

1 1,891 

(609)  $ 

13,000 

12,079 

(921) 

Interest 

200 

166 

(34) 

250 

195 

(55) 

Total  Receipts 

12,700 

12,057 

(643)  $ 

13,250 

12,274 

(976) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Office 

$ 

1,412 

2,323 

91 1  $ 

1,312 

424 

(888) 

Equipment 

Z,  O  OVJ 

60 

(2,490) 

14,000 

10,762 

\o ,  Z.OO! 

Mileage  and  training 

100 

50 

(50) 

300 

50 

(250) 

O,  I  ZX3 

4,757 

1,637 

5,200 

8,514 

0,0  1  f 

Total  Disbursements 

9 

7  1  39 

7,190 

8  $ 

20,812 

19,750 

\  1  ,UDZJ 

nCLCIr  I  o  UVCn  (UlNUCriJ  UIODUnOLlVILN  I  o 

9 

O ,  O  I  o 

4,867 

(651)  $ 

(7,562) 

(7,476) 

OD 

rACU      IAMIIARV  1 

AA  977 
****  ,  Z  /  / 

44,277 

51,753 

51,753 

fACU    nFPFMRFR  91 

$ 

49  795 

49,144 

(651)  $ 

44,191 

44,277 

86 

Civil  Summons  -  Deputy  Sheriff  Supplement  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services 

$ 

2,500 

2,770 

270  $ 

1,100 

2,698 

1,598 

Interest 

5 

4 

(1) 

10 

6 

(4) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

2,505 

2,774 

269  $ 

1,110 

2,704 

1,594 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Deputy  Sheriff 

$ 

2,500 

1,972 

(528)  $ 

4,400 

4,400 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

2,500 

1,972 

(528)  $ 

4,400 

4,400 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

5 

802 

797  $ 

1,110 

(1,696) 

(2,806) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

481 

481 

2,177 

2,177 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

486 

1,283 

797  $ 

3,287 

481 

(2,806) 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Commissary  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Other 

$ 

1,000 

720 

(280) 

$ 

500 

- 

(500) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1,000 

720 

(280) 

$ 

500 

(500) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Office 

$ 

300 

(300) 

$ 

157 

157 

Equipment 

600 

(600) 

400 

6,263 

5,863 

Other 

100 

1,937 

1,837 

100 

2,500 

2,400 

Mileage  and  training 

300 

300 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,000 

2,237 

1,237 

$ 

500 

8,920 

8,420 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(1,517) 

(1,517) 

$ 

(8,920) 

(8,920) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

2,856 

2,856 

1 1,776 

11,776 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

2,856 

1,339 

(1,517) 

$ 

1 1,776 

2,856 

(8,920) 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES 

Maries  County,  Missouri  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners.  In  addition  to  the 
three  County  Commissioners,  there  are  nine  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County  Clerk, 
Circuit  Clerk/Ex  Officio  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Collector,  Treasurer,  Coroner,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public 
Administrator,  and  Sheriff. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  1.C.,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  practices  differ  from  accounting  principles 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  which  would  include  all  relevant  Government 
Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB)  pronouncements.  The  differences  include  use  of  a  prescribed 
definition  of  the  reporting  entity  and  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

1 .  A.    REPORTING  ENTITY 

The  County's  operations  include  property  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts 
administration,  recording  of  deeds  and  other  instruments,  public  safety,  economic  development,  road 
and  bridge  maintenance,  public  welfare,  and  social  and  human  services.  The  funds  presented  are 
established  under  statutory  or  administrative  authority,  and  their  operations  are  under  the  control  of 
the  County  Commission  or  an  elected  county  official.  The  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  is  under  the  control 
of  the  County  Collector  and  the  Commissary  Fund  is  under  the  control  of  the  Sheriff.  The  General 
Revenue  Fund  also  consists  of  the  Money  Market  Demand  Account  held  by  the  County  for 
investment  purposes  budgeted  as  a  separate  Fund  by  the  County.  Interfund  transfers  to  and  from  this 
separate  Fund  established  by  the  County  have  been  eliminated. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  the  primary  government  of  Maries  County, 
Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices 
that  are  considered  to  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity.  The  financial  statements  do  not  include  the 
Law  Library  Fund,  Circuit  Clerk  Interest  Fund,  Circuit  Court  Maintenance  Fund,  and  the  Family  Court 
Fund  since  they  are  controlled  by  the  Circuit  Clerk. 

1 .  B.    BASIS  OF  PRESENTATION 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds 
based  upon  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities 
are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting  entity  with  self-balancing  accounts  that 
comprise  its  assets,  liabilities,  net  assets,  revenues/receipts,  and  expenditures/disbursements.  The 
County's  funds  are  governmental  funds.  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most 
governmental  functions  are  financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for 
through  governmental  funds. 

Fiduciary  (Agency)  Funds  -  Certain  county  officials  may  collect  fees  from  services,  remit  the  monies 
to  the  county,  state,  or  to  other  parties  or  hold  monies  in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of 
individuals,  taxing  units,  or  other  governments.  These  assets,  which  are  held  for  the  benefit  of 
external  parties,  are  held  in  fiduciary  (agency)  funds  which  are  custodial  in  nature,  and  are  not 
reported  on  the  accompanying  financial  statements. 

1 .  C.    BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly,  amounts  are 
recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those  principles  require  revenues  to  be 
recognized  when  they  become  available  and  measurable  or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures 
or  expenses  to  be  recognized  when  the  related  liabilities  are  incurred. 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 
1 .  D.    BUDGETS  AND  BUDGETARY  ACCOUNTING 

The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budget  information: 

1 .  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County's  policy  is  to  adopt  a  budget  for  each 
governmental  fund. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  January,  each  elected  officer  or  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the 
budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  January  1 .  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues  and  proposed 
expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures 
cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of 
appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well 
as  estimated  revenues  to  be  received. 

4.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget  documents.  Prior  to 
approval  by  the  County  Commission,  the  budget  documents  are  available  for  public 
inspection. 

5.  Prior  to  February  1 ,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 

6.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  formal  vote.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as 
originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County  Commission  during  the  year.  The  County 
Commission  amended  budgets  in  November  201 1  for  the  following  funds: 


The  County  Collector  amended  the  201 1  budget  for  the  Tax  Maintenance  Fund. 

8.   Section  50.740,  RSMo  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  Actual 
expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  for  the  following  funds  for  201 2  and  201 1 . 


General  Revenue 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

Civil  Summons  -  Deputy  Sheriff  Supplement 


91 1 

Election  Service 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax 


Fund 


Year(s)  Ended  December  31, 
201  2  and  2011 
2012  and  201 1 
2012  and  201 1 


Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #2) 
Election  Service 
Commissary 
General  Revenue 
Children's  Trust 
Record  Storage 
91 1 

Tax  Maintenance 

Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #1) 

Civil  Summons  -  Deputy  Sheriff  Supplement 


2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
201 1 
201 1 


1.E.    PROPERTY  TAXES 


Property  taxes  are  based  on  the  voter-approved  tax  levy  applied  to  the  real  and  personal  assessed 
property  values.  Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1 .  Taxes  are 
levied  in  September  and  payable  by  December  31 .  Taxes  paid  after  December  31  are  delinquent  and 


MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .      SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 

subject  to  penalties.  The  County  bills  and  collects  its  own  property  taxes  and  also  taxes  for  most 
other  local  governments  in  the  County. 

The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  property  for  the  year  2012  and  2011  for  purposes  of  local 
taxation  was: 

2012  201 1 

Real  Estate                                 $        69,308,060    $  68,011,420 

Personal  Property                                 32,517,230  31,115,790 

Railroad  and  Utilities                              12,653,934  12,667,137 


Total  Assessed  Valuation  $      114,479,224    $  111,794,347 


The  county-wide  levy  per  $100  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  property  for  the  year  2012  and 
201 1  for  purposes  of  local  taxation  was: 

2012  2011 


General  Revenue  Fund  $       0.3697    $  0.3628 

Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #1)  Fund  0.2769  0.2753 

Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #2)  Fund  0.2406  0.2406 


1.F.    CASH  DEPOSITS 


Cash  deposits  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances  for  the  County 
Treasurer  funds  are  invested  in  interest-bearing  bank  accounts  to  the  extent  possible.  Interest  earned 
from  such  investments  is  recorded  in  each  of  the  funds  as  appropriate.  Cash  equivalents  may  include 
repurchase  agreements  and  any  other  instruments  with  an  original  maturity  of  ninety  days  or  less; 
however,  nonnegotiable  certificates  of  deposit  with  original  maturity  of  greater  than  ninety  days  is 
considered  as  cash  equivalents. 

State  law  authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in  banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of  funds  in 
bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the  United  States,  other  interest  bearing  obligations  guaranteed  as  to 
both  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  other  government 
bonds,  or  time  certificates  of  deposit,  purchased  at  a  price  at  or  below  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash 
on  deposit  or  time  certificates  of  deposit  are  required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
Corporation  (FDIC)  or  collateralized  by  authorized  investments  held  in  the  County's  name  at  third- 
party  banking  institutions.  Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in  Note  2. 


1 .  G.    INTERFUND  ACTIVITY 


During  the  course  of  operations,  interfund  activity  occurs  for  purposes  of  providing  supplemental 
funding,  reimbursements  for  goods  provided  or  services  rendered,  or  short  and  long-term  financing. 
Interfund  activities  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers  out"  by  the 
disbursing  fund.  Transfers  between  funds  of  the  County  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
201 1  were  as  follows: 


Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 
Transfers  In  Transfers  Out 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue  $  -  $  146,447 

Assessment  3,971 

Citizen  Safety   142,476   -  


Totals  $  146,447    $  146,447 
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MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue 

Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #1) 

Assessment 

Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #2) 
91 1 

Citizen  Safety 
Totals 


Year  Ended  December  31 ,  2011 
Transfers  In  Transfers  Out 


$  -  $  164,919 

10,000 
10,450 

10,000 
10,450 

 164,919   - 

$  185,369     $  185,369 


1 .  H.    PUBLISHED  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 


Under  Section  50.800  and  50.810,  RSMo,  the  County  Commission  is  responsible  for  preparing  and 
publishing  in  a  local  newspaper  a  detailed  annual  financial  statement  for  the  County.  The  financial 
statement  is  required  to  show  receipts  or  revenues,  disbursements  or  expenditures,  and  beginning 
and  ending  balances  for  each  fund.  For  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  published 
financial  statements  included  all  funds  as  required. 


NOTE  2.     CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 

Deposits 

The  County  has  determined  through  experience  that  business  checking  accounts,  super  NOW 
checking  accounts,  and  money  market  accounts  are  appropriate  types  of  accounts  or  instruments  for 
its  needs.  The  County  invests  each  fund's  cash  balance  in  an  interest-bearing  super  NOW  bank 
account  to  the  extent  possible  at  one  depository  bank.  Each  fund  is  included  on  the  financial 
statements  as  "Cash"  under  each  fund's  caption.  Section  110.270,  RSMo,  based  on  Article  IV, 
Section  15,  Missouri  Constitution,  authorizes  counties  to  place  their  funds,  either  outright  or  by 
repurchase  agreements,  in  U.S.  Treasury  and  agency  obligations.  At  December  31,  2012  and  2011, 
the  County  had  no  such  investments. 

Disclosures  are  provided  below  regarding  the  risk  of  potential  loss  of  cash  deposits.  For  the  purpose 
of  the  disclosures,  deposits  with  financial  institutions  are  demand  accounts,  including  negotiable  order 
of  withdrawal  accounts  in  banks.  The  County  did  not  invest  in  any  nonnegotiable  certificates  of 
deposit  or  other  investment  vehicles  during  the  two  years  ended  December  31 ,  201  2. 

Insured  and  Collateralized  Deposits 

In  accordance  with  state  law,  all  uninsured  deposits  in  financial  institutions  must  be  secured  with 
acceptable  collateral.  Acceptable  collateral  includes  certain  U.S.  Government  or  Government  Agency 
securities,  certain  state  or  political  subdivision  debt  obligations,  surety  bonds,  or  certain  letters  of 
credit.  Missouri  statutes  also  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an 
amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits. 

At  December  31,  2012  and  201 1,  the  County's  deposits  held  at  the  respective  depositary  bank  were 
adequately  covered  by  Federal  Depository  Insurance  Coverage  and  with  additional  collateral  held  by 
an  independent  bank  in  the  County's  name  or  by  its  agent  in  the  County's  name.  The  County's 
deposits  were  not  subject  to  custodial  or  investment  credit  risk  at  year  end. 
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NOTE  2.     CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS  (CONTINUED) 

In  addition,  Section  30.950,  RSMo,  requires  political  subdivisions  with  authority  to  invest  in 
instruments  other  than  depositary  accounts  at  financial  institutions  to  adopt  a  written  investment 
policy.  Among  other  things,  the  policy  is  to  commit  a  political  subdivision  to  the  principles  of  safety, 
liquidity,  and  yield  (in  that  order)  when  managing  public  funds  and  to  prohibit  purchase  of  derivatives 
(either  directly  or  through  repurchase  agreements),  use  of  leveraging  (through  either  reverse 
repurchase  agreements  or  other  methods),  and  use  of  public  funds  for  speculation.  The  County  has 
not  adopted  a  written  investment  policy  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  law. 

The  County's  investment  in  a  Money  Market  Demand  Account  has  been  consolidated  with  the 
General  Revenue  Fund  and  the  balance  in  this  account  at  December  31,  2012  and  2011  was 
$105,186  and  $104,522,  respectively. 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS 

The  following  information  is  presented  in  accordance  with  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards 
Board  Statement  27  (GASB  27),  "Accounting  for  Pensions  by  State  and  Local  Governmental 
Employees": 

A.  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF) 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF)  was  established  by  the  state  of  Missouri  to  provide 
pension  benefits  for  county  officials  and  employees. 

1 )  Plan  Description 

The  Retirement  Fund  is  a  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  defined  benefit  pension  plan  covering  any 
county  elective  or  appointed  officer  or  employee  whose  performance  requires  the  actual  performance 
of  duties  of  not  less  than  one  thousand  (1,000)  hours  per  calendar  year  in  each  county  of  the  state, 
except  for  any  city  not  within  a  county  and  any  county  of  the  first  classification  having  a  charter  form 
of  government.  It  does  not  include  county  prosecuting  attorneys  covered  under  sections  56.800  to 
56.840,  RSMo;  circuit  clerks  and  deputy  circuit  clerks  covered  under  the  Missouri  State  Retirement 
System;  county  sheriffs  covered  under  sections  57.949  to  57.997,  RSMo  and  certain  personnel  not 
defined  as  an  employee  per  section  50.1000(8),  RSMo.  The  Fund  was  created  by  an  act  of  the 
legislature  and  was  effective  August  28,  1994. 

The  general  administration  and  the  responsibility  for  the  proper  operation  of  the  Fund  and  the 
investment  of  the  Fund  are  vested  in  a  board  of  directors  of  eleven  persons. 

2)  Pension  Benefits 

CERF  first  paid  benefits  beginning  January  1,  1997.  At  that  time  a  member  could  not  retire  until  age 
62.  Beginning  January  1,  2000,  a  member  could  retire  with  full  benefits  at  age  62  or  reduced 
benefits  as  early  as  age  55.  The  monthly  benefit  for  county  employees  is  determined  by  selecting  the 
highest  benefit  calculated  using  three  different  prescribed  formulas  (flat-dollar  formula,  targeted 
replacement  ratio  formula,  and  prior  plan's  formula).  An  eligible  death  benefit  of  $10,000  will  be  paid 
to  the  designated  beneficiary  of  every  active  member  upon  his  or  her  death. 

Upon  termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  a  deferred  annuity, 
payable  at  age  sixty-two  or  a  reduced  benefit  annuity  at  age  fifty-five.  Any  member  with  less  than 
eight  years  of  creditable  service  forfeits  all  rights  in  the  Fund  but  will  be  paid  his  or  her  accumulated 
contributions. 
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NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS  (CONTINUED) 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of  these 
statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF,  2121  Schotthill 
Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  toll-free  1-877-632-2373. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

In  accordance  with  state  statutes,  the  Fund  is  partially  funded  through  various  fees  collected  by 
counties  and  remitted  to  the  CERF.  A  contribution  to  CERF  of  2%  of  annual  salary  is  required  for 
eligible  employees  hired  before  February  25,  2002  and  not  in  LAGERS,  and  a  contribution  of  6%  of 
annual  salary  is  required  of  employees  hired  after  February  25,  2002,  effective  January  1,  2003,  in 
order  to  participate  in  CERF.  During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF 
$84,604  and  $88,469,  respectively,  for  the  years  then  ended. 

B.  Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  Chapter  56.807  RSMo,  the  County  contributes  monthly  to  the 
Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri  Prosecuting  Attorneys 
and  Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System  Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  state  of  Missouri  is  responsible  for 
administration  of  this  plan.  The  County  contributed  $2,244  and  $2,244,  respectively,  for  the  years 
ended  December  31 ,  201  2  and  201 1 . 


NOTE  4.     POST-  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully 
funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the 
County. 


NOTE  5.     CLAIMS,  COMMITMENTS,  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

1)  Compensated  Absences  Commitments 
Annual  Leave 

Regular  full-time  employees  who  have  completed  the  introductory  period  (a  minimum  of  three 
months)  are  eligible  to  receive  vacation  time  up  to  a  30  day  maximum  based  on  the  number  of  years 
of  continuing  service.  Upon  termination  of  employment,  an  employee  may  receive  up  to  thirty  days  of 
accumulated  vacation  time  taken  either  in  compensation  or  as  early  separation  from  the  County. 

Sick  Leave 

Regular  full-time  employees  earn  sick  leave  from  the  date  of  initial  employment  but  cannot  take  sick 
leave  during  the  probationary  period.  Sick  leave  is  earned  at  the  rate  of  six  days  per  year  and  is 
cumulative  with  no  maximum.  Upon  termination  of  employment,  an  employee  may  receive 
compensation  for  accrued  sick  leave  with  a  one  month  maximum  and  may  be  taken  in  the  form  of 
compensation  or  as  early  separation  from  the  County. 
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NOTE  5.     CLAIMS,  COMMITMENTS,  AND  CONTINGENCIES  (CONTINUED) 

2)  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs  Contingencies 

The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of  these 
grants,  when  performed,  could  result  in  the  disallowance  of  certain  costs.  Accordingly  such  audits 
could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the  grantor  agencies.  Management  believes  that  any 
required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary,  will  be  immaterial  and,  therefore,  no  provision  has  been 
made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for  the  potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 

3)  Litigation 

The  County  has  threatening  litigation  matters  at  which  time  the  probable  outcome  is  not  readily 
obtainable.  The  County's  management  and  legal  counsel  do  not  know  the  probable  outcome  of  the 
matters  and  the  affect  on  the  financial  condition  of  the  County  at  the  present  time. 


NOTE  6.     RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction 
of  assets;  errors  and  omission;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk 
management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  There 
have  been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year  and  settlements  have  not 
exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  participant  in  a  public  entity  risk  pool  (MoPERM),  which  is  a  corporate  and 
political  body  created  pursuant  to  Chapter  537.700  RSMo.  The  purpose  of  the  risk  pool  is  to  provide 
liability  protection  to  participating  public  entities,  their  officials,  and  employees.  Annual  contributions 
are  collected  based  on  actuarial  projections  to  produce  sufficient  funds  to  pay  losses  and  expenses. 
Should  contributions  not  produce  sufficient  funds  to  meet  its  obligations,  the  risk  pool  is  empowered 
with  the  ability  to  make  special  assessments.  Members  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  all  claims 
against  the  risk  pool. 

The  County  is  also  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insurance  Workers' 
Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through 
this  Fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  to  provide  insurance  coverage  to  Missouri  counties. 
The  Fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  reinsured  up  to  the  statutory  limit 
through  excess  insurance. 

NOTE  7.     LONG-TERM  DEBT 

The  County  has  entered  into  several  long-term  lease  purchase  agreements  with  its  depository  bank 
for  the  purchase  of  road  and  bridge  equipment,  motor  vehicles,  and  computer  hardware  and  software. 
The  loan  amounts  vary  along  with  the  payment  terms  and  the  dates  ranging  from  August  2007 
through  March  2020.  The  interest  rates  on  the  loans  vary  from  3.750%  to  4.002%.  The  remaining 
principal  balance  on  all  loans  as  of  December  31,  2012  is  $887,698  and  the  schedule  of  long-term 
debt  as  of  December  31 ,  201 2  for  all  loans  is  as  follows: 


MARIES  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
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NOTE  7.     LONG-TERM  DEBT  (CONTINUED) 


Year 

Payment 

Principal 

Interest 

2013  $ 

117,818 

$ 

83,663 

$ 

34,155 

2014 

149,620 

118,797 

30,823 

2015 

109,818 

83,972 

25,846 

2016 

231,056 

208,447 

22,609 

2017 

351,660 

336,930 

14,730 

2018-2020 

59,917 

55,889 

4,028 

TOTALS  $ 

1,019,889 

$ 

887,698 

$ 

132,191 

NOTE  8.     CHANGE  IN  BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

Maries  County,  Missouri,  has  changed  its  basis  of  accounting  from  presenting  its  financial  statements 
in  accordance  with  GASB  34  for  2008  and  2007  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting  to  the  regulatory 
basis  of  accounting  as  prescribed  or  permitted  in  accordance  with  state  law.  The  accounting  change 
had  no  effect  on  the  beginning  cash  balances  of  the  various  county  funds.  The  County  did  not  have 
an  audit  for  the  years  ended  December  31 ,  201 0  and  2009. 
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REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND 
ON  COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 

To  the  County  Commission 
and  Officeholders 
of  Maries  County,  Missouri 


We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the 
financial  statements  of  the  various  county  funds  of  Maries  County,  Missouri,  as  of  and  for 
the  two  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements, 
which  collectively  comprise  Maries  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial  statements  and  have 
issued  our  report  thereon  dated  November  4,  2013. 


Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Maries 
County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the 
audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our 
opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the 
effectiveness  of  Maries  County,  Missouri's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express 
an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Maries  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding 
paragraph  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be 
material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or 
significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses,  we  identified  certain  deficiencies  in 
internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  a  material  weakness  and  significant  deficiencies. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not 
allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material 
weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  such  that  there 
is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial  statements 
will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  We  consider  the 
deficiency  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses  to  be  a 
material  weakness  as  item  12-01. 
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A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less 
severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with 
governance.  We  consider  the  deficiencies  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and 
responses  to  be  significant  deficiencies  as  items  12-02  and  12-03. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Maries  County's  financial  statements  are 
free  of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws, 
regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and 
material  effect  on  the  determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion 
on  compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit  and,  accordingly,  we  do  not 
express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other 
matters  that  is  required  to  be  reported  under  Government  Auditing  Standards. 

Maries  County,  Missouri's  Responses  to  Findings 

Maries  County,  Missouri's  responses  to  the  findings  identified  in  our  audit  are  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses.  Maries  County,  Missouri's  responses  were  not 
subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly, 
we  express  no  opinion  on  the  responses. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in 
accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and 
compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission,  others 
within  the  entity,  and  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be 
used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record 
and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

This  section  includes  the  audit  findings  that  Government  Auditing  Standards  require  to  be  reported  for 
an  audit  of  financial  statements. 

MATERIAL  WEAKNESS  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 

12-01        County  Budget  Documents  Materially  Misstated  County's  Financial  Statements 

Condition:  The  County's  budget  documents  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011 
materially  misstated  the  various  receipt  classifications  for  the  Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #1) 
Fund,  Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #2)  Fund,  and  911  Fund.  The  budget  documents  had 
misclassified  bridge  program  and  disaster  relief  monies  in  Other  Receipts  instead  of 
Intergovernmental  receipts  and  a  public  safety  grant  as  Other  Receipts  instead  of  as 
Intergovernmental  receipts  also. 

The  General  Revenue  Fund,  Special  Sheriff  Fund,  Citizen  Safety  Fund,  and  Tax 
Maintenance  Fund  also  had  misclassifications  of  receipts  recorded  on  the  budget 
documents. 

Reclassification  adjustments  were  made  during  the  audit  to  more  fairly  and  materially 
state  the  receipts  of  the  various  funds. 

Criteria:  Strong  internal  controls  over  financial  information  require  that  receipts  be  properly 
classified  within  the  respective  funds  and  an  independent  review  performed  of  the  budget 
documents  to  ensure  that  the  classifications  of  receipts  are  proper. 

Cause:  The  County  had  a  lack  of  controls  over  the  preparation  of  the  budget  documents  and  a 
lack  of  independent  verification  of  amounts  recorded  on  the  budget  documents. 

Effect:  The  budget  documents  presented  to  the  public  and  submitted  to  the  State  Auditor's 
Office  contained  material  misstatements  of  financial  amounts  in  various  classifications  of 
receipts  within  various  county  funds. 

Recommendation: 

The  County  Commission  and  respective  officials  take  more  care  in  preparation  of  the 
budget  document  each  year  to  ensure  that  the  classifications  of  receipts  within  the 
various  funds  are  properly  stated. 

Auditee  response: 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  will  implement. 

SIGNIFICANT  DEFICIENCIES  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 
1 2-02        Accounting  for  Transfers  Need  Improvement 

Condition:  The  financial  statements  of  the  County  as  represented  in  the  annual  budget  document  do 
not  present  the  proper  amount  of  transfers  between  the  various  county  funds.  Total 
amounts  reflected  on  the  budget  documents  for  actual  transfers  in  do  not  agree  with  total 
actual  transfers  out  for  the  year  ended  December  31 ,  201 1 .  The  total  actual  transfers  in 
and  out  per  the  budget  documents  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011  were 
$175,369  and  $174,919  respectively,  for  a  difference  of  $450.  A  $10,000  transfer  in  to 
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the  Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #1)  Fund  from  the  Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #2)  Fund  was 
included  under  Miscellaneous  Receipts  instead  of  a  transfer  in  and  a  $10,450  transfer  out 
from  the  911  Fund  to  the  Assessment  Fund  was  shown  as  an  expense  to  Salaries  and 
Wages  instead  of  to  transfers  out. 

Audit  adjustments  have  been  made  to  several  county  funds  in  the  financial  statements  for 
the  incorrect  classifications  to  properly  state  the  actual  amount  of  transfers  made  by  the 
County  as  restated  on  page  16  of  the  Notes  to  Financial  Statements. 

Criteria:  Strong  internal  controls  over  financial  statements  require  that  transfers  in  and  out  are 
properly  reported  in  the  various  funds  and  are  in  balance. 

Cause:  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  did  not  consider  the  importance  of  balancing 
the  budgeted  and  actual  amounts  of  transfers  in  and  out  between  the  various  funds. 

Effect:  The  transfers  in  and  out  between  various  county  funds  are  not  in  balance  on  the  budget 
documents  filed  with  the  state  and  misstate  the  financial  statements  presented  by  the 
County. 

Recommendation: 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  should  ensure  both  budgeted  and  actual 
transfers  to  and  from  other  funds  are  in  agreement  each  year. 

Auditee's  Response: 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  will  implement. 


1 2-03     Budgetary  Procedures  Not  in  Compliance  With  State  Law 

Condition:  We  noted  the  following  issues  with  the  County's  budgeting  process  during  our  audit: 

A.  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  County  Collector,  and  Sheriff  did  not  exercise 
adequate  budgetary  control  over  certain  funds  during  the  audit  period.  Expenditures  were 
approved  for  payment  that  exceeded  the  approved  budget  for  the  following  funds  as 
shown  below: 


Fund                                 Year  Amount 

Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #2)                              2012      S  22,626 

2011  51,449 

Election  Service                                            2012  502 

2011  499 

Commissary                                                 2012  1,237 

2011  8,420 

General  Revenue                                           2012  41,309 

Children's  Trust                                            2012  473 

Record  Storage                                             2012  10,112 

911                                                                2012  82,074 

Tax  Maintenance                                           2012  8 

Road  and  Bridge  (Road  #1)                              2011  32,197 

Civil  Summons  -  Deputy  Sheriff  Supplement      201 1  4,400 
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B.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  did  not  budget  any  amounts  in  2012  or  201 1 
for  the  emergency  fund  within  the  General  Revenue  Fund  of  the  County.  The  County 
Commission  indicated  that  the  monies  set  aside  in  the  money  market  demand  account 
maintained  by  the  County  would  be  sufficient  to  cover  any  county  emergencies. 

C.  The  budgets  for  the  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
201 1  inappropriately  misclassified  the  tax  fee  receipts  into  the  fund  under 
Intergovernmental  instead  of  as  Charges  for  Services.  This  has  been  adjusted  on  the 
financial  statements  to  properly  state  the  receipts  for  each  year. 

Criteria:  Section  50.540  RSMo,  requires  that  the  budget  be  revised  prior  to  authorizing 
expenditures  in  excess  of  the  budget.  Section  50.540.4  RSMo,  states  that  the  budget 
officer  shall  provide  in  his  recommendations,  and  the  county  commission  shall  provide  in 
its  appropriation  order,  that  an  amount  equal  to  not  less  than  three  percent  of  the  total 
estimated  general  fund  revenues  shall  be  appropriated  each  year  as  an  emergency  fund. 
Proper  accounting  requires  that  receipts  be  properly  classified  on  the  budget  documents. 

Cause:       County  officials  did  not  consider  the  importance  of  preparing  proper  amended  budgets. 

The  County  Commission  did  not  consider  the  statutory  guidance  regarding  budgeting 
amounts  for  the  emergency  fund  within  the  General  Revenue  Fund.  The  County  Collector 
did  not  ensure  that  the  budget  was  properly  stated  for  the  receipts  collected  for  the  Tax 
Maintenance  Fund. 

Effect:  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  other  County  officials  did  not  follow  state  law 
on  the  preparation  of  budget  documents  and  expenditures  of  funds. 

Recommendation: 

A.  The  County  Commission  should  not  approve  expenditures  in  excess  of  budgeted  amounts. 
The  County  Commission  should  properly  amend  the  budgets  in  a  public  meeting  when 
unforeseen  circumstances  arise  that  necessitate  increased  expenditures  in  any  fund. 

B.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  should  provide  a  budgeted  amount  for 
emergency  fund  expenditures  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  state  law. 

C.  The  County  Collector  and  County  Clerk  should  ensure  that  receipts  are  properly  classified 
on  the  budget  document. 

Auditee's  Response: 

A.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  will  implement. 

B.  Maries  County  has  maintained  an  MMDA  account  for  emergency  purposes.   Due  to  having  this 
account,  the  3%  that  is  to  be  included  within  the  budget  will  not  be  added  in. 

C.  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  County  Collector  will  implement. 
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WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


The  previous  financial  audit  performed  for  Maries  County,  Missouri,  was  for  the  two  years  ended 
December  31,  2008.  Because  Maries  County,  Missouri,  did  not  obtain  an  audit  of  its  financial 
statements  for  the  two  years  ended  December  31,  2010,  this  section  does  not  report  the  status  of 
any  prior  audit  findings. 


-  26  - 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Gentry  County 


November  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Gentry  County 


Property  Tax  System  The  County  Collector-Treasurer  and  her  deputy  have  unlimited  access  to  all 

information  in  the  property  tax  system,  which  allows  them  the  ability  to 
make  changes  to  the  individual  tax  records  and  creates  a  significant  control 
weakness.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  reconcile  the  initial  addition  and 
abatement  information  prepared  by  the  County  Assessor  with  the  actual 
changes  made  by  the  County  Collector-Treasurer,  so  there  is  no  assurance 
that  all  additions  and  abatements  posted  are  approved. 


County  Commission  Minutes      As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  County  Commission  does  not  always 

comply  with  the  Sunshine  Law.  The  County  Commission  did  not  cite  the 
correct  reasons  for  closing  meetings  and  did  not  prepare  minutes  for  one 
closed  meeting. 


County  Procedures  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  overall  county  property  records,  and 

none  of  the  county  officials  or  departments  perform  and  submit  an  annual 
inventory  list.  The  county  does  not  track  the  purchase  and  disposition  of 
assets  throughout  the  year,  and  some  assets  are  not  tagged.  In  addition,  the 
county  has  not  developed  formal  policies  and  procedures  for  selling 
culverts,  the  County  Clerk's  list  of  culvert  sales  was  not  kept  current  and 
accurate,  and  the  county  does  not  collect  retail  sales  tax  on  culverts  sold  for 
private  purposes. 


Sheriffs  Seized  Property 
Records 


The  Sheriffs  office  has  not  conducted  a  physical  inventory  of  seized 
property  and  does  not  maintain  a  summary  control  log. 


Additional  Comments 


Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 
audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Gentry  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Gentry  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Davis,  Lynn  &  Moots,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit  the 
financial  statements  of  Gentry  County  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Gentry 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Todd  M.  Schuler,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditors:      Kenneth  Erfurth 

Corey  McComas,  M.  Acct.,  CPA 
Audit  Staff:  Richard  Mosha,  MBA 

Colby  Dollens 
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Gentry  County 

Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

1.  Property  Tax 
System 


1.1  Computer  access 


Controls  and  procedures  over  the  property  tax  system  need  improvement. 
The  County  Collector-Treasurer's  office  processed  collections  totaling 
approximately  $6.9  million  for  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013. 

Access  to  the  property  tax  system  is  not  adequately  restricted.  The  County 
Collector-Treasurer  and  her  deputy  have  administrative  access  rights  in  the 
property  tax  system,  which  provides  them  with  unlimited  access  to  all 
information  in  the  system  and  allows  them  the  ability  to  make  changes  to 
the  individual  tax  records.  While  the  County  Clerk  and  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer  use  the  same  computerized  tax  system,  the  two  offices 
computers  are  not  networked  together.  As  a  result,  changes  or  updates  to  the 
tax  records,  such  as  additions  and  abatements  (see  section  1.2)  which  are 
required  to  be  made  by  the  County  Clerk's  office,  have  to  be  made  by  the 
County  Collector-Treasurer.  The  County  Collector-Treasurer's  ability  to 
alter  or  delete  tax  rates,  assessed  values,  and  property  tax  billings  represents 
a  significant  control  weakness  because  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  is 
responsible  for  collecting  tax  monies. 


Properly  limiting  access  to  the  property  tax  system  will  help  prevent 
unauthorized  changes  to  property  tax  records.  Access  should  be  limited 
based  on  user  needs.  Unrestricted  access  can  also  result  in  the  deletion  or 
alteration  of  data  files  and  programs. 


1 .2  Additions  and  abatements  The  County  Clerk  does  not  reconcile  the  initial  addition  and  abatement 

information  prepared  by  the  County  Assessor  and  the  actual  changes  made 
in  the  property  tax  system  by  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  and  her 
deputy.  The  County  Clerk's  office  only  compares  a  manually  prepared 
listing  of  additions  and  abatements  prepared  by  the  County  Collector- 
Treasurer  monthly  to  the  court  ordered  changes  approved  by  the  County 
Commission.  There  is  no  assurance  that  all  additions  and  abatements  posted 
to  the  system  are  included  on  the  listing. 

Sections  137.260  and  137.270,  RSMo,  assign  responsibility  to  the  County 
Clerk  for  making  corrections  to  the  tax  books  with  the  approval  of  the 
County  Commission.  If  it  is  not  feasible  for  the  County  Clerk  to  make 
corrections  to  the  tax  books,  periodic  reviews,  along  with  a  comparison  of 
approved  additions  and  abatements  to  actual  changes  made  to  the  property 
tax  system,  would  help  ensure  changes  are  proper. 

Recommendations  The  County  Commission: 


1.1       Ensure  property  tax  system  access  rights  are  limited  to  only  what  is 
needed  for  the  users  to  perform  their  job  duties  and  responsibilities. 
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1.2  Work  with  the  County  Clerk  to  ensure  a  comparison  of  approved 
additions  and  abatements  to  actual  changes  made  to  the  property  tax 
system  is  performed. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  responses: 

1.1  We  will  talk  with  the  applicable  officials  and  software  provider 
about  how  to  best  resolve  this  concern. 


2.  County 
Commission 
Minutes 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


3.  County  Procedures 


1.2  We  have  discussed  this  recommendation  with  both  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer  and  County  Clerk  and  will  ensure  verification 
of  any  additions,  abatements,  or  changes  to  the  tax  system  is 
performed  in  the  future.  Both  officials  indicated  they  are  willing  to 
implement  this  recommendation. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  report,  the  County  Commission  does  not  ensure 
procedures  related  to  closed  meetings  are  in  compliance  with  the  Sunshine 
Law.  Topics  discussed  in  closed  meetings,  including  the  independent 
auditor's  draft  financial  statement  audit  and  litigation,  were  not  cited  in  an 
open  meeting  as  a  reason  for  closing  the  meeting.  The  County  Commission 
incorrectly  cited  personnel  issues  as  the  reason  for  all  12  closed  meetings 
held  during  2012.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  did  not  prepare 
minutes  for  one  of  the  closed  meetings. 

The  Sunshine  Law,  Chapter  610,  RSMo,  requires  minutes  be  prepared  for 
all  closed  meetings  and  the  reason  for  the  closed  meeting  be  voted  on  in  an 
open  meeting.  In  addition,  this  law  provides  the  Board  shall  not  discuss  any 
other  business  in  a  closed  meeting  which  does  not  directly  relate  to  the 
specific  reason  announced  and  documented  to  justify  the  closed  meeting. 

The  County  Commission  properly  cite  reasons  for  closed  meetings  and  limit 
discussion  during  closed  meetings  to  the  reasons  cited  in  the  open  meeting. 
In  addition,  minutes  for  each  closed  meeting  should  be  prepared  and 
maintained. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 

We  will  make  every  effort  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  Sunshine  Law  in 
the  future. 

Procedures  to  account  for  capital  assets  need  improvement.  In  addition, 
policies  for  the  sale  of  culverts  to  townships,  cities,  and  residents  have  not 
been  adopted  and  improvement  is  needed  for  current  procedures  in  place. 


3.1  Capital  assets 


The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  overall  county  property  records,  and 
none  of  the  county  officials  or  departments  perform  and  submit  an  annual 
inventory  list.  Neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  other  county  officials  track 
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property  purchases  and  dispositions  of  assets  throughout  the  year.  The 
County  Clerk  did  not  send  out  requests  for  inventory  lists  to  the  various 
county  departments  during  2012.  In  addition,  property  tags  are  not  being 
issued  to  the  departments  and  some  assets  are  not  tagged,  identifying  them 
as  county  property. 

Adequate  county  property  records  and  procedures  are  necessary  to  ensure 
effective  internal  controls,  meet  statutory  requirements,  and  provide  a  basis 
for  determining  proper  insurance  coverage.  Procedures  to  track  property 
purchases  and  dispositions  throughout  the  year,  along  with  periodic  physical 
inventories  and  comparisons  of  the  results  to  overall  county  property 
records  are  necessary  to  evaluate  the  accuracy  of  the  records,  and  deter  and 
detect  theft.  Proper  tagging  of  county  property  items  is  necessary  to 
facilitate  the  record-keeping  process,  Section  49.093,  RSMo,  requires 
counties  to  account  for  personal  property  costing  $1,000  or  more,  assigns 
responsibilities  to  the  officer  or  applicable  designee  of  each  county 
department,  and  describes  details  to  be  provided  in  the  inventory  records. 

A  similar  condition  was  noted  in  our  prior  report. 

3.2  Culvert  Sales  The  county  does  not  maintain  adequate  records  of  culvert  sales  to 

townships,  cities,  and  residents  of  the  county,  has  not  developed  formal 
procedures  to  adequately  account  for  the  sale  of  culverts,  and  does  not 
collect  retail  sales  tax  on  sales  for  private  purposes.  The  County  Clerk 
indicated  culverts  have  been  sold  to  townships,  cities,  and  residents  for 
many  years  to  potentially  reduce  the  workload  of  the  road  and  bridge 
department.  The  County  Clerk  prepares  bills  and  receives  payments  from 
culvert  sales.  Total  receipts  from  culvert  sales  were  approximately  $24,000 
for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  Our  review  noted  the  following 
concerns: 

•  The  county  has  not  developed  formal  policies  and  procedures  related  to 
culvert  sales.  Townships,  cities,  and  residents  contact  the  road  and 
bridge  department  or  County  Clerk  when  purchasing  a  culvert.  Culverts 
are  sold  at  cost,  but  an  additional  $50  fee  is  charged  if  the  culvert  is 
delivered.  The  county  should  evaluate  the  practice  of  selling  culverts 
and  develop  a  formal  policy  regarding  performing  these  services.  In 
addition,  selling  culverts  may  compete  with  private  businesses,  which 
perform  this  service.  Formal  written  policies  should  be  developed  to 
document  the  county-related  purpose,  ensure  all  county  residents  are 
treated  equally,  and  prevent  misunderstandings. 

•  The  County  Clerk's  log  of  culvert  sales  was  not  kept  current,  invoice 
numbers  were  out  of  order,  and  there  were  some  discrepancies  between 
invoices  and  what  was  recorded  on  the  log.  To  ensure  all  culverts  sold 
are  properly  charged,  billed,  and  collected,  a  log  of  culverts  sold  should 
be  maintained  and  kept  current.  The  County  Clerk  should  prepare  bills 
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based  upon  the  information  on  the  log  and  should  reconcile  payments 
received  to  bills  issued. 

•  The  county  does  not  collect  retail  sales  tax  on  culverts  sold  for  private 
purposes.  As  a  result,  county  residents  avoided  paying  sales  tax  on  these 
purchases.  The  county  may  have  circumvented  sales  tax  law  by  selling 
culverts  for  private  purposes  and  not  collecting  and  remitting  retail  sales 
tax. 

Recommendations  The  County  Commission: 

3.1  And  County  Clerk  work  with  other  county  officials  to  ensure 
complete  and  accurate  inventory  records  are  maintained,  purchases 
and  dispositions  of  assets  are  tracked,  annual  physical  inventories 
are  conducted,  and  assets  are  tagged  as  county  property. 

3.2  Reevaluate  the  practice  of  selling  culverts  to  residents.  If  the  county 
continues  to  provide  this  service,  the  County  Commission  should 
develop  formal  policies  and  procedures  regarding  culvert  sales  and 
ensure  an  adequate  log  of  culverts  sold  is  maintained  and  reconcile 
all  billings  to  receipts  on  a  periodic  basis  to  ensure  outstanding 
receivables  are  collected.  The  county  should  contact  the  Department 
of  Revenue  regarding  the  collection  and  remittance  of  retail  sales 
tax  on  sales  intended  for  private  purposes. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

3.1  We  will  work  together  with  the  other  elected  officials  and 
department  heads  to  establish  asset  procedures  to  ensure 
inventories  are  performed  annually,  assets  are  tagged,  and 
purchases  and  dispositions  are  tracked  throughout  the  year.  We 
plan  to  have  this  recommendation  fully  implemented  by  the  end  of 
2014. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 

3.2  We  immediately  stopped  selling  culverts  to  individuals  when  this 
issue  was  mentioned  by  the  auditors.  We  will  develop  a  policy  by 
March  1,  2014  regarding  sales  to  cities  and  townships  in  the 
county.  We  will  ensure  the  County  Clerk  and  road  and  bridge 
supervisor  work  together  to  account  for  culvert  sales  in  accordance 
with  the  established  policy.  Documentation  will  be  maintained  for 
the  disposition  of  each  culvert  purchased  in  the  future. 


Gentry  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


4.  Sheriff  s  Seized 
Property  Records 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  maintain  a  summary  control  log  documenting 
all  seized  property  on  hand.  In  addition,  the  Sheriffs  office  has  not 
conducted  a  physical  inventory  of  all  seized  property. 

Considering  the  often  sensitive  nature  of  seized  property,  adequate  internal 
controls  are  essential  and  would  significantly  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft  or 
misuse  of  the  items.  Summary  inventory  records  of  all  seized  property 
items,  including  information  such  as  description,  current  location,  case 
number,  date  of  seizure,  and  disposition  of  such  property,  along  with  the 
performance  of  periodic  physical  inventories,  are  necessary  to  ensure  items 
are  accounted  for  properly. 

The  Sheriff  ensure  a  seized  property  inventory  control  log  is  maintained  and 
a  periodic  physical  inventory  is  conducted  and  reconciled  to  the  log. 

The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  response: 


I  have  implemented  this  recommendation. 
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Gentry  County 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Gentry  County  is  a  township-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat 
is  Albany. 

Gentry  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  bridges,  and  performing  miscellaneous 
duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal  functions  of  these 
other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property  assessment,  property  tax 
collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance  of  financial  and  other 
records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county  employed  26  full-time 
employees  and  5  part-time  employees  on  December  31,  2012.  The 
townships  maintain  county  roads. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  3 1  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


 Officeholder  2013  2012 

Rod  Dollars,  Presiding  Commissioner  $  28,193 

Larry  B.  Wilson,  Associate  Commissioner  26,193 

Gary  Carlson,  Associate  Commissioner  26,193 

Carol  Reidlinger,  County  Clerk  39,686 

Jerome  Y.  Biggs  Jr.,  Prosecuting  Attorney  47,150 

Tim  Davis,  Sheriff  45,523 

Noah  Mays,  County  Coroner  1 1 ,089 

Joy  L.  Novak,  Public  Administrator  28,068 
Linda  Combs,  County  Collector-Treasurer, 

year  ended  March  31,  39,885 
Sheryl  Coburn,  County  Assessor, 

year  ended  August  31,  39,301 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Lafayette  County 


Timeliness  of  Receipts  The  Circuit  Clerk's  office  did  not  properly  receipt  and  deposit  all  monies 

received.  Four  checks  in  the  safe  had  not  been  receipted,  entered  into  the 
Justice  Information  System  (JIS),  or  deposited  for  various  reasons  including 
dismissal  of  charges,  inadequate  case  information,  and  unmet  plea 
agreement  terms.  Two  of  the  four  checks  were  from  2006.  Eight  checks 
were  not  entered  into  the  JIS  until  one  or  two  business  days  after  receipt, 
and  three  of  the  140  manual  receipt  slips  written  during  2012  were  not 
timely  entered  into  the  JIS. 

The  Probate  Deputy  Circuit  Clerk  was  paid  $1,800  in  2012  for  additional 
duties  as  Law  Library  Trustee,  but  the  court  had  no  documentation  to 
support  classifying  this  position  as  an  independent  contractor  and  did  not 
report  these  earning  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service. 


Contract  Employee 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge  and  Court  en  banc 
and 

Circuit  Clerk  of  the 
Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Lafayette  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Lafayette  County  in  fulfillment  of 
our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to, 
the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  court's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  court's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  court,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures 
to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  court's  management,  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  and 
Lafayette  County  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  court. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit 
of  the  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Lafayette  County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Lori  Melton,  M.Acct.,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Kenneth  Erfurth 

Audit  Staff:  Toryana  Vestal 
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Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Lafayette  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 

1.  Timeliness  of 
Receipts 


The  Circuit  Clerk's  office  does  not  properly  receipt  and  deposit  all  court 
receipts.  Receipt  slips  are  not  issued  for  some  monies  immediately  upon 
receipt  and  manual  receipt  slips  are  not  always  entered  into  the  Justice 
Information  System  (JIS),  the  Missouri  Courts  automated  case  management 
system,  in  a  timely  manner. 

According  to  court  records,  receipts  processed  during  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  totaled  approximately  $1,838,000.  Fines,  bonds,  and 
court  costs  are  collected,  recorded  in  the  JIS,  and  deposited  into  the  Circuit 
Clerk's  general  bank  account  by  personnel  of  the  Circuit  Clerk's  office. 

The  Circuit  Clerk's  office  did  not  properly  receipt  the  following  monies  in  a 
timely  manner: 

•  Four  checks  in  the  safe  had  not  been  receipted,  entered  into  the  JIS, 
or  deposited  as  of  a  cash  count  on  June  5,  2013.  The  Circuit  Clerk 
indicated  two  checks  from  2006  were  not  receipted  because  charges 
were  dismissed  on  the  individual  prior  to  receiving  the  monies  in 
the  mail  and  the  individual  could  not  be  located  to  return  the  money. 
For  one  check,  a  case  did  not  exist  in  the  JIS  when  the  check  was 
received  on  June  3,  2013,  and  the  Circuit  Clerk  is  waiting  for  the 
case  to  be  filed  before  processing  this  receipt.  The  fourth  check 
received  on  May  6,  2013,  was  not  receipted  or  deposited  because 
certain  terms  of  the  plea  agreement  with  the  Prosecuting  Attorney 
had  not  been  met.  This  receipt  will  be  processed  once  all  terms  of 
the  plea  agreement  are  met. 

•  Eight  checks  identified  during  the  June  5,  2013,  cash  count  were  not 
entered  in  the  JIS  when  received.  Seven  of  these  receipts  were 
entered  in  the  JIS  the  next  business  day  and  the  eighth  receipt  was 
entered  in  the  JIS  2  business  days  later.  The  Circuit  Clerk  indicated 
if  all  information  to  create  a  new  case  is  not  entered  in  the  JIS  by 
the  end  of  the  day,  the  court's  procedure  is  to  discard  the  receipt  in 
progress  and  complete  the  receipting  process  the  next  day. 


•  Manual  receipt  slips  are  not  always  entered  into  the  JIS  in  a  timely 
manner.  Of  the  140  manual  receipt  slips  written  during  2012,  three 
were  not  entered  into  the  JIS  in  a  timely  manner,  with  delays  up  to  9 
business  days.  The  Circuit  Clerk  did  not  know  why  these  manual 
receipt  slips  had  not  been  entered  in  the  JIS  in  a  timelier  manner. 


To  adequately  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse 
of  funds,  it  is  necessary  to  ensure  all  monies  are  promptly  receipted,  entered 
into  the  JIS,  and  deposited  timely. 
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Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Lafayette  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 


State  Auditor's  Findings 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


2.  Contract  Employee 


The  Circuit  Clerk  immediately  issue  receipt  slips  for  all  monies  received, 
including  monies  without  an  assigned  case  or  pending  additional 
requirements  for  processing,  and  deposit  the  receipts  in  a  timely  manner.  In 
addition,  the  Circuit  Clerk  should  ensure  monies  receipted  using  manual 
receipt  slips  are  timely  recorded  in  the  JIS  and  deposited. 

The  Circuit  Clerk  provided  the  following  written  response: 

As  a  result  of  the  audit,  the  monies  cited  for  not  being  timely  receipted  were 
given  individual  attention  by  the  Circuit  Clerk  and  financial  supervisor  to 
determine  the  circumstances  under  which  the  auditing  guidelines  were  not 
met.  While  we  are  confident  that  the  circumstances  for  the  delays  are  fully 
justified  by  standard  court  business  practices,  the  recommendations  for 
procedural  change  to  avoid  similar  delays  in  the  future  have  now  been 
implemented  as  a  result  of  the  audit.  Further,  pursuant  to  Supreme  Court 
Rule  4,  the  Circuit  Clerk's  Office  has  discontinued  the  use  of  manual 
receipts  except  during  any  period  that  the  automated  system  is  unavailable. 
We  welcome  any  and  all  suggestions  that  help  improve  our  daily  practices, 
especially  in  terms  of  financial  management. 

Reasons  for  the  Law  Library  Trustee  classification  as  an  independent 
contractor  have  not  been  documented  and  earnings  were  not  reported  to  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS).  The  Probate  Deputy  Circuit  Clerk  received 
payments  totaling  $1,800,  during  2012,  for  additional  duties  as  Law  Library 
Trustee.  Though  the  Circuit  Judge  indicated  the  duties  related  to 
administration  of  the  Law  Library  are  contract  duties,  documentation  of  the 
reasoning  behind  classifying  the  duties  as  an  independent  contractor  was  not 
maintained. 


Proper  classification  of  employees  and  contractors  is  necessary  to  ensure 
compliance  with  various  state  and  federal  laws  and  regulations.  The  failure 
to  withhold  and  properly  report  payroll  and  income  taxes  for  workers  makes 
the  court  potentially  subject  to  additional  tax  liabilities  along  with  penalties 
and  interest.  The  Internal  Revenue  Code  requires  both  W-9  and  1099  reports 
be  filed  for  independent  contractors  and  IRS  Publication  15  requires  a  W-2 
report  be  filed  for  employees. 

Recommendation  The  Circuit  Judge  and  Circuit  Clerk  determine  the  proper  classification  for 

the  Law  Library  Trustee  and  document  the  decision  made.  After  the 
classification  of  the  Law  Library  Trustee  is  determined,  ensure 
compensation  and  any  withholdings  are  handled  properly  and  reported  to 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service. 
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Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Lafayette  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


AuditCC'S  RcSpOIlSC  ^he  Circuit  Judge  provided  the  following  response: 

We  understand  the  concerns  raised  by  this  finding.  We  feel  the  Law  Library 
Trustee  is  a  contract  employee  as  she  is  able  to  work  her  own  hours,  without 
supervision.  As  such,  we  will  treat  her  as  a  contract  employee  and  prepare  a 
1099  this  year  and  in  subsequent  years. 

The  Circuit  Clerk  provided  the  following  written  response: 

As  the  Deputy  Clerk  appointed  as  Law  Library  Trustee  is  under  the  direct 
supervision  of  the  Circuit  Judge,  I  do  not  have  access  to  the  details  of  their 
current  working  arrangement.  I  acknowledge,  however,  the 
recommendation  that  the  Circuit  Clerk  assist  in  determining  the  proper 
classification  of  a  Law  Library  Trustee  and  document  the  decision  made; 
and  further,  ensure  compensation  to  the  trustee  and  any  withholdings  are 
handled  properly  and  reported  to  the  IRS. 
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Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Lafayette  County 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  Lafayette  County  as  well  as  Saline 
County. 

The  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  one  circuit  judge  and  four 
associate  circuit  judges.  The  circuit  judge  hears  cases  in  Lafayette  and 
Saline  Counties.  Of  the  four  associate  circuit  judges,  two  are  located  in 
Lafayette  County  and  preside  over  Associate  Circuit  Divisions  II  and  III. 
The  two  other  associate  circuit  judges  are  located  in  Saline  County.  Circuit 
personnel  located  in  Saline  County  are  not  included  in  the  scope  of  this 
audit. 

Personnel  At  December  31,  2012,  the  judges,  Circuit  Clerk,  and  Juvenile  Officer  of  the 

Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Lafayette  County,  were  as  follows: 


 Title  Name  

Circuit  Judge,  Division  I  Dennis  A.  Rolf 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  II  John  Frerking 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  III  Randall  Shackelford 

Circuit  Clerk  Deana  Aversman 

Juvenile  Officer  Amy  Meyers 


Financial  Information  Receipts  of  the  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Lafayette  County,  were  as 

follows: 


Year  Ended 
December  31,  2012 
Court  deposits,  fee,  bonds,  and  other  $1,837,757 

Interest  Income   1,080 

Total  $1,838,837 


Caseload  Information  From  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  Missouri  Judicial  Reports, 

case  filings  of  the  Fifteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Lafayette  County,  were  as 
follows: 


Year  Ended 

 June  30,  2012 

Civil  ~  1,622 

Criminal  4,739 
Juvenile  69 

Probate   169 

Total  6,599 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


INSURANCE,  FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS,  AND 
PROFESSIONAL 
REGISTRATION 

Division  of  Professional 
Registration 

State  Board  of  Emb aimers 
and  Funeral  Directors 


December  2013 


Report  No.  2013-133 


http  ://auditor.mo.gov 


December  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Division  of  Professional  Registration,  State  Board  of 
Embalmers  and  Funeral  Directors 


Background  The  State  Board  of  Embalmers  and  Funeral  Directors  was  established  in 

1895  to  adopt  and  enforce  rules  and  regulations  for  standards  of  service  and 
practice  to  be  followed  in  the  professions  of  embalming  and  funeral 
directing.  The  Board  also  licenses  funeral  establishments  and  preneed 
sellers  and  providers.  Five  of  the  six  board  members  possess  a  license  to 
practice  embalming  and/or  funeral  directing,  and  board  members  are 
appointed  by  the  governor  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate. 

The  audit  identified  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  no 
significant  noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  no  significant 
deficiencies  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  No  findings  resulted 
from  our  audit. 


Findings 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Excellent. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

John  M.  Huff,  Director 

Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration 
and 

Jane  A.  Rackers,  Director 
Division  of  Professional  Registration 
and 

State  Board  of  Embalmers  and  Funeral  Directors 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and 
Professional  Registration,  Division  of  Professional  Registration,  State  Board  of  Embalmers  and  Funeral 
Directors,  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was 
not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2013  and  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  board's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  board's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  board;  and  testing  selected 
transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in 
operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract, 
grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and 
performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  board's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  board. 


For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  control,  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  management  practices  and 
procedures.  No  findings  resulted  from  our  audit  of  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions, 
and  Professional  Registration,  Division  of  Professional  Registration,  State  Board  of  Embalmers  and 
Funeral  Directors. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:        John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 


Audit  Manager:  Mark  Ruether,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditors:      Robert  Mc Arthur  II 


Joyce  Thomson 
Audit  Staff:  Mariam  Ahmedbani 
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Division  of  Professional  Registration 

State  Board  of  Embalmers  and  Funeral  Directors 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  State  Board  of  Embalmers  and  Funeral  Directors  was  established  in 
1895  by  an  act  of  the  Missouri  General  Assembly.  The  Omnibus  State 
Reorganization  Act  of  1974  transferred  the  Board  to  the  Division  of 
Professional  Registration.  By  Executive  Order  06-04,  the  division  moved 
from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  to  the  reorganized 
Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional 
Registration  on  August  28,  2006. 


The  Board  is  responsible  for  the  adoption  and  enforcement  of  rules  and 
regulations  for  the  transaction  of  its  business  and  for  standards  of  service 
and  practice  to  be  followed  in  the  professions  of  embalming  and  funeral 
directing.  The  board's  rules  and  regulations  require  licensure  for  individuals 
engaged  in  the  practice  of  embalming,  funeral  directing,  and  preneed 
agent/funeral  director  agent,  and  licensure  of  funeral  establishments, 
preneed  sellers,  and  preneed  providers.  At  June  30,  2013,  there  were  6,314 
licensed  professionals  and  establishments.  Embalmer  and  funeral  director 
biennial  license  fees  are  $200,  funeral  establishment  biennial  license  fees 
are  $250,  and  preneed  annual  license  fees  range  from  $0  to  $200. 

The  Board  consists  of  six  members,  with  five  members  possessing  a  license 
to  practice  embalming  and/or  funeral  directing  and  one  voting  public 
member.  Board  members  are  appointed  by  the  governor  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  senate  and  serve  a  term  of  5  years.  Members  whose  terms 
expire  may  continue  to  serve  until  a  replacement  is  appointed.  The  board 
members  at  June  30,  2013,  were: 


Member  Term  Expires 


James  Reinhard,  Chairman 

April  1,2014 

Archie  Camden,  Vice  Chairman 

September  1,2016 

Collin  Follis,  Secretary 

April  1,2017 

Gary  Fraker,  Member 

April  1,2011 

Jerald  Dickey,  Member 

April  1,2018 

Eric  Pitman,  Member 

April  1,2016 

Board  members  receive  a  $50  per  diem  compensation  and  expenses  while 
performing  their  duties.  The  Board  appoints  an  executive  director  to 
perform  the  board's  administrative  duties.  Sandy  Sebastian  serves  as 
Executive  Director.  Eight  other  employees  perform  various  administrative 
duties. 
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Appendix  A 


Division  of  Professional  Registration 

State  Board  of  Embalmers  and  Funeral  Directors 

Board  of  Embalmers  and  Funeral  Directors  Fund 

Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

2013 

2012 

RECEIPTS 

License  fees 

$ 

705,363 

1,494,642 

Other  fees 

7,490 

10,986 

Miscellaneous 

1,382 

3,223 

Total  Receipts 

714,235 

1,508,851 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Appropriated  expense  and  equipment  costs 

74,423 

70,130 

Transfer  to  Professional  Registration  Fees  Fund  (1) 

636,450 

667,896 

Transfer  to  General  Revenue  Fund  (2) 

11,637 

23,129 

State  Central  Services  cost  allocation 

7,692 

7,514 

Total  Disbursements 

730,202 

768,669 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(15,967) 

740,182 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

2,335,820 

1,595,638 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

$ 

2,319,853 

2,335,820 

(1)  For  reimbursement  of  personal  services,  employee  benefits,  and  operating  costs  paid 
from  the  Professional  Registration  Fees  Fund. 

(2)  For  reimbursement  of  services  provided  by  the  Administrative  Hearing  Commission  and 
Attorney  General's  office  paid  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 


Appendix  B 


Division  Of  Professional  Registration 

State  Board  of  Embalmers  and  Funeral  Directors 

Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2013 

2012 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

BOARD  OF  EMBALMERS  AND  FUNERAL  DIRECTORS  FUND 

Embalmers  and  Funeral  Directors  -  Expense  and  Equipment 

$ 

204,033 

74,423 

129,610 

209,781 

70,130 

139,651 

Total  Board  of  Embalmers  and  Funeral  Directors  Fund 

$ 

204,033 

74,423 

129,610 

209,781 

70,130 

139,651 
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Appendix  C 


Division  of  Professional  Registration 

State  Board  of  Embalmers  and  Funeral  Directors 

Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

2013 

2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

Travel,  in-state 

$ 

22,803 

24,320 

15,503 

20,974 

24,638 

Travel,  out-of-state 

1,313 

2,348 

0 

0 

2,657 

Supplies 

18,741 

16,681 

14,243 

18,420 

12,454 

Professional  development 

1,460 

1,579 

487 

250 

1,250 

Communication  service  and  supplies 

6,514 

6,564 

4,517 

2,219 

2,749 

Professional  services 

18,268 

15,042 

13,886 

52,535 

50,378 

Maintenance  and  repair  services 

865 

123 

293 

1,322 

1,354 

Motorized  equipment 

0 

0 

17,356 

0 

0 

Office  equipment 

1,541 

509 

2,935 

78 

0 

Other  equipment 

0 

337 

0 

0 

0 

Property  and  improvements 

0 

0 

17,446 

2,077 

0 

Building  lease  payments 

856 

305 

0 

746 

1,546 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

65 

91 

62 

0 

100 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

1,997 

2,231 

2,569 

4,925 

6,228 

Total  Expenditures 

$ 

74,423 

70,130 

89,297 

103,546 

103,354 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Stoddard  County 


December  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Stoddard  County 


Property  Tax  System  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  property  tax  system  controls  and  procedures 

need  improvement.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  an  account  book  or 
other  records  summarizing  property  tax  charges,  transactions,  and  changes,  and 
neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission  adequately  verifies  the 
accuracy  of  the  County  Collector-Treasurer's  annual  settlements.  The  County 
Clerk  does  not  prepare  or  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  current  or  delinquent  tax 
books. 


County  Collector- Treasurer 
Oversight 


The  County  Collector-Treasurer  does  not  adequately  oversee  the  accounting 
activities  performed  by  the  Deputy  Collector. 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Controls 
and  Procedures 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  does  not  provide  adequate  oversight  to  ensure 
it  transmits  all  monies  received  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  and  victims. 
The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  does  not  maintain  a  complete  list  of  accounts 
receivables  and  currently  stores  data  in  three  different  accounting  systems.  The 
systems  could  not  produce  a  complete  report  of  accounts  receivables,  and  for 
three  of  ten  cases  reviewed  the  accounting  system  showed  an  inaccurate  balance 
owed.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  does  not  have  procedures  to  follow  up 
on  accounts  receivables  and  does  not  periodically  review  outstanding  balances 
to  determine  if  any  are  uncollectible  and  could  be  written  off. 


Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to  the 
operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 

The  Stoddard  County  Sheriffs  office  is  the  subject  of  a  separate  audit  report, 
No.  2013-1 12,  Stoddard  County  Sheriff,  which  was  issued  in  November  2013. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Stoddard  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Stoddard  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Daniel  Jones  &  Associates,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit  the 
financial  statements  of  Stoddard  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Stoddard 
County. 

An  additional  report,  No.  2013-112,  Stoddard  County  Sheriff,  was  issued  in  November  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:        Randall  Gordon,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CGAP 


Audit  Manager:  Keriann  Wright,  MBA,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Matthew  Schulenberg,  CFE 
Audit  Staff:  Rachelle  Thompson 


Andrew  Ferguson,  M.Acct. 


3 


Stoddard  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  property  tax  system  controls  and 
procedures  need  improvement.  During  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013, 
property  taxes  charged  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  totaled 
approximately  $22.8  million. 

The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  an  account  book  or  other  records 
summarizing  property  tax  charges,  transactions,  and  changes.  In  addition, 
the  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  do  not  perform  adequate 
procedures  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  County  Collector-Treasurer's  annual 
settlements.  As  a  result,  errors  and  irregularities  on  the  annual  settlement 
could  go  undetected.  The  County  Clerk  reviews  the  monthly  and  annual 
settlements  for  mathematical  accuracy  and  the  County  Commission  scans 
the  annual  settlements;  however,  a  detailed  review  is  not  performed. 


1.  Property  Tax 
System 

1 . 1  Account  book 


Section  51.150.1(2),  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  accounts 
with  all  persons  chargeable  with  monies  payable  into  the  county  treasury. 
An  account  book  or  other  records  which  summarize  all  taxes  charged  to  the 
County  Collector-Treasurer,  monthly  collections,  delinquent  credits, 
additions  and  abatements,  and  protested  amounts  should  be  maintained  by 
the  County  Clerk.  Such  records  would  help  the  County  Clerk  ensure  taxes 
charged  and  credited  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  each  year  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  could  also  be  used  by  the  County  Clerk  and 
County  Commission  to  verify  the  County  Collector-Treasurer's  annual 
settlements. 


1 .2  Tax  books  The  County  Clerk  does  not  prepare  or  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  current  or 

delinquent  tax  books.  The  county's  computer  programmer  enters  the 
property  tax  levies  into  the  property  tax  system,  as  provided  by  the  County 
Clerk,  and  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  extends  and  prints  the  current 
and  delinquent  tax  books  and  tax  statements  and  verifies  the  accuracy  of 
amounts  to  be  collected.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  test  or  verify  the 
accuracy  of  the  tax  books.  Because  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  is 
responsible  for  collecting  property  tax  monies,  good  internal  controls 
require  that  someone  independent  of  that  process  be  responsible  for 
generating  and  testing  the  accuracy  of  the  property  tax  books.  A  review  of 
tax  books  should  include  verification  of  individual  entries  in  the  tax  books 
and  recalculating  tax  book  totals  and  charges.  Failure  to  perform  adequate 
reviews  of  the  tax  books  by  an  independent  person  may  result  in  errors  or 
irregularities  going  undetected. 

Sections  137.290  and  140.050,  RSMo,  require  the  County  Clerk  to  extend 
the  current  and  delinquent  tax  books  and  charge  the  County  Collector- 
Treasurer  with  the  amount  of  taxes  to  be  collected.  If  it  is  not  feasible  for 
the  County  Clerk  to  prepare  the  tax  books,  at  a  minimum,  the  accuracy  of 
the  tax  books  should  be  verified  and  approval  of  the  tax  book  amounts  to  be 
charged  to  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  should  be  documented. 
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Stoddard  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


ReCOmmendcltionS  ^       ^ne  County  Clerk  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book 

with  the  County  Collector-Treasurer.  In  addition,  the  County 
Commission  and  the  County  Clerk  should  use  the  account  book  to 
review  the  accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector- 
Treasurer's  annual  settlements. 

1.2  The  County  Clerk  prepare  the  current  and  delinquent  tax  books,  or 
at  a  minimum,  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  tax  books  prior  to  charging 
the  County  Collector-Treasurer  with  the  property  tax  amounts  to  be 
collected.  Procedures  performed  should  be  documented. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

1.1  An  account  book  was  established  in  February  2013.  This  account 
book  will  be  used  to  review  the  County  Collector-Treasurer's 
annual  settlement  for  accuracy  and  completeness. 

The  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

1.2  I  will  test  and  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  tax  books  and  document 
these  tests. 


The  County  Collector-Treasurer  does  not  provide  adequate  oversight  of 
accounting  activities.  During  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013,  the  County 
Collector-Treasurer  collected  approximately  $19.9  million. 

The  Deputy  Collector  is  responsible  for  making  disbursements  and 
preparing  monthly  and  annual  settlements,  in  addition  to  collecting  and 
recording  some  receipts.  However,  the  County  Collector-Treasurer  only 
occasionally  reviews  disbursements  and  compares  monthly/annual 
settlements  to  supporting  documentation,  and  these  reviews  are  not 
documented. 

Proper  oversight  is  necessary  to  provide  more  assurance  accounting  records 
are  complete  and  accurate,  transactions  are  proper,  and  assets  are  adequately 
safeguarded. 

The  County  Collector-Treasurer  perform  and  document  supervisory  reviews 
of  all  accounting  duties. 

The  County  Collector-Treasurer  provided  the  following  response: 


2.  County  Collector- 
Treasurer 
Oversight 


Recommendation 
Auditee's  Response 


/  will  begin  documenting  my  review  of  all  accounting  records.  In  addition, 
procedures  have  been  developed  to  help  review  monthly  and  annual 
settlements. 


3.  Prosecuting 

Attorney  Controls 
and  Procedures 
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Controls  and  procedures  need  improvement.  During  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  collected 
approximately  $133,500  in  bad  check  fees  and  restitution  and  court-ordered 
restitution. 


3.1  Oversight  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  does  not  provide  adequate  oversight  to 

ensure  all  monies  received  are  properly  transmitted  to  the  County  Collector- 
Treasurer  and  victims.  Two  employees  are  primarily  responsible  for 
collecting  and  recording  monies  received,  while  one  of  these  employees  is 
also  responsible  for  turning  bad  check  fees  over  to  the  County  Collector- 
Treasurer  and  transmitting  bad  check  and  court-ordered  restitution  payments 
to  victims. 


Proper  oversight  is  necessary  to  provide  more  assurance  all  monies  received 
are  properly  and  timely  turned  over  to  County  Collector-Treasurer  or 
transmitted  to  the  victims. 


3.2  Accounts  receivable  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  does  not  maintain  a  complete  list  of 

accounts  receivables  and  the  accounting  systems  used  to  track  fees  and 
restitution  payments  are  not  complete  and  accurate.  In  addition,  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  does  not  adequately  monitor  bad  check  fees 
and  restitution,  and  court-ordered  restitution  payments  due  from  defendants. 
According  to  records,  accounts  receivables  totaled  at  least  $675,000  as  of 
December  31,  2012. 

Accounts  receivable  list  A  complete  list  of  accounts  receivables  is  not  maintained  and  the  accounting 

systems  used  for  tracking  payments  are  not  complete  and  accurate.  The 
Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  currently  uses  three  different  accounting 
systems  to  monitor  amounts  owed  and  payments  received.  According  to 
personnel,  systems  were  upgraded  over  the  years;  however,  they  have  not 
had  the  personnel  to  move  data  from  the  old  systems  into  one  complete 
system. 

•  An  accounts  receivable  report  could  not  be  prepared  from  one  of  the 
systems,  and  the  other  two  systems  could  only  prepare  a  listing  of 
accounts  receivables  for  either  bad  checks  or  court-ordered  restitution 
owed,  but  not  both.  As  a  result,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  was 
unable  to  determine  a  complete  and  accurate  accounts  receivable 
balance. 


•  The  accounting  systems  do  not  include  an  accurate  balance  of  amounts 
owed.  For  three  of  ten  cases  reviewed,  the  system  showed  an 
outstanding  accounts  receivable  balance;  however,  case  files  indicated 
the  case  had  been  paid  in  full.  According  to  personnel,  one  of  the 


6 


Stoddard  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


systems  crashed  and  they  have  not  had  time  to  go  back  into  the  system 
to  ensure  the  outstanding  balances  are  accurate. 

Follow-up  procedures  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  does  not  reconcile  accounts  receivable 

records  with  court  records  to  ensure  all  outstanding  balances  are  considered 
for  follow  up,  and  no  other  procedures  are  in  place  to  follow  up  on  accounts 
receivables.  Additionally,  outstanding  balances  are  not  periodically 
reviewed  to  determine  if  any  amounts  are  uncollectible  and  could  be  written 
off. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  relies  on  the  Circuit  Court  to  monitor  and 
follow  up  on  account  receivables  for  bad  check  fees  and  bad  check  and 
court-ordered  restitution  due.  On  a  monthly  basis,  the  Circuit  Court  prepares 
a  listing  of  all  individuals  who  have  an  outstanding  balance  with  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney's  office,  based  on  court  records.  At  the  court's  request, 
the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  will  provide  information  about  whether 
individuals  made  any  payments  during  the  last  month.  If  payment  had  not 
been  made  and  an  extension  had  not  been  granted,  the  court  issues  an  arrest 
warrant  for  non-payment.  Without  ensuring  the  court's  records  are  complete 
and  accurate,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  cannot  ensure  all  outstanding 
balances  are  considered  for  follow  up. 

Proper  and  timely  monitoring  of  accounts  receivables  is  necessary  to  help 
ensure  unpaid  restitution  is  collected  and  distributed  to  the  victims  and 
proper  follow-up  action  is  taken  for  non-payment.  In  addition,  proper 
monitoring  is  necessary  to  provide  information  to  the  Circuit  Judge  when 
amounts  are  deemed  uncollectible  and  should  be  written  off. 

Recommendations  The  Prosecuting  Attorney: 

3.1  Ensure  periodic  independent  or  supervisory  reviews  of  monies 
transmitted  are  performed  and  documented. 

3.2  Improve  monitoring  of  unpaid  bad  check  fees  and  restitution,  and 
court-ordered  restitution.  In  addition,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney 
should  maintain  a  complete  list  of  accounts  receivables  and  ensure 
accounting  systems  are  complete  and  accurate. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

3.1  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  Office  has  in  place  procedures  that 
adequately  ensure  against  fraud  or  mismanagement  in  that  1 )  this 
office  does  not  accept  any  form  of  payment  other  than  money  orders 
made  payable  to  either  the  victim  or  Stoddard  County;  2)  if  a  money 
order  is  received  made  payable  to  a  victim  for  restitution  it  is 
immediately  forwarded  to  the  victim;  3)  if  a  money  order  is  received 
made  payable   to  Stoddard  County  for  fees  associated  with 


Stoddard  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


prosecution  it  is  transferred  to  the  County  Collector/Treasurer 
immediately  when  the  total  of  all  money  orders  in  the  office 
possession  exceeds  $150.00;  4)  that  adequate  segregation  of  duties 
are  and  have  been  in  place  in  that  one  person  is  not  solely 
responsible  for  the  receipt  of  moneys,  our  bad  check  clerk  is 
primarily  responsible  for  receiving  money  from  Defendants,  her 
receiving  of  money  orders  is  supervised,  monitored  and  reviewed  by 
our  office  manager  on  a  regular  basis,  there  exists  no  standard  for 
auditing  or  governmental  organizations,  programs,  activities  and 
functions  established  by  the  comptroller  general  of  the  United 
States  that  requires  any  additional  level  of  oversight;  5)  additional 
procedures  are  now  in  place  to  ensure  that  documentation  of 
regular  oversight  of  the  forwarding  of  money  order  to  the  county  or 
victims  can  be  provided  to  auditors  in  the  future. 

3.2  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  of  Stoddard  County,  Russell  D.  Oliver, 
took  office  January  1st  of  2011.  Since  that  time  our  office,  with 
much  success,  has  put  forth  a  great  deal  of  effort  to  collect  old  to 
very  old  restitution  debts  for  victims.  That  said,  $606,023.81  of  the 
$675,000.00  figure  included  in  the  Auditor's  report  as  accounts 
receivables  are  old  to  very  old  restitution  amounts  which  are,  for 
various  reasons,  very  difficult  or  impossible  to  collect.  A  great 
many  of  these  very  old  restitution  amounts  are  greater  than  10 
years  old. 

The  Stoddard  County  Prosecuting  Attorney's  Office  has  begun  to 
keep  a  manually  entered  records  system  in  a  Microsoft  Excel 
Spreadsheet  to  allow  us  to  track  accounts  receivables. 
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Stoddard  County  is  a  township-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county 
seat  is  Bloomfield. 

Stoddard  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  bridges,  and  performing  miscellaneous 
duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal  functions  of  these 
other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property  assessment,  property  tax 
collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance  of  financial  and  other 
records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county  employed  57  full-time 
employees  and  25  part-time  employees  on  December  31,  2012.  The 
townships  maintain  county  roads. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  and  the  911 
Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  3 1  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


 Officeholder  2013  2012 

Greg  Mathis,  Presiding  Commissioner  $  32,450 

Frank  Sifford,  Associate  Commissioner  30,450 

Carol  Jarrell,  Associate  Commissioner  30,450 

Kay  Asbell,  Recorder  of  Deeds  45,750 

Joe  Watson,  County  Clerk  45,750 

Russell  Oliver,  Prosecuting  Attorney  55,750 

Carl  Hefner,  Sheriff  50,750 

Aaron  Mathis,  County  Coroner  16,750 

Pamela  Lape,  Public  Administrator  45,750 
Carla  Moore,  County  Collector-Treasurer, 

year  ended  March  3 1 ,  57,928 
Jody  Lemmon,  County  Assessor, 

year  ended  August  31,  45,500 

Dan  Fisher,  County  Surveyor  (1)  


( 1 )     Compensation  on  a  fee  basis. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director 


Missouri  Statewide 
Interoperability  Network 
(MOSWIN) 


Disbursements 


Accounting  Controls 


Peace  Officer  Standards  and 
Training  (POST)  Program 


Capital  Assets 


The  Department  of  Public  Safety  (DPS),  Office  of  the  Director  (OD)  has  not 
provided  adequate  planning  and  oversight  of  the  MOSWIN.  The  OD  did  not 
prepare  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  estimated  cost  of  various  system  types, 
did  not  prepare  a  budget  of  estimated  project  costs  or  adequate  estimates  of  the 
future  costs  of  maintaining  the  MOSWIN  system,  and  did  not  adequately  track, 
budget  or  monitor  project  costs.  The  OD  could  not  support  project  deliverables 
had  been  received  prior  to  payment,  and  the  OD  paid  $1.3  million  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  2012  for  goods  that  had  not  been  received  to  prevent  these  funds 
from  lapsing.  The  OD  cannot  support  its  allocation  of  the  MOSWIN  costs  and 
has  not  accounted  for  or  tracked  some  equipment  purchased.  The  State 
Interoperable  Executive  Committee  did  not  always  follow  Sunshine  Law 
requirements. 

The  OD  did  not  maintain  adequate  documentation  of  personnel  costs  charged  to 
federal  and  state  funding.  Between  July  2010  and  May  2012,  neither  the 
employee  nor  the  supervisor  approved  time  entered  and  charged,  and  the  OD 
had  no  other  documentation  to  support  the  allocation  of  time  charged.  Four  of 
the  47  (9  percent)  disbursements  tested,  totaling  $224,500,  lacked  adequate 
supporting  documentation,  increasing  the  risk  amounts  paid  are  inappropriate, 
inaccurate  or  not  in  compliance  with  contract  terms. 

OD  personnel  do  not  issue  pre-numbered  receipt  slips  and  do  not  always 
promptly  record  or  deposit  monies.  Duties  are  not  adequately  segregated,  and 
supervisory  reviews  are  not  sufficient.  On  a  few  occasions,  an  employee  has 
taken  Peace  Officer  Standards  and  Training  program  monies  home  to  process 
when  the  employee  got  behind  at  work.  The  OD  has  eight  employees  with 
access  to  both  enter  and  approve  their  own  revenue  transactions  and  three 
employees  with  access  to  both  enter  and  approve  their  own  expenditure 
transactions.  There  is  little  or  no  oversight  to  ensure  such  transactions  are 
complete,  accurate,  and  appropriate.  The  OD  does  not  properly  control  user 
access;  two  former  employees  still  had  access  to  certain  systems,  and  two  users 
had  inappropriate  access  based  upon  their  job  responsibilities. 

The  OD  lacks  adequate  procedures  to  ensure  local  law  enforcement  agencies 
comply  with  notification  requirements  and  does  not  use  information  in  the 
officer  database  to  scan  for  potential  problems  with  licensed  law  enforcement 
officers.  The  OD  does  not  adequately  track  and  monitor  complaints  against 
peace  officers  and  has  not  established  written  guidance  for  determining 
disciplinary  action.  In  addition,  the  OD  has  not  documented  written  guidelines 
specifying  the  offenses  typically  allowed  or  unallowed  from  an  applicant's 
criminal  background  check. 

The  OD  does  not  maintain  complete  and  accurate  records  for  capital  assets  and 
does  not  reconcile  internal  capital  asset  records  to  the  SAM  II  capital  asset 
system.  The  OD  did  not  perform  an  annual  physical  inventory  of  capital  assets 
and  does  not  always  obtain  written  approval  prior  to  disposing  of  capital  assets 
or  remove  disposed  assets  from  the  SAM  II  capital  asset 


system  timely.  The  OD  does  not  maintain  mileage  logs  for  the  vehicle  assigned 
to  the  DPS  director,  so  the  OD  is  unable  to  determine  the  amount  of  personal 
use,  if  any,  required  to  be  reported  to  the  IRS  as  a  fringe  benefit. 

The  OD  did  not  perform  an  annual  physical  inventory  of  the  equipment 
maintained  at  a  warehouse  managed  for  the  Department  of  Defense  Excess 
Property  Program  and  the  Donated  Asset  Program.  Audit  staff  attempted  to 
locate  five  items  and  one  item,  night  vision  goggles,  could  not  be  located,  and 
another  item,  a  laptop,  did  not  match  the  inventory  tag  number. 

Use  of  Appropriations  The  OD  paid  approximately  $67,800  for  salaries  and  travel  costs  of  the 

Governor's  office.  The  OD  paid  $45,100  for  a  portion  of  the  salaries  of  seven 
Governor's  office  staff  and  paid  $22,700  related  to  air  travel  costs  of  the 
Governor's  office.  Seven  of  the  9  (78  percent)  flights  paid  in  fiscal  year  2012 
and  35  of  the  38  (92  percent)  flights  paid  in  fiscal  year  2011  did  not  include  an 
OD  representative.  The  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  paid  at  least  $19,200  for 
the  purchase  and  maintenance  of  the  vehicle  assigned  to  the  DPS  director, 
which  circumvents  the  appropriation  process  and  distorts  the  actual  OD 
operating  costs. 

The  OD  lacks  adequate  controls  and  procedures  to  ensure  disbursements  for  the 
CVC  program  meet  program  requirements.  The  OD  reimbursed  two  claims 
totaling  $2,800  that  were  filed  too  late  and  paid  one  claim  totaling  $11,000 
without  ensuring  a  background  check  had  been  performed  and  the  victim  had 
cooperated  with  law  enforcement,  as  required  by  the  program.  The  OD  has  not 
pursued  access  to  employment  data  that  could  help  ensure  claimants  meet 
program  requirements  and  does  not  ensure  CVC  refunds  are  credited  back  to  the 
appropriate  funding  source  (state  or  federal). 


Excess  Property  Program  and 
Donated  Asset  Program 
Inventory 


Crime  Victims'  Compensation 
(CVC)  Program 


Sexual  Assault  Forensic  Exam 
(SAFE)  Program 


The  SAFE  program  reimburses  medical  providers  for  charges  incurred  in 
collecting  evidence  during  forensic  examination  resulting  from  a  sexual  assault 
or  sexual  abuse,  but  the  OD  has  not  established  monitoring  procedures  to  ensure 
the  charges  are  reasonable,  and  amounts  submitted  for  reimbursement  varied 
from  $183  to  $1,656.  The  OD  does  not  require  supervisory  reviews  to  ensure 
reimbursements  paid  are  accurate  and  in  compliance  with  program 
requirements,  and,  upon  review  of  25  claims,  audit  staff  found  the  OD  overpaid 
two  providers  a  total  of  $324  and  underpaid  one  provider  $200. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Jerry  Lee,  Director 
Department  of  Public  Safety 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director,  in 
fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  201 1.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  office's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  office's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  reviewing  contracts  or  reports  that  are  specific  to  the  auditee's  operations  and  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the 
office,  as  well  as  external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of 
internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such 
controls  have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to 
obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an 
understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we 
assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other 
legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to 
provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  agency's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  agency. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:        John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Audit  Manager:  Keriann  Wright,  MBA,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:       Amanda  Locke,  M.Acct. 
Audit  Staff:  Nicole  Meltabarger,  M.Acct.,  CPA 

Colby  Dollens 
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The  Department  of  Public  Safety  (DPS),  Office  of  the  Director  (OD)  has  not 
provided  adequate  planning  and  oversight  of  the  Missouri  Statewide 
Interoperability  Network  (MOSWIN),  a  statewide  public  safety 
interoperable  communications  system.  As  of  June  30,  2012,  the  OD  has 
spent  at  least  $76  million  on  the  development,  implementation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  MOSWIN  system  since  project  inception  in  2008.  As  of 
July  2013,  the  project  is  still  ongoing. 

The  MOSWIN  system  is  a  network  of  communication  towers,  base  stations, 
and  communication  software  that  allow  for  statewide  interoperable 
communications  to  both  state  public  safety  agencies  and  any  local 
jurisdictions  that  wish  to  use  the  system.  The  purpose  of  the  system  is  to 
help  ensure  neighboring  jurisdictions  and  multiple  disciplines  throughout 
the  state  can  communicate  with  each  other  to  improve  emergency  and 
disaster  response. 

In  December  2008,  the  state  awarded  a  contract  totaling  $81.7  million  for 
the  development  and  maintenance  of  the  MOSWIN  system  and  issued  a 
notice  to  proceed  in  June  2009. 

The  OD  did  not  adequately  manage  the  costs  of  developing,  implementing, 
and  maintaining  the  MOSWIN  system.  The  OD  did  not  consider  various 
cost  options,  and  did  not  adequately  track,  budget,  and  monitor  project 
costs.  In  addition,  the  OD  has  not  fully  determined  the  funding  needed  to 
maintain  the  system  in  the  future. 

Analysis  of  costs  The  OD  did  not  prepare  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  estimated  costs  of 

various  system  types  before  proceeding  with  the  MOSWIN  project. 

The  state  hired  a  consultant  to  help  determine  what  type  of  system  would  be 
most  beneficial  to  the  state.  In  2007,  this  consultant  provided  the  state  with  a 
technical  analysis  of  different  types  of  radio  frequency  spectrums  that  could 
be  used  for  an  interoperability  system  and  outlined  various  ownership 
options  (i.e.  state -owned  or  vendor  partnerships).  The  consultant  provided  a 
recommendation  on  the  system  that  would  provide  the  most  beneficial 
statewide  communications  system  in  the  shortest  amount  of  time;  however, 
the  analysis  did  not  fully  consider  the  estimated  cost  of  the  various  other 
options.  The  OD  obtained  a  cost  estimate  from  another  consultant  for  the 
recommended  system.  The  cost  estimates  provided  by  both  consultants 
ranged  from  $100  million  to  $300  million  to  implement  the  system  and  at 
least  $14  million  to  $23  million  in  annual  equipment  and  maintenance  costs. 
Although  the  cost  of  the  MOSWIN  system  to  date  is  less  than  the  estimates 
provided,  the  OD  did  not  obtain  sufficient  information  to  determine  if  other 
systems  or  ownership  options  would  have  provided  as  much  benefit  to  the 
state  at  a  lower  cost. 


1.  Missouri  Statewide 
Interoperability 
Network 


1.1  Cost  management 
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According  to  OD  personnel,  the  MOSWIN  system  is  one  of  the  more 
technologically  advanced  interoperability  communication  systems  currently 
available.  In  addition,  OD  personnel  said  the  MOSWIN  system  has  cost 
significantly  less  than  other  state  built  interoperability  communication 
systems. 

According  to  accepted  standards,1  organizations  should  define  and  execute  a 
feasibility  analysis  that  clearly  and  concisely  describes  the  alternative 
solutions  that  will  satisfy  the  business  and  functional  requirements.  An 
evaluation  of  technological  and  economic  feasibility  of  the  available  options 
should  be  included  in  the  analysis.  The  alternative  solutions  should  be 
reviewed  with  all  stakeholders  and  the  system  selected  should  be  the  most 
appropriate  one  based  on  feasibility  criteria,  including  risk  and  cost. 

Without  performing  a  comprehensive  analysis  that  includes  cost  options  of 
available  systems,  the  OD  does  not  have  assurance  that  significant  cost 
outlays  are  cost  effective. 

Project  costs  The  OD  did  not  prepare  a  project  budget  or  an  estimate  of  project  costs  for 

the  development,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  the  MOSWIN 
system.  In  addition,  the  OD  has  not  properly  accounted  for  project  costs. 

OD  records  indicate  at  least  $76  million  has  been  spent  through  June  30, 
2012  on  MOSWIN.  However,  the  OD  has  not  included  costs  incurred  by 
other  state  agencies  (including  other  DPS  divisions)  involved  in  the  project. 
In  addition,  OD  records  did  not  include  project  costs  not  part  of  the  main 
contracts,  such  as  the  purchase  of  radio  frequencies  and  other  equipment, 
and  internal  personnel  costs.  Our  review  identified  at  least  $2.3  million  in 
untracked  costs  related  to  radio  frequencies,  equipment,  and  services 
provided,  and  an  undetermined  amount  of  personnel  time  was  also  not 
recorded  as  project  costs. 

OD  personnel  indicated  the  vendor  contracted  costs  are  sufficient  to 
estimate  and  track  project  costs.  However,  the  OD  did  not  track  these  costs 
as  an  overall  project  budget,  outline  the  costs  by  expenditure  type  or  phase 
of  the  project,  or  consider  other  project  costs,  such  as  personnel  costs, 
outside  the  contracts. 

According  to  accepted  standards,2  organizations  should  prepare  a  project 
budget  that  reflects  the  full  economic  life  cycle  costs  and  the  related 


COBIT  5  Enabling  Processes.  BAI02.02  Perform  a  feasibility  study  and  formulate 
alternative  solutions.  ©  2012  ISACA.  All  rights  reserved.  Used  with  permission. 
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COBIT  5  Enabling  Processes,  BAI01.04  Develop  and  maintain  the  program  plan.  ©  2012 
ISACA.  All  rights  reserved.  Used  with  permission. 
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financial  benefits.  In  addition,  organizations  should  manage  project 
performance  against  key  criteria,  such  as  costs  and  schedule,  to  identify 
deviations  from  the  plan  and  take  remedial  action  when  required. 

A  complete  and  well  planned  budget  can  serve  as  a  useful  management  tool 
by  establishing  specific  cost  expectations  for  each  area,  providing  a  means 
to  effectively  monitor  actual  costs,  and  assisting  in  keeping  cost  overruns  to 
a  minimum.  In  addition,  an  adequate  system  to  track  actual  costs  of 
developing,  implementing,  and  maintaining  such  a  large  communications 
system  is  necessary  to  properly  monitor  project  costs  and  should  be  used  to 
compare  against  project  estimates  and  budgets.  This  information  is 
necessary  for  making  key  project  management  decisions. 

Future  maintenance  costs        The  OD  did  not  prepare  adequate  estimates  of  the  future  costs  of 

maintaining  the  MOSWIN  system.  The  OD  did  not  periodically  review  and 
update  the  estimated  annual  cost  to  maintain  the  MOSWIN  system  until 
fiscal  year  2013  when  the  system  was  originally  expected  to  become 
operational.  In  addition,  the  OD  has  not  estimated  the  costs  necessary  to 
maintain  the  MOSWIN  system  after  the  contract  with  the  current 
communications  vendor  expires. 

During  the  majority  of  the  4  years  of  development,  the  OD  did  not  estimate 
the  costs  necessary  to  maintain  the  MOSWIN  system  after  implementation. 
According  to  OD  personnel,  in  April  2010,  an  estimate  was  prepared; 
however,  personnel  indicated  the  estimate  was  incomplete  because  several 
factors  were  unknown  at  that  time.  The  OD  did  not  periodically  review  or 
update  this  estimate  as  information  became  available.  In  February  2013,  OD 
personnel  estimated  the  OD  needed  approximately  $3.8  million  annually  to 
maintain  the  MOSWIN  system  while  under  current  contracts.  The  OD  has 
not  yet  estimated  the  cost  to  maintain  the  MOSWIN  system  after  2017  when 
the  current  communications  contract  expires.  According  to  personnel,  once 
the  MOSWIN  system  is  operational,  the  OD  plans  to  examine  the 
contractor's  maintenance  procedures,  determine  staffing  resources  needed  to 
maintain  the  system  in-house  and  compare  those  costs  to  the  costs  of 
outsourcing  maintenance  services.  Until  the  system  is  operational,  OD 
personnel  do  not  believe  they  can  fully  estimate  future  maintenance  costs  or 
negotiate  future  maintenance  contracts. 

According  to  accepted  standards,3  organizations  should  develop  and  execute 
a  plan  for  the  maintenance  of  systems  and  infrastructure  components  that 
includes  periodic  reviews  against  business  needs  and  operational 
requirements.   In   addition,   organizations   need   to   consider  resource 


3  COBIT  5  Enabling  Processes.  BAI03.10  Maintain  solutions.  ©  2012  ISACA.  All  rights 
reserved.  Used  with  permission. 
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availability  by  assessing  the  significance  of  maintenance  activities  on 
current  solution  design,  functionality,  and/or  business  process. 

Without  adequately  planning  for  and  estimating  the  future  costs  of 
maintaining  the  MOSWIN  system,  the  OD  does  not  have  sufficient 
information  to  determine  the  level  of  resources  needed  to  maintain  the 
functionality  of  the  system. 


1 .2  Disbursements 


Significant  year-end 
disbursements 


The  OD  could  not  support  project  deliverables  had  been  received  or  whether 
invoices  agreed  to  contract  terms  prior  to  making  payment.  We  tested  12 
disbursements,  totaling  $25.8  million,  relating  to  the  development  and 
implementation  of  the  MOSWIN  system. 

We  identified  various  concerns  relating  to  four  of  the  disbursements  tested, 
totaling  $23.6  million.  The  OD  could  not  support  deliverables  were  actually 
received  prior  to  making  payment.  The  OD  did  not  always  require  or  receive 
packing  slips  or  other  support  to  verify  the  receipt  of  deliverables,  and  the 
OD  did  not  verify  the  equipment  shipped  directly  to  tower  sites  across  the 
state  was  actually  received  prior  to  making  payment.  In  addition,  the  OD 
could  not  provide  documentation  showing  they  had  agreed  invoices  to 
contract  terms  prior  to  payment.  Although  the  OD  eventually  provided 
support  for  how  invoices  paid  agreed  to  contract  terms,  there  is  no 
documentation  to  support  staff  did  this  or  verified  receipt  of  deliverables 
prior  to  payment. 

Without  adequate  payment  processing  procedures,  such  as  ensuring  goods 
and  services  are  received  prior  to  payment  and  ensuring  amounts  billed 
agree  to  contract  terms,  the  OD  cannot  ensure  all  payments  made  represent 
valid  and  appropriate  costs  to  the  state. 

The  OD  paid  approximately  $1.3  million  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2012  for 
goods  that  had  not  been  received  to  prevent  these  funds  from  lapsing. 

The  OD  entered  into  contracts  in  June  2012  for  the  purchase  of  radio 
frequencies  from  three  vendors.  In  accordance  with  the  contracts,  the  OD 
paid  escrow  agents  who  then  paid  the  vendors  after  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission  (FCC)  approved  the  frequencies.  The  OD 
paid  the  escrow  agents  on  June  28,  2012;  however,  the  escrow  agents  did 
not  pay  the  vendors  until  August  and  October  2012. 

According  to  OD  personnel,  they  were  unsure  how  long  it  would  take  the 
FCC  to  approve  the  frequencies,  a  requirement  of  making  payment.  Since 
the  funds  were  available  at  the  time,  the  escrow  agent  arrangement  was 
established. 
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The  Missouri  General  Assembly  and  the  Governor  grant  legal  authorization 
to  make  expenditures.  Expenditures  are  not  permitted  unless  spending 
authority  is  granted  by  an  appropriation.  Regular  appropriations  not  spent  by 
year-end  lapse  on  June  30.  Section  33.065,  RSMo,  states  that  no 
appropriation  shall  confer  authority  to  incur  an  obligation  after  the 
termination  of  the  fiscal  year  to  which  it  relates. 

As  noted  in  a  previous  audit  report,4  the  state  has  not  established  specific 
guidelines  related  to  year-end  spending  practices.  We  recommended  the  OA 
consider  legislation,  regulations,  policies  or  procedures  to  provide  guidance 
to  state  agencies  on  the  proper  use  of  appropriations  at  year  end.  Such  a 
policy  is  necessary  to  establish  the  criteria  for  expending  funds  from  the 
current  operating  budget  on  future  obligations  and  to  establish 
documentation  requirements  to  ensure  processing  transparency. 

The  OD  cannot  support  the  methodology  used  to  allocate  the  costs  of  the 
MOSWIN  system. 


1.3  Allocation  of  costs 


1.4  Asset  management 


OD  personnel  indicated  the  DPS  -  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  (MSHP) 
is  allocated  MOSWIN  costs  when  the  costs  directly  relate  to  that  division. 
The  remaining  costs  are  then  split  with  25  percent  charged  to  the  MSHP  and 
75  percent  charged  to  OD  funding  sources.  According  to  OD  personnel,  an 
informal  analysis  was  completed  to  determine  how  to  allocate  the  costs  of 
the  MOSWIN  system.  This  process  included  talking  with  other  states,  state 
agencies,  and  DPS  divisions;  however,  the  OD  did  not  retain  documentation 
of  this  analysis. 

According  to  accepted  standards,5  organizations  should  establish  and 
maintain  a  method  to  account  for  all  project  related  costs.  A  classification 
method  should  be  defined  to  identify  all  cost  elements,  how  costs  are 
captured,  and  how  costs  are  allocated  across  budgets  and  services. 

Without  adequate  support  for  the  allocation  of  MOSWIN  costs,  there  is  less 
assurance  the  use  of  the  various  state  and  federal  funding  sources  was 
reasonable  and  appropriate. 

The  OD  has  not  accounted  for  or  tracked  some  equipment  purchased  and 
received  for  the  MOSWIN  system  since  project  development  began.  As  a 
result,  the  OD  has  limited  assurance  that  assets  are  accounted  for  properly 
and  safeguarded  from  theft  or  misuse. 


Report  No.  2012-44,  Year-End  Spending  Practices,  issued  in  June  2012. 
5  COBIT  5  Enabling  Processes.  APO06.01  Manage  finance  and  accounting.  ©  2012  ISACA. 
All  rights  reserved.  Used  with  permission. 
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As  of  March  2013,  the  OD  had  not  tagged,  tracked,  or  accounted  for  some 
equipment  received.  This  has  occurred,  in  part,  due  to  the  equipment  for  the 
MOSWIN  system  not  being  delivered  in  a  consistent  manner.  The  OD 
received  some  equipment  directly,  while  vendors  shipped  other  equipment 
directly  to  communication  tower  sites  across  the  state.  According  to 
personnel,  the  OD  tracked  equipment  received  in-house,  but  did  not  track 
equipment  shipped  off-site.  After  our  audit  inquiries,  the  OD  requested  a 
detailed  listing  of  all  equipment  purchased  from  the  main  contractor  and 
started  conducting  an  inventory  of  statewide  MOSWIN  assets  in  March 
2013.  However,  without  having  tracked  the  inventory  themselves,  OD 
personnel  cannot  determine  whether  the  listing  received  from  the  contractor 
is  complete  and  accurate.  Personnel  indicated  they  would  know  all 
equipment  paid  for  was  received  based  on  whether  the  system  was  working 
when  they  showed  up  on-site  at  each  tower;  however,  without  a  complete 
listing  of  equipment  purchased  and  its  location,  the  OD  does  not  have 
assurance  all  equipment  paid  for  is  properly  accounted  for  at  the  project 
sites. 

According  to  OD  personnel,  the  OD  did  not  have  sufficient  personnel  to 
inventory  all  assets  when  received.  In  addition,  the  OD  chose  to  wait  until 
system  development  was  complete  to  inventory  all  assets  in  case  some 
equipment  had  to  be  replaced  or  did  not  work  with  the  system  once 
installed.  Personnel  further  indicated  the  primary  goal  during  development 
was  ensuring  the  contractual  goal  of  obtaining  95  percent  coverage  across 
the  state  was  met. 

According  to  accepted  standards,6  assets  should  be  managed  from 
procurement  to  disposal  to  ensure  equipment  is  utilized  as  effectively  and 
efficiently  as  possible  and  is  accounted  for  and  physically  protected.  The 
failure  to  track  and  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  listing  of  equipment 
reduces  the  control  and  accountability  over  assets  and  increases  the  risk  that 
loss,  theft,  or  misuse  will  go  undetected. 

1 .5  Sunshine  Law  The  State  Interoperable  Executive  Committee  (SIEC)  did  not  always  follow 

Sunshine  Law  requirements  relating  to  meeting  minutes  as  required  by 
Chapter  610,  RSMo.  The  SIEC  did  not  always  prepare  and  approve  meeting 
minutes,  and  minutes  prepared  did  not  always  include  sufficient  detail,  such 
as  the  date,  time,  place,  and  members  present. 

The  OD  has  been  designated  to  provide  the  day-to-day  operation  and 
oversight  of  the  SIEC.  The  SIEC  was  established  under  an  Executive  Order 


6  COBIT  5  Enabling  Processes.  BAI09.03  Manage  the  asset  life  cycle.  ©  2012  ISACA.  All 
rights  reserved.  Used  with  permission. 
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and  is  responsible  for  developing  a  statewide  communications  strategic  plan 
as  it  relates  to  implementing  the  MOSWIN  system. 


Chapter  610,  RSMo,  requires  minutes  of  open  meetings  be  taken  and 
retained  by  the  public  governmental  body.  In  addition,  meetings  should 
include  the  date,  time,  place,  members  present,  members  absent,  and  a 
record  of  votes  taken. 


Recommendations         The  od: 


1.1  Ensure  future  projects  are  supported  by  a  comprehensive  analysis  of 
the  estimated  costs  of  various  options  and  a  formal  project  budget. 
In  addition,  the  OD  should  properly  account  for  and  compare 
project  costs  to  budgeted  amounts. 

1.2  Require  acknowledgement  of  the  receipt  of  goods  and  services  and 
compare  invoiced  amounts  to  contract  terms  prior  to  making 
payment.  In  addition,  work  with  the  OA  to  obtain  guidance  on  the 
proper  use  of  appropriations  at  fiscal  year  end. 


1.3       Develop  and  document  a  reasonable  and  appropriate  methodology 
for  allocating  system  costs. 


1.4       Maintain  complete  and  accurate  asset  records. 


1.5       Ensure  meeting  minutes  are  properly  prepared  and  approved  and 
include  sufficient  detail. 

Auditee's  Response  1.1      The  MOSWIN  system  became  operational  on  January  1,  2013, 

within  the  scheduled  time  period  for  public  safety  agencies  to  meet 
the  FCC  narrow  banding  deadline.  The  system  is  a  public  safety 
land-mobile  radio  system  designed  to  provide  interoperable  radio 
communications  for  law  enforcement  and  other  first  responders.  To 
date,  approximately  600  local  and  state  agencies  use  the  system, 
and  new  agencies  are  joining  the  system  at  an  average  rate  of  15 
agencies  per  month.  Overall,  the  contracted  deliverable  was  for  the 
system  to  provide  95%  mobile  radio  coverage  throughout  Missouri, 
meaning  that  the  system  must  provide  user  agencies  coverage  on 
their  mobile  radios  in  at  least  95%  of  the  accessible  areas  in  each 
county.  Two  separate  consultants  were  hired  to  advise  the  state 
regarding  the  various  types  and  costs  of  interoperable  radio 
systems.  The  current  system  configuration  was  selected  through  a 
competitive  process,  and  as  the  auditor  notes,  cost  less  than  the 
estimates  provided  for  comparable  statewide  interoperable  radio 
systems. 
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Costs  for  construction  of  the  MOSWIN  system  were  tracked  at 
project  inception  through  a  quarterly  budget  matrix  and  then 
throughout  the  project  to  ensure  that  annual  appropriations  were 
not  exceeded  and  that  contract  deliverables  were  met.  Overall, 
contract  oversight  and  system  inspections  have  resulted  in 
approximately  $5.6  million  in  credits  applied  to  the  original 
contract  amount  based  on  ongoing  assessments  of  the  original 
contract  deliverables  and  subsequent  modifications.  Charges  were 
reviewed  by  staff,  along  with  consultants  hired  specifically  for 
contract  oversight,  to  ensure  that  the  items  charged  were  necessary 
and  actually  received.  Through  this  process,  credits  were  applied  to 
the  contract  through  change  orders  starting  in  2011  and  throughout 
the  project. 

The  Office  of  Director  (OD)  applied  traditional  project 
management  methods  to  track  costs  and  project  milestones  and, 
through  this  process,  the  system  became  operational  within  the 
target  date  of  January  1,  2013,  and  within  the  appropriated 
amounts.  While  the  MOSWIN  system  includes  IT  components,  the 
COBIT  5  model  cited  by  the  auditor  as  applicable  to  IT  projects 
does  not  address  land-mobile  radio  systems.  The  OD  will  review  the 
COBIT  5  standards  to  determine  if  any  are  applicable  to  future 
maintenance  of  MOSWIN. 

Costs  estimates  to  maintain  the  physical  infrastructure  of  the  system 
were  completed  in  2010  and  the  OD  has  periodically  updated  those 
estimates  as  needed.  The  system  is  currently  under  warranty  and, 
during  the  warranty  period,  the  vendor  provides  technical 
personnel  to  ensure  the  infrastructure  is  functioning  as  intended. 
The  department  is  currently  assessing  the  technical  oversight 
provided  by  the  vendor  to  determine  whether  it  is  more  cost  efficient 
to  extend  the  warranty  services  or  use  state  personnel  for  technical 
oversight. 

1.2  Invoices  were  reviewed  to  confirm  delivery  of  the  services  and  the 
appropriate  funding  source  prior  to  payment.  Audits  of  the 
individual  tower  sites  and  other  infrastructure  components  were 
conducted  once  it  was  determined  that  the  system  engineering  had 
met  the  contract  deliverable  to  provide  95%  mobile  coverage  in 
each  county.  This  timeline  allowed  for  more  efficient  use  of 
resources  since  confirmation  of  the  delivery  of  the  component  parts 
would  not  ensure  that  the  engineers  had  appropriately  configured 
those  components  to  meet  the  overall  contract  deliverable  of  95% 
mobile  coverage.  Since  the  system  became  operational  in  January 
2013,  the  department  has  been  conducting  audits  and  physical 
inspections  of  each  of  the  73  tower  sites  and  master  sites  to  ensure 
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that  the  system  meets  applicable  codes  and  other  contract 
deliverables.  Overall,  contract  oversight  and  system  inspections 
have  resulted  in  approximately  $5.6  million  in  credits  applied  to  the 
original  contract  amount  based  on  ongoing  assessments  of  the 
original  contract  deliverables  and  subsequent  modifications. 


1.3  Costs  to  construct  the  system  were  assessed  to  the  available  funding 
sources  based  on  the  allowable  uses  for  those  funds  and  the 
designated  appropriation  authority. 

1.4  The  OD  is  in  the  process  of  completing  an  asset  inventory  of  the 
MOSWIN  infrastructure. 

1.5  The  OD  has  assigned  personnel  to  ensure  that  future  SIEC  meeting 
minutes  are  properly  prepared  and  approved  and  include  sufficient 
detail. 


Auditor's  Comment 


The  OD  response  does  not  address  several  audit  recommendations.  For 
example,  the  OD  does  not  address  recommendations  to  prepare  a 
comprehensive  budget  for  future  projects,  to  compare  invoiced  amounts  to 
contract  terms  prior  to  making  payment,  or  to  develop  reasonable 
methodologies  to  allocate  system  costs. 


Also,  contrary  to  the  OD  response,  COBIT  5  standards  are  not  limited  to  IT 
systems.  COBIT  5  covers  all  functions  and  processes  within  an  organization 
by  addressing  the  governance  and  management  of  information  and  related 
technology  from  an  organization-wide,  end-to-end  perspective.  COBIT  5 
does  not  only  focus  on  the  information  technology  (IT)  function  but  treats 
information  and  related  technologies  as  assets  that  need  to  be  dealt  with  just 
like  any  other  asset  by  everyone  in  the  organization.  Given  this  extended 
scope,  COBIT  5  can  be  used  by  organizations  to  address  all  relevant  internal 
and  external  IT  services,  as  well  as  internal  and  external  business  processes, 
including  the  activities  and  responsibilities  of  both  the  IT  functions  and  the 
non-IT  business  functions,  according  to  ISACA. 


2.  Disbursements 


The  OD  needs  to  improve  disbursement  procedures.  Our  review  noted 
various  disbursements,  including  personnel  costs,  were  not  adequately 
supported  or  in  agreement  with  contract  terms. 


2. 1  Personnel  COStS  OD  personnel  did  not  maintain  adequate  documentation  to  support 

personnel  costs  charged  to  funding  sources,  did  not  always  approve 
supporting  documentation,  and  did  not  always  ensure  allocations  agreed 
with  supporting  documentation.  As  a  result,  the  OD  cannot  substantiate 
some  personnel  costs  charged  to  federal  and  state  funding  sources.  For  the  2 
years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  OD  paid  personnel  costs  (excluding  benefits) 
totaling  $6.2  million,  and  charged  $3.1  million  of  these  costs  to  various 
federal  programs. 
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Each  pay  period,  OD  employees  enter  the  time  spent  on  each  federal  or  state 
activity  into  an  internal  time  tracking  system.  The  data  is  then  used  to 
determine  the  allocation  of  personnel  costs  to  the  various  funding  sources. 
However,  the  employee  or  the  employee's  direct  supervisor  did  not  approve 
the  time  entered  and  charged  for  the  period  of  July  2010  through  May  2012. 
In  addition,  the  OD  did  not  have  any  other  documentation  (such  as 
timesheets,  personnel  activity  forms,  or  salary  certifications)  to  support  the 
allocation  of  time  charged  during  this  period.  Between  April  2012  and  June 
2012,  the  OD  established  procedures  requiring  the  employee  or  the 
employee's  supervisor  to  approve  the  time  charged  to  the  various  programs 
and  activities. 


Our  review  of  personnel  costs  allocated  to  both  state  and  federal  funds 
during  June  2012  identified  4  of  the  13  employees  tested  either  did  not  have 
properly  approved  documentation,  such  as  activity  forms  or  timesheets,  or 
the  allocations  made  did  not  agree  to  the  approved  form  or  other  supporting 
documentation.  Personnel  costs  (excluding  benefits)  allocated  for  these  four 
employees  during  June  2012  totaled  approximately  $11,249  and  included 
both  state  and  federal  funding  sources.  Some  of  the  state  funding  sources 
charged  included  appropriations  from  other  DPS  divisions. 

Adequate  documentation  to  support  personnel  costs  allocated  to  various 
funding  sources  is  necessary  to  ensure  costs  are  appropriate  and  accurate. 

Similar  conditions  relating  to  the  federal  Homeland  Security  Grant  Program 
and  the  federal  Justice  Assistance  Grant  Program  Cluster  were  noted  in  our 
two  prior  Statewide  Single  Audit  reports  for  fiscal  years  2012  and  201 1. 7 

2.2  Supporting  The  OD  did  not  always  maintain  adequate  documentation  to  support 

documentation  disbursements.  We  identified  4  of  the  47  (9  percent)  disbursements  tested, 

totaling  $224,500,  that  lacked  adequate  supporting  documentation. 

•  For  two  disbursements,  totaling  $132,700,  for  the  development  of 
system  interfaces  for  the  Missouri  Data  Exchange  system,  the  OD  did 
not  require  the  vendor  to  provide  documentation  to  support  how  the 
amount  invoiced  agreed  to  the  pricing  established  in  the  contract.  The 
pricing  established  in  the  contract  outlined  hourly  rates;  however,  the 
actual  invoice  was  on  a  per  project  basis  on  a  fixed  rate.  The  OD  could 
not  provide  support  to  show  how  the  fixed  rate  was  derived  and  or  in 
compliance  with  contract  terms. 


7 

Report  No.  2013-024,  State  of  Missouri  Single  Audit  Year  Ended  June  30,  2012,  issued  in 
March  2013;  and  Report  No.  2012-26,  State  of  Missouri  Single  Audit  Year  Ended  June  30, 
2011,  issued  in  March  2012. 
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•  For  one  disbursement,  totaling  approximately  $65,000,  the  OD  did  not 
obtain  adequate  documentation  from  the  vendor  to  support  the  hours 
worked  and  hourly  rate  billed.  The  OD  agreed  to  pay  a  vendor,  based  on 
an  hourly  rate  and  a  certain  number  of  hours  worked,  for  an  emergency 
management  function  exercise.  However,  the  OD  paid  an  invoice  based 
only  on  the  requested  payment  and  could  not  provide  support  to  show 
how  the  amount  billed  agreed  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement. 

•  For  one  disbursement,  the  OD  reimbursed  a  subrecipient  approximately 
$27,000  for  services  provided  to  juveniles  through  the  federal  Juvenile 
Accountability  Block  Grant  program  without  obtaining  documentation 
to  support  that  the  subrecipient  had  actually  incurred  expenses. 

Without  adequate  documentation,  there  is  an  increased  risk  that  amounts 
paid  are  inappropriate,  inaccurate,  or  not  in  agreement  in  contract  terms. 

Recommendations         The  od: 

Ensure  adequate  records  of  time  worked  are  prepared  and  approved 
by  the  employee  and/or  applicable  supervisor  to  support  the  salary 
costs  allocated  to  federal  and  state  funding  sources. 

Maintain  adequate  documentation  to  ensure  all  disbursements  are 
properly  supported  and  in  compliance  with  contract  terms. 

OD  currently  requires  that  all  employees'  time  is  approved  by 
someone  in  their  chain  of  command,  normally  their  immediate 
supervisor.  OD  has  developed  a  new  report  within  the  Time  and 
Accounting  system.  Time  entered  by  the  employee  now  shows  as 
allocated  to  federal  and/or  state  funding  sources  when  the  employee 
signs  the  time  sheet  and  when  the  time  sheet  is  approved  by  their 
supervisor. 

Corrective  action  has  been  taken  to  ensure  that  all  supporting 
documentation  on  all  disbursement  requests  are  properly  supported 
in  compliance  with  contract  terms  by  obtaining  time  and  effort 
reporting,  agreed  to  pricing  establishment,  and  documentation 
supporting  expenses  incurred. 


Procedures  related  to  accounting  controls  are  in  need  of  improvement. 


The  OD  needs  to  improve  accounting  procedures  over  various  receipt  and 
disbursement  types,  including  the  Peace  Officer  Standards  and  Training 


2.2 

Auditee's  Response  2.1 


3.  Accounting 
Controls 

3.1  Accounting  procedures 
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(POST)  program,  Crime  Victim  Compensation  (CVC)  program,  various 
federal  programs,  and  other  miscellaneous  monies,  such  as  refunds. 

•  OD  personnel  do  not  always  record  monies  immediately  upon  receipt 
and  do  not  issue  pre -numbered  receipt  slips.  In  addition,  receipts  are  not 
always  deposited  timely  or  restrictively  endorsed  "for  deposit  only" 
immediately  upon  receipt.  During  our  cash  count  of  POST  monies,  we 
noted  93  checks,  totaling  $22,197  that  had  not  been  recorded  on  receipt 
slips  or  other  accounting  records,  and  had  not  been  restrictively 
endorsed.  Although  the  prior  deposit  was  made  two  business  days  prior 
to  our  cash  count,  most  of  the  receipts  had  not  yet  been  opened  and 
there  was  no  date  stamp  to  indicate  the  date  of  receipt. 

•  Receipts  are  not  always  adequately  safeguarded.  Generally,  personnel 
maintain  receipts  in  a  locked  file  drawer  at  the  OD  until  deposit. 
However,  an  OD  employee  indicated  POST  receipts  have  occasionally 
been  taken  home  to  process  when  staff  got  behind  at  work.  According  to 
this  individual,  this  happened  only  once  or  twice  in  the  last  several 
years. 

•  For  the  POST  program,  one  individual  is  primarily  responsible  for  the 
duties  of  receipting,  recording,  depositing,  making  adjusting  entries  to 
receipt  records,  and  performing  reconciliations  between  OD  records  and 
the  statewide  accounting  system  (SAM  II).  In  addition,  the  same 
individual  is  also  responsible  for  preparing  POST  disbursements,  which 
rely  on  the  receipt  data.  According  to  personnel,  another  individual 
reviews  supporting  documentation  for  disbursements  and  typically 
approves  receipt  and  disbursement  transactions  entered  in  SAM  II; 
however,  this  review  is  not  documented  and  there  is  no  supervisory 
review  performed  to  ensure  monies  received  were  properly  deposited 
and  recorded. 

•  For  the  CVC  program,  a  supervisory  review  is  not  performed  to 
compare  the  original  record  of  receipt  to  deposits  made  to  ensure  all 
receipts  are  properly  deposited.  One  individual  records  monies  received 
in  a  mail  log.  The  log  and  receipts  are  forwarded  to  another  individual 
who  creates  a  secondary  receipt  log  and  enters  the  receipts  into  the  CVC 
system.  Finally,  a  third  individual  prepares  and  makes  the  deposit. 
However,  the  initial  record  of  receipt  is  not  reconciled  to  amounts 
deposited. 

•  For  the  CVC  program,  one  individual  is  primarily  responsible  for  write- 
offs and  adjustments  of  restitution  receivables  and  there  is  no 
independent  or  supervisory  review  or  approval  of  these  transactions. 

•  For  most  federal  programs,  a  fiscal  staff  member  is  responsible  for 
drawing  down  federal  funds  for  the  programs  based  on  the  needs  of  the 
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program.  However,  there  is  no  independent  or  supervisory  review  or 
approval  of  these  transactions  by  a  program  manager  to  ensure  the 
transactions  are  accurate. 

•  OD  officials  responsible  for  the  CVC  program  have  not  performed 
reconciliations  between  OD  records,  including  the  CVC  system,  and 
SAM  II  to  ensure  the  total  revenue  and  expenditures  per  SAM  II  are 
complete  and  accurate.  As  a  result,  errors  could  go  undetected.  During 
our  review,  we  identified  discrepancies  totaling  $4,400  between  the 
CVC  system  and  SAM  II  because  2  disbursement  transactions  had  not 
been  correctly  recorded  in  the  CVC  system. 

Failure  to  implement  adequate  cash  procedures,  including  properly  securing 
receipts,  increases  the  risk  that  loss  or  misuse  of  monies  received  will  go 
undetected.  In  addition,  proper  segregation  of  duties  and/or  an  independent 
or  supervisory  review  is  necessary  to  ensure  all  transactions  are  accounted 
for  properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Also,  reconciliations  are 
necessary  to  ensure  transactions  are  proper,  and  to  detect  and  correct  errors 
on  a  timely  basis. 

3.2  User  account  access  The  OD  has  not  established  adequate  user  account  procedures  to  ensure 

segregation  of  duties  and  to  control  user  access  to  various  systems. 

A  periodic  review  of  user  access  rights  ensures  the  appropriate  level  of 
access  has  been  provided.  Without  a  review  of  user  access  rights,  there  is  an 
increased  risk  that  unauthorized  alterations  of  these  rights  would  go 
undetected  or  that  access  rights  would  not  be  aligned  with  current  job  duties. 

Segregation  of  duties  User  account  access  for  revenue  and  expenditure  processing  and  approval 

duties  are  not  adequately  segregated  for  some  systems. 

The  OD  has  eight  employees  with  access  to  both  enter  and  approve  their 
own  revenue  transactions  in  SAM  II  without  an  additional  level  of  approval 
required.  Under  normal  circumstances,  other  employees  are  involved  in  the 
revenue  approval  process;  however,  a  CVC  program  employee  indicated  she 
regularly  enters  and  approves  her  own  revenue  transactions  in  SAM  II. 

In  addition,  for  the  internal  OD  WebGrants  system,  which  processes 
transactions  related  to  various  federal  programs,  the  OD  has  three 
employees  with  access  to  both  enter  and  approve  their  own  expenditure 
transactions.  Furthermore,  when  these  transactions  are  batched  to  SAM  II 
for  payment,  these  users  also  have  the  ability  to  approve  the  same 
expenditure  transaction  without  an  additional  level  of  approval.  There  is 
limited  or  no  oversight  to  ensure  the  user  has  entered  and  approved 
complete,  accurate,  and  appropriate  transactions. 
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Adequate  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  reduce  the  risk  of  erroneous 
or  fraudulent  transactions. 

User  access  The  OD  has  not  established  adequate  procedures  for  granting  user  access  to 

the  internal  WebGrants  system,  and  some  current  and  former  employees  had 
inappropriate  access  to  OD  systems. 

The  OD  does  not  document  access  authorizations,  and  users  with  access  to 
the  WebGrants  system  can  grant  another  user  access  or  modify  another 
user's  access  rights.  Our  review  of  user  accounts  in  the  WebGrants  and  the 
CVC  systems  identified  (1)  a  former  employee  still  had  access  to  the 
WebGrants  system;  (2)  another  former  employee  still  had  access  to  the  CVC 
system,  and  (3)  OD  personnel  indicated  two  users  had  inappropriate  access 
to  the  CVC  system  based  on  their  job  responsibilities. 

Without  properly  controlling  user  access,  users  may  be  granted 
inappropriate  or  unauthorized  access,  which  can  provide  opportunities  for 
fraud,  sabotage,  and  inappropriate  disclosures. 

Recommendations         The  od: 

3.1  Record  receipts,  issue  pre-numbered  receipt  slips,  and  restrictively 
endorse  receipts  immediately  upon  receipt,  deposit  receipts  timely, 
establish  adequate  segregation  of  duties,  and  establish  procedures  to 
perform  reconciliations  between  OD  records  and  SAM  II. 

3.2  Review  user  access  to  both  internal  and  statewide  systems  to  ensure 
incompatible  functions  are  identified  and  properly  segregated,  and 
access  rights  are  commensurate  with  user's  job  duties  and 
responsibilities.  In  addition,  the  OD  remove  access  privileges  timely 
upon  employee  termination,  and  establish  procedures  for  granting 
user  access. 

Auditee's  Response  3.1      Additional  measures  have  been  implemented  to  track  receipts  and 

segregate  duties. 

Receipts  (checks)  for  the  POST  fund  are  marked  to  ensure  fund 
amounts  are  entered  to  the  appropriate  agency  and  endorsed  as 
"for  deposit  only"  to  the  State  of  Missouri.  Receipts  are  also  tracked 
through  the  POST  fund  database  by  check  number,  date  entered, 
and  amount.  Deposits  are  prepared  with  copies  of  checks  and 
listing  of  receipts  from  the  database  included  with  the  completed 
deposit  ticket.  Deposits  are  approved  by  administrative  staff  other 
than  the  individual  preparing  the  deposit.  Monthly  deposit  reports 
from  the  data  warehouse  are  reconciled  with  the  agency  summary 
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report  from  the  fund  database  to  ensure  deposits  reconcile  each 
month  and  also  when  preparing  the  annual  POST  distribution. 

The  CVC  program  has  changed  the  deposit  procedure  to  include  a 
supervisory  review  of  the  initial  record  of  receipt  in  the  mail  log  to 
ensure  that  it  reconciles  with  the  amounts  being  deposited.  After 
review,  the  supervisor  now  initials  the  record  of  receipt  in  the  mail 
log  as  well  as  approving  the  amount  deposited  in  the  SAM  II 
payment  system. 

The  CVC  program  has  also  changed  the  write-off  and  adjustment 
procedures  of  restitution  receivables  to  include  not  only  verbal 
approval  from  the  supervisor,  but  also  written  approval  from  the 
supervisor  when  the  program's  subrogation  interest  is  reduced  or 
when  restitution  or  settlements  from  civil  litigations  are  not 
collectable. 


4.  Peace  Officer 
Standards  and 
Training  Program 


4.1  Statutory  compliance 


3.2  The  SAM  II  system  has  changed  and  an  employee  who  creates  a 
revenue  transaction  cannot  also  approve  the  same  transaction.  The 
CVC  program  has  changed  the  revenue  transaction  procedure  to 
include  a  separate  individual  to  approve  the  transaction  in  SAM  II. 

The  CVC  program  will  conduct  a  yearly  review  to  ensure  that 
employee  access  to  the  CVC  system  is  based  upon  their  job  duties 
and  responsibilities  and  will  work  with  Human  Resources  when  an 
employee  is  terminated  to  ensure  their  name  and  access  privileges 
are  removed  from  the  CVC  and  SAM  II  database  in  a  timely 
manner. 

Improvements  are  needed  in  the  management  and  administration  of  the 
Peace  Officer  Standards  and  Training  (POST)  program.  The  Missouri's 
Peace  Officer  Standards  and  Training  Commission  establishes  the  rules  and 
regulations  for  the  POST  program  as  specified  in  Chapter  590,  RSMo.  The 
OD  is  responsible  for  licensing  and  regulating  peace  officers,  continuing 
education  providers,  training  instructors,  and  training  centers;  establishing  a 
classification  system  for  licenses;  establishing  minimum  standards  for  peace 
officers  and  for  admittance  into  basic  training;  and  developing  the  Missouri 
Peace  Officer  License  Exam.  The  OD  issued  1,147  peace  officer  licenses 
during  2012  and  1,371  peace  officer  licenses  during  2011. 

The  OD  has  not  established  adequate  monitoring  procedures  to  ensure  local 
law  enforcement  agencies  comply  with  notification  requirements  of  state 
law.  Section  590.070,  RSMo,  requires  the  chief  executive  officer  (CEO)  of 
local  law  enforcement  agencies  to  notify  the  OD  within  30  days  of  the  hire 
or  termination  of  commissioned  officers.  In  addition,  CEOs  are  required  to 
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notify  the  OD  whenever  they  have  reasonable  grounds  to  believe  an  officer 
commissioned  by  their  agency  is  subject  to  discipline. 

The  OD  does  not  require  the  CEOs  of  local  law  enforcement  agencies  to 
periodically  verify  the  accuracy  and  completeness  of  licensed  officers 
employment  records.  The  OD  discontinued  procedures  requiring  CEOs  to 
annually  confirm  employment  records  of  commissioned  officers.  Instead, 
the  OD  established  a  website  for  local  law  enforcement  agencies  to  review  a 
listing  of  commissioned  officers  working  for  their  agency.  However,  the  OD 
does  not  require  CEOs  to  periodically  confirm  the  listing  is  accurate  and 
does  not  follow  up  with  CEOs  to  ensure  the  listing  has  been  confirmed. 
Without  periodic  confirmations  of  employment  records,  the  OD  cannot 
ensure  employment  records  are  complete  and  accurate  or  ensure  CEOs  are 
properly  notifying  the  OD  of  changes  in  employed  officers. 

In  addition,  the  OD  does  not  effectively  utilize  the  information  contained  in 
the  officer  database  to  ensure  compliance  with  state  laws.  This  database 
contains  information  regarding  each  licensee's  employment  records.  The  OD 
could  use  information  in  this  database  to  prepare  reports  that  would  allow 
OD  officials  to  scan  for  potential  problems.  For  example,  by  identifying 
officers  with  frequent  turnover,  OD  officials  could  locate  unreported 
discipline  problems;  or  by  identifying  officers  that  appear  to  be  working  at 
multiple  law  enforcement  agencies,  OD  officials  might  locate 
hire/termination  forms  not  properly  submitted. 

Without  effective  monitoring,  OD  officials  cannot  ensure  hire  and  departure 
forms  have  been  submitted  timely,  ensure  employed  officers  have  valid 
licenses,  or  initiate  disciplinary  investigations  when  needed.  Periodic 
confirmations  of  employment  records  and  periodic  reviews  of  officer 
database  information  would  help  monitor  law  enforcement  agencies' 
compliance  with  state  laws  relating  to  the  POST  program. 


4.2  Complaints  and 
disciplinary  action 


The  OD  needs  to  improve  controls  and  procedures  for  tracking  and 
monitoring  complaints.  In  addition,  the  OD  has  not  established  guidance  for 
determining  disciplinary  action.  OD  personnel  initiate  investigations  when 
they  learn  of  alleged  actions  of  peace  officers  that  could  lead  to  discipline. 
OD  personnel  learn  of  these  actions  through  (1)  phone  calls  from  private 
citizens  and  law  enforcement  officials,  (2)  media  reports,  and  (3)  departure 
forms  submitted  by  the  law  enforcement  agencies.  Our  review  noted  the 
following  concerns: 

•  OD  personnel  do  not  document  the  receipt  of  some  complaints.  In 
addition,  a  tracking  number  is  not  assigned  to  each  complaint  received. 
Instead,  personnel  only  log  complaints  they  believe  may  result  in 
disciplinary  action.  Without  documentation  of  all  complaints  received, 
some  complaints  are  not  subject  to  management  oversight  to  ensure 
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proper  handling.  In  addition,  without  tracking  numbers  to  track  all 
complaints,  there  is  less  assurance  personnel  took  appropriate  action  for 
each  complaint.  Documenting  the  receipt  of  all  complaints  is  necessary 
to  provide  accountability  for  complaints  and  to  ensure  complaints  are 
appropriately  investigated. 

•  The  OD  does  not  adequately  track  the  status  of  complaints  or  produce 
periodic  reports  informing  management  of  the  timeliness  of  complaint 
investigations.  As  a  result,  there  is  less  assurance  complaints  are 
investigated  and  resolved  in  a  timely  manner.  The  OD  periodically 
generates  a  report  to  identify  cases  to  be  reviewed  based  on  the  follow- 
up  date  entered  into  the  database  by  OD  staff.  However,  OD  personnel 
do  not  periodically  generate  or  review  reports  showing  the  aging  of 
investigations. 

•  OD  personnel  do  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to  prioritize 
complaints  and  has  not  established  timeframes  to  ensure  high-priority 
complaints  are  addressed  in  a  timely  manner.  Although  the  OD  has 
established  a  timeframe  for  initial  follow  up  on  all  complaints  and  dates 
are  entered  to  generate  reminders  for  following  up  on  complaints, 
higher  priority  complaints  are  not  considered  for  earlier  follow  up. 
Adequate  procedures  over  prioritizing  and  following  up  on  high-priority 
complaints  is  necessary  to  ensure  resources  are  effectively  allocated  and 
high-priority  complaints  are  addressed  in  a  timely  manner. 

•  The  OD  does  not  have  written  guidelines  regarding  discipline. 
Currently,  once  the  Administrative  Hearing  Commission  (AHC)  decides 
a  case  is  subject  to  discipline,8  the  DPS  director  or  designee  has 
complete  discretion  over  the  type  of  discipline  administered.  Although 
decisions  are  made  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  written  guidelines  would 
provide  suggestions  to  help  ensure  disciplinary  actions  are  handled 
consistently. 

4.3  Adverse  backgrounds        The  OD  has  not  documented  written  guidelines  for  identifying  criminal 

offenses  applicants  may  commit  and  still  be  licensed.  The  OD  receives  the 
results  of  each  criminal  background  check  prior  to  licensing  peace  officers 
to  determine  if  an  applicant  has  an  adverse  background.  If  an  adverse 
background  is  identified,  each  application  is  reviewed  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  to  determine  whether  the  applicant  will  be  licensed. 


According  to  Section  590.080,  RSMo,  when  the  director  has  knowledge  of  cause  to 
discipline  a  peace  officer  license,  the  director  may  file  a  complaint  with  the  AHC,  which 
conducts  a  hearing  to  determine  whether  the  director  has  cause  for  discipline.  Upon  a  finding 
by  the  AHC,  the  director  determines  the  form  of  discipline  to  be  imposed. 
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Although  adverse  backgrounds  should  be  reviewed  on  a  case-by-case  basis, 
documenting  the  specific  offenses  typically  allowed  or  unallowed  for  an 
applicant  to  be  licensed  would  provide  a  set  of  guidelines  to  use  as  a  basis  in 
making  licensing  decisions  and  would  provide  added  assurance  that 
applications  are  handled  consistently. 


Recommendations 


Auditee's  Response 


4.1  Establish  monitoring  procedures  to  ensure  local  law  enforcement 
agencies  verify  OD  employment  records  of  licensed  peace  officers 
are  complete  and  accurate.  In  addition,  establish  procedures  to 
review  information  contained  in  the  officer  database  to  help  ensure 
local  law  enforcement  agencies  are  in  compliance  with  state 
requirements. 

4.2  Centrally  log  all  complaints  received  and  assign  individual  tracking 
numbers,  and  develop  standardized  management  reports  to  help 
ensure  complaint  investigations  are  initiated  and  completed  timely. 
In  addition,  establish  procedures  to  prioritize  complaints  to  ensure 
high-priority  complaints  are  addressed  in  a  timely  manner.  Also, 
adopt  written  guidelines  to  help  ensure  disciplinary  actions  are 
consistently  determined. 

4.3  Establish  written  guidelines  of  criminal  offenses  applicants  may 
commit  and  still  be  licensed. 

4.1  Pursuant  to  the  POST  statutory  provisions,  the  chief  executive 
officer  (CEO)  of  a  law  enforcement  agency  is  required  to  notify  the 
director  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  within  30  days  of  the 
hiring  or  termination  of  a  commissioned  officer  and  is  subject  to 
criminal  prosecution  for  purposeful  violations  (class  B 
misdemeanor  Section  590.070  and  590.195.2,  RSMo).  Agency 
CEOs  are  periodically  asked  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  their 
employment  roster  during  the  continuing  education  reporting 
period,  and  the  POST  program  provides  an  on-line  roster  of 
commissioned  officers  for  verification  by  local  agencies.  The 
program  will  continue  to  emphasize  with  CEOs  the  requirement  for 
timely  notification  and  the  potential  statutory  penalties. 


4.2  The  POST  program  logs  and  tracks  complaints  that  allege 
actionable  grounds  for  discipline  under  the  statutory  provisions. 
Cases  are  then  prioritized  according  to  the  seriousness  of  the 
violation,  whether  the  officer  is  an  actively  commissioned  and 
working  officer,  and  whether  a  criminal  investigation  has  been 
initiated.  The  program  will  implement  the  recommendation  to 
generate  a  periodic  report  of  pending  investigations  for  review  by 
management  and  to  monitor  the  progress  of  those  investigations. 
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4.3  Disciplinary  action  against  a  peace  officer's  license  encompasses 
both  mitigating  and  aggravating  circumstances,  and  thus  decisions 
based  solely  on  the  charged  criminal  violation  may  not  be 
appropriate.  Serious  offenses  may  be  reduced  to  minor  criminal 
charges  and  aggravating  circumstances  may  elevate  the  seriousness 
of  minor  offenses.  As  a  result,  the  program  believes  that  providing  a 
list  of  offenses  a  peace  officer  may  commit  and  still  retain  their 
licensure  would  not  promote  adherence  to  the  goals  of  the  overall 
disciplinary  scheme. 

The  OD  needs  to  improve  capital  assets  records.  In  addition,  the  OD  does 
not  maintain  a  mileage  log  for  the  vehicle  assigned  to  the  DPS  Director.  As 
of  June  30,  2012,  the  SAM  II  capital  asset  system  indicated  total  assets  of 
approximately  $4.9  million  for  the  OD. 

The  OD  capital  asset  records  and  procedures  are  inadequate.  We  noted  the 
following  concerns: 


5.  Capital  Assets 


5.1  Asset  management 


The  OD  does  not  maintain  complete  and  accurate  records  for  capital 
assets.  The  OD  relies  on  multiple  property  records  to  track  the  OD 
assets,  such  as  the  separate  listings  maintained  for  the  assets  of  the 
various  OD  programs.  However,  these  lists  contain  duplicate  or 
incomplete  information  and  are  not  reconciled.  In  addition,  the  property 
records  did  not  always  include  information  required  by  state  regulations, 
such  as  the  estimated  useful  life  at  the  date  of  acquisition. 


•  Internal  capital  asset  records  are  not  reconciled  to  the  SAM  II  capital 
asset  system.  OD  personnel  indicated  the  SAM  II  capital  asset  system 
might  be  overstated;  however,  the  OD  was  unable  to  determine  the  total 
reconciling  difference  between  its  internal  capital  asset  records  and 
SAM  II.  Personnel  indicated  this  problem  has  occurred  because  SAM  II 
records  include  property  totaling  over  $1.2  million  that  relates  to  other 
state  agencies  or  divisions  and  may  include  assets  that  have  been 
disposed. 

•  The  OD  did  not  perform  an  annual  physical  inventory  of  capital  assets 
as  required  by  state  regulations.  OD  personnel  indicated  the  last  full 
inventory  was  performed  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  2010. 

•  The  OD  does  not  always  obtain  written  approval  prior  to  disposing  of 
capital  assets  or  remove  disposed  assets  from  the  SAM  II  capital  asset 
system  timely.  Due  to  our  audit  inquiries,  an  OD  official  identified  7 
vehicles  totaling  approximately  $468,500  that  remained  on  the  SAM  II 
capital  asset  system  even  though  the  vehicles  had  been  disposed  of  prior 
to  June  30,  2012.  The  OD  subsequently  removed  these  vehicles  from 
the  SAM  II  capital  asset  system. 
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State  regulation  15  CSR  40-2.031  requires  each  department  to  account  for 
all  acquisitions  and  dispositions,  and  to  maintain  adequate  capital  asset 
records  that  contain  identification  number;  description  of  the  item  including 
name,  make,  model  and  serial  number,  where  appropriate;  acquisition  cost; 
date  of  acquisition;  estimated  useful  life  at  the  date  of  acquisition;  physical 
location  in  sufficient  detail  to  readily  locate  the  item;  and  method  and  date 
of  disposition.  In  addition,  an  annual  physical  inventory  of  capital  assets  is 
required,  and  should  be  reconciled  to  capital  asset  records  and  the  prior 
annual  physical  inventory. 

The  failure  to  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  inventory  listing  reduces  the 
control  and  accountability  over  capital  assets  and  increases  the  potential  that 
loss,  theft,  or  misuse  will  go  undetected.  In  addition,  annual  inventories  are 
necessary  to  establish  proper  accountability  over  capital  assets,  and 
documentation  of  the  physical  inventory  should  be  retained  to  show 
compliance  with  state  regulations. 


5.2  Director's  vehicle 


The  OD  does  not  maintain  mileage  logs  for  the  vehicle  assigned  to  the  DPS 
director  and  has  not  ensured  the  use  of  the  vehicle  complies  with  state  law 
or  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS)  reporting  requirements.  According  to  OD 
personnel,  the  DPS  director  uses  an  assigned  state-owned  vehicle  24  hours  a 
day,  7  days  a  week.  The  director's  home  is  in  St.  Louis  and  as  a  result,  there 
is  the  potential  for  personal  use  of  this  vehicle.  According  to  odometer 
readings,  the  director  drove  this  vehicle  approximately  35,200  miles  in 
fiscal  year  2012. 

A  mileage  log,  indicating  the  date  of  travel,  beginning  and  ending  odometer 
readings,  and  the  purpose  and  destination  of  the  trip  was  not  maintained  for 
the  director's  vehicle,  as  required  by  state  policy.  Without  mileage  logs,  the 
OD  is  unable  to  determine  whether,  and  the  amount  of  personal  use,  if  any, 
required  to  be  reported  to  the  IRS  as  a  reportable  fringe  benefit.  Mileage 
logs  are  necessary  to  provide  assurance  that  vehicles  are  used  for  state 
purposes  only  and  to  provide  an  audit  trail.  In  addition,  Section  301.260, 
RSMo,  states  that  no  officer  or  employee  or  other  person  shall  use  such  a 
state  motor  vehicle  for  other  than  official  use. 


Recommendations 


The  OD: 


5.1  Maintain  complete  and  accurate  capital  asset  records.  Internal 
records  should  be  reconciled  to  the  SAM  II  capital  asset  system,  and 
an  annual  physical  inventory  should  be  conducted,  reconciled  to 
capital  asset  records  and  the  prior  annual  physical  inventory,  and 
documented.  In  addition,  written  approval  should  be  obtained  prior 
to  disposing  of  assets  and  disposed  assets  should  be  removed  from 
the  capital  asset  records  in  a  timely  manner. 
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5.2 

Implement  the  use  of  mileage  logs  for  the  director's  vehicle  to 
ensure  proper  use  of  state -owned  vehicles  and  compliance  with  state 
law  and  IRS  requirements. 

Auditee's  Response 

5.1 

A  physical  inventory  has  been  completed  of  fixed  assets  in  the 
Director's  Office  and  a  full  reconciliation  of  assets  is  in  process  to 
ensure  that  all  fixed  asset  items  that  should  be  capitalized  are 
accounted  for  in  SAM  II. 

5.2 

The  OD  follows  state  laws  with  regard  to  using  state  property  for 
official  use  only. 

6.  Excess  Property 
Program  and 
Donated  Asset 
Program  Inventory 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


by  the  OD  for  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  Excess  Property  Program 
(1033  program)  and  the  Donated  Asset  Program  needs  improvement.  These 
programs  provide  surplus  military  equipment  and  donated  assets  to  state  and 
local  law  enforcement  agencies,  through  the  OD,  to  enhance  officer  safety 
and  for  use  in  counter-narcotics  and  counter-terrorism  operations. 

The  OD  did  not  perform  an  annual  physical  inventory  of  the  equipment 
maintained  at  the  warehouse  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  and 
according  to  personnel,  a  full  inventory  of  the  equipment  maintained  at  the 
warehouse  has  never  been  completed.  For  the  1033  program,  the  OD 
primarily  relies  on  DOD  personnel,  who  conduct  inventories  of  a  sample  of 
equipment  based  on  DOD  records;  however,  this  review  is  not 
comprehensive  of  all  equipment  stored  at  the  warehouse.  During  our  review, 
we  attempted  to  locate  five  equipment  items  listed  on  OD  records  at  the 
warehouse;  however,  one  item,  night  vision  goggles,  could  not  be  located. 
Another  item,  a  laptop,  did  not  match  the  inventory  tag  number.  According 
to  personnel,  this  problem  was  likely  due  to  OD  personnel  entering  an 
incorrect  inventory  tag  number  into  the  system. 

Documented  annual  physical  inventories  are  necessary  to  establish  proper 
accountability  over  the  inventory  and  ensure  errors  are  detected  and 
corrected  in  a  timely  manner.  Additionally,  the  failure  to  maintain  a 
complete  and  accurate  inventory  listing  increases  the  potential  that  loss, 
theft,  or  misuse  will  go  undetected  or  not  be  detected  timely. 

The  OD  perform  an  annual  physical  inventory  and  reconcile  the  results  to 
the  OD  inventory  records. 

The  OD  is  in  the  process  of  completing  a  physical  inventory  that  will 
reconcile  all  equipment. 

Note:  The  Defense  Logistics  Agency  Disposition  Services  conducted  a  1033 
Program  Compliance  Review  June  18  -22,  2013.  The  Program  Compliance 
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Review  for  the  State  of  Missouri  has  been  completed.  The  DLA  Law 
Enforcement  Support  Office  found  the  state  to  be  compliant  with  the  current 
terms  and  conditions  as  set  forth  in  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency  to  State 
Memorandum  of  Agreement. 


7.  Use  of 

Appropriations 

7.1  Payment  of  operating 
costs  of  the  Governor's 
office 


The  OD  paid  salaries  and  other  costs  related  to  operations  of  the  Governor's 
office  and  used  appropriations  from  another  DPS  division  for  OD 
operations. 

During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  OD  paid  approximately 
$67,800  related  to  salaries  and  travel  costs  of  the  Governor's  office. 


Personnel  costs  In  fiscal  years  2011  and  2012,  the  OD  paid  approximately  $45,100  for  a 

portion  of  the  salaries  of  seven  Governor's  office  staff.  These  employees 
were  physically  located  in  and  supervised  by  the  Governor's  office,  and 
performed  duties  related  to  programs  and  functions  of  that  office.  While 
some  of  the  activities  performed  by  these  employees  may  have  related  to  the 
OD,  it  appears  their  primary  job  responsibilities  were  functions  associated 
with  the  Governor's  office. 


Documentation  was  not  provided  to  the  OD  disclosing  how  the  salary  costs 
charged  to  the  OD  were  determined.  Therefore,  it  is  questionable  whether 
the  portion  of  the  salaries  paid  was  a  reasonable  reflection  of  the  work 
performed  by  the  applicable  employees  for  the  OD.  If  these  employees  were 
performing  work  primarily  benefiting  the  Governor's  office,  it  appears  their 
salaries  should  be  paid  from  appropriations  of  that  office. 

Airplane  flight  costs  During  fiscal  years  2011  and  2012,  the  OD  paid  approximately  $22,700 

related  to  air  travel  costs  of  the  Governor's  office.  The  flights  were  for 
various  purposes,  such  as  to  view  disaster  sites  or  attend  disaster  recovery 
meetings;  to  attend  various  conferences,  such  as  the  National  Governor's 
Association  Conference;  to  make  policy  announcements;  to  attend 
commencement  ceremonies;  and  to  promote  economic  development.  Flight 
documentation  showed  that  the  majority  of  the  flights  only  included 
members  of  the  Governor's  staff  or  immediate  family;  OD  personnel  were 
not  included  on  most  flights.  We  identified  7  of  the  9  flights  paid  in  fiscal 
year  2012  (78  percent)  and  35  of  the  38  flights  paid  in  fiscal  year  2011  (92 
percent)  did  not  include  a  representative  from  the  OD. 

While  some  of  these  flights  may  have  related  to  the  DPS,  it  appears  the 
primary  purposes  of  these  flights  were  for  functions  associated  with  the 
Governor's  office.  It  does  not  appear  appropriate  for  the  OD  to  bear  the  cost 
of  flights  taken  by  the  Governor's  office  for  purposes  that  appear  to  be 
within  the  scope  of  the  Governor's  duties,  especially  when  the  flights  do  not 
include  a  representative  from  the  OD.  This  practice  distorts  the  actual  travel 
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costs  of  the  OD  and  the  Governor's  office.  Further,  the  Governor's  office  has 
an  appropriation  to  which  travel  costs  may  be  charged. 


7.2  Payment  of  OD  costs 
by  other  DPS  divisions 


Recommendations 


During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  MSHP  paid  at  least  $19,200  for 
the  purchase  and  maintenance  of  the  vehicle  assigned  to  the  DPS  director. 
While  some  of  the  vehicle  use  may  relate  to  the  MSHP  or  other  DPS 
divisions,  the  vehicle  is  primarily  used  for  programs  and  functions  of  the 
OD.  OD  personnel  indicated  the  MSHP  has  historically  paid  for  the  state 
vehicle  assigned  to  the  DPS  director  since  the  patrol  is  able  to  purchase 
vehicles  at  a  lower  cost  and  because  the  director's  vehicle  needs  to  be 
equipped  with  law  enforcement  equipment.  However,  other  divisions  paying 
costs  associated  with  the  OD  circumvents  the  appropriation  process 
established  by  the  General  Assembly  and  distorts  the  actual  costs  of 
operating  the  OD. 

7. 1  The  OD  work  with  the  Governor's  office  to  discontinue  the  practice 
of  using  OD  appropriations  to  pay  operating  costs  of  the  Governor's 
office. 


7.2  The  OD  discontinue  the  practice  of  using  other  DPS  division 
appropriations  to  pay  costs  related  to  the  vehicle  assigned  to  the 
DPS  Director. 


Auditee's  Response  7.1 


The  OD  pays  for  those  costs  associated  with  work  performed  on 
behalf  of  the  Department. 


8.  Crime  Victims' 
Compensation 
Program 


7.2  The  MSHP  is  a  division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  which 
the  Director  oversees,  and  the  use  of  the  MSHP  vehicle  program 
provides  cost  efficiencies. 

Improvements  are  needed  over  controls  and  procedures  relating  to  the 
Crime  Victims'  Compensation  (CVC)  program.  During  the  2  years  ended 
June  30,  2012,  the  OD  expended  approximately  $12.4  million  in  state  and 
federal  funds  on  behalf  of  crime  victims  through  the  CVC  program. 

The  CVC  program  is  authorized  through  Chapter  595,  RSMo,  to  assist 
victims  who  suffer  bodily  harm  as  a  direct  result  of  a  crime.  The  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund  (CVCF)  was  established  to  determine  and 
award  compensation  to,  or  on  behalf  of,  victims  of  crimes.  Appropriations 
from  this  fund  authorize  payments  directly  to  the  service  providers  for 
medical  or  funeral  expenses,  or  expenses  for  other  services  as  allowed  as  a 
last  resort  for  the  victim.  The  CVCF  will  pay  a  crime  victim's  actual  losses 
for  medical  bills,  lost  earnings  or  support,  and  other  miscellaneous  expenses 
up  to  a  maximum  of  $25,000,  which  are  not  reimbursed  by  any  other  means. 
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8.1  Program  disbursements      The  OD  does  not  have  adequate  controls  and  procedures  in  place  to  ensure 

disbursements  for  the  CVC  program  meet  certain  program  requirements. 
Procedures,  such  as  a  checklist  of  requirements,  are  not  in  place  to  ensure 
the  various  program  requirements  were  considered  and  met  prior  to 
approving  the  claim  for  payment.  We  analyzed  CVC  payments  made  during 
the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012  and  tested  14  payments.  Our  review  noted 
the  following  concerns: 

•  The  OD  paid  two  claims  totaling  approximately  $2,800  on  behalf  of  a 
victim;  however,  since  the  application  was  not  filed  timely,  these  claims 
were  ineligible.  Program  requirements  require  claims  to  be  filed  within 
2  years  of  the  crime  or  the  discovery  of  the  crime. 

•  The  OD  paid  one  claim  totaling  approximately  $11,000  on  behalf  of  a 
victim  without  obtaining  documentation  to  support  that  a  criminal 
background  check  had  been  performed  and  that  the  victim  had 
cooperated  with  law  enforcement  personnel,  as  required  by  the  program. 

Adequate  controls  and  procedures  are  necessary  to  ensure  monies  are 
awarded  and  paid  in  compliance  with  program  requirements.  A  checklist  or 
similar  document  would  assist  in  ensuring  all  criteria  are  met. 

The  OD  has  not  pursued  obtaining  access  to  employment  data  that  could 
assist  the  OD  in  ensuring  claimants  meet  CVC  program  requirements. 
Personnel  indicated  the  CVC  program  previously  had  access  to  employment 
data  maintained  by  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations 
(DOLIR);  however,  access  was  no  longer  provided  when  the  CVC  program 
was  transitioned  from  the  DOLIR  to  the  OD  in  2007.  OD  personnel 
indicated  the  employment  data  was  useful  to  help  ensure  claims  received 
were  valid  and  some  program  requirements  were  met  before  making 
payment.  For  example,  the  OD  could  use  the  DOLIR  data  to  ensure  a  lost 
wages  claim  was  supported  or  to  validate  information,  such  as  names  and 
social  security  numbers,  provided  on  the  claim  form. 

Access  to  the  employment  data  maintained  by  the  DOLIR  would  help  to 
ensure  payments  to  claimants  are  appropriate  and  in  compliance  with  state 
and  federal  requirements. 

8.3  Refunds  The  OD  does  not  have  procedures  in  place  to  ensure  refunds  of  CVC  claim 

payments  are  credited  back  to  the  original  funding  source. 

Refunds  relating  to  the  CVC  program  can  occur  for  a  variety  of  reasons, 
such  as  when  claims  paid  are  later  determined  eligible  for  payment  from 
other  funding  sources,  such  as  Medicaid  or  other  medical  insurance.  During 
the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  the  OD  received  refunds  totaling 
approximately  $135,500  relating  to  victim  claims  originally  paid  by  federal 


8.2  Employment  data 
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CVC  program  funds.  The  OD  credited  the  refunds  to  state  CVC  program 
funding  sources  instead  of  the  federal  CVC  program.  As  a  result,  the  OD 
lacks  assurance  that  federal  fund  refunds  have  been  used  for  allowable  costs 
and  activities. 

According  to  federal  regulation  OMB  Circular  A-87,  credits,  such  as 
recoveries  and  adjustments  of  overpayments,  shall  be  credited  to  the  Federal 
award  either  as  a  cost  reduction  or  cash  refund,  as  appropriate. 

Adequate  procedures  for  handling  CVC  program  refunds  are  necessary  to 
ensure  federal  expenditures  are  appropriate  and  in  compliance  with  federal 
requirements. 

Recommendations         The  od: 

Establish  procedures  and  maintain  supporting  documentation  to 
ensure  payments  meet  program  requirements. 

Work  with  the  DOLIR  to  obtain  access  to  employment  data  and  use 
this  data  to  help  ensure  program  requirements  are  met  prior  to 
making  payment. 

Establish  procedures  to  ensure  refunds  for  victim  claims  are 
properly  handled. 

In  addition  to  the  current  process,  the  CVC  program  has 
implemented  a  checklist  to  ensure  payments  meet  program 
requirements. 

CVC  will  work  with  DOLIR  to  determine  whether  access  to  the 
employment  database  is  allowable. 

CVC  has  implemented  the  recommended  change  to  depositing 
refunds  back  into  the  federal  fund  where  they  originated. 


Improvements  are  needed  over  controls  and  procedures  relating  to  the 
Sexual  Assault  Forensic  Exam  (SAFE)  program.  The  SAFE  program, 
authorized  through  Section  595.220,  RSMo,  reimburses  medical  providers 
for  reasonable  charges  incurred  in  collecting  evidence  during  a  forensic 
examination  resulting  from  a  sexual  assault  or  sexual  abuse  in  Missouri.  The 
OD  paid  3,251  claims  totaling  approximately  $2.2  million  during  fiscal  year 
2012  and  3,365  claims  totaling  approximately  $2.7  million  during  fiscal 
year  201 1  relating  to  the  SAFE  program. 

9.1  Monitoring  The  OD  has  not  established  monitoring  procedures  to  ensure  the  charges 

submitted  for  reimbursement  are  reasonable. 


8.1 


8.2 


8.3 


Auditee's  Response  &; 


8.2 


8.3 


9.  Sexual  Assault 
Forensic  Exam 
Program 
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The  OD  requires  medical  providers  to  submit  supporting  documentation  as 
part  of  the  claims  process  for  the  SAFE  program.  During  fiscal  years  2011 
and  2012,  the  OD  paid  approximately  70  different  providers  for  SAFE 
claims.  The  amount  providers  claimed  for  these  services  varied 
significantly.  During  fiscal  year  2012,  the  average  claim  paid  per  provider 
ranged  from  $183  to  $1,656  depending  on  the  services  claimed  for 
reimbursement.  During  2012,  the  OD  promulgated  a  rule  establishing  a  cap 
limiting  the  amount  that  can  be  reimbursed  for  each  type  of  service  to  the 
lesser  of  the  cap  or  actual  costs  claimed.  However,  according  to  personnel, 
the  OD  does  not  have  statutory  authority  to  ensure  claims  submitted  by 
providers  are  reasonable  and  necessary. 

Section  595.220.8,  RSMo  states  the  OD  has  the  authority  to  promulgate 
rules  and  regulations  necessary  to  operate  the  SAFE  program.  Without 
adequate  claim  review  procedures,  the  OD  cannot  ensure  claims  paid  are 
reasonable. 


9.2  Supervisory  review 


The  OD  does  not  require  an  independent  supervisory  review  be  performed 
to  ensure  the  claim  amount  approved  and  paid  is  accurate  and  in  compliance 
with  program  requirements.  During  our  review,  we  identified  3  of  the  25 
claims  reviewed  where  the  provider  was  either  over  or  under  paid.  The  OD 
overpaid  two  providers  by  a  total  of  $324  and  underpaid  another  provider 
by  $200. 


Recommendations 


Supervisory  reviews  would  help  ensure  payments  processed  are  accurate 
and  meet  program  requirements. 

The  OD: 


9.1  Promulgate  a  state  rule  that  authorizes  the  OD  to  implement 
procedures  to  ensure  charges  submitted  by  medical  providers  for 
reimbursement  are  reasonable. 


9.2 


Auditee's  Response  9.1 


Auditor's  Comment 


9.2 


9.1 


Implement  necessary  procedures  to  ensure  the  accuracy  of  claim 
payments. 

The  OD  promulgated  a  rule  in  2011  establishing  caps  for  amounts 
paid  to  medical  providers  for  reimbursement  under  the  SAFE 
program. 

The  CVC  program  has  implemented  a  claim  review  process  to 
ensure  payments  are  processed  accurately  and  meet  program 
requirements. 

The  OD  response  does  not  address  the  audit  recommendation.  The 
fact  that  the  OD  promulgated  a  rule  to  establish  a  cap  is  a  positive 
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step  and  is  reflected  in  the  audit  finding.  However,  the 
recommendation  is  for  the  OD  to  promulgate  an  additional  rule  that 
authorizes  the  OD  to  implement  procedures  to  ensure  charges 
submitted  by  medical  providers  are  reasonable. 
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The  Department  of  Public  Safety  (DPS)  was  established  by  the  Omnibus 
State  Reorganization  Act  of  1974.  Section  650.005,  RSMo,  states  the 
department's  role  is  "to  provide  overall  coordination  in  the  state's  public 
safety  and  law  enforcement  program,  to  provide  channels  of  coordination 
with  local  and  federal  agencies  in  regard  to  public  safety,  law  enforcement 
and  with  all  correctional  and  judicial  agencies  in  regard  to  matters 
pertaining  to  its  responsibilities  as  they  may  interrelate  with  the  other 
agencies  or  offices  of  state,  local  or  federal  governments." 


The  DPS  is  organized  into  nine  separate  divisions:  Office  of  the  Director 
(OD),  Missouri  Gaming  Commission,  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol, 
Missouri  Capitol  Police,  Division  of  Alcohol  and  Tobacco  Control,  Office 
of  the  State  Fire  Marshal,  Missouri  National  Guard  (Office  of  the  Adjutant 
General),  State  Emergency  Management  Agency,  and  the  Veterans 
Commission. 


The  director  of  the  DPS  is  responsible  for  developing  public  safety 
programs,  police  officer  training  and  certification,  and  providing  legislative 
guidance  on  criminal  justice  issues.  In  addition,  the  director  is  responsible 
for  overseeing  the  distribution  of  state  and  federal  resources  and  funds 
through  grants  for  narcotics  control,  victims'  assistance,  and  juvenile  justice. 
Jerry  Lee  has  served  as  director  of  the  department  since  October  2011  after 
he  was  appointed  by  the  Governor  following  the  departure  of  the  prior 
director,  John  Britt. 

The  OD  is  organized  into  eight  programs:  Homeland  Security,  Interoperable 
Communications,  Crime  Victims  Services  Unit,  Juvenile  Justice,  Criminal 
Justice/Law  Enforcement,  Crime  Victims'  Compensation,  Sexual  Assault 
Forensic  Examination,  and  Peace  Officer  Standards  and  Training  Program. 
At  June  30,  2012,  the  OD  had  83  full  time  and  14  part  time  employees. 
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Year  Fnded  Tune  10  201  2 

uiuui  anu 
Industrial 

Missouri  Crime 

rcauc  wiiicer 
Standards  and 

DPS  -  Juvenile 

Relations  -  Crime 

DPS  -  Federal  - 

Prevention 

Training 

Accountability 

Victims  -  Federal 

Homeland 

Information  and 

Commission 

State  Forensic 

Services  to 

Block  Grant  Fund 

DPS  Fund 

Fund 

Security  Fund 

Program  Fund 

Fund 

Laboratory  Fund 

Victims  Fund 

RECEIPTS 

Court  fees 

$  0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

572,651 

3  573  886 

-J  , ,J  /  J,tJOU 

Federal  grants 

689  ^86 

1  1  769  771 

11,/  uz,  /  /  1 

o 

48  7Q9 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Interest 

10  853 

o 

o 

o 

0 

5  841 

o 

o 

Refunds/rebates 

14 

106 

o 

686 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Miscellaneous  receipts 

o 

o 

2  594  901 

541  778 

o 

1  249  700 

o 

1  163 

Total  Receipts 

693,253 

11,762,877 

2,594,901 

49,335,395 

0 

1,255,541 

572,651 

3,575,049 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personal  service 

50,469 

326,194 

() 

1,248,801 

o 

0 

0 

45,106 

Employee  frinse  benefits 

22,423 

346,995 

o 

431,951 

o 

o 

o 

21,737 

Travel 

10,880 

33,866 

o 

125,949 

o 

o 

0 

353 

Expense  and  equipment 

16,148 

42,080 

0 

6,073,999 

0 

0 

256,477 

1,153 

Program  distributions 

819,742 

11,024,820 

2,598,026 

41,453,722 

0 

1,252,978 

334,420 

4,260,563 

Total  Disbursements 

919,662 

11,773,955 

2,598,026 

49,334,422 

0 

1,252,978 

590,897 

4,328,912 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(226,409) 

(11,078) 

(3,125) 

973 

0 

2,563 

(18,246) 

(753,863) 

OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 

Transfers  from: 

Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  Fund 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,054 

0 

Transfers  to: 

General  Revenue  Fund 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(4,627) 

(51,243) 

Funding  sources  received  by  other  agencies 

0 

13,288,659 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriations  exercised  by  other  agencies 

0 

(13,393,829) 

0 

(348) 

0 

(17,941) 

0 

0 

Total  Other  Financing  Sources  (Uses) 

0 

(105,170) 

0 

(348) 

0 

(17,941) 

(1,573) 

(51,243) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

AND  OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 

(226,409) 

(116,248) 

(3,125) 

625 

0 

(15,378) 

(19,819) 

(805,106) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  201 1 

1,680,894 

1,250,691 

3,125 

0 

14 

1,285,915 

473,687 

2,853,333 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  2012 

$  1,454,485 

1,134,443 

0 

625 

14 

1,270,537 

453,868 

2,048,227 
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Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


RECEIPTS 
Court  fees 
Federal  grants 
Interest 

Refunds/rebates 
Miscellaneous  receipts 
Total  Receipts 
DISBURSEMENTS 
Personal  service 
Employee  fringe  benefits 
Travel 

Expense  and  equipment 
Program  distributions 
Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 
Transfers  from: 

Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  Fund 
Transfers  to: 

General  Revenue  Fund 
Funding  sources  received  by  other  agencies 
Appropriations  exercised  by  other  agencies 
Total  Other  Financing  Sources  (Uses) 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

AND  OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  201 1 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  2012 


Deputy  Sheriff 

Federal  Stimulus  - 

Crime  Victims' 

Justice  Assistance 

Salary 

DPS  Justice 

Total  All  Funds 

Compensation 

Antiterrorism 

Grant  Program 

Supplemental 

Federal  Stimulus  - 

Assistance  Grant 

(Memorandum 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

Fund 

DPS  Fund 

Fund 

Only) 

6,810,774 

0 

0 

4,524,028 

0 

0 

15,481,339 

0 

0 

5,239,854 

0 

162,959 

0 

66,640,901 

24,583 

169 

51,607 

74,548 

45 

11,803 

179,449 

29 

21 

64 

0 

0 

1,240 

2,160 

620,310 

4,746 

17 

0 

0 

0 

5,012,615 

7,455,696 

4,936 

5,291,542 

4,598,576 

163,004 

13,043 

87,316,464 

414,040 

0 

224,890 

0 

12,946 

26,183 

2,348,629 

195,380 

0 

79,393 

0 

0 

0 

1,097,879 

6,525 

0 

3^503 

0 

212 

2,755 

184,043 

2,199,012 

5,899 

173,664 

0 

284 

2,031,770 

10,800,486 

3,588,109 

929 

6,378,884 

1,058,733 

144,947 

4,904,316 

77,820,189 

6,403,066 

6,828 

6,860,334 

1,058,733 

158,389 

6,965,024 

92,251,226 

1,052,630 

(1,892) 

(1,568,792) 

3,539,843 

4,615 

(6,951,981) 

(4,934,762) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,054 

(106,227) 

0 

0 

(9,294) 

0 

0 

(171,391) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,890,603 

0 

15,179,262 

0 

(13) 

0 

0 

(1,948,622) 

(660,503) 

(16,021,256) 

(106,227) 

(13) 

0 

(9,294) 

(58,019) 

(660,503) 

(1,010,331) 

946,403 

(1,905) 

(1,568,792) 

3,530,549 

(53,404) 

(7,612,484) 

(5,945,093) 

3,941,707 

27,008 

8,099,111 

11,661,250 

56,212 

13,828,428 

45,161,375 

4,888,110 

25,103 

6,530,319 

15,191,799 

2,808 

6,215,944 

39,216,282 
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Vooi-  Cnrlo/I    Tunc  1.f\     0H1  1 

i  ear  iinaea  J  une  ju,  2X)  1 1 

Lauur  anu 
Industrial 

Missouri  Crime 

Peace  Officer 

DPS  -  Juvenile 

Relations  -  Crime 

DPS  -  Federal  - 

Pre  ve  n  ti  on 

Standards  and 

A  cocw  inttinilitv 

A/iptim^  -  pprlpral 

V  IL                 I  CLlClul 

l-Tom  p  1  n  n  H 

1  lUlllCJtlllU 

TnTririTi nti r\n  ^ nH 

1 1  i  1 '1  1 1  Ul  1 1 1.  '1 1  tlllLI 

TVn  miner 
1 1  til  1 1 1 1 1 

OCl  VIL-CA  iu 

Block  Grant  Fund 

npc  FnnH 
ur o  ruiiu 

 Fund  

Security  Fund 

Program  Fund 

Commission  Fund 

Laboratory  Fund 

Victims  Fund 

Court  fees 

$  0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

{) 

605,1 12 

1  Tin  i o  1 

Federal  grants 

870,300 

10,906,507 

0 

38,979,476 

{) 

0 

0 

0 

Interest 

14,988 

0 

{) 

0 

0 

8,000 

0 

0 

Refunds/rebates 

1 1 

37 

0 

995 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Miscellaneous  receipts 

0 

0 

3,406,385 

0 

0 

1,276,100 

0 

64 

Total  Receipts 

1  A  (  W  V.  C  A  A 

1  A C\C  IOC 

i  q  non  1  "7 1 
Jo,yoU,4/l 

0 

1  O  O/l    1  1111 

1,Zo4,1UU 

605,1 12 

1  Tin  1  ,i 
J,  /  jU,44o 

D1SBURSEMEN  IS 

Personal  service 

32,53 1 

0*^A  "7  1  "7 

zoy,  / 1  / 

0 

i  ooo  qaa 
l,zzz,oUy 

0 

0 

0 

76,896 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

u 

H-ol,  /  J  / 

u 

u 

u 

j/,jij 

Travel 

oi  noo 

A£.  10  1 

u 

o  no  1  a  & 

ZU  /,14t> 

u 

U 

u 

1  01Q 

Expense  and  equipment 

54,033 

125,819 

0 

c  Too  i 
5,  /oy,olo 

961 

0 

TCi  TOO 

12,776 

Program  distributions 

734,460 

l(J,zol,45o 

J,4Uj,5Uo 

1  1    0"7A   1  A  1 

ji,z/y,i4j 

0 

1    1  1  A  "71 1 

i,j  iy,  i  a 

1 /I  O  /1/V7 

J4a,4U  / 

4,ooy,o j  / 

Total  Disbursements 

y^y  ico 

1  0  0/1 1  fsCkl 

1  A  fit  ^flA 

is  own  /io  1 
jo, you, 4-  / 1 

yor 

1  1 1  O  0 1 1 

i,j  iy,  /  jj 

ouu,  loy 

^  Ai o  y^i 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

26,912 

H  337  1  531 

2,879 

o 

f96n 

(35  6331 

4,923 

C1  287  4171 

OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 

Transfers  from: 

Crime  Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  Fund 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

124 

0 

Transfers  to: 

General  Revenue  Fund 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(25) 

0 

(4,267) 

(56,872) 

Sexual  Assault  Forensic  Exam  Fund 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Funding  sources  received  by  other  agencies 

0 

14,045,023 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriations  exercised  by  other  agencies 

0 

(12,020,341) 

0 

0 

0 

(17,482) 

0 

0 

Total  Other  Financing  Sources  (Uses) 

0 

2,024,682 

0 

0 

(25) 

(17,482) 

(4,143) 

(56,872) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

AND  OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 

26,912 

687,529 

2,879 

0 

(986) 

(53,115) 

780 

(1,344,289) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  2010 

1,653,982 

563,162 

246 

0 

1,000 

1,339,030 

472,907 

4,197,622 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  201 1 

$  1,680,894 

1,250,691 

3,125 

0 

14 

1,285,915 

473,687 

2,853,333 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 
Office  of  the  Director 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


RECEIPTS 
Court  fees 
Federal  grants 
Interest 

Refunds/rebates 
Miscellaneous  receipts 
Total  Receipts 
DISBURSEMENTS 
Personal  service 
Employee  fringe  benefits 
Travel 

Expense  and  equipment 
Program  distributions 
Total  Disbursements 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 
Transfers  from: 

Crime  Victims'  Compensation  Fund 
Proceeds  of  Surplus  Property  Fund 
Transfers  to: 

General  Revenue  Fund 
Sexual  Assault  Forensic  Exam  Fund 
Funding  sources  received  by  other  agencies 
Appropriations  exercised  by  other  agencies 
Total  Other  Financing  Sources  (Uses) 
RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

AND  OTHER  FINANCING  SOURCES  (USES) 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1,  2010 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30,  201 1 


Deputy  Sheriff 

Federal  Stimulus  - 

Crime  Victims' 

Justice 

Salary 

Sexual  Assault 

DPS  Justice 

Total  All  Funds 

Compensation 

Antiterrorism 

Assistance  Grant 

Supplemental 

Forensic  Exam 

Federal  Stimulus  - 

Assistance  Grant 

(Memorandum 

Program  Fund 

HP's  FnnH 

Only) 

6,801,022 

0 

0 

6,940,713 

0 

0 

0 

18,077,228 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,385,151 

0 

JO,  JO  1  ,ZOJ 

35,564 

182 

77,377 

44,527 

0 

87 

20,821 

201,546 

40 

0 

42 

0 

0 

0 

893 

2,019 

OZJ,J  JO 

J,JUU 

U 

A 

u 

u 

u 

u 

5^11  ^85 

J,  J  1  1  ,JOJ 

7  469  1  69 

3  482 

6  407  948 
\j,^y  1  ,z^+o 

f\  QXS  940 

0,70  J,Z.4-U 

o 

1  9^8 

21  714 

89  1  441 

OZ,,  1  JJ^t  1 

385  147 

0 

202  595 

U 

u 

AO  HSQ 

4z,uoy 

9  9S  1  90S 

189  557 

0 

72  579 

u 

u 

A 

u 

9  ^9  560 

6,849 

0 

6,478 

0 

0 

1,487 

1,125 

293,674 

9  1  S9C 
Z,  1  OO,JZ0 

0 

182  989 

0 

o 

529 

3  275 

8  608  308 

4,694,410 

o 

5,758,086 

o 

752,000 

1  352  627 

3  076  873 

67,890,338 

7,462,491 

0 

6,222,727 

0 

752,000 

1,374,067 

3,140,005 

81,376,097 

(329) 

3,482 

274,521 

6,985,240 

(752,000) 

11,171 

(3,118,291) 

777,344 

0 

0 

0 

0 

752,000 

0 

0 

752,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

124 

(110,680) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(171,844) 

(752,000) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(752,000) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,655,612 

0 

15,700,635 

0 

(14) 

0 

0 

0 

(1,620,662) 

0 

(13,658,499) 

(862,680) 

(14) 

0 

0 

752,000 

34,950 

0 

1,870,416 

(863,009) 

3,468 

274,521 

6,985,240 

0 

46,121 

(3,118,291) 

2,647,760 

4,804,716 

23,540 

7,824,590 

4,676,010 

0 

10,091 

16,946,719 

42,513,615 

3,941,707 

27,008 

8,099,111 

11,661,250 

0 

56,212 

13,828,428 

45,161,375 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 
Office  of  the  Director 

Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 
Personal  service 

The  Missouri  Public  Safety  Officer  Medal  of  Valor  Act 
Crime  Victims'  Compensation  Program 
Community  Intervention  Program  for  youth  and 

families  in  Kansas  City 
Expense  and  equipment 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 
DPS  -  JUVENILE  ACCOUNTABILITY  INCENTIVE 
BLOCK  GRANT  FUND 

Juvenile  Accountability  Incentive  Block  Grant  Program 
Personal  service 
Expense  and  equipment 

Total  DPS  -  Juvenile  Accountability  Incentive 

Block  Grant  Fund 
DPS  FUND 

Narcotics  Control  Assistance  Program  and 

multi-jurisdictional  task  forces 
Victims  of  Crime  Program 
Juvenile  Justice  Delinquency  Prevention  Program 
Expense  and  equipment 
Violence  Against  Women  Program 
Residential  Substance  Abuse  Treatment  Program 
Personal  service 

National  Forensic  Sciences  Improvement  Act  Program 
Total  DPS  Fund 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

2012 

201 1 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

731,584 

729,067 

2,517 

875,088 

839,004 

36,084 

508 

493 

15 

625 

520 

105 

1,600,000 

1,552,000 

48,000 

800,000 

776,000 

24,000 

178,000 

0 

178,000 

0 

0 

0 

102,054 

65,142 

36,912 

119,307 

68,747 

50,560 

9  61?  1 4fi 

9  34fS  709 

265  444 

1  7Q5  090 

1  684  971 

1 10  749 

1  013  625 

841,380 

172,245 

1  013  625 

809,580 

204,045 

60,390 

50,469 

9,921 

60,390 

32,532 

27,858 

13,320 

5,390 

7,930 

13,320 

1,864 

11,456 

1,087,335 

897,239 

190,096 

1,087,335 

843,976 

243,359 

165,000 

158,309 

6,691 

1,000,000 

126,409 

873,591 

7,500,000 

6,777,181 

722,819 

7,500,000 

6,738,962 

761,038 

1,377,450 

1,369,861 

7,589 

1,132,450 

1,108,797 

23,653 

406,942 

46,945 

359,997 

429,942 

114,862 

315,080 

2,499,500 

2,340,447 

159,053 

2,499,500 

2,009,727 

489,773 

250,000 

155,708 

94,292 

250,000 

113,777 

136,223 

331,672 

326,194 

5,478 

369,148 

269,717 

99,431 

257,287 

251,781 

5,506 

257,287 

224,301 

32,986 

12,787,851 

11,426,426 

1,361,425 

13,438,327 

10,706,552 

2,731,775 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 
Office  of  the  Director 

Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

2012 

2011 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

LABOR  AND  INDUSTRIAL  RELATIONS  -  CRIME 

VICTIMS  -  FEDERAL  FUND 

Crime  Victim  Compensation  Program 

2,712,671 

2,598,025 

1 14,646 

3,407,671 

3,403,701 

3,970 

Total  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  -  Crime 

2,712,671 

2,598,025 

1 14,646 

3,407,671 

3,403,701 

3,970 

Victims  -  Federal  Fund 

DPS  -  FEDERAL  -  HOMELAND  SECURITY  FUND 

Personal  service 

363,297 

206,904 

156,393 

338,225 

248,972 

89,253 

Expense  and  equipment 

52,554,000 

48,695,567 

1    O  C  O  /IT) 

3,858,433 

A  \     CCA  f\I~\f\ 

41,554,000 

38,249,742 

3,304,258 

Total  DPS  -  Federal  -  Homeland  Security  Fund 

52,917,297 

48,902,471 

4,014,826 

41,892,225 

38,498,714 

3,393,511 

MISSOURI  CRIME  PREVENTION  INFORMATION 

AND  PROGRAM  FUND 

Expense  and  equipment 

50,000 

0 

50,000 

50,000 

961 

49,039 

Total  Missouri  Crime  Prevention  Information 

and  Program  Fund 

50,000 

0 

50,000 

50,000 

961 

49,039 

PEACE  OFFICER  STANDARDS  AND  TRAINING 

COMMISSION  FUND 

Peace  officer  training 

1,400,000 

1,252,978 

147,022 

1 ,400,000 

1,319,733 

80,267 

Total  Peace  Officer  Standards  and  Training 

Commission  Fund 

1,400,000 

1,252,978 

147,022 

1    A  f\f\  f\f\f\ 

1 ,400,000 

1,319,733 

80,267 

STATE  FORENSIC  LABORATORY  FUND 

State  Forensic  Laboratory  Program 

336,000 

334,420 

1,580 

"">  C  C  f\f\l  \ 

355,000 

348,407 

6,593 

Total  State  Forensic  Laboratory  Fund 

336,000 

334,420 

1,580 

o  c c  r\t~\r\ 

355,000 

348,407 

6,593 

SERVICES  TO  VICTIMS  FUND 

Personal  service 

49,277 

45,106 

4,171 

81,348 

76,896 

4,452 

Expense  and  equipment 

4,250 

1,506 

2,744 

17,750 

14,015 

3,735 

Services  to  Victims  Program 

4,950,000 

4,260,563 

689,437 

4,950,000 

4,889,637 

60,363 

Total  Services  to  Victims  Fund 

5,003,527 

4,307,175 

696,352 

5,049,098 

4,980,548 

68,550 

CRIME  VICTIMS'  COMPENSATION  FUND 

Crime  Victims'  Compensation  Program 

6,987,329 

3,548,314 

3,439,015 

6,987,329 

4,647,995 

2,339,334 

Expense  and  equipment 

1,456,194 

1,300,060 

156,134 

1,456,194 

1,277,582 

178,612 

Services  to  Victims  Program 

50,000 

39,795 

10,205 

50,000 

46,576 

3,424 

Personal  service 

473,090 

414,040 

59,050 

483,519 

385,147 

98,372 

Total  Crime  Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

8,966,613 

5,302,209 

3,664,404 

8,977,042 

6,357,300 

2,619,742 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 
Office  of  the  Director 

Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


PROGRAM  1122  FUND 

Program  1 122  for  the  purchase  of  counter-drug 

equipment  through  federal  procurement  channels 

by  state  and  local  law  enforcement 

Total  Program  1 122  Fund 
ANTITERRORISM  FUND 
Expense  and  equipment 

Total  Antiterrorism  Fund 
JUSTICE  ASSISTANCE  GRANT  PROGRAM  FUND 
Personal  service 
Expense  and  equipment 
Narcotics  Control  Assistance  Program  and 

multi-jurisdictional  task  forces 

Total  Justice  Assistance  Grant  Program  Fund 
DEPUTY  SHERIFF  SALARY  SUPPLEMENTAL  FUND 
Missouri  Sheriff  Mefhamphetamine  Relief  Task  Force 

for  the  purpose  of  supplementing  deputy  sheriffs 

salary  and  related  employee  benefits 

Total  Deputy  Sheriff  Salary  Supplemental  Fund 
SEXUAL  ASSAULT  FORENSIC  EXAM  FUND 
Crime  Victims'  Compensation  Program  -  sexual 

assault  forensic  examinations 

Total  Sexual  Assault  Forensic  Exam  Fund 
FEDERAL  STIMULUS  -  DPS  FUND 

For  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  expending  grants  for 

the  Violence  Against  Women  Program 
For  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  expending  grants  for 

the  Crime  Victim  Assistance  Grants  Program 
For  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  expending  grants  from 

the  American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  for 

the  Rural  Law  Enforcement  Competitive  Grant  and 

the  Byrne  Memorial  Competitive  Grant 
For  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  expending  grants  for 

the  Violence  Against  Women  Program  -  personal 

service 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

2012 

201 1 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

5()(),(XX) 

0 

500,000 

500,000 

0 

500,000 

500,000 

0 

500,000 

500,000 

0 

500,000 

7,000 

6,828 

172 

5,000 

0 

5,000 

7,000 

6,828 

172 

5,000 

0 

5,000 

242,478 

224,890 

17,588 

225,074 

202,595 

22,479 

165,800 

160,569 

5,231 

132,860 

132,856 

4 

f    Ol^  f\f\l  \ 

6,835,000 

6,378,884 

456,116 

6,000,000 

5,760,215 

239,785 

7,243,278 

6,764,343 

478,935 

6,357,934 

6,095,666 

262,268 

6,400,000 

1,058,733 

5,341,267 

0 

0 

0 

6,400,000 

1,058,733 

5,341,267 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

752,000 

752,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

752,000 

752,000 

0 

400,000 

137,752 

262,248 

1,429,655 

1,200,076 

229,579 

24,770 

7,923 

16,847 

225,849 

150,437 

75,412 

739,999 

0 

739,999 

4,819,170 

0 

4,819,170 

30,000 

12,946 

17,054 

116,153 

16,863 

99,290 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 
Office  of  the  Director 

Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


For  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  expending  grants  for 

the  Violence  Against  Women  Program  -  expense 

and  equipment 
For  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  expending  grants  for 

the  Crime  Victim  Assistance  Grants  Program  - 

personal  service 
For  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  expending  grants  for 

the  Crime  Victim  Assistance  Grants  Program  - 

expense  and  equipment 

Total  Federal  Stimulus  -  DPS  Fund 
FEDERAL  STIMULUS  -  DPS  JUSTICE  ASSISTANCE 
GRANT  FUND 

For  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  expending  grants  for 

the  Byrne/Justice  Assistance  Grants  Program 
For  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  expending  grants  for 

the  Byrne/Justice  Assistance  Grants  Program  - 

personal  service 
For  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  expending  grants  for 

the  Byrne/Justice  Assistance  Grants  Program  - 

expense  and  equipment 

Total  Federal  Stimulus  -  DPS  Justice  Assistance 
Grant  Fund 
Total  All  Funds 


The  lapsed  balances  include  the  following  withholdings  made 


General  Revenue  Fund 
Personal  service 

For  the  Missouri  Public  Safety  Officer  Medal  of 
Valor  Act 

For  the  Crime  Victims'  Compensation  Program 
For  the  Community  Intervention  Program  for  youth 

and  families  in  Kansas  City 
Expense  and  equipment 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

2012 

2011 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

9,457 

483 

8,974 

841 

841 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,280 

2,561 

2,719 

230 

14 

216 

2,997 

1,176 

1,821 

1,204,456 

159,1 18 

1,045,338 

6,599,945 

1,371,954 

5,227,991 

12,938,568 

6,925,149 

6,013,419 

3,443,438 

3,076,728 

366,710 

110,000 

26,183 

83,817 

521,895 

42,089 

479,806 

15,000 

13,836 

1,164 

1,412,391 

4,400 

1,407,991 

13,063,568 

6,965,168 

6,098,400 

5,377,724 

3,123,217 

2,254,507 

116,291,742 

92,321,835 

23,969,907 

97,044,321 

79,487,000 

17,557,321 

the  Governor's  request: 

Year  Ended  June  30, 
2012  2011 


$  0  26,253 

15  105 
48,000  0 

178,000  0 

 3,062  30,000 

$  229,077  56,358 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 
Office  of  the  Director 

Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

Salaries  and  wages 

$  3,077,697 

3,090,212 

1,997,040 

1,923,785 

1,561,797 

Travel,  in-state 

149,943 

236,258 

63,041 

41,885 

21,616 

Travel,  out-of-state 

57,312 

70,080 

39,845 

34,810 

41,848 

Fuel  and  utilities 

0 

1,284 

0 

0 

0 

Supplies 

155,924 

151,833 

116,593 

80,726 

46,929 

Professional  development 

64,865 

130,268 

34,495 

29,885 

27,786 

Communication  services  and  supplies 

55,998 

46,445 

31,360 

42,954 

34,300 

JCl  V  ii_  L  .> . 

Professional 

1        1  s 1 

1  1A1  HQS 

i,  /  4  /  ,uvj 

1 1  n  ^07 

^fx  ^Zl1 

30,341 

31,333 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial 

35 

3  /  / 

oU5 

3Z3 

4y3 

Maintenance  and  repair 

1  1A1  QOI 

i,z4z,yzz 

l,Z5y,j34 

l,zoz,z  /U 

1,31  /,  /3U 

l,zo3,ujU 

Equipment: 

Computer 

11,177 

39,025 

2,123 

1,303 

6,970 

Motorized 

0 

21,856 

0 

0 

28,273 

Office 

2,501 

34,573 

1,501 

26,336 

17,088 

Other 

2,079,714 

481,713 

7,555 

0 

90,000 

Property  and  improvements 

4,714,610 

3,382,658 

0 

0 

0 

Building  lease  payments 

4,470 

59,641 

240 

80 

250 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

358 

297 

38 

513 

1,243 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

11,627 

27,861 

4,527 

8,723 

3,156 

Program  distributions: 

Distributions  to  state  agencies 

5,722,050 

3,203,309 

0 

0 

0 

Aid  to  local  governments 

35,682,879 

27,004,439 

0 

0 

0 

Program  reimbursements 

1,470,234 

2,593,452 

1,641,022 

1,909,824 

1,518,765 

Other  assistance  benefits 

28,597,803 

26,146,017 

27,088,936 

21,221,346 

23,139,358 

Other  program  distributions 

7,899,562 

9,728,573 

9,006,320 

11,219,316 

0 

Total  Expenditures 

$  92,321,835 

79,487,000 

41,407,911 

37,916,100 

27,856,857 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Department  of  Conservation 


Salary  Increases  The  Missouri  Department  of  Conservation  (MDC)  provided  pay  raises  not 

provided  to  other  state  employees.  In  July  2012,  most  state  employees 
earning  less  than  $70,000  per  year  were  granted  a  2  percent  cost  of  living 
adjustment  and  were  authorized  an  annual  increase  of  $500  effective 
January  1,  2014.  The  Conservation  Commission  authorized  a  2  percent  cost 
of  living  adjustment  to  most  employees  with  18  or  more  months  of  service 
in  July  2012;  but  then  also  authorized  another  2  percent  increase  effective 
July  1,  2013,  and  an  anniversary  hire  date  increase  of  2  percent  during  fiscal 
year  2013,  and  another  anniversary  hire  date  raise  of  2  percent  in  fiscal  year 
2014.  The  MDC  also  provided  a  total  of  $54,036  in  increases  to  2  deputy 
directors  and  4  division  chiefs  (who  also  received  the  annual  and 
anniversary  increases),  and  gave  the  department  director  (who  did  not 
receive  the  other  increases)  salary  increases  totaling  $20,004  (a  nearly  17 
percent  increase). 


Conflicts  of  Interest  Two  commissioners  did  not  report  serving  as  board  members  of  not-for- 

profit  organizations  on  their  financial  disclosure  statements,  as  required  by 
state  law.  The  MDC  contracts  with  both  not-for-profit  organizations. 

As  reported  in  our  prior  audit,  the  MDC  did  not  prepare  a  complete  and 
accurate  estimate  of  costs  to  reintroduce  elk  in  the  state.  The  approved 
project  budget  anticipated  spending  $411,000  to  bring  150  elk  into 
Missouri,  but  as  of  June  30,  2011,  the  MDC  had  spent  $1,230,000  to 
reintroduce  elk.  Two  years  later,  excluding  salaried  personnel  costs,  the 
MDC  has  now  spent  $3,381,615  (including  $1,424,186  from  federal  grants 
and  private  donations)  to  release  129  elk. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


Elk  Restoration  Update 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Conservation  Commission 
and 

Robert  L.  Ziehmer,  Director 
Department  of  Conservation 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Department  of  Conservation,  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under 
Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended 
June  30,  2012  and  2011.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  department's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  department's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  department,  as  well  as 
certain  external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal 
controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls 
have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain 
evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of 
legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk 
that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions 
could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable 
assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  department's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures 
applied  in  our  audit  of  the  department. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  control,  (2)  noncompliance 
with  a  legal  provision  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the 
Department  of  Conservation. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Dennis  Lockwood,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Toni  Wade 

Audit  Staff:  Mariam  Ahmedbani 


Sara  Lewis,  CPA 

Nicole  Meltabarger,  M.Acct.,  CPA 
Sherrye  Lesmes 
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Department  of  Conservation 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


1     Colour  Innroocac         The  Department  of  Conservation  (MDC)  provided  pay  raises  not  provided 

i.  salary  increases      to  other  state  employees 

In  July  2012,  most  state  employees  earning  less  than  $70,000  per  year 
received  a  2  percent  cost  of  living  adjustment.  The  budget  approved  by  the 
General  Assembly  authorized  an  annual  increase  of  $500  ($42  per  month) 
for  state  employees  effective  January  1,  2014.  The  Conservation 
Commission  authorized  a  2  percent  cost  of  living  adjustment  to  most 
employees  with  18  or  more  months  of  service  in  July  2012.  The  MDC 
reported  this  2  percent  pay  raise  resulted  in  a  $1  million  increase  in 
personnel  service  cost  annually.  However,  the  Conservation  Commission 
authorized  three  additional  salary  increases  to  most  employees  not  received 
by  state  employees,  and  provided  additional  increases  to  some  employees: 

•  During  fiscal  year  2013,  most  MDC  employees  received  another  2 
percent  raise  effective  during  the  pay  period  employees  reached  their 
anniversary  hire  date. 


•  Effective  July  1,  2013,  the  commission  authorized  an  additional  2 
percent  increase  for  most  employees. 

•  During  fiscal  year  2014,  most  MDC  employees  are  authorized  to 
receive  another  2  percent  raise  effective  during  the  pay  period 
employees  reach  their  anniversary  hire  date. 

•  During  fiscal  year  2013,  the  MDC  provided  market  adjustment 
increases  totaling  $74,040  annually  to  7  employees.  The  MDC  indicated 
the  market  adjustments  were  made  to  adjust  the  salaries  of  employees  to 
competitive  levels. 

Included  in  the  market  adjustment  increases  were  salary  increases  of 
$10,008  in  July  2012  and  $9,996  in  January  2013  for  the  department 
director,  a  total  increase  of  nearly  17  percent.  Only  one  of  the  other  15 
state  department  directors  received  a  salary  increase,  and  that  increase 
was  about  2  percent.  Two  deputy  directors  and  4  division  chiefs 
received  the  other  market  adjustment  increases.  The  department  director 
did  not  receive  the  annual  and  anniversary  increases. 

Although  Article  IV,  Section  42  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  grants  the 
Conservation  Commission  the  authority  to  establish  employee 
compensation,  given  the  recent  state  budget  constraints  and  other  state 
employees  generally  not  receiving  such  pay  increases,  the  Conservation 
Commission  and  the  MDC  should  reevaluate  the  reasonableness  and 
necessity  for  these  salary  increases. 
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Recommendation  ^ne  Conservation  Commission  discontinue  providing  pay  increases  over 

and  above  those  provided  to  other  state  employees. 

Auditee's  Response  As  stated  in  the  State  Auditor's  findings,  Article  IV,  Section  42  of  the 

Missouri  Constitution  grants  the  Conservation  Commission  (Commission) 
the  authority  to  establish  employee  compensation  at  the  Department.  The 
Commission  views  staff  compensation  as  an  important  investment  in 
ensuring  the  Department  is  a  national  leader  in  forest,  fish,  and  wildlife 
management.  The  Department  and  Commission  regularly  review  our  Total 
Rewards  philosophy  and  practices  to  maintain  the  ability  to  attract  and 
retain  high-quality  staff,  while  effectively  managing  personal  service 
expenditures. 

The  Department's  Total  Rewards  philosophy  involves  looking  at  all  funds 
directed  to  personal  service  (e.g.,  salary,  health  care,  retirement,  annual 
and  sick  leave)  to  ensure  a  true  compensation  picture.  Looking  at  only  one 
component  and  then  making  comparisons  with  other  organizations  can 
result  in  misleading  information  regarding  an  individual's  total 
compensation  package  or  the  agency's  total  personal  service  costs.  The 
Department's  total  personal  service  cost  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2012,  even 
with  the  national/state  climate  of  rising  health  care,  retirement,  etc.,  was 
$7.1  million  lower  than  in  fiscal  year  2009.  The  Commission  continues  to 
proactively  monitor,  manage,  and  implement  accountable  personal  service 
decisions  based  on  a  Total  Rewards  philosophy. 

This  committed  focus  of  considering  all  areas  of  personal  service  costs 
allows  the  Commission  and  Department  to  allocate  resources  in  an 
informed,  accountable,  and  transparent  method  while  also  employing  staff 
with  the  necessary  knowledge,  skills,  and  abilities  to  address  conservation 
challenges.  Total  Rewards  incorporates  employee  salaries,  benefits  (e.g., 
health  and  life  insurance,  disability,  leave,  and  retirement  contributions), 
and  opportunities  for  professional  growth. 

As  one  example  of  how  reviewing  only  salary  and  making  comparisons 
might  be  misleading,  Department  employees  have  received  no  benefit  from 
the  many  actions  taken  by  state  government  to  support/fund  the  Missouri 
Consolidated  Health  Care  Plan  (MCHCP).  Should  the  Department  choose 
to  participate  in  MCHCP,  the  additional  cost  to  the  Commission  would  be 
approximately  $9  million  annually.  Rather,  as  part  of  the  agency's  Total 
Rewards  package,  the  Department  participates  in  a  separate  health 
insurance  plan  administered  through  the  Conservation  Employees'  Benefits 
Plan.  This  choice,  along  with  periodic  plan  design  changes,  continues  to 
serve  both  the  Commission  and  employees  in  a  beneficial  way.  True, 
premiums  paid  by  employees  are  not  matched  to  the  level  of  state  employees 
in  MCHCP  and  the  Department's  plan  calls  for  more  active  wellness 
participation;  however,  tough  decisions  to  structure  a  health  plan  that  is 
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more  cost  effective  while  providing  staff  a  valued  benefit  will  continue  to 
prove  beneficial  and  free  up  personal  service  dollars  for  other  agency 
priorities. 

Pay  plans  and  market  adjustments  referenced  in  the  audit  finding  were 
made  with  extensive  communication  and  decision  by  the  Commission. 


The  Department's  employee  pay  plans  in  2012  and  2013  met  three 
important  objectives:  1 )  restoring  some  of  the  purchasing  power  employees 
lost  during  the  prior  four  years  of  no  pay  raises;  2)  recognizing  and 
rewarding  staff  for  being  wise  consumers  of  health  care  services;  and  3) 
allowing  individual  employees  the  option  to  determine  where  adjustments 
could  be  best  invested. 


As  in  other  state  agencies,  the  Department  administers  reclassifications  and 
market  adjustments  in  order  to  ensure  the  Department  remains  externally 
competitive  and  internally  equitable.  A  total  of  25  reclassifications  and/or 
market  adjustments,  not  just  the  7  selected  to  be  included  in  the  audit  report, 
were  approved  by  the  Commission  in  fiscal  year  2013.  Market  adjustments 
are  approved  to  ensure  salary  ranges  are  competitive  with  similar  positions 
at  other  comparable  employers  competing  for  similar  talent  and  job  duties. 
Automatic  career  advancements,  such  as  step  or  merit  increases,  are  not 
utilized  at  the  Department  as  they  are  in  many  other  state  agencies.  Instead, 
the  Commission  and  Department  reclassify  positions  or  adjust  salary  ranges 
of  positions  when  appropriate. 

The  fiscal  year  pay  plans  and  individual  market  adjustments  referenced  in 
the  audit  were  approved  by  the  Commission  after  extensive  consideration  of 
all  aspects  of  the  Department's  Total  Rewards  program.  These  actions  help 
ensure  the  Department  is  able  to  attract  and  retain  high-quality  staff,  while 
effectively  managing  personal  service  expenditures. 


Auditor's  Comment 


We  did  not  take  exception  to  the  reclassifications  noted  in  MDC's  response 
because  these  resulted  in  changes  in  job  responsibilities  and  job  titles.  Most 
other  state  agencies  provided  similar  salary  increases  in  these  situations. 
However,  as  noted  in  the  audit  finding,  the  market  adjustment  increases 
were  not  provided  by  other  state  agencies. 


2.  Conflicts  of 
Interest 


The  MDC  did  not  ensure  relationships  between  commission  members  and 
related  organizations  were  reported  on  financial  disclosure  statements  filed 
with  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission. 


Commission  members  and  various  department  officials  file  financial 
disclosure  statements  with  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  as  required  by 
Section  105.483(4),  RSMo.  However,  one  commissioner  did  not  report 
serving  as  an  non-voting  ex-officio  board  member  of  a  not-for-profit 
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foundation,  and  another  commissioner  did  not  report  serving  on  the  board  of 
directors  of  a  not-for-profit  federation. 

The  MDC  contract  with  the  non-for-profit  foundation  requires  the 
foundation  to  provide  aid  and  advance  the  missions,  objectives,  and 
programs  of  the  Commission  by  seeking  financial  support  from  private  and 
philanthropic  sources;  sponsoring  educational  and  public  awareness 
programs  supporting  forest,  fish,  wildlife  and  habitat  issues;  managing  and 
administering  gifts,  grants,  bequests,  and  devises  received  by  the  foundation 
in  accordance  with  their  terms  and  as  deemed  prudent  by  the  foundation; 
and  establishing  criteria  for  and  administering  the  disbursement  of  grants 
from  the  foundation.  In  addition,  the  MDC  processes  citizen  donations  made 
on  behalf  of  the  foundation  in  order  to  obtain  the  conservation  specialty 
license  plates.  The  MDC  reported  approximately  82  percent  of  the  payments 
issued  to  the  foundation  were  from  citizen  donations.  The  MDC  paid  this 
entity  $144,875  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

The  MDC  contracts  with  the  not-for-profit  federation  require  the  federation 
to  administer  the  Operation  Game  Thief,  Share  the  Harvest,  and  the 
Teaming  with  Wildlife  programs.  The  MDC  reported  approximately  75 
percent  of  the  payments  issued  to  the  federation  are  related  to  the  Share  the 
Harvest  program,  which  reimburses  deer  processing  facilities  for  processing 
venison  donated  to  the  program  by  hunters  or  were  reimbursements  to  the 
federation  for  citizen  rewards  under  the  Operation  Game  Thief  program. 
The  MDC  paid  this  entity  $403,995  during  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012. 

Section  105.485.2(7),  RSMo  requires  officials  to  report  on  their  financial 
disclosure  statements  the  name  and  address  of  each  not-for-profit 
corporation  and  each  association,  organization,  or  union,  whether 
incorporated  or  not,  except  not-for-profit  corporations  formed  to  provide 
church  services,  fraternal  organizations  or  service  clubs  from  which  the 
officer  or  employee  draws  no  remuneration,  in  which  such  person  was  an 
officer,  director,  employee  or  trustee  at  any  time  during  the  year  covered  by 
the  statement,  and  for  each  such  organization,  a  general  description  of  the 
nature  and  purpose  of  the  organization. 

The  MDC  should  stress  to  department  officials  through  additional  training 
or  other  communication  the  importance  of  completely  and  accurately 
reporting  all  conflicts  of  interest  and  subjective  perceptions  of  conflicts  of 
interest. 

AuditCC'S  RCSpOIlSC  The  Department  is  not  legally  responsible  for  ensuring  compliance  by 

individuals  required  to  file  personal  financial  interest  statements  under 
section  105.483,  RSMo.  This  fact  is  clearly  communicated  in  105.492, 
RSMo.  Given  this  fact,  the  Department  disagrees  that  this  is  an  appropriate 
audit  finding. 


Recommendation 
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The  Department  does  appreciate  the  Auditor's  Office,  during  the  exit 
interview,  openly  communicating  this  finding  does  not  indicate  any  serious 
or  actual  conflict  occurred.  The  finding  only  highlights  the  importance  of 
complete  reporting  by  volunteer  citizen  commissioners. 

The  Department  notified  all  Commission  members  when  this  information 
was  first  brought  to  its  attention  in  April  2013.  Individual  Commissioners 
promptly  updated  their  financial  disclosure  statements  with  the  Missouri 
Ethics  Commission  as  appropriate.  The  Department  disagrees  with  the 
suggestion  that  the  Commissioners'  involvement  with  the  organizations 
identified  created  a  conflict  of  interest. 


Our  prior  audit,  Report  No.  2011-120,  issued  December  2011,  noted  the 
MDC  did  not  prepare  a  complete  and  accurate  estimate  of  costs  to 
reintroduce  elk  in  the  state.  The  Conservation  Commission  had  approved  the 
elk  restoration  project  and  the  project  budget  of  about  $41 1,000  to  bring  150 
elk  into  Missouri,  but  as  of  June  30,  201 1,  the  MDC  had  spent  $1,230,000. 

As  of  June  30,  2013,  MDC  elk  restoration  project  costs,  excluding  salaried 
personnel  costs,  totaled  $3,381,615  since  the  project's  inception  and  the 
MDC  received  federal  grants  and  private  donations  totaling  $1,424,186 
toward  the  project  costs.  The  MDC  has  released  129  elk  in  the  elk 
restoration  zone  as  of  June  30,  2013.  MDC  officials  indicated  the  exact 
number  of  free -ranging  elk  at  any  specific  time  is  difficult  to  determine  due 
to  mortality  and  births  after  release,  but  estimated  about  1 15  elk  were  alive 
as  of  June  2013.  The  MDC  indicated  it  has  no  plans  at  this  time  to  bring 
additional  elk  into  Missouri. 


3.  Elk  Restoration 
Update 


AuditCC'S  RcSpOIlSC  ^he  Department  appreciates  staff  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  clarifying, 

'  during  the  exit  interview,  that  the  "Elk  Restoration  Update"  is  not  a  current 

audit  finding.  As  a  result  of  this  not  being  an  audit  finding,  your  staff 
indicated  a  Department  response  was  optional.  After  consideration,  the 
Department  has  chosen  to  provide  a  response  to  help  ensure  the  public  is 
informed  on  the  Commission's  position. 


As  defined  in  the  Elk  Restoration  Plan,  the  estimated  operational  cost  for 
trapping,  holding,  relocating,  testing,  and  monitoring  elk  in  fiscal  year  2011 
was  approximately  $411,000  in  Department  funds.  A  total  of  $363,033  was 
actually  expended  by  the  Department  during  fiscal  year  2011  for 
operational  costs  associated  with  elk  restoration.  As  openly  discussed  with 
the  Commission,  the  budget  submitted  with  the  Elk  Restoration  Plan  only 
included  Department  operational  costs  for  the  remainder  of  fiscal  year 
2011.  The  Commission  was  fully  informed  of  all  pertinent  and  relevant 
information  at  the  time  the  elk  restoration  decision  was  approved.  In 
addition,  the  Commission  continues  to  review  accomplishments, 
expenditures,  and  planning  activities  each  fiscal  year. 
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The  dollar  figures  reported  by  the  audit  are  misleading.  For  example,  the 
$1.23  million  cost  in  fiscal  year  2011  included  all  staff  time,  habitat  work 
that  benefits  all  wildlife,  road  maintenance  to  ensure  public  access, 
landowner  technical  assistance,  and  landowner  cost-share  services,  etc., 
within  the  approximate  225,000  acre  restoration  zone.  The  majority  of  those 
services  would  be  incurred  regardless  of  elk  restoration  efforts.  Staff  and 
visitors  to  the  area  have  noted  wildlife,  including  turkey,  deer,  bobcats, 
coyotes,  and  bear,  in  addition  to  elk,  in  the  area  benefiting  from  the  habitat 
improvements.  Habitat  work  occurred  well  before  elk  restoration  activities 
and  will  occur  well  after  initial  restoration  steps  are  completed.  The  stated 
dollar  amounts  include  one-time  costs  for  building  pens  that  will  be  used 
over  the  lifetime  of  the  project.  Road  improvements  made  in  Missouri  have 
and  will  continue  to  enhance  public  access  and  associated  economic 
benefits  to  the  area  for  decades. 

Auditor's  Comment  ^ne  $3,381,615  elk  restoration  project  cost,  which  the  MDC  response 

indicates  is  misleading,  was  provided  by  the  MDC  upon  our  request.  The 
majority  of  these  costs  were  captured  by  an  accounting  code  the  MDC 
specifically  established  to  help  track  elk  restoration  costs.  The  MDC 
discontinued  tracking  restoration  costs  effective  September  1,  2013. 
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Department  of  Conservation 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


The  Department  of  Conservation  is  constitutionally  created  pursuant  to 
Article  IV,  Sections  40(a)  and  46.  The  general  functions  of  the  department 
are  to  control,  manage,  restore,  conserve,  and  regulate  all  bird,  fish,  game, 
forestry,  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  state.  At  June  30,  2012,  the 
department  owned  791,794  acres  and  leased  or  managed  another  203,393 
acres  of  land  in  the  state. 


The  department  is  headed  by  a  four-member  bipartisan  commission, 
appointed  by  the  governor  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate.  They 
serve  without  compensation  for  staggered  6-year  terms. 


Commission  Members 

Commissioner 

Term  Expires 

at  June  30,  2012 

Don  Johnson 

July  1,2013 

Becky  L.  Plattner 

July  1,2013 

Don  C.  Bedell 

July  1,  2015 

James  T.  Blair,  IV 

July  1,2017 

During  the  2  years  ended  June  30,  2012,  William  F.  (Chip)  McGeehan  also 
served  on  the  Commission.  The  Commission  appoints  a  director  who  serves 
as  the  administrative  officer  of  the  Department  of  Conservation.  The 
director  appoints  other  employees  and  is  assisted  by  2  deputy  directors  with 
programs  carried  out  by  the  divisions  of  fisheries,  forestry,  wildlife, 
protection,  private  land  services,  resource  sciences,  outreach  and  education, 
design  and  development,  administrative  services,  and  human  resources. 

Robert  L.  Ziehmer  was  appointed  Director  effective  January  15,  2010.  At 
June  30,  2012,  the  department  had  1,413  salaried  and  462  hourly  employees. 


10 


Appendix  A-l 


Department  of  Conservation 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  Other  Financing  Uses, 

and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2012 


Conservation 

Federal  Stimulus 

Commission  Fund 

Conservation 

Total 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  and  use  tax  $ 

100,633,226 

0 

100,633,226 

Permit  sales 

32,849,480 

0 

32,849,480 

Sales,  rentals  and  leases 

7,480,667 

0 

7,480,667 

Federal  reimbursements 

25,141,633 

1,262,205 

26,403,838 

Interest 

308,776 

16 

308,792 

Donations,  refunds  and  miscellaneous 

3,252,550 

0 

3,252,550 

Total  Receipts 

169,666,332 

1,262,221 

170,928,553 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personal  service 

62,979,467 

0 

62,979,467 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

23,118,805 

0 

23,118,805 

Operations 

62,953,316 

1,262,205 

64,215,521 

Capital  improvements  and  acquisitions 

12,112,625 

0 

12,112,625 

Total  Disbursements 

161,164,213 

1,262,205 

162,426,418 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  BEFORE 

OTHER  FINANCING  USES 

8,502,119 

16 

8,502,135 

OTHER  FINANCING  USES 

Appropriations  exercised  by  other  state  agencies 

OA  -  Insurance  and  legal  expense 

970,334 

0 

970,334 

OA  -  Worker's  compensation 

25,710 

0 

25,710 

OA  -  Unemployment  insurance 

169,384 

0 

169,384 

Office  of  the  State  Auditor 

45,635 

0 

45,635 

Department  of  Revenue 

530,850 

0 

530,850 

Total 

1,741,913 

0 

1,741,913 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  AND 

6,760,206 

16 

6,760,222 

OTHER  USES 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

45,058,358 

50 

45,058,408 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30  $ 

51,818,564 

66 

51,818,630 
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Appendix  A-2 


Department  of  Conservation 

Combined  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  Other  Financing  Uses, 

and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 
Year  Ended  June  30,  2011 


Conservation 

Federal  Stimulus 

Commission  Fund 

Conservation 

Total 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  and  use  tax  $ 

95,897,721 

0 

95,897,721 

Permit  sales 

31,587,043 

0 

31,587,043 

Sales,  rentals  and  leases 

8,825,875 

0 

8,825,875 

Federal  reimbursements 

22,653,214 

4,832,067 

27,485,281 

Interest 

303,972 

49 

304,021 

Donations,  refunds  and  miscellaneous 

2,180,176 

0 

2,180,176 

Total  Receipts 

161,448,001 

4,832,116 

166,280,117 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Personal  service 

63,378,178 

0 

63,378,178 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

22,100,929 

0 

22,100,929 

Operations 

51,507,216 

4,832,067 

56,339,283 

Capital  improvements  and  acquisitions 

12,541,649 

0 

12,541,649 

Total  Disbursements 

149,527,972 

4,832,067 

154,360,039 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  BEFORE 

OTHER  FINANCING  USES 

11,920,029 

49 

11,920,078 

OTHER  FINANCING  USES 

Appropriations  exercised  by  other  state  agencies 

OA  -  Insurance  and  legal  expense 

1,174,986 

0 

1,174,986 

OA  -  Worker's  compensation 

31,169 

0 

31,169 

OA  -  Unemployment  insurance 

117,897 

0 

117,897 

Office  of  the  State  Auditor 

45,444 

0 

45,444 

Department  of  Revenue 

499,861 

0 

499,861 

Total 

1,869,357 

0 

1,869,357 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  AND 

10,050,672 

49 

10,050,721 

OTHER  USES 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

35,007,686 

1 

35,007,687 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30  $ 

45,058,358 

50 

45,058,408 
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Appendix  B 

Department  of  Conservation 

Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


2012 

2011 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

CONSERVATION  COMMISSION  FUND 

Conservation  Programs  $ 

145,467,841 

131,737,672 

13,730,169 

145,534,841 

122,377,134 

23,157,707 

MDC  Construction 

0 

0 

0 

9,230,580 

7,510,085 

1,720,495 

Statewide  Construction 

83,314,891 

16,222,180 

67,092,711  * 

6,685,109 

6,685,108 

1 

Total  Conservation  Commission  Fund 

228,782,732 

147,959,852 

80,822,880 

161,450,530 

136,572,327 

24,878,203 

FEDERAL  STIMULUS  CONSERVATION  FUND 

Conservation  Forestry 

1,500,000 

1,262,205 

237,795  * 

5,899,372 

4,832,067 

1,067,305 

Total  Federal  Stimulus  Conservation  Fund 

1,500,000 

1,262,205 

237,795 

5,899,372 

4,832,067 

1,067,305 

Total  All  Funds  $ 

230,282,732 

149,222,057 

81,060,675 

167,349,902 

141,404,394 

25,945,508 

*    Biennial  appropriations  set  up  in  fiscal  year  2012  are  re-appropriations  to  fiscal  year  2013. 
After  the  fiscal  year-end  processing  has  been  completed,  the  unexpended  fiscal  year  2012 
appropriation  balance  for  a  biennial  appropriation  is  established  in  fiscal  year  2013. 
Therefore,  there  is  no  lapsed  balance  for  a  biennial  appropriation  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2012. 


Appendix  C 


Department  of  Conservation 

Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

2008 

Salaries  and  wages  ! 

I  62,410,101 

62,852,205 

67,995,879 

70,586,696 

69,334,485 

Benefits 

9,943,744 

9,174,857 

10,786,377 

7,848,136 

7,751,371 

Travel,  in-state 

1,337,865 

1,171,278 

1,355,333 

1,322,592 

1,344,758 

Travel,  out-of-state 

249,204 

177,500 

227,026 

274,159 

228,750 

Fuel  and  utilities 

1,888,316 

2,028,161 

1,882,350 

1,911,194 

1,841,985 

Supplies 

21,369,752 

18,228,477 

17,332,235 

19,061,760 

19,817,090 

Professional  development 

513,644 

587,584 

585,176 

617,011 

574,010 

Communication  service  and  supplies 

1,533,094 

1,484,852 

1,459,002 

1,338,618 

1,352,666 

Services: 

Professional 

10,508,100 

9,253,191 

8,173,714 

8,648,917 

10,578,052 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial 

1,020,679 

985,109 

981,669 

1,080,249 

1,009,635 

Maintenance  and  repair 

2,958,997 

2,607,557 

2,417,043 

2,003,950 

1,829,131 

Equipment: 

Computer 

2,832,650 

1,697,738 

1,853,299 

949,987 

3,299,013 

Motorized 

6,638,607 

2,060,546 

3,450,951 

4,778,442 

5,235,419 

Office 

422,598 

131,147 

71,459 

89,002 

217,124 

Other 

1,133,920 

1,052,663 

984,005 

1,073,019 

2,591,388 

Property  and  improvements 

12,112,625 

12,541,649 

12,377,777 

15,653,041 

9,068,865 

Building  lease  payments 

435,921 

499,026 

534,614 

540,137 

517,578 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

1,672,948 

1,488,392 

1,847,248 

1,860,693 

1,979,073 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

1,689,330 

1,558,641 

1,965,719 

1,865,302 

1,627,237 

Refunds 

192,470 

180,346 

160,188 

162,442 

194,357 

Program  distributions 

8,357,492 

11,643,475 

7,361,014 

7,944,170 

10,948,345 

Total  Expenditures  ! 

5  149,222,057 

141,404,394 

143,802,078 

149,609,517 

151,340,332 

14 


Appendix  D 

Department  of  Conservation 

Statement  of  Changes  in  General  Capital  Assets 


Equipment  Buildings 

BALANCE,  July  1, 2010  $             83,917,128  112,439,082 

Adjustments  0  0 

Additions  5,067,690  538,780 

Dispositions   (4,082,081)   (211,466) 

BALANCE,  June  30,  20 1 1  84,902,737  1 1 2,766,396 

Adjustments  41,051  (l)  0 

Additions  9,043,743  8,517,335 

Dispositions   (2,863,530)   (684,236) 

BALANCE,  June  30, 2012  $             91,124,001  120,599,495 


(1)  Adjustment  to  correct  vehicle  preparation  costs  and  additional  equipment 

(2)  Adjustment  for  infrastructure  project  resulting  in  added  value 

(3)  Adjustment  for  infrastructure  repair  projects  originally  included  in  error 


Land 


Construction 
in  Progress 


Software  and  Misc. 
Intangible  Assets 


Total  General 
Capital  Assets 


327,823,192 


3,308,190 


2,084,233 


529,571,825 


0 

4,951,377 
(7,850) 


5,014  <2) 
6,462,697 
(385,000) 


5,014 
17,020,544 
(4,686,397) 


332,766,719 


9,390,901 


2,084,233 


541,910,986 


0 

5,099,595 
(11,577) 


(457,276)  (3) 
3,878,596 
(6,431,000) 


386,471 


(416,225) 
26,925,740 
(9,990,343) 


337,854,737 


6,381,221 


2,470,704 


558,430,158 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Nineteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Jefferson  Municipal 
Division 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Municipal  Division 
Procedures 


Computer  Controls 


The  municipal  division  does  not  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  or 
perform  adequate  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records.  The  Court 
Clerk  and  municipal  division  staff  post  adjustments  and  voided  transactions 
without  independent  approval,  and  neither  the  Court  Clerk  nor  the 
Municipal  Judge  periodically  reviews  reports  of  adjustments  and  voided 
transactions.  The  municipal  division  does  not  account  for  the  numerical 
sequence  of  receipt  numbers  assigned  by  the  court  computer  system; 
reconcile  the  composition  of  receipts  to  the  composition  of  transmittals; 
record  bond  monies,  fines,  and  court  costs  immediately  upon  receipt;  or 
transmit  the  receipts  to  the  city  timely  or  intact. 

The  municipal  division  does  not  document  final  dispositions  of  cases  paid 
through  the  violations  bureau  on  the  dockets  or  backer  sheets;  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney  does  not  review  or  sign  all  tickets  processed  by  the 
municipal  division;  and  the  municipal  division,  Police  Department,  and 
Parking  Division  do  not  properly  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of 
parking  and  traffic  tickets  issued.  The  municipal  division  assesses  a  $35 
warrant  fee,  but  there  is  neither  a  city  ordinance  nor  statutory  provision 
authorizing  this  fee.  The  Court  Clerk  does  not  include  the  penalty  portion  of 
parking  ticket  receipts  on  monthly  reports  submitted  to  the  state  and  does 
not  prepare  and  file  with  the  city  a  monthly  list  of  all  cases  heard. 

Municipal  division  employees  and  the  Municipal  Judge  share  user 
identifications  and  passwords  to  log  on  to  computers  and  the  computer 
system.  One  system  user  has  inappropriate  access,  and  another  user  has 
unnecessary  access  to  the  computer  system,  and,  as  such,  these  users  were 
able  to  perform  functions  in  the  computer  system  that  were  not  relevant  or 
appropriate  for  their  job  responsibilities. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 


Nineteenth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Jefferson  Municipal  Division 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge 
Nineteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
and 

Municipal  Judge 
and 

Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  City  Council 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  City  of  Jefferson  Municipal  Division  of  the  Nineteenth  Judicial 
Circuit  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  October  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  municipal  division's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo,  which  restricts  the  amount 
of  fines  and  court  costs  that  may  be  retained  from  traffic  violations. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  municipal  division,  as  well  as  certain  external 
parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence 
regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal 
provisions  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that 
illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk 
assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  municipal  division's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the 
procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  division. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  no  noncompliance  with  Section  302.341.2,  RSMo.  The  accompanying  Management 
Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of  Jefferson  Municipal  Division 
of  the  Nineteenth  Judicial  Circuit. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Kelly  Davis,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CFE 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Amanda  Locke,  M.Acct. 

Audit  Staff:  Terese  Summers,  MSAS,  CPA 
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Nineteenth  Judicial  Circuit 

City  of  Jefferson  Municipal  Division 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


1.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


Significant  weaknesses  were  identified  with  accounting  controls  and 
procedures. 


1.1  Segregation  and 
oversight  procedures 


The  municipal  division  does  not  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  or 
perform  adequate  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records.  The  Court 
Clerk  and  Deputy  Clerk  collect,  record,  and  transmit  fines  and  court  costs. 
Another  staff  person  collects  and  records  fines  and  court  costs  and  is 
allowed  to  transmit  fines  and  court  costs  if  other  court  staff  are  not 
available.  The  Court  Clerk  generally  prepares  the  transmittals.  The  Court 
Clerk  does  not  compare  the  composition  of  receipt  slips  to  the  composition 
of  transmittals  or  review  reports  indicating  the  numerical  sequence  of 
receipt  slips  when  preparing  the  transmittals  or  reviewing  transmittals 
prepared  by  the  Deputy  Clerk.  The  Court  Clerk  also  does  not  review  manual 
receipt  slips  issued  by  the  Deputy  Clerk  or  other  court  staff  to  ensure 
receipts  are  properly  entered  in  the  court  computer  system  and  subsequently 
transmitted  to  the  city.  Neither  the  Municipal  Judge  nor  other  personnel 
independent  of  the  cash  custody  and  record-keeping  functions  provide 
adequate  supervision  or  review  of  the  work  performed  by  the  Court  Clerk, 
Deputy  Clerk,  or  municipal  division  staff. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls  should 
provide  reasonable  assurance  all  transactions  are  accounted  for  properly  and 
assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal  controls  could  be  improved  by 
segregating  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties  is 
not  possible,  the  Municipal  Judge  should  establish  procedures  to  ensure  a 
documented  independent  review  of  accounting  records  is  performed. 


1.2  Adjustments  and  voided    The  Court  Clerk  and  municipal  division  staff  do  not  obtain  independent 
transactions  approval  before  posting  adjustments  to  fines  and  court  costs  and  voiding 

transactions  in  the  computer  system  and  did  not  retain  documentation  of 
some  adjustments  and  voided  transactions.  In  addition,  the  Court  Clerk  or 
Municipal  Judge  do  not  periodically  review  reports  of  adjustments  and 
voided  transactions.  After  our  inquiries,  the  computer  system  was  modified 
to  allow  the  reason  for  voided  transactions  to  be  documented  in  the  system. 


To  ensure  all  adjustments  and  voided  transactions  are  valid  and  reduce  the 
risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  proper  documentation  should  be 
maintained  and  someone  independent  of  receipting  and  recording  functions 
should  review  and  approve  adjustments  and  voided  transactions.  In  addition, 
a  report  of  adjustments  and  voided  transactions  should  be  periodically 
generated  and  reviewed  to  ensure  transactions  are  appropriate. 
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1.3  Receipting,  recording, 
and  transmitting 
procedures 


Receipting,  recording,  and  transmitting  procedures  need  significant 
improvement. 

•  The  municipal  division  does  not  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of 
receipt  numbers  assigned  by  the  computer  system.  The  system  assigns 
a  receipt  number  for  all  monies  recorded  in  the  system.  Our  review 
noted  several  receipt  slip  numbers  were  skipped  or  not  issued. 
Subsequently,  the  municipal  division  staff  discussed  this  matter  with 
the  system  programmer  and  determined  the  receipt  slip  numbers  were 
skipped  when  multiple  cashier  sessions  were  opened.  Although  it 
appears  this  issue  occurred,  in  part,  because  of  system  functionality 
issues,  the  municipal  division  staff  were  not  aware  of  the  skips  in 
numbering.  Reports  of  receipt  slip  numbers  are  available  from  the 
computer  system.  Reviewing  available  reports  would  help  ensure  all 
receipt  slip  numbers  are  accounted  for  and  skips  in  the  numerical 
sequence  are  appropriate.  Also,  the  municipal  division  does  not  provide 
a  list  of  receipt  slips  including  voided  receipts  to  the  city  with  the 
transmittal.  As  a  result,  the  city  is  also  unable  to  account  for  the 
numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  and  ensure  all  monies  are  properly 
included  in  the  transmittal. 


•  The  Court  Clerk  does  not  reconcile  the  composition  of  receipts  (cash, 
check,  and  money  orders)  posted  to  the  computer  system  to  the 
composition  of  transmittals.  Differences  between  the  composition  of  the 
monies  received  and  the  composition  of  the  transmittals  occurred 
because  court  staff  did  not  always  change  the  default  method  of 
payment  (cash)  in  the  computer  system  to  the  appropriate  method. 

•  The  Court  Clerk  and  municipal  division  staff  do  not  always  record  bond 
monies,  fines,  and  court  costs  immediately  upon  receipt  or  transmit  the 
receipts  to  the  city  intact  or  on  a  timely  basis.  Receipt  slips  for  bond 
monies  are  not  issued  until  the  corresponding  ticket  has  been  entered 
into  the  computer  system.  For  example,  while  other  bonds  received  on 
October  2,  2012,  were  transmitted  to  the  city  on  October  3,  2012,  a 
$500  bond  received  on  October  2,  2012,  was  held  and  not  recorded  until 
October  4,  2012,  and  not  transmitted  to  the  city  until  October  5,  2012, 
because  the  defendant's  ticket  was  not  in  the  computer  system.  In 
addition,  municipal  division  staff  issue  manual  receipt  slips  for  fines 
and  court  costs  received  when  the  corresponding  ticket  has  not  been 
entered  into  the  computer  system,  but  do  not  record  the  receipt  in  the 
computer  system  until  the  ticket  is  entered  into  the  computer  system.  As 
a  result,  there  are  delays  in  entering  receipts  data  into  the  computer 
system  and  transmitting  fines  and  court  costs.  Receipts  are  only 
included  in  daily  transmittals  if  they  are  recorded  in  the  computer 
system. 
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Failure  to  implement  adequate  receipting,  recording,  and  transmitting 
procedures  increases  the  risk  that  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds  will  go 
undetected. 

Recommendations  The  City  of  Jefferson  Municipal  Division: 

1.1  Segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If  it  is  not 
possible  to  segregate  duties,  documented  periodic  reviews  of 
municipal  division  records  should  be  performed  by  a  person 
independent  of  accounting  functions. 

1.2  Ensure  adequate  documentation  is  maintained  to  support  all 
adjustments  and  voided  transactions  and  ensure  an  independent 
review  and  approval  of  these  transactions  is  performed  and 
documented.  In  addition,  ensure  reports  of  adjustments  and  voided 
transactions  are  periodically  generated  and  reviewed  by  the  Court 
Clerk  or  Municipal  Judge. 

1.3  Account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipts;  provide  a  list  of 
receipts  and  voided  receipts  to  the  city  with  transmittals;  reconcile 
the  composition  of  receipts  to  the  composition  of  transmittals  and 
retain  documentation  of  these  reconciliations;  record  receipts  in  the 
computer  system  timely;  and  transmit  all  monies  intact  and  in  a 
timely  manner. 

Auditee's  Response  The  City  of  Jefferson  Municipal  Division  provided  the  following  written 

responses: 

1.1  The  Municipal  Court  segregates  accounting  duties  to  the  extent 
possible  considering  the  caseload  of  municipal  violations  handled  is 
over  11,000  per  year  with  another  15,000  annual  parking  tickets 
and  the  staffing  provided  by  the  City  is  2.5  full-time  clerks.  The  City 
and  the  Court  will  review  its  supervisory  process  and  implement 
additional  procedures  for  review  of  accounting  records. 

1.2  The  City  and  the  Court  will  ensure  adequate  documentation  is 
maintained  to  support  all  adjustments  and  voided  transactions. 
Specifically,  working  with  the  Auditor  the  City  and  the  Court  have 
modified  the  computer  system  (software)  to  allow  the  reasons  for 
adjustments  or  voided  transactions  to  be  documented  in  the  system 
at  the  time  of  the  void.  The  City  and  the  Court  intend  to  create  a 
process  for  regular  review  of  voided  transactions  as  suggested  in 
the  finding. 

1.3  The  City  and  the  Court  agree  with  the  Auditor  concerning  the 
importance  of  numerical  sequencing  in  receipts  and  subsequent 
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reconciliation.  The  receipt  numbers  are  assigned  by  the  computer 
system  (software)  and  receipt  numbers  are  skipped  when  a  cashier 
session  is  opened  then  closed  without  a  receipt  being  issued.  No 
Court  staff  can  manipulate  the  receipt  numbers.  The  Court  has 
implemented  a  system  which  includes  a  complete  receipt  report 
(including  voided  transactions  and  the  reason  for  the  void)  which 
is  provided  to  the  finance  department  with  the  transmittal.  The 
Auditor's  review  included  fiscal  year  2012,  however,  in  2013  new 
case  records  are  electronically  downloaded  to  the  Court  each 
morning,  thereby  eliminating  delay  in  receiving  files.  Therefore, 
receipting  bonds  and  other  receipts  to  an  individual  case  will  not 
be  delayed.  The  bond  payments  discussed  in  the  audit  finding  were 
paid  by  check  and  maintained  in  a  secure  location. 

Municipal  division  procedures  need  improvement. 


2.  Municipal  Division 
Procedures 

2. 1  Case  and  ticket 
dispositions 


2.2  Prosecutor  approval 


The  municipal  division  does  not  document  the  final  dispositions  of  cases 
paid  through  the  violations  bureau  (VB)  on  the  dockets  or  backer  sheets. 
The  Municipal  Judge  does  not  review  and  sign  backer  sheets  for  traffic  and 
ordinance  tickets  paid  at  the  VB. 

Missouri  Supreme  Court  Operating  Rule  4  requires  municipal  divisions  to 
maintain  a  docket  or  backer  sheet  for  each  case.  All  information  regarding 
the  case  should  be  documented  including,  but  not  limited  to,  a  copy  of  the 
ticket,  case  number,  defendant  name,  sentence,  bond  information,  warrant 
information,  and  disposition  of  the  case.  Accurate  recording  of  the  case 
information  is  necessary  to  ensure  all  fines  and  court  costs  have  been 
properly  collected  and  deposited.  In  addition,  to  ensure  the  recorded 
disposition  of  all  cases  is  proper,  the  Municipal  Judge  should  sign  the 
docket  or  backer  sheet  to  indicate  approval  of  the  recorded  disposition. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  does  not  sign  all  tickets  processed  by  the 
municipal  division.  Tickets  paid  through  the  VB  in  advance  of  court  are  not 
reviewed  by  the  Prosecuting  Attorney.  Instead,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney 
allows  the  municipal  division  staff  to  maintain  his  signature  stamp  and 
stamp  his  signature  on  the  tickets.  In  addition,  city  Operations  Division  staff 
who  oversee  the  Parking  Division  are  allowed  to  void  or  dismiss  appealed 
parking  tickets  without  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  approval. 

Missouri  Supreme  Court  Rule  37.35  states  citations  shall  be  in  writing  and 
signed  by  the  prosecutor  and  filed  with  the  municipal  division.  In  addition, 
Section  22-35  of  the  City  of  Jefferson  municipal  code  states  the  Prosecuting 
Attorney  is  to  review  appealed  parking  tickets.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's 
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review,  documented  with  his  signature,  is  needed  to  provide  assurance 
proper  cases  and  charges  are  filed  with  the  municipal  division. 

2.3  Ticket  Accountability         The  municipal  division,  Police  Department,  and  Parking  Division  do  not 

properly  account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  parking  and  traffic  tickets 
issued.  The  Police  Department  and  Parking  Division  maintain  records  of 
tickets  assigned  and  tickets  issued  or  voided  and  these  tickets  are  posted  to 
the  computerized  ticket  systems.  As  tickets  are  issued  by  the  Police 
Department  and  Parking  Division,  they  are  given  to  the  municipal  division 
for  processing.  The  municipal  division  also  maintains  computerized  records 
of  tickets  issued  and  submitted  by  the  Police  Department  and  Parking 
Division.  However,  there  are  no  procedures  to  account  for  the  numerical 
sequence  of  all  tickets  issued  or  ensure  all  tickets  issued  have  been  provided 
to  the  municipal  division. 

Without  properly  accounting  for  the  numerical  sequence  and  ultimate 
disposition  of  tickets  issued,  the  municipal  division,  Police  Department,  and 
Parking  Division  cannot  be  assured  all  tickets  issued  are  properly  submitted 
for  processing.  A  record  should  be  maintained  accounting  for  the  ultimate 
disposition  of  each  ticket  issued  to  decrease  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse, 
of  funds. 

2.4  Warrant  fees  The  municipal  division  assesses  a  potentially  improper  $35  warrant  fee  for 

each  warrant  issued.  According  to  municipal  division  records,  warrant  fees 
collected  totaled  approximately  $60,000  during  the  year  ended  October  31, 
2012.  The  city  attorney  indicated  the  municipal  division  began  assessing  the 
fee  approximately  14  years  ago  based  on  a  court  order.  Per  Section  479.260, 
RSMo,  a  municipality  may  by  ordinance  provide  for  court  fees  pursuant  to 
sections  488.010  to  488.020,  RSMo.  However,  there  is  neither  a  city 
ordinance  nor  statutory  provision  that  authorizes  the  municipal  division  to 
assess  the  warrant  fee.  There  is  also  no  statutory  provision  expressly 
prohibiting  such  a  fee. 

2.5  Monthly  reports  The  Court  Clerk  does  not  include  the  penalty  portion  of  parking  ticket 

receipts  on  monthly  reports  submitted  to  the  state.  Penalties  are  assessed  for 
late  payment  of  parking  tickets.  The  Municipal  Division  Summary 
Reporting  forms  submitted  to  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator 
(OSCA)  did  not  include  penalties  totaling  $12,171,  from  parking  tickets  for 
the  year  ended  October  31,  2012.  Instead,  only  the  parking  ticket  fine 
amounts  were  reported.  The  Court  Clerk  indicated  she  was  not  aware 
penalties  should  also  be  reported. 

Supreme  Court  Operating  Rules  4.28  requires  accurate  monthly  reports  of 
cases  filed  and  fines  and  court  costs  collected  be  verified  by  the  Court  Clerk 
or  Municipal  Judge  and  submitted  to  the  OSCA.  To  ensure  monthly  reports 
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are  accurate,  the  municipal  division  should  reconcile  amounts  included  on 
the  various  reports  with  amounts  posted  to  city  records. 

2.6  Report  Of  Cases  heard         A  monthly  list  of  all  cases  heard  is  not  prepared  and  filed  with  the  city. 

Without  such  a  report,  the  city  cannot  effectively  monitor  municipal 
division  activity  and  ensure  monies  are  properly  remitted. 

Section  479.080.3,  RSMo,  and  Supreme  Court  Rule  4.29  require  the  Court 
Clerk  to  prepare  a  monthly  list  of  all  cases  heard  in  the  municipal  division 
court,  including  the  names  of  the  defendants  and  fines  and  court  costs 
imposed,  to  be  verified  by  the  Court  Clerk  or  the  Municipal  Judge  and  filed 
with  the  city. 

Recommendations  The  City  of  Jefferson  Municipal  Division: 

2.1  Ensure  the  proper  disposition  of  cases  is  documented  on  the  court 
dockets  or  backer  sheets,  and  all  court  dockets  and  backer  sheets  are 
signed  by  the  Municipal  Judge. 


2.2  Ensure  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  signs  all  tickets. 

2.3  Work  with  the  Police  Department  and  Parking  Division  to  ensure 
adequate  records  are  maintained  to  account  for  the  numerical 
sequence  and  ultimate  disposition  of  all  tickets  issued. 

2.4  Work  with  the  city  and  legal  counsel  to  reevaluate  the  warrant  fee 
and  the  authority  to  assess  the  fee.  If  determined  appropriate,  the 
municipal  division  should  at  the  very  least  work  with  the  city  and 
legal  counsel  to  establish  an  ordinance  authorizing  the  fee. 

2.5  Ensure  the  monthly  municipal  division  reports  include  all  required 
information. 


2.6       Ensure  a  monthly  list  of  cases  heard  in  the  municipal  division  is 
prepared  and  filed  with  the  city  in  accordance  with  state  law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  City  of  Jefferson  Municipal  Division  provided  the  following  written 

responses: 


2. 1  The  Municipal  Court  ensures  the  proper  disposition  is  documented 
on  the  court  dockets  or  backer  sheets  and  all  court  dockets  and 
backer  sheets  are  signed  by  the  Municipal  Judge  except  those  cases 
disposed  of  through  the  Violations  Bureau,  which  is  in  place  by 
Court  Order  in  accordance  with  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri 
and  recommendations  of  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator. 
The  court  plans  to  mark  the  disposition  of  cases  disposed  through 
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the  Violations  Bureau  on  the  court  dockets  or  backer  sheets.  In 
addition,  the  court  plans  to  prepare  a  weekly  report  of  all 
dispositions  paid  in  advance  of  the  Violations  Bureau  for  Judicial 
review. 


2.2  The  City  agrees  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  should  review  and  sign  all 
tickets.  This  is  a  limitation  of  a  part-time  prosecutor,  however  this 
will  be  requested  of  the  prosecutor.  As  an  elected  official,  no  staff 
has  oversight  of  the  prosecutor,  but  the  Clerks  and  Judge  will  ask 
for  compliance. 

2.3  It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  account  for  the  numerical  sequence 
of  tickets  issued  by  the  Police  Department  or  the  Parking  Division. 
The  City  has  asked  its  internal  IT  Department  to  look  for  a  software 
solution.  Failing  that,  the  Police  Department  will  be  tasked  with 
looking  for  a  solution. 

2.4  An  ordinance  has  been  proposed  to  mirror  the  court  order  in 
compliance  with  the  Auditor's  suggestion. 

2.5  The  monthly  reports  have  been  corrected  to  include  all  the 
requested  information. 

2.6  The  Court  files  the  report  recommended  by  the  Office  of  the  State 
Courts  Administrator  in  accordance  with  state  law. 


<l  a.  a.     1     User  identifications  and  passwords  are  shared  and  users  have  inappropriate 

v^Ompilter  COntrOlS  access  to  trie  court  computer  system. 


3.1  User  identifications  and 
passwords 


3.2  User  access 


computer  system. 

Municipal  division  employees  and  the  Municipal  Judge  share  user 
identifications  and  passwords  to  log  onto  computers  and  the  computer 
system. 

The  lack  of  an  effective  system  of  user  identifications  and  passwords  may 
allow  unauthorized  access  and/or  changes  to  the  system.  To  establish 
individual  responsibility,  preserve  the  integrity  of  computer  programs  and 
data  files,  and  control  access,  a  unique  user  identification  and  password 
should  be  assigned  to  each  user  of  a  computer  and  computer  system. 
Passwords  should  be  kept  confidential  and  changed  periodically  to  help 
limit  unauthorized  access  to  computer  terminals  and  files. 

One  system  user  has  inappropriate  access  and  another  user  has  unnecessary 
access  to  the  computer  system  based  on  their  job  responsibilities.  As  a 
result,  these  users  were  able  to  perform  functions  in  the  computer  system 
that  were  not  relevant  or  appropriate  for  their  job  responsibilities.  In  fact, 
one  system  user  did  not  need  to  access  the  system  at  all  to  perform  her  job 
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duties.  The  other  user  was  primarily  responsible  for  entering  voided  or 
dismissed  parking  tickets  into  the  computer  system;  however,  this  user  was 
granted  access  to  all  system  functions  except  receipting.  The  Court  Clerk 
indicated  the  division  plans  to  give  these  employees  additional 
responsibilities  in  the  future,  which  may  make  their  access  levels 
appropriate. 

To  prevent  unauthorized  changes  to  ticket,  receipt,  and  case  information, 
access  should  be  limited  based  on  user  needs.  Periodic  reviews  of  user 
access  rights  ensures  the  right  type  and  level  of  access  has  been  provided. 
Without  a  review  of  user  access  rights,  there  is  an  increased  risk  access 
rights  are  not  aligned  with  current  job  responsibilities. 


Recommendations 


Auditee's  Response 


The  City  of  Jefferson  Municipal  Division: 

3. 1  Ensure  user  identifications  and  passwords  are  not  shared. 

3.2  Review  user  access  to  data  and  other  information  resources  to 
ensure  access  rights  are  commensurate  with  user's  job 
responsibilities. 

The  City  of  Jefferson  Municipal  Division  provided  the  following  written 
responses: 

3.1  The  City  and  the  Court  will  ensure  user  identification  and 
passwords  are  not  shared. 

3.2  The  City  and  the  Court  have  adopted  and  implemented  the 
suggestions  of  the  Auditor. 
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The  City  of  Jefferson  Municipal  Division  is  in  the  Nineteenth  Judicial 
Circuit,  which  consists  of  Cole  County.  The  Honorable  Patricia  S.  Joyce 
serves  as  Presiding  Judge. 

The  municipal  division  is  governed  by  Chapter  479,  RSMo,  and  by  Supreme 
Court  Rule  No.  37.  Supreme  Court  Rule  No.  37.49  provides  that  each 
municipal  division  may  establish  a  violation  bureau  in  which  fines  and  court 
costs  are  collected  at  times  other  than  during  court  and  transmitted  to  the 
city  treasury. 

Personnel  At  October  31,  2012,  the  municipal  division  employees  were  as  follows: 


Title  Name  

Municipal  Judge                          Cotton  Walker 
Court  Clerk                                Barbara  Schaffer 
Deputy  Court  Clerk  Jana  Wood  


Financial  and  Caseload  Year  Ended 

Information  October  3 1 ,  20 1 2 


Receipts  $1,102,897 
Number  of  cases  filed  1 1 , 1 54 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Pettis  County 


Accounting  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Law  Library  Fund  Controls 
and  Procedures 


The  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  adequately  segregated  accounting  duties  or 
limited  access  rights  to  the  Justice  Information  System  (JIS).  Most  clerks 
(17  of  18)  as  well  as  the  secretary  to  the  Presiding  Judge  have  the  ability  to 
assess  fees,  receipt  monies,  void  transactions,  adjust  costs,  prepare  deposits, 
and  issue  disbursements  in  the  JIS,  and  the  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  review 
daily  cashier  sessions  to  ensure  all  monies  are  properly  recorded  and 
deposited.  As  of  May  23,  2013,  the  court  was  owed  approximately  $4.9 
million  in  accrued  case  costs,  with  $2.6  million  (53  percent)  of  that  amount 
being  over  5  years  old.  The  court  is  required  to  review  accounts  receivable 
reports  each  month,  and  uncollectible  accounts  should  be  written  off.  All  1 8 
clerks  and  the  secretary  to  the  Presiding  Judge  are  able  to  enter  voided  and 
non-monetary  transactions  in  the  JIS,  and  the  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  always 
document  and  review  these  transactions. 

Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated,  and  an  independent  review 
of  the  financial  activities  is  not  performed  related  to  the  Law  Library  bank 
account. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Presiding  Judge  and  Court  en  Banc 
and 

Circuit  Clerk  of  the 
Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Pettis  County,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Pettis  County  in  fulfillment  of  our 
duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  court's  internal  controls  over  significant  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  court's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  court,  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
their  design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and 
violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and 
performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  court's  management,  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  and 
Pettis  County  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in  our  audit  of  the  court. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  and  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions.  The  accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our 
findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Pettis  County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 

In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Randall  Gordon,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CGAP 
Keriann  Wright,  MBA,  CPA 
Lori  Melton,  M.Acct.,  CPA 
Terri  Erwin,  MBA,  CGAP 
Rachelle  Thompson 
Keisha  Williams 
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Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Pettis  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


1.  Accounting 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


Weaknesses  were  identified  with  accounting  controls  and  procedures. 

According  to  court  records,  receipts  collected  during  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012,  totaled  approximately  $1.7  million.  Fines,  court  costs, 
and  bonds  are  collected;  recorded  in  the  Justice  Information  System  (JIS), 
the  Missouri  Courts  automated  case  management  system;  and  deposited  into 
the  Circuit  Clerk's  main  bank  account  by  personnel  of  the  Circuit  Clerk's 
office. 


1 . 1  Segregation  of  duties  and  The  Circuit  Clerk  has  not  adequately  segregated  accounting  duties  or 


supervisory  reviews 


1.2  Accrued  case  costs 


limited  user  access  rights  in  the  JIS,  and  supervision  is  not  adequate  to 
identify  errors.  Most  clerks  (17  of  18)  and  the  secretary  to  the  Presiding 
Judge  have  the  ability  to  assess  fees,  receipt  monies,  void  transactions, 
adjust  costs,  prepare  deposits,  and  issue  disbursements  in  the  JIS.  For 
example,  the  two  clerks  primarily  responsible  for  preparing  deposits  and 
reviewing  daily  cashier  sessions  also  routinely  assessed  or  adjusted  costs, 
receipted  monies,  voided  transactions,  and  issued  disbursements.  The 
Circuit  Clerk  does  not  review  daily  cashier  sessions  to  ensure  all  monies  are 
properly  recorded  and  deposited. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls  should 
provide  reasonable  assurance  that  all  transactions  are  accounted  for  properly 
and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal  controls  could  be  improved 
by  segregating  duties  to  the  extent  possible  and  limiting  user  access  rights 
within  the  JIS.  If  proper  segregation  of  duties  is  not  possible,  a  documented 
independent  review  of  work  performed  by  the  clerks  is  necessary. 

The  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  review  accrued  case  costs  owed  to  the  court 
(court  costs,  incarceration  costs,  court-ordered  restitution,  and  fines),  which 
totaled  approximately  $4.9  million  as  of  May  23,  2013.  Of  this  amount, 
accrued  case  costs  over  5  years  old  totaled  $2.6  million  (53  percent).  The 
court's  Formal  Administrative  Plan  for  Collections  of  Court  Debt  requires 
the  court  review  accounts  receivable  reports  (accrued  case  costs)  developed 
by  the  Office  of  the  State  Courts  Administrator  and  the  debt  collection 
vendor  at  least  monthly.  Those  accounts  deemed  to  be  uncollectible  shall  be 
written  off  by  court  order. 

To  ensure  the  accuracy  of  the  accrued  case  costs,  and  to  provide  the  Circuit 
Clerk  with  the  necessary  information  to  make  a  determination  about 
collectability,  accrued  case  costs  should  be  reviewed  at  least  monthly  in 
compliance  with  the  court's  administrative  plan. 

1.3  Voided  and  non-monetary  The  Circuit  Clerk  does  not  always  document  and  review  voided  and  non- 
transactions  monetary  transactions  in  the  JIS. 

Non-monetary  transactions,  including  judicial  orders,  garnishments,  and 
application  of  bonds,  are  transactions  where  no  monies  are  received; 
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Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Pettis  County 

Management  Advisory  Report 


State  Auditor's  Findings 


however,  a  credit  is  applied  or  the  amount  due  is  changed.  All  18  clerks,  as 
well  as  the  secretary  to  the  Presiding  Judge,  are  able  to  enter  voided  and 
non-monetary  transactions  in  the  JIS.  Voided  and  non-monetary  transactions 
should  be  supported  by  documentation  or  a  judicial  order,  and  should  be 
reviewed  by  a  supervisor.  Documentation  was  not  prepared  or  retained  for 
some  of  these  transactions  that  occurred  during  our  audit  period,  nor  was 
there  always  proper  supervisory  review.  For  example,  we  identified  fines 
and  court  costs  for  one  case  totaling  $108  that  were  adjusted  to  zero.  There 
was  no  documentation  in  the  case  file  to  support  the  adjustment.  In  addition, 
we  identified  four  receipt  transactions  initiated  and  voided  by  the  same  clerk 
without  supervisory  review. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal  controls  should 
provide  reasonable  assurance  that  all  transactions  are  accounted  for 
properly.  Voided  and  non-monetary  transactions  should  be  supported  by 
adequate  documentation  and  reviewed  by  the  Circuit  Clerk  to  ensure  the 
transactions  are  appropriate. 


Recommendations 


The  Circuit  Clerk: 


1.1  Segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible,  limit  user  access 
rights  within  the  JIS  to  only  those  necessary  for  the  user  to  perform 
job  duties,  and  implement  appropriate  reviews  and  monitoring 
procedures. 

1.2  Develop  procedures  to  review  accrued  costs  and  uncollectible 
accounts  at  least  monthly  in  compliance  with  the  court's 
administrative  plan. 

1.3  Implement  procedures  requiring  voided  and  non-monetary 
transactions  be  documented,  reviewed,  and  approved. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Circuit  Clerk  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1.1  JIS  user  access  rights  have  been  changed  for  most  clerks.  With  the 
exception  of  the  supervisors  and  the  Circuit  Clerk,  those  who  have 
the  ability  to  assess  fees  and  receipt  monies  do  not  have  the  ability 
to  adjust  fees  or  issue  disbursements.  Only  the  supervisors  and  the 
Circuit  Clerk  have  been  authorized  to  void  receipts,  both  presently 
and  in  the  past;  however,  any  clerk  who  requests  that  a  receipt  be 
voided  now  documents  the  reason  for  the  void  when  requesting  it  of 
the  supervisor  or  the  Circuit  Clerk,  and  documentation  is  retained 
with  monthly  reports.  Monthly  reports  are  now  being  reviewed  by 
the  Circuit  Clerk,  after  preparation  and  review  by  a  supervisor,  for 
unauthorized  transactions  including  voided  receipts,  disbursements, 
and  fee  adjustments.  The  Circuit  Clerk  is  reviewing  cashier  session 
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reports  monthly  and  will  review  the  daily  sessions  and  monitor 
proper  recording  and  deposit  of  monies  regularly. 


1.2  The  Circuit  Clerk  is  in  the  process  of  reviewing  cases  with  court 
cost  debt  more  than  five  years  old  to  determine  whether  payments 
are  still  being  received  through  tax  intercept  or  debt  collection. 
Those  debts  that  appear  to  be  uncollectible  will  be  referred  to  the 
Presiding  Judge  for  determination  as  to  whether  they  should  be 
written  off  as  uncollectible  by  court  order.  The  Circuit  Clerk  will 
continue  to  review  outstanding  debt  on  a  regular  basis  and  submit 
reports  to  the  Presiding  Judge.  The  Presiding  Judge  will  consider 
amending  the  court's  Formal  Administrative  Plan  for  Collections  of 
Court  Debt  to  reflect  that  the  accrued  costs  reports  will  be  reviewed 
yearly  to  determine  whether  any  debts  should  be  written  off  as 
uncollectible. 


1.3  As  stated  in  1.1,  the  number  of  clerks  with  security  access  to  receipt 
monies  and  void  receipts  has  been  reduced,  and  all  voided  receipts 
are  now  being  documented  by  the  user.  Only  a  supervisor  is 
authorized  to  void  receipts,  which  has  always  been  the  policy. 
Voided  receipts  with  documentation  are  filed  with  monthly  reports. 
Non-monetary  transactions  not  requiring  a  judicial  order  are  being 
documented  through  text  notes  in  JIS  when  incorrectly  added  fees 
are  removed  or  reduced,  and  fee  adjustments  can  only  be  made  by  a 
supervisor  or  the  Circuit  Clerk  by  using  a  password  unknown  to 
other  users.  The  Circuit  Clerk  will  review  and  approve  the  voided 
receipts  report,  the  fee  adjustment  report,  and  the  receipt  listing  for 
non-monetary  transactions  monthly. 


2.  Law  Library  Fund 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


Accounting  duties  related  to  the  Law  Library  bank  account  are  not 
adequately  segregated  and  independent  reviews  over  the  accounting  records 
are  not  performed.  According  to  law  library  financial  records,  disbursements 
totaled  approximately  $41,000  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 
The  Circuit  Clerk  performs  all  accounting  duties,  including  recording 
receipts,  depositing  monies,  writing  and  signing  checks,  and  performing 
bank  reconciliations. 


Internal  controls  would  be  improved  by  segregating  duties.  If  proper 
segregation  of  duties  is  not  possible,  at  a  minimum,  periodic  reviews  of  the 
records  should  be  performed  by  an  independent  individual  and  documented. 

Recommendation  The  Circuit  Clerk  ensure  accounting  duties  are  adequately  segregated  or 

independent  reviews  are  performed  periodically. 


6 


Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Pettis  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Circuit  Clerk  provided  the  following  written  response: 


The  law  library  bank  account  is  now  being  reconciled  by  one  of  the 
supervisors  in  the  office,  while  the  Circuit  Clerk  continues  to  make 
disbursements.  Another  supervisor  makes  the  bank  deposits.  The  law  library 
account  information  will  be  made  available  to  the  Presiding  Judge  for 
review  on  a  regular  basis. 
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Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit 
Pettis  County 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  Pettis  County  as  well  as  Cooper 
County. 

The  Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit  consists  of  one  circuit  judge  and  three 
associate  circuit  judges.  The  circuit  judge  hears  cases  in  Pettis  and  Cooper 
Counties.  Of  the  three  associate  circuit  judges,  two  are  located  in  Pettis 
County  and  preside  over  Associate  Court  Divisions  V  and  VI.  The  other 
associate  circuit  judge  is  located  in  Cooper  County.  Circuit  personnel 
located  in  Cooper  County  are  not  included  in  the  scope  of  this  audit. 

Personnel  At  December  31,  2012,  the  judges,  Circuit  Clerk,  and  Juvenile  Officer  of  the 

Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Pettis  County,  were  as  follows: 


Title  Name 

Circuit  Judge,  Division  IV  Robert  L.  Koffman 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  V  R.  Paul  Beard 

Associate  Circuit  Judge,  Division  VI  Robert  M.  Liston 

Circuit  Clerk  Susan  Sadler 

Juvenile  Officer  Erica  L.  Cox 


Financial  Information  Receipts  of  the  Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Pettis  County,  were  as  follows: 


Year  Ended 

 December  31,  2012 

Court  deposits,  fee,  bonds,  and  other  $1,732,590 
Interest  Income  321 
Total  $1,732,911 


Caseload  Information  From  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  Missouri  Judicial  Reports, 

case  filings  of  the  Eighteenth  Judicial  Circuit,  Pettis  County,  were  as 
follows: 


Year  Ended 

 June  30,  2012 

Civil  ~  ~  2,736 

Criminal  2,983 
Juvenile  101 

Probate   291 

Total  6,111 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


City  of  Bolivar 


December  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  City  of  Bolivar 


Financial  Monitoring  The  Board  of  Aldermen  failed  to  adequately  monitor  the  financial  condition  of 

the  city.  The  city's  Park  Fund  is  subsidized  by  other  funds,  approximately 
$500,000  in  restricted  Street  Funds  were  inappropriately  used,  and  the  cash 
balance  in  the  city's  General  Fund  represents  less  than  one  month's  operating 
expenses.  The  city  also  appears  to  be  facing  significant  future  costs  for  mold 
remediation,  wastewater  treatment  facility  upgrades,  and  defending  an  age 
discrimination  lawsuit. 

Under  current  financing  arrangements,  the  city  will  pay  $16.8  million  for  the 
$6.3  million  aquatics  center.  The  city  did  not  adequately  monitor  construction 
costs,  which  significantly  exceeded  estimates,  and  failed  to  adequately  estimate 
operating  costs.  The  city  estimated  annual  operating  costs  would  be  between 
$120,000  and  $180,000,  but  they  were  $200,000  for  the  first  6  months. 
Revenues  during  2012  were  $89,000,  of  which  the  city  received  $26,000  per  its 
agreement  with  the  YMCA. 

Restricted  Funds  The  city  uses  restricted  funds  to  improve  the  financial  condition  of  the  city's 

General  Fund.  Administrative  transfers  into  the  General  Fund  have  increased 
significantly  and  exceeded  the  amount  of  applicable  expenses.  The  city 
transfers  money  from  the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund  to  the  General  Fund  as 
payments  in  lieu  of  taxes,  but  there  is  not  an  authorizing  ordinance.  The  city 
does  not  properly  track  and  record  various  restricted  receipts. 

Disbursements  The  city  does  not  always  solicit  bids  or  proposals,  as  required  by  city  policy  and 

did  not  always  document  its  evaluation  and  selection  of  engineering  services. 
The  city  disbursed  $6,545  in  federal  grant  funds  in  January  201 1  for  weapons  it 
still  has  not  received,  and  there  is  no  documentation  to  support  why  the  city 
paid  $70,000  for  land  appraised  at  $25,863.  The  Mayor's  signature  stamp  is  not 
adequately  controlled,  checks  are  signed  in  advance,  and  the  City  Treasurer  is 
not  bonded.  The  city  has  incurred  late  fees  and  finance  charges  for  not  timely 
depositing  payroll  taxes  or  paying  bills,  and  the  city  does  not  always  file  forms 
1099-Misc  as  required. 

The  city  converted  to  a  new  leave  policy,  and  the  Board  did  not  approve 
payouts  of  some  leave  balances.  The  city  owes  over  $67,000  in  accumulated 
sick  leave  payments,  some  high  level  city  employees  accumulate  more  leave 
than  authorized,  and  computerized  leave  records  do  not  always  agree  with 
manual  leave  records. 


The  City  Clerk's  accounting  records  contained  inaccuracies  and  many  journal 
entries  are  posted  without  independent  review  or  posted  several  months  after 
the  accounting  period  ends.  Bank  reconciliations  are  not  performed  timely,  and 
some  transfers  between  funds  posted  to  the  financial  records  were  not  approved 
by  the  Board  of  Aldermen,  while  some  transfers  approved  by  the  Board  were 
not  posted  to  the  financial  records. 

Controls  and  Oversight  The  City  Clerk's  duties  are  not  segregated  or  adequately  reviewed,  and  access  to 

monies  is  not  sufficiently  limited.  Passwords  are  not  kept  confidential  or 
periodically  changed,  and  information  in  the  computerized  accounting  records 
did  not  always  agree  with  the  actual  checks  issued. 


Aquatics  Center 


Employee  Leave  Records  and 
Procedures 


Accounting  Records  and 
Procedures 


The  city  did  not  properly  tax  and/or  report  some  employee  compensation  and 
benefits,  and  some  employees  are  improperly  paid  as  independent  contractors. 
The  city  did  not  submit  required  commissioning/employment  documentation 
when  former  Police  Chief  Hamilton  was  appointed,  there  is  no  independent 
review  of  automatic  payroll-related  deposits,  and  supervisors  do  not  always  sign 
timesheets. 


The  city  lacks  adequate  procedures  to  follow  up  on  unpaid  business  licenses; 
audit  staff  found  120  out  of  500  licenses  remained  unpaid  as  of  February  14, 
2013.  The  city  waived  $7,422  in  building  permit  inspection  fees  without 
approval  by  the  Board  of  Aldermen,  and  the  city  does  not  always  enter  into 
written  agreements  and  paid  the  airport  contractor  $20,148  in  fuel  commissions 
although  not  provided  for  in  the  written  agreement. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  does  not  adequately  monitor  budget-to-actual  receipts 
and  disbursements,  and  the  city  exceeded  budgeted  appropriations  for  some  city 
funds.  Budget  documents  do  not  contain  all  elements  required  by  law,  and  the 
city  does  not  publish  financial  statements  or  submit  annual  financial  reports  to 
the  State  Auditor's  office,  as  required  by  law. 

Utility  System  Controls  The  city  increased  sewer  rates  without  preparing  a  statement  of  costs,  as 

required  by  law.  The  city  lacks  adequate  controls  over  utility  adjustments  and 
does  not  reconcile  customer  utility  deposits  to  the  accounting  records. 

Property  Controls  and  Records    City  property  records  are  not  complete,  and  the  city  does  not  properly  monitor 

fuel  and  vehicle  usage.  The  police  department  does  not  maintain  a  complete 
control  log  of  evidence  and  seized  property,  and  it  is  holding  numerous  property 
items  that  should  be  disposed. 

Ordinances  and  Sunshine  Law  The  city  does  not  follow  some  city  ordinances  and  charges  some  fees  not 
Issues  authorized  by  city  ordinance.  The  city  charges  inconsistent  fees  for  record 

requests  and  charges  research  fees  which  exceed  the  stated  rate,  and  the  Board 
discussed  and  voted  on  some  topics  in  closed  board  meetings  which  were  not 
allowable  under  the  Sunshine  Law. 


Payroll  and  Related  Matters 


City  Procedures  and  Written 
Agreements 


Budgets  and  Financial 
Reporting 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Honorable  Mayor 
and 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
City  of  Bolivar,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor  was  petitioned  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  to  audit  the  City  of  Bolivar.  We  have 
audited  certain  operations  of  the  city  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The  city  engaged  Davis,  Lynn  &  Moots, 
PC,  Certified  Public  Accountants  (CPAs),  to  audit  the  city's  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2012.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  report  and  substantiating 
working  papers  of  the  CPA  firm  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  audit,  since  at  the  time  of  our 
audit,  the  CPA  firm's  audit  for  the  year  end  2012  was  not  complete.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but 
was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  city's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial  functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  city's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  city,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that 
risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting 
instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  city's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied  in 
our  audit  of  the  city. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices.  The  accompanying  Management 
Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  City  of  Bolivar. 

An  additional  report,  No.  2013-032,  Thirtieth  Judicial  Circuit,  City  of  Bolivar  Municipal  Division,  was 
issued  in  April  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Donna  Christian,  CPA,  CGFM 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Candi  Copley 

Audit  Staff:  Shannon  Spicer 


Meghan  Dowell 


3 


City  of  Bolivar 

Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  failed  to  adequately  monitor  the  financial  condition 
of  the  city  and  was  not  aware  of  the  severity  of  the  city's  financial  condition 
in  a  timely  manner.  The  city  has  improperly  used  street  monies  to  finance 
Park  and  Cemetery  operations  and  has  not  effectively  planned  how  to  make 
principal  and  interest  payments  for  the  aquatics  center  for  the  next  27  years. 
Additionally,  the  city  is  facing  several  significant  future  financial  obstacles 
that  could  result  in  a  continuing  decline  of  the  city's  financial  condition. 


1.  Financial 
Monitoring 


The  city's  independent  CPA  audit  for  year  ended  December  31,  2010, 
recommended  that  the  Board  of  Aldermen  adequately  monitor  revenues  and 
expenditures  to  ensure  city  funds  maintain  adequate  cash  reserves,  and  this 
recommendation  was  repeated  in  the  independent  CPA  audit  for  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2011.  The  Board  did  not  act  upon  the  CPA's 
recommendation  and  continued  to  operate  during  2011  as  if  the  city  had 
sufficient  reserves.  For  example,  total  expenditures  for  all  city  funds 
increased  from  approximately  $9.9  million  in  2010  to  over  $14.3  million  in 
2011.  Most  of  this  increase  relates  to  the  city  starting  construction  of  a  $6.3 
million  aquatics  center  (see  MAR  finding  number  2).  Additionally,  on 
December  15,  2011,  the  Board  approved  wage  increases  of  up  to  4.5  percent 
for  city  employees  and  a  $12,000  annual  salary  increase  for  the  former  City 
Administrator.  Less  than  one  month  later,  on  January  9,  2012,  the  Board 
rescinded  the  raise  for  the  former  City  Administrator.  In  February  2012  the 
Board  began  significantly  cutting  city  expenses,  and  in  April  2012  the 
Board  approved  the  reduction  of  city  staff  by  13  employees  through 
terminations  and  resignations.  The  Board's  failure  to  properly  monitor  city 
finances  resulted  in  these  significant  actions. 

Park  Fund  The  city's  Park  Fund  requires  significant  subsidization  from  the  Street  Fund, 

Capital  Improvement  Sales  Tax  Fund  (CIST),  and  General  Fund  as  shown 
in  the  chart  below: 


Transfers  to  the  Park  Fund  for  the  Year  Ended  December  31, 


2012  2011  2010 

Street  Fund         $  0  410,048  0 

CIST  Fund  446,800  298,413  265,698 

General  Fund  159,000*  0  0 

Total  $     605,800  708,461  265,698 


Transfer  to  reimburse  Park  Fund  for  purchase  of  police  cars  with  aquatics  center  bond  proceeds. 


Revenue  from  the  city's  half-cent  park  sales  tax  and  park  related  fees  is  not 
adequate  to  fund  park  operations.  In  2012  park  revenues  totaled 
approximately  $580,000,  while  park  related  expenses  were  in  excess  of  $1 
million.  The  operation  of  the  city's  new  aquatics  center  has  placed  a 
significant  drain  on  city  finances  with  an  operating  loss  of  over  $500,000 
during  its  first  year  of  operation  in  2012.  During  2012  the  city  used  revenue 
from  its  Capital  Improvement  Sales  Tax  to  fund  the  debt  service  payments 
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on  the  aquatics  center  bond  issue.  Additionally,  in  2011  the  city  took  over 
operations  of  its  golf  course  that  was  previously  operated  by  a  private  entity. 
The  city  incurred  losses  on  golf  course  operations  of  approximately  $97,000 
and  $120,000  during  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and  2011, 
respectively. 

Street  Fund  According  to  the  city's  2011  audit  report,  the  city  inappropriately  used 

$497,869  in  restricted  street  monies  for  Park  ($410,048)  and  Cemetery 
($87,821)  operations.  The  use  of  the  $497,869  was  the  primary  cause  of  the 
significant  reduction  in  the  Street  Fund's  cash  balance  from  $536,919  at 
December  31,  2010,  to  a  negative  $169,381  at  December  31  2012.  City 
accounting  records  show  a  $300,000  transfer  from  the  General  Fund  to  the 
Street  Fund  to  bring  the  cash  balance  up  to  $130,619  at  December  31,  2012. 

Only  $100,000  has  been  repaid  to  the  Street  Fund  from  the  Park  Fund  as  of 
December  31,  2012,  and  the  city  has  not  appropriated  funds  to  repay  the 
$397,869  ($310,048  from  the  Park  Fund  and  $87,821  from  the  Cemetery 
Fund)  balance  in  the  2013  budget  document  or  calculated  interest  owed  to 
the  Street  Fund. 

Cemetery  Fund  The  city  is  responsible  for  maintaining  the  Greenwood  Cemetery.  In  2012 

the  city  transferred  $55,000  from  the  General  Fund  to  the  Cemetery  Fund  to 
cover  maintenance  costs,  and  as  noted  above,  in  2011  $87,821  was 
inappropriately  transferred  from  the  Street  Fund  to  the  Cemetery  Fund 
because  adequate  funds  were  not  available  in  the  Cemetery  Fund  or  in  the 
General  Fund  to  cover  maintenance  expenses. 

Water  and  Sewer  Fund  The  Water  and  Sewer  Fund  has  operated  at  a  loss  for  two  of  the  last  three 

years,  resulting  in  an  accumulated  loss  of  approximately  $100,000  for  the 
three  years  ended  December  31,  2012. 

According  to  correspondence  from  the  city's  legal  counsel,  the  city  may  be 
facing  significant  costs  to  upgrade  its  wastewater  treatment  facilities,  which 
could  cost  the  city  millions.  The  city  is  in  discussions  with  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  regarding  the  extent  of  the  improvements  needed. 

General  Fund  The  General  Fund  unrestricted  cash  balance  has  historically  been  at  a  low 

level  until  2012  when  the  balance  showed  some  growth,  increasing  from 
$70,167  at  December  31,  2011,  to  $234,938  at  December  31,  2012. 
However,  this  growth  is  largely  because  of  a  significant  increase  in  transfers 
from  other  restricted  city  funds.  These  transfers  are  questionable  and  lack 
adequate  documentation  (see  MAR  finding  number  3).  The  city  spends 
approximately  $3  million  annually  ($250,000  monthly).  Thus,  the  city's 
unrestricted  cash  balance  represents  less  than  one  month's  operation. 
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Additionally,  the  growth  in  the  General  Fund's  unrestricted  cash  balance  is 
offset  by  potential  future  costs  related  to  city  buildings.  In  2013  toxic  mold 
was  discovered  in  the  city  hall  building  resulting  in  all  city  offices  being 
relocated,  and  the  city  is  now  incurring  monthly  rental  expenses  of  $1,875. 
Further,  the  City  Administrator  indicated  mold  removal  and  rebuilding  costs 
are  estimated  between  $250,000  and  $750,000,  depending  on  the  extent  of 
the  mold.  In  October  2013  the  city  purchased  the  juvenile  detention  center 
building  as  a  potential  city  hall  building  for  $500,000  and  is  financing  the 
purchase  through  its  depositary  bank.  Additionally,  the  city  may  have  other 
outstanding  liabilities.  For  instance,  in  October  2013  the  city  had  to  pay 
approximately  $35,000  for  three  months  of  outstanding  fuel  credit  card  bills 
because  the  fuel  vendor  discontinued  service  to  the  city  for  lack  of  payment. 
Also,  in  November  2013  nine  former  employees  filed  suit  in  U.S.  District 
Court  claiming  the  city  violated  the  Age  Discrimination  in  Employment 
Act. 


Conclusion  It  is  essential  the  Board  of  Aldermen  actively  monitor  the  financial 

condition  of  all  city  funds,  both  in  the  immediate-  and  long-term  future.  To 
improve  the  financial  condition,  the  Board  should  review  disbursements  and 
reduce  spending  as  much  as  possible,  evaluate  controls  and  management 
practices  to  ensure  efficient  use  of  city  resources,  attempt  to  maximize  all 
sources  of  revenue,  and  develop  a  plan  to  repay  $397,869  to  the  Street  Fund. 
The  recommendations  contained  in  this  report,  if  implemented,  will  help  the 
city  establish  procedures  to  operate  within  available  resources  and  help 
improve  the  financial  condition. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  closely  monitor  the  overall  financial  condition  of  all 
city  funds,  perform  long-term  planning,  and  ensure  disbursements  are 
closely  monitored  and  receipts  are  maximized.  The  Board  of  Aldermen 
should  also  make  efforts  to  reduce  subsidizing  other  funds,  avoid  improper 
interfund  transfers,  and  develop  plans  to  repay  amounts  owed  to  the  Street 
Fund. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  financial  issues  faced  by  the  city  as  of  the  first  quarter  of  2012,  have 
been  well  documented  in  the  public  statements  made  by  the  elected  officials, 
and  in  the  actions  taken  by  the  city  staff  at  the  direction  of  the  Board.  While 
it  is  true  that  there  were  transfers  (regardless  of  how  they  may  have  been 
termed  by  the  previous  administration)  which  did  not  comply  with 
regulations  regarding  restricted  funds  usage,  those  practices  ceased  upon 
the  change  of  administrations.  It  must  be  noted  that  since  March  31,  2012, 
there  has  been  a  complete  turnover  of  the  City  Administrator  and  every 
single  department  head-level  staff  member,  resulting  in  a  new  methodology 
for  conducting  city  business  and  in  implementing  Board  policies. 
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2.  Aquatics  Center 


Our  current  staff  is  addressing  the  concerns  raised  by  the  audit  report  found 
in  section  1,  while  maintaining  the  ongoing  responsibilities  of  municipal 
government  for  today  and  the  future  of  our  community.  The  stated  goals  of 
this  Mayor,  Board,  Senior  Staff,  and  each  employee  are  centered  upon 
being  as  service  oriented  to  the  public  as  we  can  be,  while  maintaining  the 
highest  standard  of  integrity,  professionalism,  and  compliance  with  any  and 
all  regulations  impacting  the  City  of  Bolivar. 

The  Board's  failure  to  properly  plan  the  financing,  construction  and 
operation  of  the  city's  new  aquatics  center  has  resulted  in  excessive  costs 
and  negatively  impacted  the  city's  financial  condition.  Under  current 
financing  arrangements,  the  $6.3  million  center  will  cost  over  $16.8  million 
and  the  city  does  not  have  an  option  to  refinance  most  of  the  debt  until 
2020.  Construction  costs  were  not  properly  approved  and  operation  costs  are 
significantly  higher  than  projected. 


In  April  2010  city  residents  passed  a  1/4  cent  sales  tax  for  the  purpose  of 
funding  city  parks,  including  the  construction  of  an  aquatics  center.  The 
aquatics  center  was  constructed  on  land  owned  by  the  city  adjoining  a 
recreational  facility  owned  by  the  Young  Men's  Christian  Association 
(YMCA).  The  aquatics  center  opened  in  July  2012  and  is  operated  by  the 
YMCA  through  a  management  agreement  with  the  city. 

Financing  Aquatics  center  financing  proposals  solicited,  received,  and  approved  by  the 

Board  did  not  agree  with  the  actual  financing  the  city  ultimately  obtained. 
The  city  issued  $6.45  million  in  certificates  of  participation  at  interest  rates 
as  high  as  8.5  percent  for  a  term  of  30  years. 

In  June  2010  the  city  solicited  proposals  for  loan  proceeds  of  $5.5  million  to 
construct  the  aquatics  center.  In  September  2010  the  Board  passed  a 
resolution  to  issue  $6  million  in  certificates  of  participation.  In  December 
2010  the  city  issued  $6.45  million  in  certificates  of  participation.  There  is  no 
documentation  to  support  the  various  amounts  of  financing  estimated  by  the 
city  or  the  increase  of  nearly  $1  million  in  financing  obtained,  and  no 
approval  by  the  Board  for  the  additional  $450,000  in  financing  eventually 
obtained. 


According  to  the  August  6,  2010,  board  meeting  minutes,  the  city  received 
two  proposals  for  financing  the  aquatics  center  with  interest  rates  of  4.031 
percent  and  3.4  percent.  According  to  actual  bid  documentation,  the  4.031 
percent  financing  was  through  certificates  of  participations  for  20  years 
based  upon  an  "A"  bond  rating,  and  the  3.4  percent  financing  was  a  5-year 
lease  purchase.  The  city  contracted  with  the  company  that  proposed  the 
4.031  percent  interest  rate.  While  board  meeting  minutes  do  not  indicate 
why  the  higher  interest  rate  financing  proposal  was  selected,  city  personnel 
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indicate  funds  were  not  adequate  to  repay  the  debt  under  the  5-year  lease 
purchase  option. 

Actual  financing  obtained,  however,  varied  from  the  financing  proposal. 
The  city  issued  two  series  of  certificates,  a  tax  exempt  series  for  $1,675 
million  carrying  interest  rates  as  high  as  5  percent  for  15  years  and  a  taxable 
series  for  $4,775  million  with  interest  rates  as  high  as  8.5  percent  for  30 
years.  Additionally,  the  taxable  certificates  were  sold  at  a  discount  of  over 
$348,000  resulting  in  less  bond  proceeds  for  the  city.  Both  certificates  were 
only  rated  "BBB+"  which  is  a  reflection  of  the  city's  financial  condition  and 
resulted  in  the  higher  interest  rates  and  the  discount  in  proceeds. 
Prepayment  on  bonds  is  not  allowed  until  2016  for  the  tax-exempt  bonds, 
and  2020  for  the  taxable  bonds. 

The  repayment  of  the  certificates  is  structured  based  upon  the  city's  ability 
to  make  annual  payments,  with  payments  on  the  $4,775  million  taxable 
certificates  applying  to  interest  only  of  $404,025  annually  until  2026,  after 
the  $1,675  million  tax  exempt  certificates  are  paid.  As  a  result,  over  $6.2 
million  in  interest  will  be  paid  on  the  $4,775  million  certificates  before  a 
principal  payment  will  be  made.  Interest  on  the  $4,775  million  certificates  is 
partially  funded  through  the  Build  America  Bond  Program  which  provides  a 
subsidy  to  help  municipalities  pay  the  interest  on  the  certificates.  At  the  time 
the  certificates  were  issued  the  federal  government  subsidy  was  35  percent 
or  $141,409  annually;  however,  as  of  May  1,  2013,  this  subsidy  has  been 
reduced  by  $12,303  annually.  The  subsidy  is  not  guaranteed  and  is  based 
upon  the  amount  of  funds  appropriated  by  the  federal  government.  The  city 
is  responsible  to  pay  any  amount  of  the  subsidy  that  is  not  appropriated  by 
the  federal  government. 

In  addition,  proposals  were  not  solicited  for  bond  counsel,  and  the  selection 
of  the  bond  counsel  has  the  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest.  The  city's 
bond  counsel  contact  attorney  is  the  nephew  of  the  assistant  city  attorney  for 
the  Board.  According  to  city  personnel,  the  city  used  the  same  law  firm  as 
bond  counsel  on  other  bond  issues  in  previous  years.  The  city  paid  $40,000 
for  bond  counsel. 

Construction  The  city  did  not  adequately  monitor  construction  costs  which  significantly 

exceeded  estimates. 

In  May  2010  the  city  solicited  design/build  proposals  for  the  aquatics  center 
with  a  project  budget  of  $4  to  $5  million,  including  fees.  The  city 
considered  qualifications  first  to  select  the  firm;  then  entered  into 
negotiations  with  the  firm  to  determine  the  scope  of  work  and  the  cost  of 
services  to  accomplish  the  project.  The  city  signed  a  design/build  (one 
contract  for  both  design  and  construction)  agreement  on  September  21, 
2010,  with  a  project  budget  of  $5.5  million.  This  contract  price  was  already 
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more  than  the  city's  projected  cost  of  $4  to  $5  million.  According  to  the 
agreement,  the  budget  was  a  fixed  limit  of  all  project  costs  unless  the  budget 
was  modified  by  written  amendment  or  change  order.  Further,  the 
agreement  with  the  contractor  indicated  a  guaranteed  maximum  price  would 
be  determined  after  the  design  process  was  completed;  however,  there  is  no 
evidence  to  indicate  a  guaranteed  maximum  price  was  ever  established.  The 
city  paid  the  contractor  over  $5.9  million  which  is  more  than  the  estimate 
indicated  in  the  proposal  and  more  than  the  budget  in  the  design/build 
agreement,  and  the  city  had  no  documentation  of  a  written  amendment. 

Change  orders  were  not  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Board  when  issued. 
According  to  the  city,  all  costs  associated  with  the  project  were  documented 
through  change  orders  instead  of  in  a  contract.  There  were  four  change 
orders  totaling  approximately  $5.8  million  issued  in  February,  June,  and 
November  2011,  and  February  2012.  While  the  change  orders  were  signed 
by  the  former  Mayor  or  former  City  Administrator,  the  Board  did  not 
approve  the  change  orders  until  February  6,  2012,  nearly  one  year  after  the 
initial  change  order  was  issued.  Without  approving  change  orders,  the 
Board  failed  to  approve  any  costs  associated  with  the  project  until  after 
work  was  completed  and  payment  was  made. 

In  May  and  June  2012,  the  city  signed  two  additional  agreements  with  the 
design/build  contractor  to  add  a  diving  board,  ceiling  fans,  painting  and 
other  costs  to  the  project  totaling  approximately  $100,000. 

The  city  paid  other  construction  related  costs  totaling  over  $300,000.  These 
costs  included  payments  to  outside  vendors  and  the  cost  of  city  labor  for  dirt 
work  and  equipment  rental.  According  to  the  City  Clerk,  the  city  paid  these 
costs  outside  of  the  design/build  contract  in  order  to  save  money;  however, 
it  is  unclear  why  these  costs  were  not  included  within  the  costs  outlined  in 
the  design/build  agreement. 

The  city  used  the  balance  of  the  aquatics  center  bond  money  ($159,000)  to 
purchase  police  cars. 

Operation  The  city  did  not  adequately  project  anticipated  costs  to  operate  the  aquatics 

center  which  have  significantly  exceeded  estimates,  and  the  city  has  not 
reviewed  accounting  records  of  the  YMCA  to  confirm  financial  information 
reported  by  the  YMCA  is  accurate. 

The  operating  costs  for  the  first  6  months  were  significantly  more  than  the 
city's  projected  annual  operating  costs.  City  officials  indicated  costs  to  run 
the  center  were  estimated  between  $120,000  and  $180,000  annually; 
however,  according  to  city  financial  records  the  city  incurred  approximately 
$200,000  in  operating  costs  from  July  through  December  2012. 
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Utility  costs  for  the  pool  during  the  winter  months  are  significant.  For 
example,  the  December  11,  2012,  Board  meeting  minutes  estimate  the  costs 
for  propane  and  electric  for  pool  operations  at  $850  a  day  which  is 
significantly  more  than  estimated.  According  to  city  personnel,  the  center's 
placement  in  the  shade  of  the  existing  YMCA  building  makes  the 
greenhouse  design  inefficient  which  results  in  higher  than  expected  heating 
costs. 

In  2010  prior  to  construction,  the  city  negotiated  a  contract  with  the  YMCA 
to  manage  the  aquatics  center.  In  the  agreement  the  city  pays  all  operational 
costs,  except  labor,  and  receives  29  percent  of  the  operational  revenue. 
According  to  city  records,  aquatics  center  revenue  during  2012  was 
approximately  $89,000  and  the  city  received  a  contractual  share  of 
approximately  $26,000.  The  contract  provides  the  city  the  opportunity  to 
review  accounting  records  of  the  YMCA  to  confirm  calculations  under  the 
agreement;  however  the  city  has  not  executed  this  authority. 

Conclusion  Good  business  practices  require  adequate  planning  prior  to  approving 

significant  capital  improvement  projects  and  entering  into  long-term 
financing  arrangements.  Further,  written  contracts  documenting  project 
costs  and  the  proper  monitoring  of  project  costs  is  necessary  to  ensure  city 
funds  are  properly  disbursed.  Business  relationships  that  impair  the 
independence  of  those  in  a  position  to  influence  the  distribution  and  use  of 
city  funds  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  controls  and  decision  making  and 
harm  public  confidence.  Adequate  planning  for  major  capital  projects  is 
necessary  to  ensure  the  projects  are  financially  feasible  and  supported  by  the 
taxpayers,  and  to  help  prevent  potential  problems  or  misunderstandings 
during  the  project. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  should  ensure  adequate  planning  and  monitoring  is 
performed  and  documented  on  future  projects.  The  Board  of  Alderman 
should  also  review  the  financial  operations  of  the  aquatics  center  and 
determine  the  appropriate  course  of  action  to  minimize  the  amount  of  city 
subsidies  required  for  the  debt  service  payments  and  operating  expenses. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  response: 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  understands  and  agrees  that  better  control  of  the 
planning  and  implementation  phases  of  large  projects  must  be  put  in  place 
and  maintained  in  the  future.  The  financial  aspects  of  the  aquatics  center 
operations  have  been,  and  continue  to  be,  a  grave  concern  for  the  Board.  In 
an  effort  to  address  those  issues,  such  items  as:  town  hall  meetings  (in  order 
to  gain  citizen  input),  closing  down  the  aquatics  center  through  the  colder, 
winter  months  (when  usage  is  at  its  lowest  and  operational  costs  are  at  their 
highest),  and  dissolving  the  management  agreement  with  the  Bolivar  YMCA 
so  as  to  maintain  better,  and  more  direct  operational  controls,  have  already 


Recommendation 
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been  implemented  by  the  city.  Furthermore,  the  city  has  recently  been 
upgraded  by  Standard  &  Poors  from  a  BBB+  to  an  A-  credit  rating,  thereby 
making  any  future  financing  more  appealing  to  the  city  than  the  bond  rates 
utilized  to  build  the  aquatics  center.  As  soon  as  it  is  economically  feasible 
to  do  so,  the  city  intends  to  refinance  those  higher  rate  bonds  with  lowest 
possible  rate  options  available. 


The  city  is  using  restricted  funds  through  the  administrative  transfer 
calculation  to  improve  the  financial  condition  of  the  city's  General  Fund. 
Additionally,  the  city  does  not  have  an  ordinance  authorizing  the  transfer  of 
monies  for  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes,  and  the  city  does  not  have  adequate 
procedures  to  track  restricted  monies. 

3.1  Administrative  transfers     Administrative  transfers  into  the  General  Fund  have  increased  significantly 

and  exceeded  the  amount  of  expenses  the  city  classified  as  administrative  in 
the  accounting  records.  Additionally,  the  type  of  expenses  classified  as 
administrative  is  questionable  and  the  city  continues  to  change  methods  for 
calculating  administrative  transfer  amounts  without  adequate  documentation 
to  support  calculation  methods. 

City  financial  statements  for  2012  report  transfers  totaling  $919,916  into  the 
General  Fund  from  other  departments  and  restricted  funds  to  cover 
administrative  expenses;  however,  expenses  classified  as  administrative 
were  only  $839,808  (a  difference  of  $80,108).  Further,  additional  transfers 
of  $67,281  were  made  from  the  Capital  Improvement  Sales  Tax  Fund  to 
reimburse  the  General  Fund  for  capital  asset  purchases  made  for 
administrative  purposes.  These  capital  asset  costs  were  also  included  in  the 
administrative  expense  classification  and  used  by  the  city  in  the  calculation 
of  the  $919,916  transfer  amount.  As  a  result,  according  to  city  financial 
records,  the  city's  administrative  department  of  the  General  Fund  received 
$987,197  in  transfers  which  is  $147,389  more  than  expended. 

According  to  the  January  18,  2012,  board  meeting  minutes,  the  Board 
approved  the  transfer  of  personnel  positions  from  the  administrative 
department  of  the  General  Fund  into  positions  in  healthier  restricted  funds. 
In  June  2012  the  City  Administrator  changed  the  allocation  formula  and 
began  transferring  more  from  each  department/fund  to  the  General  Fund. 
The  city  then  restated  monthly  financial  reports  for  January  through  May 
2012  making  adjustments  to  increase  transfer  amounts  for  the  new 
calculations.  As  a  result,  the  cash  balance  of  the  General  Fund  increased 
significantly  after  the  administrative  allocations  were  recalculated.  For 
example,  the  General  Fund  cash  balance  reported  to  the  Board  for  January 
31,  2012,  at  the  February  2012  board  meeting  was  only  $8,226;  however, 
after  the  administrative  allocations  were  recalculated  city  accounting 
records  report  the  General  Fund  cash  balance  at  January  31,  2012  as 


3.  Restricted  Funds 
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$110,314.  The  changes  in  administrative  allocations  were  not  approved  by 
the  Board. 


Monies  transferred  into  the  General  Fund  to  cover  administrative  expenses 
will  triple  from  2011  to  2013  based  upon  the  city's  budget  estimates  as 
shown  in  the  chart  below: 


Year  Ended  December  31, 

2013* 

2012 

2011 

Administrative 

Transfers  to  the 

General  Fund  $ 

1,571,000 

919,916 

515,717 

*Projected  in  the  city's  2013  budget. 

Additionally,  we  compared  administrative  payroll  related  expenses  for  July 
2012  and  December  2012  and  noted  several  more  employees  were  classified 
as  administrative  employees  in  December,  some  which  are  questionable.  For 
example,  the  salaries  of  the  Golf  Pro  Shop  Attendant,  Animal  Caretaker, 
Fire  Chief,  Police  Chief,  and  Public  Works  Director  were  all  added  to  the 
General  Fund  administrative  payroll  expense  line  of  the  financial  statements 
and  removed  from  their  respective  department/funds.  As  a  result, 
administrative  payroll  related  expenses  increased  from  approximately 
$35,000  in  July  to  approximately  $75,000  in  December,  and  these  salaries 
are  allocated  to  other  restricted  funds,  such  as  the  Street,  Parks,  Water  and 
Sewer,  and  Cemetery  Funds.  It  is  questionable  these  restricted  funds  should 
be  used  to  pay  salary  expenses  related  to  some  of  these  employees.  For 
example,  based  upon  the  December  2012  calculations  the  Street  Fund 
reimbursed  the  General  Fund  14  percent  of  the  salary  of  the  golf  pro  shop 
attendant  and  other  employees  listed  above. 

Additionally,  annual  debt  service  payments  of  $55,979  related  to  property 
located  outside  city  limits  and  purchased  for  airport  usage  was  paid  from  the 
administrative  department  of  the  General  Fund  in  2012  rather  than  the 
Airport  Fund.  This  debt  service  payment  was  included  in  the  administrative 
allocation  calculations.  In  2007,  when  the  land  was  purchased,  the  city 
received  a  written  legal  opinion  from  their  city  attorney  indicating  that  the 
acquisition  of  this  property  for  any  reason,  other  than  the  airport  would  be 
unlawful  based  upon  its  location  outside  city  limits.  However,  a  portion  of 
the  debt  payment  on  this  property  is  now  allocated  to  restricted  city  funds 
other  than  the  airport  and  this  is  contrary  to  the  city  attorney's  legal  opinion. 
Prior  to  2012,  debt  service  payments  were  made  from  the  Airport  Fund  (see 
MAR  finding  number  9.2). 

Further,  in  January  2013  the  city  again  changed  the  administrative  allocation 
method  by  setting  some  administrative  transfer  amounts  for  some 
departments/funds  at  fixed  amounts  and  continuing  to  calculate  others  based 
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upon  the  allocation  formula.  For  example,  according  to  the  2013  budget  the 
Cemetery  Fund  and  the  Aquatics  Center  (within  the  Park  Fund)  will  each 
transfer  $30,000  to  the  General  Fund  to  reimburse  for  administrative  costs. 
In  2012  the  Cemetery  Fund  and  the  Aquatics  Center  transferred  $12,359  and 
$79,822,  respectively  to  the  General  Fund  which  is  significantly  different 
than  the  $30,000  fixed  amount.  There  is  no  documentation  to  support  why 
the  transfer  changed  so  significantly  or  how  the  $30,000  was  calculated. 

Generally  accepted  accounting  principles  and  various  legal  restrictions 
require  receipts  and  disbursements  associated  with  specific  activities  be 
reflected  in  the  fund  established  to  account  for  those  activities.  The  proper 
allocation  of  expenses  is  necessary  for  the  city  to  accurately  determine  the 
results  of  operations  of  specific  activities,  thus  enabling  the  city  to  establish 
the  level  of  taxation  and/or  user  charges  necessary  to  meet  all  operating 
costs.  To  ensure  restricted  funds  are  used  for  intended  purposes,  the 
allocation  of  expenditures  to  city  funds  should  be  based  on  specific  criteria, 
such  as  the  number  of  hours  worked  by  each  employee,  and  documentation 
of  allocations  should  be  retained. 

3.2  Payment  in  lieu  of  taxes     The  city  does  not  have  an  ordinance  authorizing  the  transfer  of  monies  from 

the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund  to  the  General  Fund  for  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes 
(PILOTS).  The  city  transferred  approximately  $123,000  during  2012. 

Monthly  the  City  Clerk  transfers  five  percent  of  the  gross  revenue  received 
by  the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund  to  the  General  Fund.  City  officials  indicated 
these  transfers  are  to  subsidize  the  General  Fund  for  a  gross  receipts  (utility 
franchise)  tax  the  city  would  otherwise  collect  if  a  private  company  operated 
the  utilities  within  the  city.  While  the  city  has  an  ordinance  authorizing  a  5 
percent  franchise  tax  that  is  applied  to  the  privately  owned  electric  and  cable 
companies  for  the  use  of  city  streets  and  other  public  places  within  the  city; 
there  is  not  an  ordinance  specifically  authorizing  this  tax  on  city-owned 
utilities. 

To  ensure  transfers  for  PILOTS  are  proper  and  authorized,  the  city  should 
evaluate  the  propriety  of  the  transfers  from  a  legal  standpoint  and  in 
conjunction  with  existing  city  ordinance. 

3.3  Use  of  restricted  funds       The  city  operated  with  negative  balances  for  some  funds  in  the  city's 

checking  account.  Monies  from  most  city  funds  are  comingled  into  one 
pooled  checking  account,  and  the  city  routinely  pays  disbursements  from 
funds  showing  negative  balances  within  this  checking  account.  There  is  an 
overall  positive  cash  balance  in  the  pooled  checking  account  because  these 
disbursements  are  covered  by  funds  with  positive  balances.  This  practice 
results  in  inappropriate  borrowing  of  restricted  monies. 

According  to  city  accounting  records,  all  city  funds  had  positive  cash 
balances  at  December  31,  2012;  however,  several  times  during  2012 
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numerous  city  funds  had  negative  cash  balances.  For  example,  the  chart 
below  reflects  the  cash  balances  of  city  funds  in  the  pooled  cash  account  at 
April  30,  2012. 


Fund 

Balance 

("rPripral  Fund 

174,564 

Fconomic  Dpvplrvnmpnt  Fund 

Cll  744) 

Airport  Fund 

24,814 

Cemetery  Fund 

(75,762) 

Fire  Fund 

110,764 

Water  and  Sewer  Fund 

(215,968) 

Parks  and  Recreation  Fund 

(143,739) 

Street  Fund 

60,736 

Special  Road  District  Fund 

285,453 

Capital  Improvement  Sales  Tax  Fund 

560,733 

Wastewater  Major  Improvement  Fund 

202,579 

Peace  Officer  Standards  Training  Fund 

6,255 

Other  Restricted  Funds 

30,614 

Municipal  Division  Court  Bonds 

18,928 

Reconciled  account  balance 

$ 

1,028,227 

Various  state  laws  place  restrictions  on  the  use  of  the  certain  city  funds.  The 
funds  of  the  city  are  separately  established  to  account  for  specific  activities 
of  the  city.  To  ensure  restricted  monies  are  used  for  the  intended  purpose, 
monies  should  not  be  disbursed  from  funds  with  negative  cash  balances. 

3.4  Tracking  and  recording      The  city  is  not  properly  tracking  and  recording  various  restricted  receipts. 

restricted  receipts 

•  During  the  year  ended  December  31,  2011,  the  city  received  Federal 
Equitable  Sharing  Funds  of  $3,791  from  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Justice 
and  deposited  these  monies  into  the  city's  pooled  cash  checking  account 
without  tracking  the  related  interest  receipts,  disbursements,  and 
balances  of  these  restricted  monies.  The  city  received  another  $15,714 
in  January  2013.  Agreements  signed  for  the  receipt  of  equitably  shared 
monies  require  a  separate  revenue  account  or  accounting  code  in 
addition  to  the  deposit  of  any  related  interest  income  earned  on 
equitably  shared  funds. 

•  Law  Enforcement  Training  (LET)  fees  totaling  approximately  $2,000 
were  received  by  the  city  from  the  municipal  division  and  were  not 
properly  recorded  as  restricted  monies.  Section  488.5336.2,  RSMo, 
requires  LET  fees  to  be  used  only  for  the  training  of  law  enforcement 
officers. 
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To  ensure  restricted  monies  are  used  for  the  intended  purpose,  monies 
received  should  be  credited  to  the  appropriate  fund  as  required  by  contracted 
agreement  or  state  law. 


3.1  Allocate  expenditures  to  city  funds  based  on  specific  criteria  and 
retain  documentation  to  support  these  allocations.  Further,  the  city 
should  review  allocations  in  2012  and  2013  and  review  expenses 
designated  as  administrative  costs  for  proper  classification  and 
make  corrections  as  necessary. 

3.2  Evaluate  the  propriety  of  the  PILOTS  transfers  in  conjunction  with 
the  existing  city  ordinance. 

3.3  Ensure  adequate  monies  are  available  within  the  respective  fund  in 
the  city's  pooled  cash  bank  account  prior  to  making  disbursements. 

3.4  Determine  the  amount  of  equitable  sharing  monies  and  LET  monies 
held  by  the  city  and  establish  separate  funds  or  a  separate 
accounting  of  these  monies. 


3.1  The  Board  of  Aldermen  has  reviewed  the  methodology  of  the 
administrative  allocations  for  the  budget,  and  documentation  as  to 
that  methodology  will  be  codified  and  maintained  with  the  city 
records.  There  is  not  any  intent  to  be  incorrect  in  the  application  of 
administrative  allocations,  but  rather  to  be  more  accurately 
reflective  of  the  actual  city  workings,  in  an  attempt  for  further 
transparency  of  effort.  The  alteration  of  the  methodology  in  2013, 
noted  in  the  audit  report,  was  not  intended  by  the  administration, 
and  when  that  alteration  was  discovered  by  the  Budget  Officer  and 
the  City  Administrator  in  the  preparation  of  the  2014  cycle,  it  was 
corrected  immediately.  Once  the  2014  budget  cycle  is  complete  in 
its  preparation,  adoption,  and  implementation,  the  staff  will,  under 
the  oversight  of  the  Board,  go  back  through  2012  and  2013  to  make 
certain  that  no  unintended  allocations  are  left  uncorrected. 

3.2  The  evaluation  of  the  PILOTS  transfer  methodology  historically 
employed  by  the  city  is  underway  with  the  City  Attorney,  and  any 
necessary  ordinance  upgrade,  or  alteration  of  procedure  shall  be 
addressed  at  the  earliest  possible  option. 

3.3  One  of  the  primary  purposes  for  hiring  the  current  City 
Administrator  was  to  deal  with  the  financial  and  budgetary  issues 


Recommendations 


The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses. 
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which  were  facing  the  city  at  the  end  of  the  first  quarter  of  2012. 
Since  that  time,  every  effort  has  been  made  to  rectify  the  previous 
expenditure  policies  that  allowed  the  city  to  enter  such  a  serious 
financial  condition  in  the  first  place.  While  it  has  taken  some  time, 
and  those  efforts  are  not  fully  finished  by  any  means,  the  city  has 
finished  2012  with  all  funds  in  a  positive  balance  (as  noted  in  the 
report),  and  those  positive  balances  have  been  maintained 
throughout  2013.  No  disbursements  will  be  made  by  this 
administration,  or  approved  by  this  Board,  without  the  adequate 
monies  being  available  in  the  respective  fund  from  which  it  is  to  be 
drawn. 

3.4  The  city,  under  the  oversight  of  the  Board,  has  recently  employed  a 
new  Deputy  City  Clerk  with  more  than  sixteen  years'  experience  in 
municipal  clerking,  and  is  widely  respected  among  her  peers,  state- 
wide. With  her  help  in  this  area,  the  city  understands  the  need  for 
more  specific  accounting  procedures  for  such  monies  going 
forward,  and  will  establish  the  required  funds  for  the  current 
monies  in  question. 


The  city  does  not  solicit  bids  for  some  city  purchases  or  solicit  proposals  for 
some  professional  services.  Some  purchase  decisions  made  by  the  Board 
were  not  properly  documented  and  late  fees  and  finance  charges  were 
incurred  for  the  untimely  payment  of  some  bills.  Check  writing  controls 
need  improvement,  and  some  payments  were  not  properly  reported  on 
Forms  1099-Misc. 

4. 1  Bidding  The  city  has  not  always  solicited  bids  as  required  by  city  code. 

The  city's  bidding/purchasing  policy,  City  Code  Section  145.010,  requires 
city  officials  to  solicit  bids  for  the  purchase  of  goods  or  services  over 
$10,000  and  requires  purchase  orders  or  contracts  for  all  purchases  over 
$100.  The  policy  further  requires  the  City  Administrator  or  Mayor  to  sign 
the  purchase  order  and  the  City  Clerk's  office  to  attest  that  the  appropriate 
amount  of  money  has  been  budgeted.  Additionally,  City  Code  Section 
135.010  requires  the  solicitation  of  banking  services  every  odd  year  after  the 
municipal  election  in  April. 

Computer  equipment  The  city  did  not  solicit  bids  for  computers  and  computer  related  equipment 

costing  approximately  $195,000. 

In  June  2011  the  city  advertised  to  solicit  qualifications  for  oversight, 
design,  consulting,  and  maintenance  of  all  city  information  systems  and 
subsequently  signed  a  two-year  contract  with  a  computer  company  of  which 
the  assistant  city  attorney  is  an  officer  of  the  corporation.  The  assistant  city 
attorney's  advisory  relationship  with  the  Board  and  corporate  officer 


4.  Disbursements 
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relationship  with  the  computer  company  could  result  in  a  conflict  of  interest. 
These  services  cost  the  city  approximately  $31,000  annually.  During  2012 
the  city  paid  an  additional  $72,000  to  this  company  for  items  including  a 
new  server,  laptops,  cables  and  switches,  and  signed  a  5-year  lease  purchase 
agreement  with  this  company  to  finance  the  purchase  of  42  new  computers 
and  related  equipment  costing  approximately  $123,000  at  8  percent  interest. 
These  purchases  were  made  without  soliciting  bids. 

There  is  no  evidence  the  city  had  formally  established  guidelines  or 
performed  adequate  planning  for  these  significant  computer  upgrades. 
While  the  city's  2012  budget  message  mentions  the  need  for  computer 
improvements,  significant  computer  upgrade  purchases  were  not  included  in 
the  2012  budget. 

In  addition,  purchase  orders  were  not  completed  for  some  of  the  purchases 
from  this  computer  company  as  required  by  the  city's  purchasing  policy,  and 
the  city  has  authorized  this  company  to  obtain  payment  for  its  consulting 
services  by  automatically  debiting  the  city's  bank  account.  Consulting 
service  amounts  vary  from  month  to  month  and  are  not  posted  to  the  city's 
accounting  records  or  reviewed  by  the  Board  until  the  month  after  payment 
has  already  been  made.  The  city  does  not  utilize  this  payment  and  approval 
method  for  other  vendors. 

Additionally,  the  city  did  not  attempt  to  obtain  financing  of  the  $123,000  at 
an  interest  rate  lower  than  8  percent.  The  city's  depositary  bank  recently 
renewed  an  unrelated  lease  with  the  city  at  only  2.36  percent  interest.  The 
city  will  pay  finance  costs  totaling  $26,663  during  the  life  of  the  computer 
lease. 

Further,  the  city  purchased  similar  computer  equipment  in  October  2010 
from  a  different  computer  vendor,  and  according  to  city  personnel,  some  of 
that  equipment  costing  approximately  $5,000  has  never  been  utilized  or 
removed  from  the  original  packaging. 

Considering  the  poor  financial  condition  the  city  experienced  during  2012,  it 
is  unclear  why  these  significant  purchases  would  be  made  without  adequate 
planning  and  proper  bidding. 

Police  cars  The  city  did  not  solicit  bids  for  8  police  cars  totaling  $147,920  purchased 

with  bond  proceeds  from  financing  the  aquatics  center.  The  city  transferred 
$159,000  from  the  General  Fund  to  the  Parks  Fund  for  the  repayment  of  the 
bond  proceeds  including  interest  related  to  this  purchase.  The  City  Clerk 
indicated  bids  were  not  solicited  because  the  Police  Department  wanted 
Ford  vehicles. 
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Street  paving  The  city  advertised  for  bids  in  March  2012  for  paving  of  the  aquatics  center 

parking  lot  and  accepted  the  low  bid  of  $88,700;  however,  the  vendor  was 
paid  an  additional  $15,000  for  other  projects  related  to  the  cemetery  and  the 
walking  trail  that  were  not  included  in  the  original  bid  request.  Additionally, 
adequate  detailed  documentation  was  not  included  on  the  vendor  invoice  to 
determine  if  the  additional  $15,000  paving  costs  were  billed  at  the  same  rate 
as  the  paving  bid  for  the  parking  lot. 

Banking  services  The  city  has  not  solicited  proposals  from  banking  institutions  since  2009. 

City  code  requires  proposals  for  depository  services  and  short  term  loan 
services  be  solicited  in  each  odd  numbered  year.  The  city  was  charged 
account  maintenance  fees  totaling  $4,397  during  2012,  including  $146  in 
service  charges  for  a  bank  account  that  only  maintained  a  balance  of  $3 
during  the  year. 

Additionally,  the  city  used  its  depositary  bank  to  acquire  funds  through 
lease  agreements  totaling  over  $1.9  million  at  December  31,  2012.  The  city 
paid  over  $100,000  in  interest  associated  with  these  leases. 

Conclusion  In  addition  to  being  required  by  city  code,  the  routine  use  of  a  competitive 

procurement  process  for  major  purchases  ensures  the  city  has  made  every 
effort  to  receive  the  best  and  lowest  price  and  all  interested  parties  are  given 
an  equal  opportunity  to  participate  in  city  business.  Business  relationships 
that  impair  the  independence  of  those  in  a  position  to  influence  the  use  of 
city  funds  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  controls  and  decision  making  and 
harm  public  confidence.  Properly  completing  purchase  orders  for  all 
disbursements  helps  to  ensure  purchases  are  properly  authorized. 

4.2  Professional  services  Professional   services   are   frequently   obtained   without   benefit   of  a 

competitive  selection  process.  While  city  policy  requires  bids  for  goods  and 
services  exceeding  $10,000,  the  policy  does  not  distinguish  the  handling  of 
professional  services  from  other  services. 

•  The  city  has  used  the  same  law  firm  for  legal  services  without 
conducting  a  competitive  selection  process.  City  personnel  indicated  the 
city  has  used  this  firm  since  1960  and  until  recently  had  appointed  the 
same  attorney  within  the  firm  as  City  Attorney  since  1972.  The  city 
currently  utilizes  several  attorneys  within  the  firm  for  legal  and 
prosecution  services.  The  city  paid  $88,733  for  legal  services  during  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

•  The  city  did  not  solicit  proposals  for  auditing  services  and  has  used  the 
same  auditing  firm  since  2006.  The  city  paid  $26,300  for  auditing 
services  during  2012. 

A  more  comprehensive  procurement  policy  addressing  the  solicitation  and 
consideration  of  proposals  for  professional  services  would  provide  a  more 
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effective  framework  for  economic  management  of  city  resources.  While 
professional  services,  such  as  attorneys  and  auditors,  may  not  be  subject  to 
standard  bidding  procedures,  the  city  should  solicit  proposals  for 
professional  services  to  the  extent  practicable.  Soliciting  proposals  and 
subjecting  such  services  to  a  competitive  selection  process  does  not 
preclude  the  city  from  selecting  the  vendor  or  individual  best  suited  to 
provide  the  service  required.  Such  practices  help  provide  a  range  of  possible 
choices  and  allow  the  city  to  make  a  better-informed  decision  to  ensure 
necessary  services  are  obtained  from  the  best-qualified  vendor  at  a 
reasonable  cost. 

4.3  Engineering  services  The  city  did  not  always  document  its  evaluation  and  selection  of 

engineering  services,  and  when  qualifications  were  solicited  from 
engineering  firms  the  documentation  was  not  adequate  to  support  the 
selection. 

In  June  2011  the  city  solicited  qualifications  and  evaluated  information 
submitted  by  four  engineering  firms  for  consulting  services  related  to  the 
municipal  airport.  Each  firm  was  scored  by  two  board  members  and  the 
former  city  administrator  on  four  criteria  related  to  the  airport.  The  firm 
with  the  lowest  accumulated  score  was  awarded  the  contract  without  any 
documentation  explaining  why  the  highest  rated  firm  was  not  selected.  In 
October  2011  the  city  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  engineering  firm 
with  the  highest  accumulated  score  to  provide  on-call  city  engineering 
services  unrelated  to  the  airport.  The  city's  June  2011  request  did  not  solicit 
qualifications  for  on-call  city  engineering  services.  The  city  paid 
approximately  $67,000  to  the  airport  engineer  and  approximately  $86,000  to 
the  on-call  city  engineer  during  2012. 

Sections  8.289  and  8.291,  RSMo,  provide  requirements  for  obtaining, 
evaluating,  and  negotiating  engineering  services. 

4.4  Weapons  purchase  The  city  disbursed  $6,545  in  federal  grant  funds  in  January  2011  for 

weapons  not  received. 

According  to  police  department  documentation,  the  city  paid  a  vendor 
$10,075  in  advance  for  various  weapons,  and  nearly  3  years  later,  7 
weapons  with  a  total  cost  of  $6,545  have  not  yet  been  received  by  the 
department.  Additionally,  this  vendor  was  given  police  department 
ammunition  purchased  by  the  city  through  a  state  contract  and  valued  at 
approximately  $600  in  exchange  for  applying  gun  coating  on  two 
department  weapons.  Letters  and  email  correspondence  were  sent  to  the 
vendor  during  2012  requesting  a  refund  of  the  $6,545,  but  no  refund  has 
been  received.  The  city's  attorney  indicated  legal  action  will  most  likely  be 
needed  to  recover  the  funds  or  obtain  the  weapons;  however,  another 
attorney  from  the  same  law  firm  represents  the  vendor  and  as  a  result,  the 
city's  attorney  has  recused  himself  from  taking  legal  action. 
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By  paying  in  advance  the  department  had  limited  assurance  the  weapons 
would  be  received,  and  the  bartering  of  ammunition  purchased  through  a 
state  contract  is  an  improper  use  of  department  assets. 

There  was  no  documentation  to  support  reasons  the  city  paid  more  than  the 
appraised  value  for  10  acres  of  land  to  be  used  for  a  wastewater  treatment 
plant  upgrade.  An  appraisal  was  obtained  that  indicated  the  purchased  land 
was  valued  at  $25,863;  however,  the  city  paid  $70,000.  Board  meeting 
minutes  approving  the  purchase  of  the  property  do  not  provide  justification 
for  the  purchase  price. 

Considering  the  large  investment  and  to  ensure  the  proper  use  of  city  funds, 
the  city  should  document  reasons  for  purchasing  land  for  more  than  the 
appraised  value. 

4.6  Disbursement  controls       The  Mayor's  signature  stamp  is  not  adequately  controlled,  checks  are  signed 

in  advance,  and  the  City  Treasurer  is  not  bonded. 

The  City  Clerk,  who  can  sign  checks,  has  custody  of  a  facsimile  stamp  of 
the  Mayor's  signature  and  uses  the  stamp  to  sign  checks.  As  a  result,  the 
City  Clerk  has  authorization  for  two  of  the  three  required  signatures  on 
checks  which  diminishes  the  control  intended  by  multiple  signatures.  We 
observed  a  blank  check  signed  by  the  Mayor  and  City  Clerk  without  the 
payee  or  the  amount  indicated.  Further,  the  City  Treasurer  has  check  signing 
authority  and  is  not  bonded. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  misuse,  access  to  signature  stamps  should  be  limited 
and  checks  should  not  be  signed  in  advance.  Further,  the  failure  to  properly 
bond  individuals  who  have  access  to  funds  exposes  the  city  to  risk  of  loss. 

The  City  Clerk  does  not  ensure  payroll  taxes  are  deposited  and  bills  are  paid 
in  a  timely  manner  causing  the  city  to  incur  late  fees  and  finance  charges. 
For  example,  the  city  failed  to  deposit  payroll  taxes  timely  during 
September  2012  and  April  2013  incurring  $425  in  penalties  and  interest,  and 
the  city's  monthly  credit  card  bill  was  not  paid  timely  in  December  2012  and 
February  2013  resulting  in  $332  in  late  payment  fees.  Other  instances  were 
noted  where  bills  were  not  paid  timely  with  lesser  amounts  of  late  fees  and 
finance  charges  incurred  or  the  vendor  waived  the  late  payment  fees. 

To  prevent  unnecessary  fees  and  finance  charges,  procedures  should  be  in 
place  to  ensure  payroll  taxes  and  bills  are  paid  timely. 

4.8  Forms  1099-MlSC  Forms  1099-Misc  are  not  always  filed  when  required  and  some  forms 

contained  errors  when  filed  with  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS). 

We  identified  payments  to  several  vendors  where  Forms  1099-Misc  were 
not  issued.  After  bringing  this  to  the  city's  attention,  Forms  1099-Misc  were 


4.5  Land  purchase 
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reissued  on  April  18,  2013;  however,  the  reissued  forms  did  not  include 
some  payments  made  to  one  recipient  and  duplicate  forms  were  issued  to 
another  recipient. 

To  ensure  compliance  with  IRS  requirements,  the  city  should  establish 
procedures  to  ensure  Forms  1099-Misc  are  issued  in  all  applicable  instances 
and  include  accurate  information. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

4. 1  Solicit  bids  and  complete  purchase  orders  as  required  by  city  code. 

4.2  Solicit  proposals  for  professional  services  and  consider  expanding 
the  city's  purchasing/bidding  policy  to  address  professional  services. 

4.3  Comply  with  state  law  when  procuring  engineering  services  and 
document  the  evaluation  and  selection  process. 

4.4  Discontinue  the  practice  of  paying  for  goods  in  advance  and 
bartering  with  city  assets,  and  consult  outside  legal  counsel 
regarding  legal  action  on  recovering  city  monies. 

4.5  Document  reasons  for  purchasing  land  for  more  than  the  appraised 
value. 

4.6  Limit  access  to  the  Mayor's  signature  stamp  to  maintain  the  controls 
intended  for  multiple  signatures  on  checks,  discontinue  signing 
checks  in  advance,  and  obtain  bond  coverage  for  the  City  Treasurer. 

4.7  Implement  procedures  to  ensure  bills  and  payroll  taxes  are  paid 
timely. 

4.8  Implement  procedures  to  ensure  Forms  1099-Misc  are  accurately 
filed  as  required  by  law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses. 

4. 1  Going  forward,  the  city  will  continue  to  seek  any  and  all  bids  for 
purchases  over  the  limits  set  forth  by  ordinance. 

4.2  The  Board  will  solicit  proposals  for  all  professional  services,  going 
forward,  and  will  strongly  take  under  advisement  the  report's 
recommendation  regarding  the  purchasing/bidding  policies  for 
professional  purchases. 
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4.3  The  city,  having  changed  administration  since  the  actions  cited 
within  this  section  of  the  report,  will  not  be  making  similar  mistakes 
in  procuring  engineering  services,  nor  has  the  city  made  such 
errors  since  that  change  has  been  made.  The  city  will  be  compliant 
with  all  pertinent  regulations  contained  within  Sections  8.289  and 
8.291,  RSMo. 

4.4  Again,  the  city  is  no  longer  in  the  practice  of  acting  as  is  outlined  in 
this  section,  and  legal  counsel  has  been  sought,  regarding  what  the 
city 's  options  are  in  rectifying  the  situation  described. 

4.5  The  land  purchase  in  question,  is  one  wherein  little  option  was  left 
to  the  city  at  the  time.  While  it  is  true  that  the  land  was  appraised  at 
the  value  cited,  the  landowner  simply  did  not  have  a  strong  need  to 
sell  the  land  at  any  price.  However,  it  was  land  that,  being 
contiguous  to  the  Waste  Water  Treatment  Plant,  and  being  the  only 
location  possible  for  the  city  to  utilize  for  the  UV  Treatment  Plant 
required  by  the  Missouri  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
(MDNR)  to  be  built  and  operational  by  the  city  no  later  than  April 
of  2013,  there  simply  were  no  other  options  than  to  negotiate  for  the 
needed  land  from  a  disadvantaged  position.  Had  the  city 
implemented  such  negotiations  earlier  in  the  process,  when  MDNR 
had  given  the  city  notice  of  such  expansion  requirements,  the 
amount  might  well  have  been  different.  However,  the  city  was  under 
strict  orders  from  MDNR  to  be  compliant  by  April  2013,  and  being 
found  compliant  was  one  of  the  first  goals  achieved  by  the  current 
administration,  even  though  the  resulting  land  expenditures  were 
more  than  the  city  would  have  otherwise  hoped. 

4.6  The  Mayor's  signature  stamp  has  been  destroyed,  checks  shall  not 
be  signed  in  advance  by  anyone,  and  the  City  Treasurer's  position 
will  be  included  in  the  city's  bond  coverage. 

4. 7  Given  the  addition  to  our  staff  of  our  Deputy  City  Clerk,  procedures 
are  being  formulated  and  implemented  to  assure  that  all  bills  are 
paid  on  a  timely  basis. 

4.8  New  policies  are  being  implemented  to  make  certain  that  this 
oversight  is  not  allowed  to  happen  in  the  future. 


5.  Employee  Leave 
Records  and 
Procedures 


Concerns  were  noted  with  the  city's  conversion  to  a  new  leave  policy,  and 
the  handling  and  payouts  of  some  leave  balances  did  not  have  documented 
Board  approval.  The  city  owes  current  and  former  city  employees  over 
$67,000  in  accumulated  sick  leave  payments,  and  some  high  level  city 
employees  accumulate  more  leave  than  authorized.  Additionally,  problems 
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were  noted  with  leave  payments  to  terminated  employees  and  employee 
leave  records. 

5.1  Sick  leave  payout  Procedures  used  to  convert  employees'  accumulated  leave  time  to  the 

guidelines  established  by  the  new  leave  policy  have  resulted  in  the  city 
paying  sick  leave  benefits  owed  to  employees  in  quarterly  installment 
payments  without  clear  approval  from  the  Board  or  consulting  with  the 
city's  legal  counsel. 

Effective  January  1,  2012,  the  Board  approved  for  all  employee  vacation, 
sick,  personal,  and  emergency  leave  to  be  combined  into  one  category 
designated  as  paid-time -off  (PTO).  The  old  leave  policy  allowed  employees 
with  over  10  years  of  service  to  be  paid  for  their  accumulated  sick  leave  at 
termination;  however,  the  new  PTO  policy  does  not  address  this  issue. 
According  to  the  City  Clerk,  in  order  to  convert  all  employees  to  the  new 
policy  guidelines,  the  Board  approved  paying  accumulated  sick  leave  over 
the  120  hour  PTO  maximum  to  all  employees  with  over  10  years  of  service 
to  eliminate  this  leave  liability.  However,  there  is  no  documentation  in  the 
board  meeting  minutes  of  this  approval.  The  City  Clerk  began  paying 
accumulated  sick  leave  to  employees  in  January  2012  and  indicated  the 
Board  instructed  her  to  make  these  payments  in  40  hour  increments  in 
quarterly  installments  because  the  city  did  not  have  the  money  to  pay  all 
accumulated  benefits  at  one  time.  There  is  no  documentation  to  indicate  the 
Board  approved  the  installment  payments  of  these  benefits,  and  the 
installment  payment  for  the  second  quarter  of  2012  was  not  paid. 

In  addition,  when  city  employees  were  terminated  or  resigned  in  April  2012, 
the  city  did  not  pay  some  of  these  employees  their  sick  leave  balance  owed 
upon  termination,  but  continued  paying  them  quarterly.  There  is  no 
documentation  to  indicate  the  city  consulted  with  legal  counsel  regarding 
the  appropriateness  of  paying  terminated  employees  their  benefits  on  an 
installment  basis. 

According  to  city  payroll  records,  the  city  paid  approximately  $38,000  in 
sick  leave  benefits  to  current  and  former  employees  in  2012  and  owed 
approximately  $67,000  ($36,000  to  current  employees  and  $31,000  to 
terminated  employees)  at  December  31,  2012.  Based  upon  the  city's  current 
payment  schedule,  it  will  take  approximately  two  years  for  all  ten-year 
employees  who  were  terminated  or  resigned  in  April  2012  to  receive  the 
benefits  owed  to  them. 

To  ensure  employee  leave  benefits  are  properly  paid,  the  Board  should 
review  the  procedures  used  to  convert  to  the  new  employee  leave  policy  and 
the  related  payout  of  accumulated  sick  leave.  In  addition,  the  Board  should 
consult  with  legal  counsel  regarding  the  unpaid  balance  owed  to  former 
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employees  and  determine  if  it  is  appropriate  to  pay  amounts  owed  in 
installment  payments. 

5.2  Employee  leave  time  Several  high  level  city  employees  accumulate  more  PTO  leave  than 

authorized  by  city  policy  or  employment  contracts,  received  payment  of 
leave  time  upon  termination  that  did  not  comply  with  city  policy,  and  have 
incomplete  or  inaccurate  leave  records. 

Leave  earned  Some  city  officials  and  employees  accrue  more  PTO  than  allowed  by  city 

policy  or  employment  contracts. 

The  employment  contract  approved  by  the  Board  for  the  City  Administrator 
in  March  2012  allows  for  PTO  benefits  to  accumulate  based  on  one  full  year 
of  service;  however,  PTO  is  actually  accumulating  as  if  the  City 
Administrator  had  3  years  of  service.  As  a  result,  the  PTO  accrual  is  14 
hours  monthly  instead  of  10  hours  monthly,  an  additional  48  hours  of  leave 
time  annually.  This  excess  leave  accumulation  is  due  to  the  leave  accrual 
date  in  the  city's  payroll  system  for  the  City  Administrator  being  April  1, 
2009,  rather  than  his  start  date  of  April  1,  2012. 

Additionally,  the  leave  accrual  dates  of  the  Fire  Chief  and  the  Human 
Resource  Director  entered  into  the  payroll  system  did  not  agree  with  the 
actual  hire  dates  for  these  employees.  As  a  result,  an  additional  72  hours  of 
PTO  is  accumulated  annually  for  each  employee.  There  is  no  documentation 
that  the  increased  PTO  accrual  has  been  approved  by  the  Board  and  neither 
employee  had  a  written  employment  contract  documenting  that  leave  in 
excess  of  city  policy  should  be  awarded. 

To  ensure  employee  leave  accruals  are  valid  and  proper,  the  city  should 
follow  its  leave  accumulation  policies  and/or  employment  contracts  and 
make  adjustments  to  reduce  employee  leave  accruals  as  appropriate. 

Leave  payments  Final  payroll  checks  for  two  city  officials  included  leave  payments  that  were 

in  excess  of  the  amount  allowed  by  city  policy  or  employment  contracts. 

•  Former  City  Administrator  Mersch  was  paid  for  65.5  hours  of  holiday 
compensatory  time  totaling  $2,519  in  his  final  paycheck  on  January  31, 
2012.  According  to  his  employment  contract,  the  former  City 
Administrator  was  not  entitled  to  compensatory  time  or  other  form  of 
compensation  for  hours  worked  in  excess  of  40  hours. 

•  Former  Police  Chief  Walter  received  a  final  payroll  check  in  October 
2012  totaling  $11,938  for  payment  of  326  hours  of  PTO  and  56  hours  of 
holiday  compensatory  time.  Former  Police  Chief  Walter  was  employed 
with  the  city  for  only  approximately  14  months  but  was  credited  for 
PTO  leave  equivalent  to  a  seven  year  employee.  The  city  did  not  have  a 
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written  employment  agreement  with  Former  Police  Chief  Walter  and 
the  board  minutes  do  not  specify  benefits  agreed  upon  at  the  time  of 
employment.  Additionally,  the  city's  personnel  policy  does  not  authorize 
for  the  payment  of  accrued  PTO  for  employees  with  less  than  2  years  of 
service.  As  a  result,  is  it  unclear  if  the  PTO  hours  and  compensatory 
hours  paid  in  the  final  payroll  check  of  the  former  police  chief  was 
proper. 

The  accurate  and  consistent  payment  of  leave  time  to  former  employees  is 
necessary  to  ensure  adherence  to  city  policy  and  employment  contracts, 
prevent  incorrect  or  improper  payments,  and  ensure  equitable  treatment  of 
city  employees. 

Leave  records  Computerized  leave  records  did  not  always  agree  with  manual  leave 

records. 

The  city  maintains  records  of  leave  earned  and  taken  by  employees  on  both 
manual  forms  and  computerized  records.  According  to  the  City  Clerk  the 
manual  leave  records  are  maintained  as  a  means  to  double  check  the 
accuracy  of  the  computerized  records;  however,  our  review  identified 
several  instances  where  manual  leave  records  did  not  agree  with 
computerized  leave  records.  As  a  result,  it  is  not  clear  which  record  is 
accurate. 

For  example,  the  computerized  leave  records  for  the  City  Clerk  indicated 
45.5  hours  of  sick  leave  accumulated  at  December  31,  2012;  however, 
manually  maintained  leave  records  showed  no  sick  leave  balance.  The  City 
Clerk  indicated  the  45.5  hours  were  earned  prior  to  2012;  however  manual 
leave  records  do  not  reflect  this  balance  in  prior  periods  and  it  is  unclear 
why  this  sick  leave  balance,  if  accurate,  was  not  converted  to  PTO  when  the 
policy  changed  January  1,  2012.  After  our  inquiry,  the  City  Clerk  provided 
documentation  showing  she  donated  23  hours  of  this  leave  to  another  city 
employee;  however,  this  does  not  fully  explain  the  discrepancy. 
Additionally,  manual  leave  records  for  another  city  employee  included  36 
hours  more  of  leave  accrued  than  reflected  on  the  computerized  records. 
Employee  leave  records  are  maintained  by  the  City  Clerk. 

Accurate  leave  records  are  necessary  to  ensure  employees  are  treated 
equitably  and  are  properly  compensated. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

5.1  Ensure  procedures  followed  to  convert  to  the  new  employee  leave 
policy  are  adequately  documented  and  approved  by  the  Board,  and 
consult  with  legal  counsel  regarding  the  appropriateness  of  paying 
amounts  due  to  terminated  employees  in  installment  payments. 
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5.2  Ensure  city  employee  leave  accumulations  agree  with  city  policy  or 
employment  contracts,  former  employees  are  compensated  for 
accumulated  leave  in  accordance  with  city  policy,  and  employee 
leave  records  are  accurately  maintained. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

5.1  The  city  is  undertaking  a  complete  review  of  all  employee  handbook 
procedures  currently  in  place,  and  will,  after  having  taken  the 
appropriate  steps  to  ensure  legal  counsel  support,  implement  those 
policies  in  full,  with  the  appropriate  documentation  in  place. 


6.  Accounting 
Records  and 
Procedures 


5.2  Given  the  changes  made  within  the  city  staff,  all  employee  and 
former  employee  payments  will  be  made  only  according  to  the 
approved  employee  handbook,  as  set  forth  by  the  Board  of 
Aldermen.  Leave  records  will  be  accurately  maintained. 

City  accounting  records  and  financial  reports  provided  to  the  Board  are 
inaccurate,  bank  reconciliations  are  not  performed  timely,  and  interfund 
transfers  are  not  always  approved  or  accurately  recorded. 


6.1  Accounting  records  The  City  Clerk's  accounting  records  contained  inaccuracies,  resulting  in 

errors  on  monthly  financial  reports  provided  to  the  Board.  In  addition, 
numerous  journal  entries  are  posted  to  the  accounting  records  monthly 
without  review  or  approval  by  an  independent  source,  and  many  journal 
entries  are  posted  several  months  after  the  accounting  period  ends. 

•  The  redemption  of  certificate  of  deposit  (CD)  investments  on  July  10, 
2012,  totaling  $133,440,  was  not  posted  to  the  accounting  records 
timely  and  the  CDs  were  still  reported  as  investments  on  the  financial 
statements  presented  to  the  Board  on  November  13,  2012.  As  a  result, 
investment  funds  were  overstated  and  the  checking  account  balance  was 
understated. 


•  Balance  sheets  prepared  by  the  City  Clerk  and  provided  to  the  Board 
continued  to  report  a  balance  of  $2.2  million  in  aquatics  center  bond 
funds  through  December  2012  even  though  the  funds  were  all  spent  by 
July  2012,  resulting  in  the  overstatement  of  available  funds.  The  City 
Clerk  indicated  that  she  was  waiting  for  the  city's  financial  statement 
auditors  to  provide  journal  entries  to  remove  these  amounts  from  the 
balance  sheet  after  the  audit  was  complete. 

•  Fuel  commissions  totaling  $16,950  paid  to  the  airport  contractor  were 
recorded  as  a  reduction  in  fuel  revenues  in  the  accounting  records  rather 
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than  an  expense  of  the  airport.  The  remaining  $3,198  paid  to  the  airport 
contractor  was  posted  as  an  expense  in  the  accounting  records. 

•  Our  review  of  journal  entries  recorded  for  March  2012  indicated  the 
City  Clerk  posted  34  journal  entries  totaling  $759,694  in  the  city's 
General  Fund.  There  is  no  documentation  to  indicate  these  entries  were 
reviewed  or  approved,  and  15  of  the  34  journal  entries  totaling  $271,372 
were  not  actually  completed  in  March  2012  but  were  posted  to  the 
accounting  records  during  the  month  of  June  2012  or  after  and  were 
back-dated  to  the  March  2012  accounting  records.  As  a  result,  the 
March  31,  2012,  financial  statements  presented  to  the  Board  at  the  April 
12,  2012,  board  meeting  were  changed  significantly  after  the  meeting 
through  the  posting  of  journal  entries.  For  example,  journal  entries  for 
administrative  payroll  and  expenditure  allocations  were  posted, 
reversed,  and  posted  again  during  April  and  June  2012  without  adequate 
explanation.  Further,  grant  money  for  the  Airport  Fund  totaling  $4,915 
was  automatically  deposited  into  the  city's  bank  account  on  March  19, 
2012,  but  was  not  posted  to  the  accounting  records  until  June  3,  2012, 
by  journal  entry. 

To  be  of  maximum  assistance  to  the  Board  and  to  adequately  inform  the 
public,  city  accounting  records  should  accurately  report  financial  activity 
and  account  balances.  To  ensure  all  journal  entries  are  valid  and  posted 
timely,  someone  independent  of  recording  and  reporting  financial  activity 
should  review  and  approve  all  journal  entries. 

6.2  Bank  reconciliations  Bank  reconciliations  are  not  performed  timely  and  did  not  always  agree  to 

city  accounting  records. 

Pooled  cash  account  The  city  maintains  one  main  checking  account  where  most  city  funds  are 

pooled  together.  At  the  start  of  our  audit  in  October  2012,  the  city  had  not 
reconciled  accounting  records  to  the  bank  statement  for  the  pooled  cash 
account  since  February  2012.  As  of  May  23,  2013,  the  city  was  still  several 
months  behind  with  the  last  completed  bank  reconciliation  dated  January  31, 
2013. 

In  addition,  completed  bank  reconciliations  often  did  not  agree  to  the  cash 
balance  recorded  in  the  city's  accounting  records.  For  example,  significant 
differences  were  noted  at  both  December  31,  2012,  and  2011.  The  bank 
reconciliation  at  December  31,  2012,  reflected  a  cash  balance  that  was 
approximately  $12,000  higher  than  the  accounting  records.  The  City  Clerk 
was  unable  to  explain  the  difference.  Our  review  identified  a  deposit  in 
transit  for  $2,692  dated  December  12,  2012,  listed  on  the  bank 
reconciliation  but  the  deposit  did  not  clear  the  bank  the  following  month, 
January  2013.  It  is  not  clear  if  this  deposit  is  on  the  bank  reconciliation  in 
error.   Further,   there   were   several   other   adjustments   on   the  bank 
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reconciliations  labeled  as  "miscellaneous"  dating  as  far  back  as  March  2012 
that  were  not  adequately  documented  and  explained. 

At  December  31,  2011,  the  pooled  cash  bank  reconciliation  reflected  a  cash 
balance  that  was  approximately  $46,000  lower  than  the  accounting  records. 
This  difference  was  mostly  due  to  a  check  for  $43,768  issued  on 
December  5,  2011,  and  clearing  the  city's  bank  account  on 
December  27,  2011,  but  not  posted  to  the  city's  accounting  records  until 
January  1,  2012.  An  adjustment  was  made  by  the  city's  financial  statement 
auditors  to  correct  this  error.  Further,  the  city  did  not  retain  a  copy  of  the 
April  30,  2012,  pooled  cash  bank  reconciliation  and  could  not  reprint  one 
from  the  accounting  system. 

Employee  Health  Trust  The  city  also  maintains  an  Employee  Health  Trust  bank  account  for  the 

account  payment  of  a  portion  of  employees'  $5,000  health  insurance  deductible.  The 

city  transfers  money  from  the  pooled  cash  account  to  the  health  trust 
account  when  a  check  is  issued  to  an  employee.  The  bank  reconciliation  for 
the  account  showed  a  negative  balance  of  $2,950  caused  by  inadequate 
transfers  from  the  city's  pooled  cash  account  to  cover  the  checks  written. 
Additionally,  four  checks  totaling  $9,408  issued  to  two  former  and  two 
current  employees  had  not  been  negotiated  at  December  31,  2012,  and  no 
procedures  were  performed  by  city  personnel  to  follow  up  on  and  reissue 
these  checks.  We  contacted  the  two  current  employees  and  they  indicated 
they  do  not  remember  receiving  the  checks.  One  of  these  checks  dated  back 
to  2010. 

Conclusion  Approximately  $12  million  is  deposited  into  the  city's  accounts  annually, 

and  without  timely  and  accurate  bank  reconciliations  the  city  cannot  ensure 
receipts  and  disbursements  are  accounted  for  properly. 

6.3  Transfers  Some  transfers  between  funds  were  posted  to  the  accounting  records  but  not 

approved  by  the  Board,  and  other  transfers  approved  by  the  Board  were  not 
posted  to  the  financial  records. 

The  City  Clerk  transferred  $370,500  from  the  General  Fund  to  the  Street 
($300,000),  Cemetery  ($55,000),  Economic  Development  ($15,000)  and 
Simon  Bolivar  Trust  ($500)  Funds  without  approval  by  the  Board. 
According  to  the  City  Clerk,  the  transfers  were  made  to  prevent  the  funds 
from  ending  the  year  with  a  negative  cash  balance.  Other  transfers  between 
funds  were  approved  by  ordinance  or  in  the  city's  budget  document; 
however,  there  is  no  documentation  to  indicate  these  transfers  were 
approved. 

Additionally,  the  Board  approved  Ordinance  Number  3070  on 
December  18,  2012,  to  transfer  $200,000  from  the  Parks  Fund  to  the  Street 
Fund  for  partial  repayment  of  the  $410,048  that  was  inappropriately  used  in 
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2011  (see  MAR  finding  number  1).  However,  accounting  records  indicate 
only  $100,000  was  transferred  and  there  is  no  documentation  to  support 
why  the  full  transfer  amount  approved  by  the  Board  was  not  made. 

To  ensure  transfers  between  city  funds  are  proper,  transfers  should  be 
approved  by  the  Board,  and  procedures  should  be  put  in  to  place  to  ensure 
transfers  approved  by  the  Board  are  properly  posted  to  accounting  records. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

6. 1  Establish  procedures  to  ensure  accounting  records  accurately  report 
financial  activity  and  account  balances,  all  journal  entries  are  valid 
and  posted  timely,  and  someone  independent  of  recording  and 
reporting  financial  activity  reviews  and  approves  all  journal  entries. 

6.2  Ensure  bank  reconciliations  are  performed  monthly  and  agree  to 
accounting  records  and  bank  reconciliation  reports  are  retained. 
Also,  the  Board  should  ensure  proper  amounts  are  transferred  to  the 
employee  health  trust  account,  and  outstanding  checks  are  followed 
up  in  a  timely  manner. 

6.3  Ensure  transfers  between  funds  are  properly  approved  and  all 
approved  transfers  are  posted  to  the  accounting  records. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses. 

6.1  All  accounting  records  and  account  balances  will  be  handled 
according  to  appropriate  standards  of  acceptable  governmental 
accounting  procedures,  and  the  reconciliations  of  the  same  shall  be 
performed  on  a  timely  basis.  The  Board  of  Aldermen  is  considering 
the  employment  of  an  outside  accounting  professional,  to  report 
solely  to  the  Board,  to  ensure  that  the  figures  given  to  the  Board 
from  the  City  Clerk  are  accurate  and  up  to  date. 

6.2  Bank  reconciliations  shall  be  performed  and  presented  to  the  Board 
monthly.  The  employee  health  trust  account  shall  be  always 
properly  funded,  and  checks  disbursed  from  that  fund  shall  be 
tracked  to  their  final  disposition. 

6.3  All  transfers  are,  and  shall  continue  to  be,  properly  approved  by  the 
Board  of  Aldermen,  and  procedures  are  being  implemented  now 
with  the  City  Budget  Officer  (as  a  double  check  and  segregation  of 
duties  effort)  to  make  certain  that  those  approved  transfers  occur  on 
a  timely  and  accurate  basis. 
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7.  Controls  and 
Oversight 

7.1  Segregation  of  duties 


Serious  weaknesses  were  identified  in  the  controls  and  oversight  of  several 
city  functions. 


The  Board  has  not  segregated  duties  or  performed  an  adequate  review  of  the 
work  performed  by  the  City  Clerk.  The  City  Clerk  is  responsible  for  all 
record  keeping  and  accounting  functions  of  the  city,  including  maintaining 
all  accounting  records,  reconciling  bank  accounts,  signing  checks, 
authorizing  purchases,  and  maintaining  payroll  records.  Adequate 
independent  reviews  of  her  work  are  not  performed.  While  the  Board 
receives  detailed  monthly  financial  reports,  these  reports  were  not  always 
accurate  and  errors  were  not  identified  and  corrected.  (See  MAR  finding 
number  6) 


Many  of  the  duties  performed  by  the  City  Clerk  would  normally  be 
performed  by  a  City  Treasurer  and  City  Collector;  however  the  City 
Treasurer  and  City  Collector  do  not  maintain  active  duties  related  to  their 
positions.  The  City  Treasurer  can  sign  checks;  however,  checks  are  usually 
signed  by  the  City  Clerk  and  Deputy  City  Clerk,  and  then  the  Mayor's 
signature  stamp  is  applied.  The  city  elected  a  City  Collector  in  April  2013; 
however,  no  contact  had  been  made  with  the  individual. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  provides  a  means  of  establishing  control  over 
assets,  thus  minimizing  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds.  Attorney 
General's  Opinion  No.  24,  1955  to  Dodds,  concluded  that  in  a  fourth-class 
city,  the  holding  of  the  positions  of  City  Clerk,  City  Treasurer,  and  City 
Collector,  or  any  two  of  these  offices,  by  the  same  person  at  the  same  time 
would  be  incompatible.  Current  city  procedures,  which  are  allowing  the 
City  Clerk  to  effectively  perform  all  these  duties,  jeopardize  the  system  of 
independent  checks  and  balances  intended  by  state  law.  If  segregation  of 
duties  is  not  possible,  periodic  independent  or  supervisory  reviews, 
including  a  comparison  of  financial  records  to  the  reconciled  bank 
statement,  should  be  performed  and  documented. 

7.2  Cash  controls  Controls  over  receipts  would  be  improved  by  limiting  access  to  monies. 

Five  employees,  including  two  utility  clerks,  the  meter  reader,  the  City 
Clerk,  and  the  payroll  clerk,  have  the  combination  code  to  the  safe  where 
monies  are  stored  until  deposited.  Additionally,  the  accounts  payable  clerk 
is  responsible  for  counting  receipts  and  preparing  the  deposits,  and  the 
Human  Resource  Director  sometimes  maintains  the  key  to  the  locked  bank 
bag  containing  the  deposit. 

To  improve  internal  controls  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse, 
access  to  monies  should  be  limited. 


7.3  Password  controls  Passwords  are  not  kept  confidential  and  not  periodically  changed  to  help 

ensure  they  remain  known  only  to  the  assigned  user  and  to  reduce  the  risk  of 
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compromised  passwords.  Additionally,  the  City  Clerk,  who  maintains 
oversight  responsibilities  over  the  collection  and  disbursement  of  city  funds, 
acts  as  administrator  of  the  city  computer  system  and  has  access  to  all 
employee  passwords. 

Passwords  are  regularly  shared  among  employees  responsible  for  collecting 
city  receipts.  The  city  maintains  two  computer  terminals  with  separate  cash 
drawers  for  the  collection  of  receipts.  Throughout  the  day  the  two  utility 
clerks,  meter  reader,  and  other  city  employees  share  these  two  computer 
terminals  and  cash  drawers  to  process  receipts  without  logging  in  under 
their  own  password  when  they  change  terminals.  The  utility  clerks  indicated 
they  usually  put  their  initials  into  the  computer  field  designated  for  the 
payer's  check  number  as  a  means  to  document  who  entered  the  receipt 
information  into  the  computer  system;  however,  this  computer  field  is  not 
restricted  and  this  is  not  the  intended  purpose  of  the  field,  and  any  initials 
can  be  entered.  Our  October  15,  2012,  cash  count  noted  cash  and  checks 
totaling  $27,368  recorded  on  these  two  terminals  under  the  two  utility 
clerks'  passwords  with  five  different  sets  of  initials  recorded  in  the  check 
number  field  in  the  system. 

The  lack  of  an  effective  system  of  user  identifications  and  passwords  and 
the  administrative  access  by  the  City  Clerk  may  allow  unauthorized  access 
and/or  changes  to  the  system.  To  establish  individual  responsibility,  as  well 
as  help  preserve  the  integrity  of  computer  programs  and  data  files,  access  to 
information  should  be  limited  to  authorized  individuals.  To  control  access,  a 
unique  user  identification  and  password  should  be  assigned  to  each  user  of  a 
system.  These  passwords  should  be  kept  confidential  and  changed 
periodically  to  help  limit  unauthorized  access  to  computer  files. 
Additionally,  not  limiting  access  to  the  cash  drawers  increases  the 
possibility  of  loss  or  misuse  of  funds  and  makes  it  difficult  to  determine 
responsibility  for  any  losses  or  unreconciled  differences. 

7.4  Accounting  System  Information  in  the  computerized  accounting  records  did  not  always  agree 

Controls  W^  t'ie  mformati°n  on  actual  checks  issued.  The  computerized  accounting 

system  allows  the  user  to  change  the  date,  payee,  and  amount  of  checks 
posted  to  the  accounting  system  after  checks  have  been  printed. 

For  example,  we  noted  one  check  amount  differed  from  the  accounting 
records.  The  City  Clerk  indicated  for  this  example  errors  possibly  occurred 
in  the  initial  check  run,  and  a  check  reprint  option  was  used  to  make 
changes  to  the  check  information  in  the  accounting  system.  Additionally,  a 
comparison  of  checks  recorded  in  the  accounting  records  to  checks  clearing 
the  bank  showed  check  numbers  3275 1  through  32855  issued  by  the  city  in 
January  2013  did  not  agree  with  the  check  number  sequence  recorded  in  the 
city's  accounting  records.  The  City  Clerk  indicated  the  check  reprint  option 
was  apparently  also  used  in  this  instance;  however,  the  original  checks  were 
not  voided  and  new  check  numbers  assigned  when  the  reprint  option  was 
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performed.  Allowing  financial  transactions  to  be  edited  after  being  entered 
into  the  computer  system  may  compromise  the  integrity  of  the  city's 
financial  data  and  places  city  finances  at  risk. 

To  properly  account  for  all  monies  disbursed,  the  data  on  actual  checks 
issued  should  agree  with  the  data  posted  to  the  accounting  records.  To 
ensure  the  integrity  of  disbursement  data  entered  into  the  accounting  system 
and  to  prevent  changes  from  being  made  to  check  data  after  the  checks  have 
been  issued,  the  city  should  contact  the  software  provider  to  add  control 
features  to  the  computerized  accounting  program  to  prevent  these  changes. 


7.1  Adequately  segregate  the  duties  of  the  City  Clerk.  At  a  minimum, 
there  should  be  a  documented  supervisory  review  of  the 
reconciliation  between  city  records  and  banking  records. 

7.2  Limit  access  to  cash  receipts. 

7.3  Require  confidential  unique  user  identifications  and  passwords  for 
all  employees,  and  appropriately  restrict  access  to  cash  drawers. 
Additionally,  the  Board  should  appoint  an  appropriate  computer 
system  administrator  who  does  not  have  financial  and  accounting 
responsibilities  or  other  conflicting  duties. 

7.4  Contact  the  software  provider  to  request  additional  control  features 
to  the  city  accounting  system  that  will  prevent  changes  from  being 
made  to  check  data  after  the  checks  have  been  issued. 


7. 1  The  duties  of  the  City  Clerk  are  in  the  process  of  being  segregated 
out  between  the  City  Clerk  position  and  that  of  the  City  Budget 
Officer.  The  manner  in  which  this  segregation  of  duties  will  be 
implemented  shall  include  that  the  person  writing  checks  shall  not 
be  the  same  person  responsible  for  reconciling  those  checks  with 
the  bank  statements.  Furthermore,  as  listed  above,  the  Board  of 
Aldermen  is  contemplating  the  engagement  of  an  outside 
accounting  professional  for  the  purpose  of  making  certain  that  such 
actions  are  taking  place  and  are  being  performed  on  a  timely  and 
accurate  basis.  Such  a  person  shall  be  outside  of  the  oversight  of 
the  City  Administrator  or  of  the  City  Clerk  ( answering  directly  to 
the  Board),  and  will  confirm  the  findings  of  the  City  Clerk  and  the 
City  Budget  Officer.  The  duties  of  the  City  Treasurer  and  City 
Collector  will  be  discussed  with  legal  counsel. 


Recommendations 


The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses. 
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7.2  Only  those  employees  deemed  necessary  to  have  access  to  the  cash 
receipts  of  the  city  shall  be  allowed  access  to  them.  The  Deputy  City 
Clerk  shall  oversee  the  process  of  how  those  determinations  are 
made  and  report  back  to  the  Board  of  Aldermen  as  to  which 
employees  have  such  access  in  the  future. 

7.3  Passwords  for  all  access  to  computer  system  components,  including 
cash  drawers,  have  been  changed  in  the  last  thirty  days,  and  are  set 
to  be  changed  and  kept  private  on  a  ninety  day  rotation.  The 
computer  system  administration  duties  have  been  assigned  to  an 
employee  with  IT  experience,  who  does  not  have  either  financial  or 
accounting  responsibilities  to  the  City. 

7.4  Contact  has  already  been  made  with  the  software  provider  for  the 
city  (Incode),  and  information  for  future  training  sessions  have  been 
sought,  as  has  information  regarding  the  updates  available  to  close 
some  of  the  loopholes  of  the  original  system.  Arrangements  are 
being  made  to  engage  trainers  from  Incode  to  come  to  the  city  and 
train  the  staff  on  the  specifics  of  using  their  system.  Furthermore, 
city  staff  have  made  connection  with  other  cities  of  comparable  size, 
which  also  use  Incode,  and  are  making  arrangements  to  shadow 
their  respective  counterparts  to  ensure  full  usability  of  the  system 
with  the  city. 


Some  employee  compensation  and  benefits  are  not  properly  taxed  and/or 
reported,  commuting  use  of  city  vehicles  is  not  reported  to  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  (IRS),  and  some  city  employees  were  improperly  paid  as 
independent  contractors.  Additionally,  the  city  did  not  ensure  the  proper 
documentation  was  submitted  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Public  Safety 
(DPS)  in  October  2012  when  appointing  Police  Chief  Hamilton.  Further, 
controls  are  not  adequate  over  the  direct  deposit  of  employee  payroll  checks 
and  employee  timesheets  were  not  always  reviewed  and  approved  by 
supervisors. 

8.1  Payroll  reporting  and         Retirement  plan  withholdings  and  compensation  paid  to  volunteer  firemen 
tax  withholdings  were  not  ProPerly  taxed  and  reported. 

Retirement  plan  withholdings  The  city  failed  to  properly  report  and  tax  over  $105,000  in  retirement  plan 

withholdings  from  employee  payroll  checks  and  paid  to  a  third  party.  City 
officials  indicated  that  withholdings  for  the  employee  457(b)  retirement  plan 
have  been  coded  incorrectly  in  the  city's  master  payroll  file  since  2007, 
causing  withholdings  from  employees'  payroll  checks  to  be  made  prior  to 
the  calculation  of  social  security  and  Medicare  taxes.  While  these  retirement 
withholdings  are  not  subject  to  federal  and  state  income  taxes,  they  are 
subject  to  social  security  and  Medicare  taxes.  As  a  result,  taxes  totaling  over 
$15,000  were  not  withheld  from  employee  payroll  checks  and/or  paid  by  the 


8.  Payroll  and  Related 
Matters 
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Volunteer  firemen 
compensation 


Conclusion 


8.2  Commuting  mileage 


8.3  Contracted  labor 


city,  and  the  wages  totaling  over  $105,000  were  not  reported  on  quarterly 
payroll  tax  returns  or  employee  W-2  forms.  The  city  may  be  subject  to 
interest  and  penalties  for  failing  to  report  and  pay  taxes  on  these  monies. 

The  city  has  historically  paid  volunteer  firemen  compensation  for  each 
incident  response  through  the  city's  regular  accounts  payable  process  rather 
than  paying  them  through  the  city's  payroll  process  and  withholding  and 
paying  payroll  taxes  on  the  compensation.  The  IRS  considers  volunteer 
firemen  as  employees  for  federal  tax  purposes  under  common  law 
employment  rules  because  they  are  subject  to  the  will  and  control  of  the 
city.  As  a  result,  the  IRS  requires  employers  to  withhold  and  pay  federal  and 
state  income  taxes,  social  security,  and  Medicare  taxes  on  the  compensation 
paid  to  fire  department  personnel.  The  city  paid  volunteer  firemen 
approximately  $26,000  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

The  city  has  the  responsibility  of  complying  with  payroll  related  legal 
requirements  and  provisions.  Because  procedures  have  not  been  established 
to  ensure  the  IRS  regulations  are  followed,  the  city  may  be  subject  to 
penalties  and/or  fines  for  failure  to  properly  report  and/or  tax  all 
compensation. 

The  commuting  use  of  city  vehicles  is  not  reported  to  the  IRS.  The  City 
Administrator  and  Police  Chief  drive  city  vehicles  to  commute  to  and  from 
home.  The  City  Administrator's  employment  contract  requires  a  mileage  log 
documenting  the  use  of  the  city's  vehicle;  however,  a  log  is  not  maintained. 
Former  Police  Chief  Hamilton  drove  a  city  vehicle  to  his  home  which  is 
approximately  94  miles  round  trip  from  the  city  limits  of  Bolivar.  Although 
the  Police  Chief  indicated  he  was  on  24-hour  emergency  call,  considering 
the  distance  from  his  home  it  is  questionable  whether  he  could  respond  in  a 
reasonable  amount  of  time  to  an  emergency  from  his  residence.  Further, 
former  Police  Chief  Hamilton  did  not  maintain  a  mileage  log. 

With  certain  exceptions,  IRS  reporting  guidelines  provide  that  personal 
commuting  mileage  is  a  reportable  fringe  benefit.  Furthermore,  IRS 
guidelines  require  the  taxable  fringe  benefit  of  the  provided  vehicle  be 
reported  on  employee  W-2  forms. 

The  city  did  not  document  the  reasons  for  classifying  some  employees  as 
independent  contractors  rather  than  employees.  The  city  did  not  withhold 
payroll  and  income  taxes  from  payments  made  to  these  individuals.  Rather, 
these  payments  were  reported  to  the  IRS  on  1099  forms. 

For  example,  the  city  made  contract  labor  payments  instead  of  wages  to  a 
planning  and  zoning  department  employee  in  May  2012,  shortly  after  the 
city  significantly  reduced  the  size  of  city  staff  through  terminations  and 
resignations.  The  City  Clerk  indicated  the  planning  and  zoning  employee 
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resigned  and  then  contracted  with  the  city;  however,  no  resignation  letter  or 
other  documentation  of  resignation  was  in  her  personnel  file  and  no  written 
contract  was  prepared.  Additionally,  contracted  work  hours  were 
documented  on  an  employee  time  sheet,  job  duties  did  not  change 
significantly  with  the  reclassification  from  employee  to  contractor,  and  she 
was  supervised  by  city  personnel.  As  a  result,  these  payments  totaling 
$5,139  during  2012  should  have  been  considered  wages,  and  payroll  taxes 
should  have  been  withheld  and  paid.  Another  city  employee  was  paid  $506 
in  contract  payments  during  2012. 

Proper  classification  of  employees  is  necessary  to  ensure  compliance  with 
various  state  and  federal  laws  and  regulations.  The  failure  to  withhold  and 
properly  report  payroll  and  income  taxes  for  city  employees  makes  the  city 
potentially  subject  to  additional  tax  liabilities  along  with  penalties  and 
interest.  The  Internal  Revenue  Code  requires  both  W-9  and  1099  forms  be 
filed  for  independent  contractors,  and  IRS  Publication  15  requires  a  W-2 
form  be  filed  for  employees. 

The  city  did  not  submit  the  required  documentation  to  the  DPS  when  Police 
Chief  Hamilton  was  appointed  and  commissioned  in  October  2012,  and  did 
not  ensure  he  properly  reported  training  documentation  to  the  DPS  for  peace 
officer  licensure. 

Section  590.070,  RSMo,  requires  the  chief  executive  officer  of  each  law 
enforcement  agency  to  submit  a  Missouri  Peace/Reserve  Officer 
Commissioning/Employment  Record  for  every  licensed  peace  officer  that  is 
commissioned,  terminated,  or  has  a  change  in  commission  status  to  the 
Peace  Officers  Standards  and  Training  Program  at  the  DPS  within  thirty 
days.  Section  590.195,  RSMo,  indicates  any  person  that  holds,  grants,  or 
continues  a  commission  without  a  valid  peace  officer  license  is  guilty  of  a 
Class  B  misdemeanor.  Any  law  enforcement  agency  that  violates  this 
section  shall  be  ineligible  to  receive  state  or  federal  funds  for  the  purpose  of 
training  and  licensing  peace  officers  or  for  any  other  law  enforcement, 
safety,  or  criminal  justice  purpose.  After  notification  by  the  DPS,  the  city 
submitted  the  required  commissioning/employment  record  on  March  25, 
2013,  but  failed  to  submit  documentation  of  continuing  law  enforcement 
education  training  requirements  for  Police  Chief  Hamilton  as  outlined  in  1 1 
CSR  75-15.010.  Police  Chief  Hamilton  resigned  in  June  2013,  and  as  of 
July  29,  2013,  the  required  training  documentation  had  not  yet  been 
submitted. 

8.5  Automatic  payroll  There  is  no  independent  review  of  the  City  Clerk's  authorization  for 

deDOSitS  automatic  deposits  of  employee  payroll  checks,  tax  withholdings,  and 

"  payments  to  third  party  employee  benefit  providers. 

Payroll  check  transactions  are  recorded  in  the  city's  computerized  payroll 
system  by  an  accounting  clerk  and  are  reviewed  by  the  City  Clerk.  The  City 


8.4  Peace  officer  reporting 
and  licensure 
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Clerk  completes  the  automatic  payroll  deposit  transaction  for  disbursement 
of  all  payroll  amounts,  and  a  review  is  performed  by  the  Utility  Department 
Supervisor  who  works  under  the  direct  supervision  of  the  City  Clerk.  As  a 
result,  there  is  no  independent  review  of  automatic  payroll  disbursements. 
Payroll  records  indicate  the  city  paid  wages  totaling  $2,290,163  with  related 
tax  withholdings  of  $385,963.  Payments  made  to  third  party  employer 
benefit  providers  totaled  $512,680. 

To  ensure  payroll  transactions  are  valid  and  properly  approved,  they  should 
be  reviewed  and  approved  by  someone  independent  of  the  City  Clerk's 
duties. 

8.6  TimesheetS  Supervisors  do  not  always  sign  timesheets  indicating  their  review  and 

approval.  Of  15  timesheets  reviewed,  13  were  not  signed  by  a  supervisor. 
Additionally,  these  13  unapproved  timesheets  included  one  payment  of 
overtime,  one  leave  request  which  was  not  approved  in  accordance  with  city 
policy,  one  instance  where  a  leave  request  form  was  not  completed,  and  one 
calculation  error  in  the  number  of  hours  worked. 

Effective  documented,  supervisory  reviews  are  necessary  to  ensure  accuracy 
of  hours  worked,  time  recorded,  leave  taken,  and  policies  are  being 
followed. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

8.1  Establish  procedures  to  ensure  IRS  regulations  are  followed 
regarding  the  taxing  and  reporting  of  employee  compensation  and 
benefits. 

8.2  Require  usage  logs  be  maintained  to  differentiate  between  personal, 
commuting,  and  business  mileage;  and  ensure  commuting  and 
personal  mileage  are  reported  in  compliance  with  IRS  requirements. 

8.3  Ensure  all  persons  hired  are  properly  classified  as  employees  or 
independent  contractors  in  compliance  with  state  and  federal  laws 
and  regulations,  and  all  compensation  paid  is  subject  to  income  and 
payroll  taxes  and  properly  reported. 

8.4  Ensure  all  future  Missouri  Peace/Reserve  Officer  Commissioning/ 
Employment  Record  forms  are  submitted  within  the  required  thirty 
days,  and  continuing  law  enforcement  education  training 
requirements  for  peace  officer  licensure  are  verified  prior  to 
commissioning  city  law  enforcement  personnel. 
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8.5  Ensure  automatic  payroll  deposits  and  related  transactions  are 
properly  reviewed  and  approved  by  someone  independent  of  the 
City  Clerk's  duties. 


8.6       Ensure  timesheets  are  signed  by  supervisors  to  document  their 
review  and  approval. 


Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


8.1  All  regulations  of  the  IRS  shall  be  followed  in  full,  and  the 
procedures  to  make  certain  of  such  compliance,  in  accordance  with 
advice  from  legal  counsel,  are  currently  being  implemented  through 
human  resources  and  City  Clerk  procedural  changes. 


8.2  Vehicle  logs  will  be  utilized  for  all  city  owned  vehicles,  shall  be 
overseen  by  the  respective  department  heads  responsible  for  their 
maintenance  and  care,  and  shall  be  reported  to  the  Board  monthly. 

8.3  All  such  considerations  as  outlined  in  the  report  shall  be  attended 
and  complied  with  according  to  all  relevant  regulations,  statutes, 
and/or  laws. 


8.4  All  such  regulations  and  state  requirements  shall  be  complied  with 
in  the  City  of  Bolivar.  However,  as  a  point  of  clarification,  the  City 
of  Bolivar,  via  then  Police  Chief  Steve  Hamilton,  did  receive  notice 
that  his  peace  officer  licensure  for  the  State  of  Missouri  through 
DPS  was  valid  through  August  11,  2013.  Given  that  he  left  the 
City's  employment  as  a  peace  officer  prior  to  that  stated  expiration 
of  his  peace  officer  license,  we  do  not  believe  the  City,  the  Mayor, 
the  Board,  the  Staff,  or  Chief  Hamilton  was  in  violation  of  Section 
590.195,  RSMo. 


8.5  As  part  of  the  segregation  of  duties  from  the  City  Clerk,  the 
automatic  payroll  deposits  are  being  approved  by  the  Human 
Resources  Manager.  However,  the  Board  of  Aldermen  has  been 
considering  the  possibility  of  outsourcing  that  particular  task  to  an 
employment/payroll  privatized  service,  both  to  control  costs  and  to 
assure  independently  verifiable  data  on  such  deposits. 

Auditor's  Comment  8.4      It  should  be  of  concern  to  the  Board  of  Aldermen  that  proper 

training  documentation  was  not  submitted  to  the  DPS  by  Police 
Chief  Hamilton.  Continued  noncompliance  with  law  enforcement 
training  and/or  reporting  requirements  had  Police  Chief  Hamilton 
remained  employed  by  the  city  may  have  had  negative  financial  or 
legal  consequences. 
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9.  City  Procedures 
and  Written 
Agreements 


City  procedures  for  business  licenses  and  permits  need  improvement,  and 
contractual  agreements  are  not  always  followed  or  in  writing. 


9.1  Building  licenses  and         The  city  does  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to  follow  up  on  unpaid 
permits  business  licenses.  The  City  Administrator  waived  building  permit  fees  of 

$7,422  without  approval  by  the  Board. 

Our  review  of  the  2012  business  license  fees  due  July  1,  2012,  identified 
120  of  approximately  500  business  licenses  remained  unpaid  as  of  February 
14,  2013.  City  personnel  indicated  staff  was  not  available  after  the  city's 
workforce  reduction  in  April  2012  to  ensure  all  licenses  were  properly  paid. 
In  addition,  business  licenses  are  not  prenumbered  and  procedures  are  not  in 
place  to  compare  business  licenses  issued  to  the  amount  of  fees  deposited. 
Business  license  revenue  decreased  from  $24,738  to  $20,400  from  2011  to 
2012. 


Additionally,  building  permit  inspection  fees  totaling  $7,422  for  the 
construction  of  a  commercial  building  were  waived  without  approval  by  the 
Board.  A  notation  on  the  permit  documentation  indicated  that  the  fees  were 
waived  by  the  City  Administrator  to  partially  offset  the  cost  of  a  sprinkler 
system  for  the  building;  however,  board  meeting  minutes  indicate  that 
similar  requests  to  reduce  fees  for  other  entities  were  not  approved.  For 
example,  in  March  2012  the  Board  voted  to  table  a  similar  request  from  a 
nonprofit  organization,  and  referred  the  issue  to  the  City  Attorney.  There  is 
no  documentation  in  the  board  meeting  minutes  to  indicate  that  the  Board 
was  aware  of  or  approved  the  $7,422  reduction  in  fees.  Building  inspection 
fees  decreased  from  $36,106  to  $20,626  from  201 1  to  2012. 


To  ensure  business  license  and  building  permit  inspection  fees  are  issued  in 
a  timely  manner  and  properly  assessed  and  collected,  licenses  should  be 
prenumbered  and  reconciled  to  fees  received,  collection  procedures 
developed  for  unpaid  business  licenses,  and  any  fees  waived  should  be 
approved  by  the  Board  of  Aldermen. 

9.2  Written  agreements  The  city  does  not  have  a  written  agreement  to  support  economic 

development  contributions  of  $20,000  or  with  the  Bolivar  Special  Road 
District  for  administrative  services.  In  addition,  the  city  paid  the  airport 
contractor  $20,148  more  than  provided  in  the  written  agreement. 

Contributions  Despite  the  city's  poor  financial  condition,  the  city  leases  real  estate  to  a  not- 

for-profit  (NFP)  organization  for  $1  per  year  while  incurring  an  annual  debt 
service  payment  on  the  property  of  $55,979.  The  written  agreement  between 
the  city  and  the  NFP  does  not  document  any  governmental  purpose  or 
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benefit  to  the  city.  In  2007  the  city  received  a  written  legal  opinion  from  its 
attorney  indicating  the  only  lawful  use  of  this  property  was  for  the  airport 
because  of  its  location  outside  city  limits.  The  city  paid  $450,000  for  this 
property  in  2007  (see  MAR  finding  number  3.1). 

Additionally,  the  city  contributed  a  total  of  $10,000  to  the  Bolivar  Chamber 
of  Commerce  and  $10,000  to  the  Springfield  Business  Development 
Corporation  (SBDC)  during  2012  and  2013  without  entering  into  written 
agreements  or  requesting  documentation  to  show  how  the  funds  were  spent. 
Documentation  from  the  SBDC  indicated  the  amount  was  a  cash 
contribution  with  no  benefits  provided  to  the  donor  in  consideration  of  the 
gift.  The  city  classified  these  payments  as  economic  development. 

The  Missouri  Constitution  prohibits  the  use  of  public  money  or  property  to 
benefit  any  private  individual,  associations,  or  corporations  except  as 
provided  in  the  constitution.  Without  a  written  agreement  that  clearly 
indicates  the  governmental  purpose  provided  by  these  entities,  these  uses 
could  be  considered  in  violation  of  the  constitution. 

Road  district  The  city  receives  and  disburses  funds  belonging  to  the  Bolivar  Special  Road 

District  (BSRD)  without  maintaining  a  written  agreement.  Road  tax  monies 
for  the  BSRD  are  deposited  into  the  city's  pooled  cash  bank  account,  tracked 
through  a  separate  city  fund,  and  disbursed  monthly  for  road  district 
expenses  related  to  street  lighting  and  road  maintenance.  The  city  received 
approximately  $177,250  in  BSRD  tax  money  during  2012. 

Airport  The  city  maintains  a  written  lease  agreement  with  a  private  contractor  to 

operate  the  city's  airport  for  $1  per  month  payable  to  the  city,  which 
includes  providing  aircraft  for  charter  or  hire;  flight  instruction;  the  sale, 
lease,  and  repair  of  aircrafts;  and  operating  a  restaurant.  During  2012  the 
city  paid  $20,148  to  the  contractor  in  commissions  on  fuel  sold  at  the 
airport;  however,  the  contract  indicates  the  city  retains  control  over  fuel 
sales  and  does  not  provide  for  the  payment  of  fuel  commissions.  Board 
meeting  minutes  for  January  26,  2012,  indicate  the  Board  discussed 
relinquishing  the  airport  fuel  service  operations;  however,  no  vote  by  Board 
members  was  recorded  in  the  minutes. 

Conclusion  Written  agreements  are  necessary  to  specify  the  services  to  be  performed 

and  the  compensation  to  be  paid  for  the  services,  provide  a  means  for  the 
city  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  contract  terms,  and  protect  the  city  in 
the  event  of  a  dispute  over  the  terms  of  the  agreement.  Also,  Section 
432.070,  RSMo,  requires  government  contracts  to  be  in  writing. 
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R     nm  m     H  a  ti  on  <\ 

The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

9.1 

Ensure  business  licenses  are  prenumbered  and  reconciled  to  fees 
received.  Collection  procedures  should  be  developed  for  unpaid 
business  licenses,  and  any  fees  waived  should  be  approved  by  the 
Board. 

9.2 

Ensure  all  agreements  are  in  writing  and  monitor  for  compliance 
with  contract  terms. 

Auditee's  Response 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

9.1 

In  order  to  ensure  accountability,  building  licenses  shall  be  pre- 
numbered prior  to  issuance,  and  all  such  permits  and  licenses  shall 
have  been  in  place  prior  to  construction  beginning  within  city 
limits,  as  issued  by  the  Building  Inspector.  The  reconciliation  of  the 
licenses  and  the  requisite  fees  associated  to  them  shall  be 
reconciled  by  an  independent  source  to  ensure  accuracy  of 
collection  of  said  fees. 

9.2 

All  written  agreements  described  in  this  report  will  be  in  place  and 
maintained  with  documented  Board  approval,  and  all  future 
agreements  shall  be  documented  throughout  their  history  so  as  to 
provide  an  open  and  transparent  view  into  the  thought  process  and 
actions  that  brought  the  agreements  into  existence,  and  the  city  will 
comply  with  those  approved  contracted  terms. 

10.  Budgets  and 
Financial 
Reporting 

The  city  did  not  properly  prepare  or  monitor  budgets  and  has  not  complied 
with  state  law  by  publishing  and  reporting  financial  information. 

10.1  Budgets 

The  city  has  not  established  adequate  procedures  to  monitor  or  amend 
budgets,  and  city  budgets  do  not  contain  all  elements  required  by  state  law. 

Budget  monitoring 

The  Board  does  not  adequately  monitor  budget-to-actual  receipts  and 

disbursements.  As  a  result,  budget  amendments  for  some  city  funds  were 
approved  after  year  end,  and  the  city  exceeded  budgeted  appropriations  for 
some  city  funds. 


The  Board  is  provided  budget-to-actual  financial  information  at  its 
meetings,  but  the  Board  is  not  adequately  reviewing  the  information  to 
ensure  disbursements  remain  within  budgeted  appropriations.  On 
December  11,  2012,  the  Board  approved  an  ordinance  amending  the  2012 
budgeted  appropriations.  According  to  the  ordinance,  the  specific  city  funds 
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with  budget  amendments  were  listed  on  "Exhibit  A"  attached  to  the 
ordinance;  however,  we  were  provided  two  different  copies  of  "Exhibit  A." 
One  copy  increased  appropriations  for  the  Airport  and  General  Funds  and 
another  copy  only  increased  appropriations  for  the  Airport  Fund.  As  a  result, 
it  is  not  clear  whether  appropriations  were  increased  for  the  General  Fund. 
In  addition,  the  Airport  Fund  had  already  exceeded  appropriations  in 
November  2012  by  $89,341,  prior  to  the  Board  addressing  any  amendments 
to  the  budget.  Further,  in  February  and  May  2012,  the  Board  approved 
ordinances  to  amend  the  city's  budget  for  the  previous  year  ended 
December  31,  2011. 

Section  67.040,  RSMo,  requires  political  subdivisions  to  keep 
disbursements  within  amounts  budgeted  but  allows  for  budget  increases  if 
the  governing  body  officially  adopts  a  resolution  setting  forth  the  facts  and 
reasons.  In  addition,  Section  67.080,  RSMo,  provides  that  no  disbursement 
of  public  monies  should  be  made  unless  it  is  authorized  in  the  budget. 
Proper  monitoring  and  amending  prior  to  disbursing  funds  is  necessary  for 
the  budget  to  be  an  effective  management  tool  and  comply  with  state  law. 

Budget  preparation  Budget  documents  for  2012  and  2013  do  not  include  the  actual  beginning 

and  estimated  ending  available  resources  for  city  funds.  As  a  result,  the 
Board  is  not  using  all  available  information  to  assist  in  effectively  managing 
the  city,  and  the  public  is  not  provided  a  complete  overview  of  city  finances. 
In  addition,  the  2013  budget  document  does  not  include  receipts  and 
disbursements  related  to  the  city's  trash  service.  In  2012  the  city's  trash 
collections  and  disbursements  totaled  approximately  $417,000  and 
$367,000,  respectively.  No  explanation  was  provided  regarding  this 
omission. 

Conclusion  Section  67.010,  RSMo,  requires  the  budget  present  a  complete  financial 

plan  for  the  ensuing  budget  year  and  also  sets  specific  guidelines  for  the 
format.  A  complete  budget  should  include  the  beginning  available  resources 
and  a  reasonable  estimate  of  the  ending  available  resources.  A  complete  and 
well  planned  budget,  in  addition  to  meeting  statutory  requirements,  can 
serve  as  a  useful  management  tool  by  establishing  specific  financial 
expectations  for  each  area  of  city  operations.  It  also  assists  in  setting  tax 
levies  and  utility  rates  and  informing  the  public  about  city  operations  and 
current  finances. 

10.2    Financial  reporting         The  city  does  not  publish  financial  statements  or  submit  annual  financial 

reports  to  the  State  Auditor's  office  as  required  by  law. 

The  city  last  published  a  financial  statement  in  June  2010  for  the  year 
ending  December  31,  2009.  The  city  did  not  file  the  2011  and  2010  reports 
with  the  State  Auditor's  office  until  we  brought  it  to  their  attention  in 
January  2013. 
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Section  79.160,  RSMo,  requires  the  Board  to  prepare  and  publish  financial 
statements  of  each  six  month  period  which  include  a  full  and  detailed 
account  of  the  receipts,  expenditures,  and  indebtedness  of  the  city.  In 
addition,  Section  79.165,  RSMo,  states  the  city  cannot  legally  disburse 
funds  until  the  financial  statements  are  published.  Section  105.145,  RSMo, 
requires  each  political  subdivision  to  file  annual  reports  of  its  financial 
transactions  with  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

10.1  Properly  monitor  actual  disbursements  compared  to  budgeted 
amounts,  ensure  disbursements  do  not  exceed  budgeted 
appropriations,  and  prepare  annual  budgets  that  contain  all 
information  as  required  by  state  law. 

10.2  Publish  semiannual  financial  statements  and  submit  annual  financial 
reports  to  the  State  Auditor's  office  as  required  by  state  law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

10.1  The  historical  city  budgeting  practices  of  previous  administrations 
did  not  reflect  the  methodology  preferred  by  the  current 
administration,  which  includes  having  a  recording  of  the  vote  of 
Aldermen,  the  appropriate  ordinance  pertaining  to  that  vote,  and  a 
budget  amendment  commensurate  to  the  expenditure  where 
necessary.  In  this  manner,  the  budget  will  be  continually  maintained 
throughout  the  year,  rather  than  waiting  to  the  end  of  the  year  to 
assign  budget  amendments,  as  was  the  previous  practice.  All 
budgetary  requirements  set  forth  by  law  and  appropriate  regulation 
will  be  strictly  followed  by  the  city. 

10.2  The  semi-annual  financial  statements  shall  be  published  and  the 
annual  financial  reports  shall  be  submitted  to  the  State  Auditor's 
office,  as  required  by  State  law. 


Sewer  rates  were  increased  without  preparing  a  statement  of  costs  as 
required  by  law,  controls  over  utility  adjustments  and  deposits  need 
improvement,  and  a  reconciliation  of  customer  utility  deposits  to  accounting 
records  is  not  performed. 

11.1    Water  and  Sewer  rates    The  city  increased  sewer  rates  in  December  2012  without  preparing  a 

statement  of  costs  or  maintaining  documentation  of  how  the  rate  increase 
was  calculated.  The  city  contracted  with  and  paid  an  individual  $2,000  to 
compare  the  city's  water  and  sewer  rates  to  rates  of  other  similar 
municipalities.  The  city  used  this  comparison  when  increasing  the  sewer 
rates  rather  than  performing  a  review  of  the  actual  costs  to  provide  the 


11.   Utility  System 
Controls 
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services.  Additionally,  water  rates  have  not  been  reviewed  or  changed  since 
2006.  Without  a  current  cost  study  to  support  the  rates  charged  for  water 
and  sewer  services,  it  is  unclear  whether  the  rates  assessed  for  these  services 
are  set  at  an  appropriate  level. 

Section  67.042,  RSMo,  provides  that  fees  may  be  increased  if  supported  by 
a  statement  of  costs,  which  shows  the  increase  is  necessary  to  cover  costs  of 
providing  the  service.  To  ensure  utility  rates  are  set  to  cover  the  cost  of 
providing  the  related  services,  the  city  should  perform  and  document  a 
detailed  cost  study  of  its  water  and  sewer  costs,  including  depreciation,  and 
establish  rates  to  cover  the  total  cost  of  operations  without  generating 
excessive  profits. 

11.2  Utility  adjustments         Controls  over  adjustments  posted  to  customer  utility  accounts  need 

improvement.  Adjustments  are  sometimes  needed  to  change  a  customer 
account  balance,  including  writing  off  a  balance,  waiving  late  charges,  or 
reducing  a  balance  due  to  water  leaks.  The  city  uses  a  manual  form  to 
document  the  approval  of  adjustments,  but  has  no  procedures  in  place  to 
compare  adjustments  posted  to  the  computer  to  the  manual  approval  forms 
to  ensure  all  adjustments  are  properly  approved  and  only  approved 
adjustments  are  made  to  customer  accounts.  While  the  computerized  utility 
system  assigns  transaction  numbers  to  utility  adjustment  transactions,  these 
numbers  are  not  used  to  match  computerized  adjustments  to  manual 
approval  forms.  Additionally,  reports  of  adjustments  are  not  generated  and 
reviewed  and  approved.  Further,  the  city's  utility  system  is  capable  of 
documenting  supervisory  approval  for  all  created,  edited,  and  adjusted 
utility  account  files  electronically;  however,  this  feature  is  not  utilized. 

To  ensure  adjustments  to  utility  accounts  are  valid  and  approved,  adjustment 
transactions  should  be  compared  to  manual  approval  forms,  adjustment 
reports  should  be  generated  and  approved,  or  the  city  should  begin  using  the 
electronic  approval  feature  in  their  utility  computer  system. 

11.3  Utility  deposits  The  total  of  customer  utility  deposits  is  not  reconciled  to  the  amount 

reported  in  the  city's  accounting  records.  As  of  December  31,  2012,  utility 
system  records  indicate  deposits  totaling  $114,085  were  being  held; 
however,  the  city's  accounting  records  indicated  $116,281  was  being  held  in 
the  city's  pooled  cash  account  for  utility  deposits. 

Periodic  reconciliation  of  the  customer  utility  deposit  listing  to  the 
accounting  records  is  necessary  to  ensure  sufficient  funds  are  reserved  to 
cover  potential  utility  deposit  liabilities  and  allow  for  the  prompt  detection 
of  discrepancies. 


43 


City  of  Bolivar 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Recommendations 


The  Board  of  Aldermen: 


11.1 


11.2 
11.3 


Auditee's  Response  n.i 


11.2 


11.3 


Ensure  a  statement  of  costs  is  prepared  to  support  utility  rate 
increases,  and  document  formal  reviews  of  water  and  sewer  rates 
periodically  to  ensure  revenues  are  sufficient  to  cover  all  costs  of 
providing  these  services. 

Ensure  all  adjustments  are  properly  approved. 

Ensure  customer  deposits  are  reconciled  to  the  cash  balance  and 
differences  are  investigated. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  initiated  Part  I  of  the  rate  study,  using  an 
outside  source  to  examine  the  comparative  affordability  of  city 
water  and  sewer  rates  in  relation  to  similar  cities,  regarding  size 
and  other  identifiable  variables.  Part  11  of  the  rate  study  shall  be 
undertaken  in  the  very  near  future,  and  will  include  the  statement  of 
costs  required  for  the  final  rate  establishment. 

All  adjustments  of  the  of  utility  bills  shall  be  approved  by  the 
Utilities  Clerk  and  the  City  Administrator,  before  they  are  applied 
to  the  accounts  in  question. 

All  customer  deposits  per  the  utility  system  will  be  reconciled  to 
amount  of  deposits  reflected  in  the  accounting  records  on  a  timely 
basis. 


12.  Property 

Controls  and 
Records 


City  property  records  are  not  complete,  and  fuel  and  vehicle  usage  is  not 
properly  monitored.  In  addition,  the  police  department  needs  to  improve 
seized  property  records  and  procedures. 


12.1    Asset  records  and  Property  records  do  not  include  all  necessary  information,  physical 

inventories  inventories  are  not  routinely  performed,  and  some  city  property  is  not 

tagged  or  properly  identified  as  belonging  to  the  city. 

For  example,  asset  records  provided  to  us  included  lists  of  vehicles  and 
equipment,  most  with  no  information,  such  as  purchase  date,  asset  cost,  or 
identifying  numbers.  Additionally,  city  personnel  indicated  that  an  annual 
physical  inventory  of  city  property  has  not  been  performed  in  several  years. 

Adequate  city  property  records  and  performance  of  annual  physical 
inventories  are  necessary  to  secure  better  internal  control  over  city  property 
and  provide  a  basis  for  determining  proper  insurance  coverage.  Property 
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control  tags  help  improve  accountability  and  ensure  assets  are  properly 
identified  as  belonging  to  the  city. 

The  city  has  not  established  effective  monitoring  procedures  regarding  fuel 
and  vehicle  use.  Without  effective  procedures,  fuel  could  be  purchased  by 
employees  for  non-city  use  and  the  city's  vehicle  fleet  may  not  be  used  in  an 
efficient  and  appropriate  manner. 

According  to  the  city's  vehicle  listing,  at  January  2013  the  city  maintained 
53  vehicles  for  various  city  services  including  police,  fire,  parks,  airport  and 
public  works.  During  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  the  city  incurred 
fuel  costs  of  approximately  $136,000. 

The  city  maintains  bulk  fuel  tanks  and  uses  fuel  cards  at  local  gas  stations  to 
fuel  vehicles.  Fuel  logs  do  not  include  all  fuel  pumped  from  city  bulk  fuel 
tanks  and  these  fuel  logs  are  not  reviewed  or  used  to  reconcile  fuel  used  to 
fuel  purchased.  Also,  employees  are  not  required  to  submit  fuel  tickets 
associated  with  fuel  pumped  at  local  gas  stations,  and  while  odometer 
readings  are  required  to  be  input  when  fueling,  these  reports  are  not 
reviewed  by  department  directors  for  reasonableness.  Further,  fuel  bills  are 
not  always  reviewed  and  approved  by  department  supervisors  before 
payment  is  made. 

Additionally,  usage  logs  are  not  maintained  for  city  vehicles  to  ensure 
vehicles  are  properly  utilized  and  to  ensure  the  vehicle  is  a  necessary  and 
justified  expense.  According  to  the  city's  vehicle  listing  at  January  2013, 
several  vehicles  were  not  assigned  to  a  specific  city  department,  and  we 
noted  several  vehicles  were  not  being  utilized.  An  evaluation  of  usage  to 
determine  if  the  number  of  vehicles  is  necessary  and  justified  has  not  been 
performed. 

Maintaining  and  reviewing  vehicle  mileage  logs  and  fuel  usage  logs  and 
comparing  these  logs  to  fuel  purchases  is  necessary  to  ensure  vehicles  are 
properly  utilized,  prevent  paying  vendors  for  improper  billing  amounts,  and 
decrease  the  risk  of  theft  or  misuse  of  fuel  occurring  without  detection.  Logs 
should  provide  sufficient  details  to  allow  the  city  to  effectively  monitor 
vehicle  use  and  fuel  costs.  In  addition,  receipts  for  fuel  purchases  made  on 
the  city's  fuel  cards  should  be  submitted  to  the  finance  department  to  allow 
more  effective  reviews  of  fuel  billings. 

The  police  department  does  not  maintain  a  complete  control  log  of  evidence 
and  seized  property.  As  a  result,  there  is  no  assurance  all  property  was 
properly  handled,  controlled,  and  safeguarded.  Additionally,  many  items 
have  been  held  by  the  police  department  for  many  years  without  proper 
disposition. 


12.2  City  fuel  and  vehicle 
usage 


12.3   Police  department 
seized  property 
controls 
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The  police  department  maintains  seized  property  records  on  three  different 
computerized  systems,  with  each  system  tracking  property  for  a  separate 
date  range  depending  on  when  the  property  was  received.  When  a  new 
computerized  property  system  was  put  in  place,  inventory  from  the  prior 
system(s)  was  not  merged  into  the  newer  system.  As  a  result,  one  complete 
control  log  of  property  is  not  maintained,  making  records  cumbersome  and 
difficult  to  follow.  There  is  also  no  documentation  to  indicate  that  a  physical 
inventory  of  seized  property  has  been  performed  and  compared  to  the 
computerized  inventory  records.  As  a  result,  there  is  no  assurance  all  seized 
property  is  accounted  for  properly. 

Additionally,  the  police  department  is  holding  numerous  property  items  that 
should  be  disposed.  Our  review  of  property  recorded  on  the  three 
computerized  systems  determined  that  the  police  department  was  holding  at 
least  $27,000  in  cash  in  the  property  room.  We  selected  one  cash  seizure 
totaling  $3,914  and  determined  that  the  related  theft  case  was  finalized  in 
2010  and  the  cash  should  be  returned  to  the  victim.  Further,  numerous  other 
property  items,  such  as  guns,  have  also  been  held  for  many  years  without 
action  by  the  police  department  to  properly  dispose  of  the  property. 

Several  concerns  regarding  the  improper  use  or  disposition  of  seized 
property  inventory  were  brought  to  our  attention  and  were  referred  to  the 
proper  law  enforcement  agency  for  further  investigation. 

To  ensure  evidence  and  seized  property  are  adequately  controlled  and 
safeguarded,  complete  inventory  records  should  be  maintained  and  a 
physical  inventory  should  be  performed  periodically  with  the  results 
compared  to  inventory  records.  In  addition,  the  proper  disposal  of  old 
evidence  and  seized  property  would  reduce  the  risks  of  unauthorized  access, 
use,  or  theft,  and  the  related  potential  liability  of  the  city  for  such  possible 
improper  use  or  access. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

12.1  Ensure  property  records  are  adequately  maintained  and  include  all 
pertinent  information  for  each  asset,  such  as  cost,  acquisition  date, 
and  identifying  number;  annual  physical  inventories  are  conducted; 
and  city  assets  are  tagged  to  display  ownership. 

12.2  Establish  adequate  records  and  procedures  to  effectively  monitor 
vehicle  and  fuel  use.  Bulk  fuel  inventory  records  should  be 
maintained,  invoices  should  be  reviewed  and  approved,  and  fuel  use 
should  be  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases.  Any  discrepancies  should  be 
investigated.  The  Board  should  also  ensure  receipts  for  fuel 
purchases  are  submitted  to  the  finance  department  and  reconciled 
with  fuel  invoices.  In  addition,  the  Board  should  evaluate  vehicle 
usage  to  determine  if  all  vehicles  are  needed. 
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Auditee's  Response 


12.3  Ensure  the  police  department  maintains  a  single  complete  inventory 
record  of  all  evidence  and  seized  property,  performs  a  physical 
inventory  of  all  items  and  compares  it  to  the  inventory  records,  and 
properly  disposes  of  older  seized  items  as  applicable. 

The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

12. 1  Property  records  for  the  city  are  in  the  process  of  being  updated  in 
full,  including  a  photographic  record  of  all  properties,  to  be 
maintained  within  the  city  vault  for  the  purposes  of  insurance  and 
property  maintenance  accountability  issues. 

12.2  The  Board  of  Aldermen  will  begin  seeking  outside  advice  as  to  how 
to  best  implement  fuel  management  procedures,  and  examine 
whether  fuel  dispensing  equipment  may  be  needed  in  the  future,  as 
well  as  to  assess  vehicle  needs  for  the  city. 


13.   Ordinances  and 
Sunshine  Law 
Issues 


12.3  The  Police  Department,  under  the  guidance  of  Chief  Mark  Webb, 
has  hired  two  professionals  with  years  of  experience  in  police 
property  management  and  management  of  property  and  evidence 
rooms,  and  they  are  undertaking  a  complete  audit  of  the  city's 
property  and  evidence  room.  Policies  and  procedures  are  being 
implemented  and  requisite  training  is  being  employed  to  ensure  that 
professionalism  and  accountability  in  all  areas  are  maintained. 

Some  problems  were  noted  with  city  ordinances  and  some  topics  discussed 
in  closed  meetings  do  not  comply  with  state  law. 


13.1   City  ordinances 


Some  city  ordinances  are  not  followed  and  some  fees  are  not  consistent  with 
or  authorized  by  city  ordinance.  For  example,  city  code  provides  for  the 
election  of  a  city  collector  every  two  years  and  assigns  duties  to  the 
position;  however,  city  officials  indicate  the  City  Collector  performs  no  city 
functions.  Also,  some  license  and  utility  fees  are  not  set  by  ordinance  or 
charged  in  accordance  with  city  ordinance. 


13.2  Record  requests 


Since  the  ordinances  represent  legislation  passed  by  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
to  govern  the  city  and  its  residents,  it  is  important  the  ordinances  are 
followed  and  up-to-date. 

The  city  does  not  estimate  fees  for  record  requests  consistently  and  the 
hourly  rates  charged  for  research  are  significantly  more  than  the  hourly 
research  rate  stated  on  the  city's  request  form. 
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For  example,  a  June  6,  2012,  Sunshine  Law  request  for  employee  salaries  on 
June  1,  2012,  and  December  31,  2012,  resulted  in  5  copies  provided  to  a 
citizen  at  a  charge  of  fifty  cents,  while  a  Sunshine  Law  request  on  the  same 
date  for  very  similar  information  (employee  wages  by  department  on  June  1, 
2012,  and  December  31,  2012)  resulted  in  an  estimated  cost  totaling  $140  (5 
hours  labor  at  $28.12  per  hour)  for  a  different  requestor.  Because  of  the 
cost,  the  second  requestor  did  not  obtain  the  information.  The  City  Clerk 
indicated  she  believed  the  two  requests  were  different  because  the  second 
requestor  wanted  the  information  by  city  department;  however,  we 
requested  the  same  information  from  a  city  employee  and  within 
approximately  15  minutes  we  received  a  computer  printout  with  the 
requested  information. 

Additionally,  the  city's  request  for  records  form  indicates  a  rate  of  $10  per 
hour  will  be  charged  for  in-depth  research,  not  $28.12.  The  City  Clerk 
indicated  the  actual  hourly  rate  of  the  employee  who  would  be  conducting 
the  research  was  used  to  estimate  the  cost  rather  than  the  rate  on  the  city's 
request  form. 

Section  610.026,  RSMo,  allows  a  maximum  of  10  cents  per  page  plus  an 
hourly  fee  for  copying  public  records,  not  to  exceed  the  average  hourly  rate 
of  pay  of  clerical  staff,  plus  the  actual  costs  incurred  for  any  research  time 
for  processing  the  request.  To  ensure  fair  and  equitable  treatment  of  citizens, 
the  city  should  ensure  its  charges  for  record  requests  are  in  compliance  with 
state  law,  are  properly  reflected  on  the  record  request  form,  and  are 
consistently  applied  to  all  requestors. 

13.3    Closed  meeting  Some  topics  discussed  and  voted  on  in  closed  board  meetings  were  not 

discussions  allowable  under  the  Sunshine  Law.  For  example,  on  March  15,  2012,  the 

Board  set  the  salary,  benefits,  and  residential  requirement  for  the  vacant  city 
administrator  position;  on  May  10,  2012,  and  November  13,  2012,  the 
Board  discussed  and  approved  changes  to  employee  health  insurance 
benefits;  and,  on  December  11,  2012,  the  Board  discussed  recognizing  the 
city  attorney's  service  to  the  city. 

The  Sunshine  Law,  Chapter  610,  RSMo,  limits  discussions  in  closed 
meetings  to  only  those  items  specifically  allowed  by  law. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Aldermen: 

13.1  Ensure  city  ordinances  are  followed  and  maintained  in  an  up-to-date 
manner  and  reflect  current  city  operations. 

13.2  Ensure  charges  for  record  requests  are  in  compliance  with  the 
Sunshine  Law,  properly  reflected  on  the  record  request  form,  and 
consistently  applied  to  all  requestors. 
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13.3     Ensure  only  topics  allowed  by  state  law  are  discussed  in  closed 
board  meetings. 


13.1  The  city  ordinances  shall  be  maintained  and  followed  by  the  Board 
of  Aldermen  and  all  staff.  In  addition,  the  city  shall  begin  the 
process  of  actively  updating  the  city  ordinances  to  remove 
antiquated,  or  otherwise  unnecessary  ordinances,  and  to  make 
certain  that  ordinances  kept  by  the  city  are  worded  to  correctly 
reflect  the  intentions  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen. 

13.2  Records  requests  will  only  be  charged  according  to  what  the 
ordinances  in  place  permit  the  requesting  citizen  to  be  charged. 
However,  the  regulating  ordinance  in  question  is  another  of  those 
that  must  be  updated  in  order  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  costs  to 
the  city  today  for  the  research  that  is  sometimes  required  to  fulfill 
the  request. 

13.3  No  topics  shall  be  discussed  by  the  Board  of  Aldermen  in  executive 
session,  which  are  not  permitted  by  the  specifics  of  the  Missouri 
State  Sunshine  Law.  The  Board  shall  be  scheduling  a  session  with 
the  Attorney  General's  office  to  receive  training  on  all  matters 
relating  to  the  Sunshine  Law  and  its  requirements,  and  the  City 
Attorney  will  diligently  work  to  keep  the  Board  on  acceptable  topic 
discussions  during  executive  sessions. 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Board  of  Aldermen  provided  the  following  written  responses: 
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The  City  of  Bolivar  is  located  in  Polk  County.  The  city  was  incorporated  in 
1835  and  is  currently  a  fourth-class  city.  The  city  employed  63  full-time 
employees  and  4  part-time  employees  on  December  31,  2012. 

City  operations  include  fire  services,  law  enforcement  services,  utilities 
(water/sewer),  airport  services,  and  recreational  facilities  (aquatics  center, 
golf  course,  and  parks). 

The  city  government  consists  of  a  mayor  and  eight-member  board  of 
aldermen.  The  members  are  elected  for  2-year  terms.  The  mayor  is  elected 
for  a  2-year  term,  presides  over  the  board  of  aldermen,  and  votes  only  in  the 
case  of  a  tie.  The  Mayor  and  Board  of  Aldermen  at  December  31,  2012,  are 
identified  below.  The  Mayor  is  paid  $500  per  month  and  members  of  the 
Board  of  Aldermen  are  paid  $291.67  per  month.  The  compensation  of  these 
officials  is  established  by  ordinance. 

John  Best,  Mayor 
Julie  Bond,  Alderman 
Terry  Cornell,  Alderman 
John  Credille,  Alderman 
Darren  Cowder,  Alderman 
Arleen  Ferguson,  Alderwoman 
Vicki  Routh,  Alderwoman 
Steve  Skopec,  Alderman 
Christopher  Warwick,  Alderman 


Mayor  and  Board  of 
Aldermen 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Public  Water  Supply  District  #1  of  Carroll  County 

Accounting  Controls,  Policies,  The  district  does  not  adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  or  provide  a 
and  Procedures  documented  independent  review,  and  the  General  Manager/Clerk  does  not 

have  sufficient  receipting  and  recording  procedures.  The  district  does  not 
maintain  a  consistent  amount  in  the  petty  cash  fund  and  does  not  maintain  a 
petty  cash  ledger  or  adequate  supporting  documentation  for  receipts  and 
disbursements.  Our  count  of  the  petty  cash  fund  found  a  shortage  of  $56, 
and  the  General  Manager/Clerk  later  found  $45  at  her  home.  The  district 
maintains  three  inactive  bank  accounts,  which  could  be  closed,  and  it  lacks 
adequate  supporting  documentation  for  some  expenditures.  The  district  does 
not  maintain  adequate  bond  coverage  for  the  General  Manager/Clerk,  given 
the  significant  weaknesses  in  controls  over  receipts  and  expenditures.  Most 
backup  data  is  not  stored  at  an  off-site  location,  and  the  backup  data  is  not 
periodically  tested  or  stored  on  a  reliable  media. 


Water  System  The  district  prepared  an  inadequate  cost  analysis  to  support  the  August  201 1 

water  rate  increase,  and  the  district  has  not  developed  a  formal  capital 
improvement  plan  for  the  water  plant  and  distribution  system.  In  November 
2012,  an  engineering  study  proposed  immediate  and  long-term 
improvements  needed  for  the  water  plant  and  distribution  system,  but  the 
district  has  not  adjusted  water  rates  for  needed  immediate  improvements. 


Budgets 

The  district's  annual  budgets  do  not  contain  all  elements  required  by  state 

law,  and  the  Board  does  not  monitor  the  budget  to  actual  revenues  and 

expenditures.  For  fiscal  year  2013,  the  Board  approved  expenditures  that 

exceeded  budgeted  expenditures  by  $36,191. 

Public  Records 

The  district  has  not  adopted  a  formal  policy  regarding  public  access  to 

district  records. 

Personnel  Records,  Policies,  The  General  Manager/Clerk  does  not  complete  a  timesheet,  employees  do 
and  Procedures  not  a^ways  accurately  complete  and  sign  their  timesheets,  and  supervisors 

do  not  adequately  review  and  approve  timesheets.  The  district  does  not 
always  follow  its  policy  when  calculating  leave  balances;  one  employee  was 
underpaid  upon  termination,  and  other  employees  were  paid  for  vacation 
leave  they  were  not  entitled  to  receive.  The  district  does  not  prepare 
performance  appraisals  as  required  by  district  policy,  and  does  not  maintain 
documentation  of  approved  salaries  and  any  adjustments  in  the  individual 
personnel  files.  Individual  personnel  files  also  do  not  contain  the  employee's 
job  application,  job  description,  resume,  or  training  records,  as  required  by 
the  Employee  Policy  Manual.  The  district  needs  to  maintain  more  complete 
and  detailed  documentation  to  support  employee  health  insurance 
reimbursement  payments  and  needs  to  report  as  compensation  the  value  of 
personal  use  of  a  district  vehicle. 


Purchasing  Policy  The  district  does  not  always  follow  its  purchasing  policy.  The  district  did 

not  request  a  quote  and/or  document  the  reason(s)  for  a  sole  source  or 
emergency  purchase  for  more  than  $23,000  in  purchases  and  does  not  solicit 
proposals  for  its  attorney  and  auditor. 

District  procedures  provide  that  usage/mileage  logs  be  maintained  for 
district  vehicles,  but  these  logs  do  not  contain  adequate  information,  and  the 
district  does  not  maintain  a  log  for  one  of  the  vehicles.  District  employees 
are  not  required  to  submit  fuel  tickets  for  fuel  credit  card  purchases,  so  the 
General  Manager/Clerk  does  not  reconcile  fuel  tickets  to  credit  card 
statements. 

The  Board  does  not  ensure  Board  members  receive  the  training  required  by 
state  law  prior  to  receiving  mileage  reimbursements. 


Vehicle  Usage  Logs  and  Fuel 
Purchases 


Board  Training 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 


Public  Water  Supply  District  #1  of  Carroll  County 
Table  of  Contents 


State  Auditor's  Report  2 


Management  Advisory 

Report  -  State  Auditor's  L  Accounting  Controls>  Policies>  and  Procedures  4 

_  2.  Water  System  8 

Findings  3.  Budgets  9 

4.  Public  Records  10 

5.  Personnel  Records,  Policies,  and  Procedures  1 1 

6.  Purchasing  Policy  14 

7.  Vehicle  Usage  Logs  and  Fuel  Purchases  16 

8.  Board  Training  17 


Organization  and  Statistical  18 
Information 


l 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  Board  of  Directors 

Public  Water  Supply  District  #1  of  Carroll  County,  Missouri 

The  State  Auditor  was  petitioned  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  to  audit  the  Public  Water  Supply  District 
#1  of  Carroll  County.  We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  district  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties.  The 
district  engaged  R.  Scott  Stephens,  P.C.,  Certified  Public  Accountant  (CPA),  to  audit  the  district's 
financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we 
reviewed  the  CPA  firm's  audit  report.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to, 
the  year  ended  February  28,  2013.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  district's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  district's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  district;  and  testing  selected 
transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and  placed  in 
operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to  obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their 
design  and  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed 
procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those 
provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  district's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  district. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  Public 
Water  Supply  District  #1  of  Carroll  County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Toni  M.  Crabtree,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Connie  James 
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Public  Water  Supply  District  #1  of  Carroll  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 


1      Appnnntino  There  are  significant  weaknesses  in  district  accounting  controls,  policies, 

1.   /\ttOUniing  and  procedures. 

Controls,  Policies, 
and  Procedures 


1.1  Segregation  of  duties  and  The  General  Manager/Clerk  is  responsible  for  all  record-keeping  duties  of 
Supervisory  reviews  tne  district,  including  receiving  and  depositing  monies,  recording  receipts 

and  disbursements,  preparing  and  distributing  checks,  receiving  bank 
statements  and  preparing  bank  reconciliations,  and  preparing  financial 
reports,  and  there  is  limited  supervisory  review  of  her  work.  In  addition,  she 
is  a  check  signer. 

To  safeguard  against  possible  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  internal 
controls  should  provide  reasonable  assurances  that  all  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  adequately  safeguarded.  Internal 
controls  could  be  improved  by  segregating  duties  to  the  extent  possible.  If 
proper  segregation  of  duties  is  not  possible,  there  should  be  a  documented 
independent  review  of  district  transactions. 

1 .2  Receipting  and  recording  The  General  Manager/Clerk  needs  to  improve  receipting  and  recording 
procedures  procedures.  Our  cash  count,  totaling  $9,532,  on  June  19,  2013,  and  other 

audit  work  identified  various  problems. 

•  The  General  Manager/Clerk  does  not  restrictively  endorse  checks 
immediately  upon  receipt. 

•  The  General  Manager/Clerk  does  not  always  deposit  receipts  timely. 
Many  payment  envelopes  were  initially  unopened,  with  some 
postmarked  5  days  before  our  cash  count.  In  addition,  we  determined 
five  checks,  totaling  $74,856,  were  written  between  district  bank 
accounts;  however,  the  checks  were  deposited  over  a  month  after  being 
written. 


•  The  General  Manager/Clerk  can  assign  the  posting  date  of  payments  in 
the  computerized  utility  system.  This  weakness  allows  for  possible 
manipulation  of  receipt  data.  Checks  counted  on  June  19,  2013,  were 
posted  to  the  utility  system  with  a  June  17,  2013  date. 

•  The  General  Manager/Clerk  records  payments,  regardless  of  method  of 
payment  (cash,  check,  or  money  orders),  in  the  accounting  system  as 
checks.  As  a  result,  the  composition  of  receipts  cannot  be  reconciled  to 
the  composition  of  deposits.  In  addition,  we  noted  that  some  payments 
were  not  posted  to  the  customer  accounts,  but  were  recorded  only  in  the 
general  ledger.  Thus,  customer  accounts  do  not  reflect  all  payments, 
which  results  in  an  invalid  accounts  receivable  balance. 
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To  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds,  checks  should  be 
restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt,  and  all  monies  should  be 
deposited  on  a  timely  basis.  In  addition,  to  help  ensure  receipts  are  handled 
and  accounted  for  properly,  water  payments  should  be  posted  on  the  actual 
date  received,  the  composition  of  payments  should  be  recorded  and 
reconciled  to  the  composition  of  deposits,  and  all  water  payments  should  be 
posted  to  the  customer's  account. 

The  district  does  not  maintain  the  $200  petty  cash  fund  on  an  imprest  basis, 
and  does  not  maintain  a  petty  cash  ledger  or  adequate  documentation  to 
support  the  receipts  and  disbursements  of  petty  cash.  The  petty  cash  fund  is 
maintained  for  small  purchases  and  also  serves  as  a  change  fund. 

Our  count  of  petty  cash  on  June  19,  2013,  totaled  $144  with  $142  cash  on 
hand  and  a  $2  disbursement  receipt;  resulting  in  a  shortage  of  $56.  The 
General  Manager/Clerk  later  found  $45  at  her  home.  She  indicated  she  had 
planned  to  use  the  $45  for  petty  cash  purchases. 

To  ensure  all  receipts  are  appropriately  handled  and  recorded  and 
disbursements  are  proper,  the  district  should  maintain  the  petty  cash  fund  on 
an  imprest  basis.  The  district  should  also  maintain  a  petty  cash  ledger 
documenting  receipts,  disbursements,  and  the  balance  of  the  petty  cash  fund 
and  retain  documentation  to  support  disbursements  from  the  fund. 

1 .4  Inactive  bank  accounts      The  district  maintains  three  inactive  bank  accounts,  which  could  be  closed. 

These  accounts  relate  to  prior  bond  issues,  and  the  only  activity  in  these 
accounts  since  July  2012  is  interest  income  credited  by  the  bank.  At 
February  28,  2013,  the  bank  account  balances  were  $20,488,  $1,033,  and 
$502  for  the  construction  account,  old  bond  payment  account,  and 
improvement  account,  respectively. 

Maintaining  inactive  bank  accounts  increases  the  risk  of  misuse  of  funds. 
Bond  covenants  provide  how  excess  funds  can  be  used. 

1 .5  Expenditures  The  district  does  not  always  obtain  adequate  supporting  documentation  for 

expenditures.  Some  expenditures  are  not  supported  by  invoices.  Instead, 
payments  are  made  based  on  hotel  reservations,  maintenance  agreements, 
and  estimates  of  costs,  which  are  important  to  retain  but  may  differ  from 
actual  final  costs.  Also,  some  invoices  for  excavation  and  repair  services  are 
not  supported  by  work  orders.  Work  orders  provide  support  for  approved 
work  and  should  be  reconciled  to  invoices  before  payment. 

To  ensure  expenditures  are  obligations  actually  incurred  and  represent  an 
appropriate  use  of  public  funds,  expenditures  should  be  supported  by  proper 
documentation. 


1.3  Petty  cash 
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Due  to  significant  weaknesses  in  controls  over  receipts  and  expenditures 
previously  noted,  the  bond  coverage  for  the  General  Manager/Clerk  is  not 
adequate.  The  district  maintains  bond  coverage  of  $25,000,  for  the  General 
Manager/Clerk.  However,  for  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013,  she 
received  and  handled  monthly  receipts  ranging  from  approximately  $70,000 
to  $100,000. 

The  Board  should  consider  internal  control  procedures  in  place  over 
financial  transactions  and  the  amount  of  funds  handled  when  determining 
the  bond  amount.  Failure  to  properly  bond  employees  exposes  the  district  to 
risk  of  loss. 

Most  backup  data  is  not  stored  at  an  off-site  location,  and  the  backup  data  is 
not  periodically  tested  or  stored  on  a  reliable  media.According  to  the 
General  Manager/Clerk,  the  utility  data  is  backed  up  monthly  and  is  not 
stored  at  an  off-site  location.  The  general  ledger/accounting  data  is  backed 
up  (two  copies)  every  3  to  4  days,  and  only  one  of  the  backup  copies  of  the 
general  ledger/accounting  data  is  stored  at  an  off-site  location.  The  backup 
data  is  not  periodically  tested  to  ensure  essential  information  can  be  restored 
and  used.  In  addition,  the  backups  are  stored  on  floppy  disks  which  may  not 
be  a  reliable  media.  For  example,  in  June  2012,  the  district  lost 
approximately  3  months  of  data  due  to  a  power  failure,  and  was  unable  to 
retrieve  the  data  from  the  backup  disks.  The  data  had  to  be  re-entered  into 
the  system  from  hard  copy  reports.  Failure  to  store  computer  backup  data  at 
a  secure  off-site  location  results  in  backup  data  being  susceptible  to  the 
same  damage  as  the  computer  system. 

District  computerized  records  are  at  risk  of  loss  due  to  equipment  failure  or 
other  electronic  or  physical  disaster.  Storing  backup  data  on  a  reliable  media 
and  in  a  secure  off-site  location  provides  increased  assurance  that  district 
electronic  records  can  be  recreated  if  necessary,  and  periodic  testing  of 
backup  data  helps  ensure  it  is  reliable. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Directors: 

1.1  Segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible,  or  at  a  minimum, 
establish  procedures  for  a  documented  independent  review  of 
processing  transactions  and  record-keeping  functions. 

1.2  Ensure  checks  are  restrictively  endorsed  upon  receipt,  monies  are 
deposited  timely,  posting  dates  are  accurate,  the  composition  of 
water  payments  are  recorded  in  the  utility  system  and  reconciled  to 
deposits,  and  all  water  payments  are  posted  to  the  customer's 
account. 


1.6  Bond  coverage 


1.7  Data  backup 
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1.3  Maintain  the  petty  cash  fund  on  an  imprest  basis  and  retain  adequate 
documentation  for  all  petty  cash  disbursements.  A  petty  cash  ledger 
should  also  be  maintained. 

1.4  Review  bond  covenants  regarding  allowable  use  of  excess  funds 
and  consider  closing  inactive  bank  accounts. 

1.5  Require  adequate,  detailed  supporting  documentation  be  obtained 
and  retained  for  all  expenditures. 

1.6  Obtain  adequate  bond  coverage  for  the  General  Manager/Clerk. 

1.7  Ensure  backup  data  is  stored  in  a  secure  off-site  location,  performed 
on  a  reliable  media,  and  tested  on  a  regular  basis. 


1.1  Segregation  of  most  accounting  duties  is  not  feasible  given  the  fact 
that  the  District  has  only  one  employee  who  performs  all  office 
duties.  Therefore,  various  duties  performed  by  the  General 
Manager/Clerk  (Manager)  will  be  reviewed  monthly  by  a  member 
of  the  Board  of  Directors  with  each  director  performing  said  review 
on  a  rotating  basis. 

1.2  The  Board  accepts  the  recommendations  set  forth  in  1.2. 

1.3  The  Board  accepts  the  recommendations  set  forth  in  1.3. 

1.4  The  Board  will  review  the  bond  covenants  regarding  allowable  use 
of  excess  funds  and  commingling  of  the  excess  funds  into  one  bank 


1.5  The  Board  currently  reviews  and  retains  invoices  for  all  checks 
signed  at  Board  meetings. 

1.6  The  Board  maintains  that  the  Manager's  current  bond  coverage  is 
adequate  given  that  dual  controls  are  utilized  with  regard  to 
countersigning  of  all  checks  by  the  Manager  and  two  Board 
members  and  that  two  signatures  are  required  for  accessing  the 
District  safe  deposit  box. 

1.7  Data  is  now  backed  up  on  a  thumb  drive  and  taken  to  either  the 
home  of  the  Manager  or  the  home  of  a  director.  The  data  will  be 
tested  on  an  annual  basis. 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


account. 
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The  district  raised  water  rates  without  an  adequate  cost  analysis.  In  addition, 
the  district  has  not  developed  a  formal  improvement  plan  for  the  water  plant 
and  distribution  system.  As  a  result,  there  is  less  assurance  water  rates  are 
established  at  an  appropriate  level. 

2. 1  Water  rates  The  district  prepared  an  inadequate  cost  analysis  to  support  a  4  percent 

increase  in  water  rates  approved  in  August  2011.  The  analysis  indicated  the 
percentage  increase  in  water  rates  could  produce  sufficient  revenue  to  cover 
expenditures  for  that  year;  however;  this  analysis  did  not  include  some 
needed  information  such  as  future  capital  improvements. 

Bond  covenants  require  the  district  to  maintain  rates  that  produce  sufficient 
revenues  to  pay  for  system  operating  expenses,  principal  and  interest  on 
outstanding  bonds,  and  system  improvements,  and  provide  adequate 
reserves.  In  addition,  Section  247.110,  RSMo,  provides  that  when  setting 
rates,  the  district  should  take  into  consideration  outstanding  debt,  need  for 
extensions  of  mains,  repairs,  depreciation,  enlargement  of  plant,  adequate 
service,  obsolescence,  overhead  charges,  and  operating  and  incidental 
expenses.  Water  fees  are  user  charges  which  should  cover  the  cost  of 
providing  the  related  services,  and  in-house  rate  studies  should  include  all 
relevant  expenses  and  required  reserves.  Also,  preparing  a  statement  of 
costs  would  not  only  allow  the  district  to  determine  the  rates  necessary  to 
support  current  and  future  operations,  but  also  provide  documentation  to 
customers  of  the  rationale  behind  the  rates. 

2.2  Improvement  plan  The  district  has  not  developed  a  formal  capital  improvement  plan  for  the 

water  plant  and  distribution  system,  and  water  rates  have  not  been  adjusted 
for  needed  immediate  improvements,  as  recommended  by  an  engineering 
study.  As  noted  in  section  2.1,  the  district  should  consider  the  need  for 
extensions  of  mains,  repairs,  depreciation,  and  the  enlargement  of  the  water 
plant  when  setting  water  rates. 

In  November  2012,  the  district  obtained  an  engineering  study  regarding 
improvements  needed  for  the  water  plant  and  distribution  system.  Proposed 
immediate  and  long-term  improvements  totaled  approximately  $600,000 
and  $4.4  million,  respectively.  Although  the  report  recommended  residential 
and  wholesale  rates  be  increased  (70  cents  per  1,000  gallons)  to  fund  the 
immediate  improvements,  the  district  has  not  raised  rates. 

Formal  capital  improvement  plans  serve  as  a  useful  management  tool  and 
provide  greater  input  into  the  overall  budgeting  process.  Plans  provide  a 
means  to  continually  and  more  effectively  monitor  and  evaluate  the  progress 
made  in  the  repair,  maintenance,  and  improvements  of  the  water  plant  and 
distribution  system  throughout  the  years. 


2.  Water  System 
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The  Board  of  Directors: 

2. 1  Ensure  adequate  rate  studies  are  prepared  that  consider  all  relevant 
expenses  and  reserves. 

2.2  Prepare  a  formal  capital  improvement  plan  and  periodically  update 
the  plan  and  rates  as  required. 

The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

2. 1  The  Board  accepts  the  recommendation  set  forth  in  2. 1. 

2.2  The  Board  agrees  to  assess  the  merits  of  a  5-year  capital 
improvement  plan.  It  will  also  take  into  consideration  any 
recommendations  made  by  its  engineers  regarding  adjustment  of 
water  rates. 


District  budgets  are  not  adequate,  and  the  Board  does  not  adequately 
monitor  the  financial  activities  of  the  district. 

3.1  Annual  budget  The  annual  budgets  approved  by  the  Board  are  not  adequate  or  in 

compliance  with  state  law.  The  budgets  did  not  include  revenues  and 
expenditures  for  the  2  preceding  years  or  a  budget  message. 

Section  67.010,  RSMo,  requires  each  political  subdivision  of  the  state  to 
prepare  an  annual  budget  that  presents  a  complete  financial  plan  and 
specific  information,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  a  budget  message  and 
comparisons  of  actual  revenues  and  expenditures  for  the  2  preceding  years. 
The  budget  should  also  include  the  amount  required  for  the  payment  of  any 
debt. 

A  complete  and  well-planned  budget,  in  addition  to  meeting  statutory 
requirements,  can  serve  as  a  useful  management  tool  by  establishing 
specific  cost  expectations  for  each  area.  It  will  also  assist  in  informing  the 
public  about  district  operations  and  current  finances. 

3.2  Budget  monitoring  The  Board  does  not  monitor  the  budget  to  actual  revenues  and  expenditures. 

As  a  result,  for  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013,  the  Board  approved 
expenditures,  totaling  $1,027,327,  which  exceeded  budgeted  expenditures 
by  $36,191. 

Failure  to  adhere  to  the  limits  imposed  by  budgets  weakens  the  Board's 
effectiveness  in  controlling  the  district's  financial  condition.  The  Board 
should  ensure  monthly  budget  to  actual  comparisons  are  received  and 
reviewed  prior  to  approving  expenditures. 


Recommendations 


Auditee's  Response 


3.  Budgets 
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Section  67.080,  RSMo,  provides  that  no  expenditure  of  public  monies  shall 
be  made  unless  authorized  in  the  budget.  Section  67.040,  RSMo,  allows  for 
increases  in  authorized  expenditures,  but  only  after  the  governing  body 
adopts  a  resolution  setting  forth  the  facts  and  reasons. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Directors: 


3. 1       Prepare  annual  budgets  that  contain  all  information  required  by  state 
law. 


Auditee's  Response 


4.  Public  Records 


3.2  Obtain  and  perform  adequate  reviews  of  budget  to  actual  financial 
information  monthly,  ensure  actual  expenditures  do  not  exceed 
budgeted  amounts,  and  if  necessary,  amend  the  district's  budget. 

The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

3. 1  The  Board  accepts  the  recommendation  set  forth  in  3. 1. 

3.2  The  Board  agrees  to  review  and,  if  appropriate,  amend  the  District 
budget  on  a  quarterly  basis.  To  do  so  on  a  monthly  basis  would  be 
overly  burdensome  for  the  Board  in  relation  to  the  benefits  derived 
therefrom. 

The  district  has  not  adopted  a  formal  policy  regarding  public  access  to 
district  records. 


A  formal  policy  regarding  public  access  to  district  records  would  establish 
guidelines  for  the  district  to  make  the  records  available  to  the  public.  This 
policy  should  identify  a  person  to  contact,  provide  an  address  to  mail  such 
requests,  and  establish  a  cost  schedule  for  providing  copies  of  public 
records. 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


Section  610.023,  RSMo,  lists  requirements  for  making  records  available  to 
the  public.  Section  610.026,  RSMo,  allows  the  district  to  charge  fees  for 
providing  access  to  and/or  copies  of  public  records  and  provides 
requirements  related  to  fees. 

The  Board  of  Directors  develop  written  policies  and  procedures  to  obtain 
access  to,  or  copies  of,  public  district  records. 

The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  response: 


The  Board  will  review  Section  610.023,  RSMo,  and  develop  written  policies 
and  procedures  concerning  it. 
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,  ,      The  district  needs  to  improve  personnel  records,  policies,  and  procedures. 

.  Personnel  Records, 
Policies,  and 
Procedures 


5.1  TimesheetS  The  General  Manager/Clerk  does  not  complete  a  timesheet.  In  addition, 

employees  do  not  always  accurately  complete  and  sign  their  timesheets,  and 
supervisors  do  not  adequately  review  and  approve  timesheets. 

The  Employee  Policy  Manual  provides  that  payroll  for  employees  should  be 
based  on  time  recorded.  To  ensure  proper  control  over  payroll  and  the 
accuracy  of  the  hours  worked,  time  recorded,  leave  taken,  and  overtime 
paid,  timesheets  should  be  prepared  and  signed  by  the  employee  and 
reviewed  and  approved  by  a  supervisor.  The  General  Manager/Clerk  should 
prepare  a  timesheet,  and  the  timesheet  should  be  reviewed  and  approved  by 
the  Board  President  or  a  designated  member  of  the  Board. 

5.2  Leave  The  district  does  not  always  follow  its  personnel  policy  when  calculating 

leave  balances  and  paying  leave  to  employees.  We  found  one  employee  was 
underpaid  $344  upon  termination,  and  other  employees  were  paid  for 
vacation  leave  they  were  not  entitled  to  receive. 

The  Employee  Policy  Manual  provides  that  full-time  employees,  on  their 
employment  anniversary  date,  be  credited  for  vacation  and  sick  leave. 
Vacation  leave  varies  based  upon  length  of  service,  and  on  an  employee's 
anniversary  date.  Any  unused  vacation  leave  is  forfeited  unless  an  extension 
is  requested  and  approved  before  the  anniversary  date.  Sick  leave  earned  is 
40  hours  each  year,  and  unused  sick  leave  is  paid  to  employees  on  their 
anniversary  date.  Accrued  vacation  and  sick  leave  is  paid  upon  termination 
of  employment.  The  minimum  leave  usage  increment  is  1  hour. 

We  identified  instances  of  noncompliance  with  district  policy  and  some 
inconsistences  in  calculating  and  paying  leave  balances  due  to  (1)  leave 
usage  and  current  balances  not  being  updated  for  several  months  as  of  July 
2013,  (2)  employees  being  allowed  to  use  one4ialf  hour  increments  for 
leave  used,  (3)  vacation  leave  not  always  being  forfeited  on  the  employee's 
anniversary  date,  but  continuing  to  accumulate  or  being  paid  to  the 
employee,  and  (4)  sick  leave  continuing  to  accumulate  instead  of  being  paid 
to  employees  on  their  anniversary  date. 

In  addition,  because  vacation  leave  was  allowed  to  accumulate  and  the  sick 
leave  balance  was  not  current,  upon  termination  one  employee  was  overpaid 
for  8  hours  of  vacation  leave  and  underpaid  for  40  hours  of  sick  leave, 
which  resulted  in  a  net  underpayment  of  32  hours  or  $344.  We  also  found 
one  employee  was  improperly  paid  $868  for  accrued  vacation  leave  in 
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addition  to  her  accrued  sick  leave,  and  a  second  employee  was  improperly 
paid  $1,275  for  accrued  vacation  leave  in  addition  to  his  accrued  sick  leave, 
on  their  anniversary  dates. 

Accrued  leave  represents  a  potential  liability  to  the  district,  and  balances 
should  be  accurately  maintained  and  monitored  to  ensure  employees  are 
properly  compensated  and  receive  fair  and  equitable  treatment,  in 
compliance  with  district  policy. 


5.3  Performance  appraisals      The  district  does  not  prepare  performance  appraisals  as  required  by  district 

policy.  According  to  the  General  Manager/Clerk,  employee  appraisals  have 
not  been  prepared  for  several  years,  and  the  Board  has  not  formally 
evaluated  her  performance  for  several  years. 


5.4  Personnel  files 


The  Employee  Policy  Manual  provides  that  employees  be  reviewed  and 
evaluated  in  January  each  year  by  their  supervisor,  and  evaluations  should 
be  based  on  job  performance  in  relation  to  job  description.  Performance 
appraisals  are  needed  to  adequately  evaluate  employee  performance  and 
provide  documented  feedback  to  employees.  Performance  appraisals  also 
assist  in  personnel  decisions. 

The  district  does  not  maintain  documentation  of  approved  salaries  and  any 
adjustments  in  the  individual  personnel  files.  According  to  the  General 
Manager/Clerk,  Board  minutes  document  the  starting  salary  and  any  salary 
increases.  The  individual  personnel  files  also  do  not  contain  the  employee's 
job  application,  job  description,  resume,  or  training  records  as  required  by 
the  Employee  Policy  Manual. 


5.5  Health  insurance 
reimbursements 


To  help  ensure  employees  are  paid  the  salary  approved  by  the  Board,  the 
approval  of  each  employee's  salary/pay  rate  and  any  subsequent  raises 
should  be  documented  in  the  individual  personnel  files.  In  addition,  to 
ensure  district  policy  is  followed,  other  information  required  by  the  policy 
manual  should  be  maintained  in  individual  personnel  files. 

The  district  needs  to  maintain  more  complete  and  detailed  documentation  to 
support  employee  health  insurance  reimbursement  payments. 

The  Employee  Policy  Manual  provides  that  monthly  health  insurance 
premium  reimbursements  be  made  to  full-time  employees  for  individual 
policies.  Proof  of  premium  payments  is  required  from  employees.  In 
September  2009,  the  Board  approved  a  monthly  reimbursement  of  up  to 
$350.  For  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013,  the  district  reimbursed 
employees  $10,589  for  their  premium  expenses. 


Documentation  from  insurance  companies  is  not  always  sufficient.  The 
documentation  does  not  always  identify  the  name  of  the  insurance  company, 
the  type  of  insurance,  the  name  of  covered  party,  or  the  monthly/annual 
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premium  for  the  employee.  According  to  the  General  Manager/Clerk,  she 
reviews  employees'  bank  statements  to  ensure  payments  agree  to 
documentation  from  the  insurance  companies;  however,  she  does  not  retain 
a  copy  of  the  bank  statements. 

To  ensure  the  validity  and  propriety  of  health  insurance  premium 
reimbursements,  detailed  supporting  documentation  that  clearly  identifies 
the  insurance  company  providing  the  coverage,  type  of  insurance,  covered 
party,  and  the  premium  amount  should  be  obtained  and  retained. 

The  district  does  not  report  the  value  of  personal  commuting  in  a  district 
vehicle  as  compensation.  According  to  the  General  Manager/Clerk,  the 
district  allows  her  to  use  a  district  vehicle  to  commute  to  and  from  home 
daily;  however,  the  value  of  the  vehicle  is  not  added  as  compensation  on  her 
W-2  form.  In  addition,  the  General  Manager/Clerk  stated  she  is  allowed  to 
use  the  district  vehicle  for  personal  business  during  the  day. 

The  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS)  reporting  guidelines  indicate  personal 
commuting  mileage  is  a  reportable  fringe  benefit  that  should  be  reported  on 
W-2  forms,  and  provide  several  methods  to  determine  automobile 
commuting  value.  The  district  may  be  subject  to  penalties  and/or  fines  for 
failure  to  report  all  taxable  benefits.  In  addition,  if  the  commuting  vehicle  is 
used  for  personal  business  and/or  non-employees  are  passengers,  the  district 
may  have  liability  issues. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Directors: 

5.1  Require  all  employees  prepare  and  sign  their  timesheet,  and 
supervisory  employees  review  and  approve  timesheets  of  their 
subordinates.  The  Board  President  should  review  and  approve  the 
timesheet  of  the  General  Manager/Clerk. 

5.2  Ensure  employee  leave  balances  are  properly  tracked  and 
monitored,  and  any  unused  leave  is  handled  in  accordance  with  the 
district  policy. 

5.3  Ensure  formal  documented  employee  performance  appraisals  are 
completed  on  an  annual  basis.  The  Board  should  also  formally 
evaluate  the  General  Manager/Clerk  annually. 

5.4  Establish  procedures  to  ensure  all  information  required  by  district 
policy  is  contained  in  the  individual  personnel  files,  and  include  the 
approval  of  each  employee's  salary/pay  rate  and  any  subsequent 
raises. 


5.6  Commuting  m  district 
vehicle 
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5.5  Ensure  adequate  documentation  is  maintained  to  support  health 
insurance  reimbursements. 

5.6  Ensure  the  value  of  commuting  use  in  a  district  vehicle  is  reported 
as  taxable  income  on  the  employee's  W-2  form  and  withhold  related 
taxes.  Also,  the  Board  should  reconsider  allowing  a  district  vehicle 
to  be  used  for  personal  business. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

5.1  The  Board  accepts  the  recommendations  in  5.1  for  all  hourly 
employees.  The  Board  also  accepts  the  recommendation  for  its 
salaried  Manager  to  the  limited  extent  that  she  record  information 
on  her  timesheet  regarding  vacation  and  sick  leave  only  which  will 
be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Board  President. 

5.2  The  Board  accepts  the  recommendation  set  forth  in  5.2. 

5.3  The  Board  accepts  the  recommendation  set  forth  in  5.3. 

5.4  The  Board  accepts  the  recommendation  set  forth  in  5.4. 

5.5  The  Manager  will  request  an  annual  report  from  each  employee's 
insurer  confirming  coverage  and  payment  of  premiums  for  the  year 
as  suggested  during  the  exit  conference. 

5.6  The  Board  does  not  consider  the  use  of  a  company  vehicle  by  the 
Manager  as  "commuting"  and,  therefore,  a  fringe  benefit  subject  to 
taxation  since  the  Manager  is  on  call  24/7.  Additionally,  the  District 
does  not  have  adequate  space  to  secure  the  vehicle  during  non- 
business hours.  The  Manager  provides  security  for  the  vehicle 
during  non-business  hours  by  keeping  it  at  her  home.  The  Board 
considers  this  a  valuable  service  in  light  of  the  vandalism  done  at 
night  to  several  other  vehicles  in  the  general  locale  of  the  business 
office.  The  Board  will  confer  with  the  District's  CPA  to  further 
review  IRS  regulations. 


The  district  does  not  always  follow  its  purchasing  policy.  For  the  year  ended 
February  28,  2013,  operating  expenses  totaled  $499,846. 

The  district  did  not  request  a  quote  and/or  document  the  reason(s)  for  a  sole 
source  or  emergency  purchase  for  various  purchases,  including  the  items 
listed  in  the  following  table. 


6.  Purchasing  Policy 
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Purchase 


Cost 


Rebuild  pump 
Lime 

Inspections,  water  towers 
Welding  services 
Fix  water  leak 
Copper  setters 
Metal  extension/lids 


$  6,525 


5,944 
4,750 
2,290 
1,475 
1,423 
1,095 


Total 


$  23,502 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  district  also  does  not  solicit  proposals  for  its  attorney  and  auditor.  For 
the  year  ended,  February  28,  2013,  the  district  paid  its  attorney  and  auditor 
$2,363  and  $1,946,  respectively. 

The  district  purchasing  policy  provides  that  (1)  no  quotes  are  needed  for 
purchases  less  than  $300,  (2)  at  least  two  competitive  quotes  (e.g.  telephone 
quotes,  suppliers  catalog,  etc.)  be  obtained  for  the  purchase  of 
goods/services  between  $300  and  $10,000,  (3)  at  least  two  written 
quotations  be  obtained  for  goods/services  between  $10,001  and  $100,000, 
and  (4)  formal  bidding  is  required  for  purchases  in  excess  of  $100,000.  In 
addition,  competitive  quotes/bids  are  not  needed  for  sole  source  situations  or 
emergency  repair  work.  Purchases  in  excess  of  $10,000  are  to  be  approved 
by  the  Board. 

In  addition  to  complying  with  district  policy,  seeking  competitive 
bids/proposals  helps  ensure  the  district  has  made  sufficient  effort  to  receive 
goods  or  services  at  the  best  and  lowest  price.  Complete  documentation  of 
all  bids  and  proposals  received  and  reasons  why  a  bid  or  proposal  was 
selected  helps  demonstrate  the  district  conducts  a  fair  procurement  process 
and  provides  necessary  information  should  questions  arise. 

The  Board  of  Directors  ensure  quotes/bids  and/or  proposals  are  solicited  for 
all  applicable  purchases  in  accordance  with  district  policy.  The  Board 
should  also  ensure  sufficient  documentation  is  maintained  for  vendors 
selected  and  the  reasons  for  a  sole  source  and/or  emergency  purchase  is 
documented. 

The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  response: 
The  Board  accepts  the  recommendations  set  forth  in  6. 
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-    y  L-  i    tt  j  Vehicle  usage/mileage  logs  do  not  provide  sufficient  details  to  monitor 

/.  venicie  usage  Logs 

vehicle  use  and  verify  fuel  purchases.  During  the  year  ended  February  28, 
and  Fliel  Purchases  2013,  the  district  maintained  three  vehicles  and  fuel  credit  card  purchases 

totaled  $9,324. 

7.1  Usage  logs  District  procedures  provide  that  usage/mileage  logs  be  maintained  for 

district  vehicles;  however,  the  usage/mileage  logs  do  not  provide  adequate 
information  and  no  log  is  maintained  for  one  of  the  vehicles. 


The  usage/mileage  logs  do  not  always  include  the  purpose  and  destination 
of  each  trip,  beginning  and  ending  odometer  readings,  and  a  record  of  the 
vehicle  mileage  each  time  the  vehicle  is  fueled  or  has  maintenance 
performed.  For  one  vehicle,  the  log  shows  odometer  readings  and  number  of 
gallons  of  fuel,  when  fuel  was  purchased,  and  periodically  the  odometer 
reading  for  the  day.  For  the  other  vehicle,  the  log,  for  a  period  of  time, 
included  the  ending  odometer  reading  each  day  and  the  reading  at  the  time 
of  fueling,  but  later  only  included  the  odometer  reading  at  the  time  of 
fueling. 

Without  complete  and  detailed  usage/mileage  logs,  the  district  cannot 
effectively  monitor  the  appropriateness  of  vehicle  use  and  ensure  fuel  costs 
are  reasonable. 


7.2  Fuel  purchases  Employees  are  not  required  to  submit  fuel  tickets  for  fuel  credit  cards 

purchases.  As  a  result,  the  General  Manager/Clerk  does  not  reconcile  fuel 
tickets  to  credit  card  statements.  The  district  uses  four  fuel  cards  for  fuel 
purchases. 


Reconciling  fuel  tickets  to  invoices  helps  to  provide  assurance  that  the  fuel 
billed  was  charged  by  district  employees,  and  fuel  expenses  are  necessary 
and  reasonable.  Failure  to  account  for  fuel  purchases  could  result  in  loss, 
theft,  or  misuse  going  undetected. 

Recommendations  The  Board  of  Directors: 


7. 1  Require  detailed  and  uniform  fuel  usage/mileage  logs  be  maintained 
for  all  district-owned  vehicles.  In  addition,  these  logs  should  be 
reviewed,  evaluated,  and  reconciled  to  fuel  purchased. 

7.2  Require  fuel  tickets  be  submitted  to  the  General  Manager/Clerk  and 
ensure  a  reconciliation  of  fuel  tickets  to  the  monthly  billing  is 
performed. 
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Auditee's  Response 


8.  Board  Training 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

7.1  The  Board  will  review  current  practices  and  develop  a  policy  and 
procedures  for  documenting  fuel  usage/mileage  logs. 

7.2  The  Board  accepts  the  recommendations  set  forth  in  7.2. 

The  Board  does  not  ensure  members  obtain  the  training  required  by  state 
law.  Although  Board  members  do  not  receive  compensation  for  attending 
Board  meetings,  members  receive  mileage  reimbursements  for  attending 
Board  meetings.  For  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013,  the  total  mileage 
reimbursements  paid  to  Board  members  was  $702. 

Section  247.060,  RSMo,  provides  that  a  Board  member  cannot  receive  any 
attendance  fees  or  additional  compensation  until  the  Board  member  has 
completed  a  minimum  of  6  hours  of  training  regarding  items  such  as 
responsibilities  of  the  board,  basics  of  water  treatment/distribution, 
budgets/rates,  and  understanding  the  financial  statements  and  the  Sunshine 
Law  (Chapter  610,  RSMo). 

The  Board  of  Directors  ensure  the  required  training  for  members  is 
obtained.  In  addition,  training  records  need  to  be  maintained  to  show 
compliance  with  state  law. 

The  Board  of  Directors  provided  the  following  written  response: 
The  Board  accepts  the  recommendations  set  forth  in  8. 
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The  Public  Water  Supply  District  #1  of  Carroll  County  (district)  was 
established  in  1974  pursuant  to  Chapter  247,  RSMo.  The  district  maintains 
its  own  water  plant,  including  treating  and  distributing  water.  The  district 
services  1,195  customers  and  is  approximately  464  square  miles. 

The  five-member  elected  board  of  directors  acts  as  the  policy-making  body 
for  district  operations.  The  board  members  serve  3 -year  terms  without 
compensation.  However,  members  receive  mileage  reimbursements  for 
attending  board  meetings.  Members  of  the  Board  at  February  28,  2013, 
were: 

Wanda  Peetoom,  President 

John  William  Clinkscales,  Vice  President 

Dale  Griffith,  Member 

Ralph  Parker,  Member 

Craig  Witteveen,  Member 

The  board  appoints  the  General  Manager/Clerk  and  Treasurer.  The  General 
Manager/Clerk  at  February  28,  2013,  was  Deandra  Germann  and  her 
compensation  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  February  28,  2013  was  $39,520.  The 
Treasurer  was  Delbert  Snider,  and  he  received  compensation  in  the  form  of 
mileage  reimbursements. 

At  February  28,  2013,  the  district  had  three  full-time  employees  and  one 
part-time  employee. 
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Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Missouri  State  Highway 
Patrol's  Use  of  Highway  Funds 


Background  The  State  Auditor  is  required  by  Article  IV,  Section  30(b)  of  the  Missouri 

Constitution  and  Section  226.200.3,  RSMo,  to  determine  whether 
appropriations  from  the  State  Highways  and  Transportation  Fund  (State 
Highway  Fund)  to  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  (MSHP)  are  used  for 
administering  and  enforcing  state  motor  vehicle  laws  and  traffic  regulations. 


Methodology  Audit  staff  reviewed  pertinent  documents,  conducted  interviews,  and  tested 

selected  transactions.  Audit  staff  assessed  and  tested  internal  controls  and 
reviewed  and  tested  MSHP  calculations. 


Conclusions  During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  the  MSHP  appears  to  be  in 

compliance  with  legal  provisions  related  to  the  use  of  Highway  Funds. 


Because  of  the  limited  objective  of  this  review,  no  overall  rating  is  provided. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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and  Conclusions 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 


Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Members  of  the  General  Assembly 
and 

Jerry  Lee,  Director 
Department  of  Public  Safety 
and 

Colonel  Ronald  K.  Replogle,  Superintendent 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol's  Use  of  Highway 
Funds,  as  required  by  Section  226.200.3,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily 
limited  to,  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013.  The  objective  of  our  audit  was  to  determine  whether  the  agency 
is  in  compliance  with  legal  provisions  related  to  the  use  of  Highway  Funds. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  Background,  Methodology  and  Conclusions  present  our  comments  concerning  the  overall 
compliance  related  to  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol's  Use  of  Highway 
Funds. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 
Dennis  Lockwood,  CPA 
John  Lieser,  CPA 
Sherrye  Lesmes 
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Department  of  Public  Safety 

Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol's  Use  of  Highway  Funds 
Background,  Methodology,  and  Conclusions 

The  State  Auditor  is  required  to  determine  whether  appropriations  from  the 
State  Highways  and  Transportation  Fund  (State  Highway  Fund)  to  the 
Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  (MSHP)  are  used  for  administering  and 
enforcing  state  motor  vehicle  laws  and  traffic  regulations  pursuant  to  the 
constitution. 


Background 


Limitations  and  requirements  Article  IV,  Section  30(b),  Missouri  Constitution,  limits  the  MSHP's  use  of 

highway  funds  to  activities  related  to  administering  and  enforcing  state 
motor  vehicle  laws  or  traffic  regulations.  In  addition,  Section  226.200.3, 
RSMo,  provides,  in  part: 

"...  Appropriations  allocated  from  the  state  highways  and  transportation 
department  fund  to  the  highway  patrol  shall  only  be  used  by  the  highway 
patrol  to  administer  and  enforce  state  motor  vehicle  laws  or  traffic 
regulations.  Beginning  July  1,  2007,  any  activities  or  functions  conducted 
by  the  highway  patrol  not  related  to  enforcing  or  administering  state  motor 
vehicle  laws  or  traffic  regulations  shall  not  be  funded  by  the  state  highways 
and  transportation  department  fund,  but  shall  be  funded  from  general 
revenue  or  any  other  applicable  source.  Any  current  funding  from  the 
highways  and  transportation  department  fund  used  for  activities  not  related 
to  enforcing  state  motor  vehicle  laws  or  traffic  regulations  shall  expire  on 
June  30,  2007.  The  state  auditor  shall  annually  audit  and  examine  the 
appropriations  made  to  the  highway  patrol  to  determine  whether  such 
appropriations  are  actually  being  used  for  administering  and  enforcing  state 
motor  vehicle  laws  and  traffic  regulations  pursuant  to  the  constitution.  The 
state  auditor  shall  submit  its  annual  findings  to  the  general  assembly  by 
January  fifteenth  of  each  year." 

During  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013,  the  MSHP  utilized  appropriations 
from  the  State  Highway  Fund  as  follows: 
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Appropriation 
Authority 

Expenditures 

Lapsed  Balances 

1  ecnnical  services  personal  service 

q>  13,005,046 

11,618,026 

1   ^07  AO  A 

1,38  /  ,020 

Administration  personal  service 

5,6/3,654 

5,226,934 

A  A  £.  TO  A 

446,  /20 

Administration  expense  and  equipment 

a  'i 'i  con 

422,589 

1 1  i  r\  1  c 

313,015 

1  AA  ,1 

109,574 

Enforcement  personal  service 

63,657,834 

60,194,926 

1    /I  /'I  AAO 

3,462,908 

Law  Enforcement  Academy  personal  service 

1   O A  1  QOC 

1,241,3% 

1    1  A  O  £A1 

l,14o,oUl 

V2,  /94 

Law  Enforcement  Academy  expense  and  equipment 

/4,31  / 

1  /  ,Vd4 

Vehicle  and  driver  safety  personal  service 

10,602,248 

10,024,888 

577,360 

Vehicle  and  driver  safety  expense  and  equipment 

958,546 

856,755 

101,791 

Enforcement  expense  and  equipment 

c  i  in  m 

0,1 lv,l / 1 

C  A1  1  A/1  A 

5,012,940 

1  A£  no  1 

106,231 

Technical  services  expense  and  equipment 

lO  O/j  C   A  A(\ 

1  ^2  TA< 

13,265, /05 

/9, /35 

T~\     _C           1                         1              .                  1*1*                     ,  "               ,  ■  1 

Refund  unused  motor  vehicle  inspection  stickers 

A  f\  (\(\(\ 

40,000 

35,972 

4,028 

Fringe  benefits  personal  service 

1HQ  Ann 
6/, 3  /8,099 

/:1  7tj  A^Q 

61,  /  /3,068 

<  ^A<  A^2  1 

5,605,031 

Fringe  benefits  expense  and  equipment 

6,288,232 

5,386,895 

901,337 

Vehicle  replacement  expense  and  equipment 

6,234,456 

6,219,656 

14,800 

Gasoline  expenses 

5,527,941 

5,086,774 

441,167 

Crime  laboratories  personal  service 

3,674,490 

3,458,182 

216,308 

Crime  laboratories  expense  and  equipment 

894,529 

867,693 

26,836 

Interoperable  system  highway 

5,000,000 

2,176,149 

2,823,851 

Interoperable  ongoing  highway 

2,850,000 

2,460,502 

389,498 

Total 

$  211,987,987 

195,183,034 

16,804,953 

*  The  lapsed  balances  include  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request  totaling  $3,220,640. 


A/I  iY%   A   1  ^ur  metn°dology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures, 

IVlclIlUUUlUgj'  financial  records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various 

personnel  of  the  agency;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an 
understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the  context  of 
the  audit  objective  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly 
designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  tested  certain  of  those  controls  to 
obtain  evidence  regarding  the  effectiveness  of  their  design  and  operation. 
We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant 
within  the  context  of  the  audit  objective,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal 
acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of  other  legal  provisions  could  occur. 
Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed  procedures  to 
provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance 
significant  to  those  provisions. 


To  determine  whether  the  MSHP  complied  with  the  limitations  on  the  use  of 
highway  funds,  we  reviewed  the  MSHP  calculations  of  amounts  expended 
from  the  State  Highway  Fund  for  non-highway  activities  and  the  amounts 
expended  by  the  MSHP  for  highway-related  activities  from  other  funding 
sources.  We  compared  the  amounts  used  in  the  MSHP  calculations  to 
expenditures  recorded  in  the  state  accounting  system  (SAM  II)  and  other 
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supporting  documentation.  In  addition,  we  tested  certain  expenditures  to 
determine  if  the  expenditures  were  properly  recorded. 


We  concluded  the  MSHP  appears  to  be  in  compliance  with  legal  provisions 
related  to  the  use  of  Highway  Funds.  During  fiscal  year  2013,  the  MSHP 
spent  approximately  $3,081,000  appropriated  from  the  State  Highway  Fund 
that  was  not  related  to  highway  activities.  This  amount  included  non- 
highway  personal  service  and  fringe  benefit  expenditures  made  from  the 
State  Highway  Fund  for  the  Crime  Laboratory  Division,  Training  Division, 
and  Administrative  Services  Bureau;  and  some  gasoline  and  expense  and 
equipment  expenditures  from  the  Administrative  Services  Bureau.  However, 
these  expenditures  were  more  than  offset  by  expense  and  equipment 
expenditures  of  approximately  $4,560,000  incurred  by  the  Crime 
Laboratory  Division,  Training  Division,  and  Technical  Services  Bureau  that 
were  related  to  highway  activities  but  were  not  paid  from  the  State  Highway 
Fund.  As  a  result,  approximately  $1,479,000  more  was  spent  on  highway- 
related  activities  than  was  paid  from  highway  funds  during  fiscal  year  2013. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  New  Madrid  County 


Public  Administrator  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Numerous  problems  were  noted  with  the  former  Public  Administrator's 
procedures  and  records.  The  Public  Administrator  withdrew  $2,178  from  the 
Trust  Fund  bank  account,  closed  the  account  and  claimed  these  were  his 
personal  funds,  but  he  could  not  prove  that  $602  of  this  money  was  his,  and 
these  monies  are  owed  to  various  wards/estates.  He  also  owes  the  county  $240 
because  he  requested  reimbursement  for  the  same  expenses  twice.  The  Public 
Administrator  did  not  timely  distribute  some  funds  to  wards/estates,  and  lacked 
adequate  supporting  documentation  for  $2,034  of  indigent  expenses.  Concerns 
were  noted  with  the  purchases  of  gift  cards,  a  television,  and  alcoholic 
beverages,  and  providing  cash  to  wards.  The  Public  Administrator  did  not 
assess  and  collect  fees  from  the  accounts  of  some  wards/estates,  and  the 
Associate  Circuit  Court  does  not  adequately  monitor  the  activity  of  cases 
assigned  to  the  Public  Administrator.  The  Public  Administrator  cannot  account 
for  249  checks  and  lacked  adequate  supporting  documentation  for  some 
disbursements  from  ward  bank  accounts. 


Personnel  Policies  and  The  county  does  not  compensate  some  employees  for  overtime  in  compliance 

Procedures  W^  *tS  overtime  policy  and  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  (FLSA) 

"  requirements.  The  county  has  not  followed  its  own  personnel  policies  regarding 

employee  leave,  some  policies  and  practices  conflict  with  other  payroll  records 
and  personnel  policies,  and  policies  do  not  adequately  address  holidays. 
Employees  accrued  more  compensatory  time  and  carried  forward  more  vacation 
and  leave  hours  than  allowed  by  county  policy.  Three  Sheriffs  office  deputies 
were  allowed  to  accrue  compensatory  time  in  excess  of  480  hours,  in  violation 
of  the  FLSA.  Employee  timesheets  leave  and  compensatory  time  records,  and 
other  payroll  records  were  not  adequately  reviewed,  and  the  County 
Commission  does  not  require  several  salaried  employees  to  prepare  and  submit 
timesheets. 


Disbursements  and  Budget  The  County  Commission  is  not  obtaining  information  needed  to  properly 

Amendments  monitor  the  costs  and  benefits  of  the  county  airport.  In  addition,  the  County 

Commission  ^as  nQt  soiicitec[  bids  for  airport  management  services  for  10  years 
and  did  not  justify  reasons  for  considering  this  a  sole  source  contract.  The 
County  Commission  has  not  solicited  proposals  for  health  insurance  since  2007, 
and  County  Commissioner  Baker  made  the  motion  and  voted  to  approve 
purchasing  health  insurance  from  a  broker  who  is  his  brother-in-law  and  County 
Clerk  Cravens'  brother.  The  broker  was  paid  $14,190  during  2012.  The  County 
Commission  has  not  solicited  bids  for  10  years  and  did  not  document 
justifications  for  sole  source  procurements  for  two  service  contracts;  one  for 
computer  systems  maintenance  with  a  company  owned  by  the  former  County 
Clerk,  and  the  other  for  repairs  and  maintenance  with  a  company  owned  by  the 
former  County  Highway  Engineer.  The  county  does  not  track  days  worked  by 
the  repairs  and  maintenance  vendor  and  does  not  require  detailed  invoices. 
During  2012,  the  county  provided  6  not-for-profit  organizations  a  total  of 
$28,000,  but  these  entities  are  not  contractually  obligated  to  provide 
documentation  on  how  these  funds  were  spent.  Budget  amendments  contained 
insufficient  information,  were  not  timely  completed,  and  were  not  filed  with  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Recorder  of  Deeds  Controls 
and  Procedures 


The  Recorder  of  Deeds  did  not  investigate  overages  in  her  account,  and  an 
overage  of  $8,875  exists  in  this  account  as  of  May  31,  2013.  The  Recorder  of 
Deeds  does  not  prepare  monthly  bank  reconciliations  or  lists  of  liabilities, 
timely  record  deposits,  or  maintain  a  running  cash  balance,  and  disburses 
amounts  charged  throughout  the  month  even  though  these  amounts  have  not 
been  collected  yet.  The  Recorder  of  Deeds  does  not  reconcile  the  amount  and 
composition  of  recorded  receipts  to  deposits  and  does  not  always  deposit 
receipts  intact. 


Property  Tax  System  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission  adequately  reviews  the 
activities  of  the  County  Collector.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  an 
account  book  summarizing  property  tax  charges,  transactions,  and  changes,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  that  procedures  are  performed  to  verify  the  accuracy  and 
completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlement.  The  County 
Collector  and  his  deputies  have  unlimited  access  rights  to  the  property  tax 
system,  which  could  result  in  the  deletion  or  alteration  of  data  files  and 
programs.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  compare  changes  initiated  by  the  County 
Assessor's  office  to  the  actual  changes  made  in  the  property  tax  system  by  the 
County  Collector's  office.  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  do  not 
review  and  approve  court  orders  in  a  timely  manner,  and  documentation 
supporting  the  removal  of  old  unpaid  personal  and  real  estate  property  tax 
amounts  is  not  provided  to  the  County  Commission  for  its  review. 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Controls 
and  Procedures 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney  has  not  adequately  segregated  accounting  duties  or 
performed  a  supervisory  review  of  accounting  records.  Receipt  slips  are  not 
issued  for  some  monies  received.  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  lacks  adequate 
procedures  to  properly  track,  monitor,  and  collect  court-ordered  restitution  due 
from  defendants  and  to  account  for  and  monitor  the  disposition  of  all  bad 
checks  submitted  for  collection. 


Additional  Comments 


Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 
audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to  the 
operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Poor.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  New  Madrid  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  New  Madrid  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section 
29.230,  RSMo.  In  addition,  Beussink,  Hey,  Roe  &  Stroder,  LLC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was 
engaged  to  audit  the  financial  statements  of  New  Madrid  County  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 
The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 
The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  New  Madrid 
County. 

An  additional  report,  No.  2013-1 13,  New  Madrid  County  Sheriff,  was  issued  in  November  2013. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:        Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 


Audit  Manager:  Pamela  Allison  Tillery,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Heather  R.  Stiles,  MBA,  CPA 
Audit  Staff:  Richard  Mosha,  MBA 

Jennifer  Anderson 
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New  Madrid  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Former  Public  Administrator  Bock  withdrew  $2,178  from  the  Trust  Fund 
bank  account  in  January  2013  and  claimed  these  were  his  personal  funds; 
however,  we  determined  $602  of  these  monies  is  owed  to  various 
wards/estates.  He  also  requested  county  reimbursement  of  the  same  indigent 
expenses  twice  and  as  a  result,  owes  the  county  $240.  Problems  were  also 
noted  in  the  handling  of  the  Trust  Fund  bank  account,  fees,  annual 
settlements,  and  disbursements  and  checks. 


1.  Public 

Administrator 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


During  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012,  the  Public  Administrator  served 
as  the  court  appointed  personal  representative  for  43  individuals  (wards)  and 
decedent  estates  of  the  Associate  Circuit  Court,  Probate  Division.  He 
maintained  bank  accounts  for  most  wards,  but  also  established  a  Trust  Fund 
bank  account  to  manage  the  financial  activity  of  wards  and  estates  that  did 
not  have  a  separate  bank  account  and  had  minimal  ongoing  financial 
activity.  The  Public  Administrator  also  used  the  Trust  Fund  to  pay  indigent 
wards'  expenses  that  were  subsequently  reimbursed  by  the  county. 

Unless  otherwise  specified,  references  to  Public  Administrator  relate  to  the 
former  Public  Administrator  whose  term  ended  December  31,  2012.  The 
current  Public  Administrator  took  office  in  January  2013.  Recommendations 
are  directed  to  the  current  Public  Administrator  since  she  is  in  a  position  to 
work  with  the  Associate  Circuit  Court  and  implement  changes. 

1.1  Trust  Fund  bank  aCCOUllt   The  Public  Administrator  withdrew  $2,178  from  the  Trust  Fund  bank 

account  in  January  2013,  closed  the  account,  and  claimed  these  were  his 
personal  funds.  However,  he  could  not  provide  documentation  to  support 
that  $602  of  the  $2,178  withdrawn  were  personal  funds.  The  $602  is  owed 
to  various  wards/estates. 


The  Public  Administrator  deposited  both  personal  funds  and  county  indigent 
expense  reimbursements  in  the  Trust  Fund  bank  account  to  pay  for  indigent 
expenses  incurred  throughout  the  year.  The  County  Commission  budgets  for 
indigent  expenses  to  be  paid  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund  each  year,  and 
as  a  result,  it  may  not  have  been  necessary  for  the  Public  Administrator  to 
deposit  personal  funds  into  the  Trust  Fund  bank  account  to  pay  these 
expenses. 

The  Public  Administrator  also  held  funds  belonging  to  5  wards  in  the  Trust 
Fund  bank  account  for  more  than  one  year,  which  could  have  been 
distributed  to  the  ward/estate  in  a  more  timely  manner.  One  ward  was 
deceased  and  the  estate  was  closed  in  2011,  and  amounts  held  for  3  other 
wards  could  have  been  distributed  to  accounts  maintained  by  residential 
facilities.  The  Public  Administrator  had  no  explanation  for  not  distributing 
funds  to  these  wards  timely.  Some  of  these  monies  were  distributed  to  the 
current  Public  Administrator,  are  being  held  in  her  Trust  Fund  bank  account, 
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and  have  not  been  distributed.  These  funds  are  the  property  of  the  wards  and 
should  be  distributed  to  the  ward/estate  in  a  timely  manner. 

Additionally,  the  Public  Administrator  did  not  provide  adequate  supporting 
documentation  for  any  of  the  $4,998  of  indigent  expenses  requested  for 
reimbursement  from  the  county  during  the  2  years  ended  December  31, 
2012.  The  Public  Administrator  provided  the  county  with  a  summary  of 
indigent  expenses  requested  for  reimbursement,  not  actual  supporting 
documentation  (paid  receipts,  invoices,  or  other  detailed  documentation).  At 
our  request,  the  Public  Administrator  provided  supporting  documentation 
for  $2,964  of  the  $4,998  reimbursed;  but  did  not  have  supporting 
documentation,  other  than  cancelled  checks,  for  the  remaining  $2,034. 

Our  review  of  the  supporting  documentation  provided,  reimbursement 
requests,  and  activity  of  the  Trust  Fund  bank  account  noted  the  following 
additional  concerns: 

•  The  Public  Administrator  did  not  properly  account  for  21  gift  cards 
purchased  totaling  $525  during  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012, 
and  did  not  obtain  documentation  from  wards  or  wards'  residential 
facilities  verifying  receipt  of  the  gift  cards.  As  a  result,  there  is  no 
assurance  the  wards  received  the  gift  cards. 

•  The  Public  Administrator  did  not  document  which  ward  received  a 
television  costing  $128  and  did  not  include  the  television  in  any  ward's 
inventory.  We  were  unable  to  determine  who  received  the  television. 

•  The  county  reimbursed  the  Public  Administrator  $240  for  the  same 
expenses  included  on  two  separate  reimbursement  requests. 

•  The  Public  Administrator  requested  reimbursement  from  the  county's 
indigent  funds  for  alcoholic  beverages  purchased  on  behalf  of  a  ward  on 
at  least  3  documented  occasions.  The  Public  Administrator  indicated  he 
purchased  alcoholic  beverages  and  requested  reimbursement  from  these 
indigent  funds  on  more  than  just  these  3  occasions.  While  documented 
amounts  total  only  $25,  these  purchases  appear  unnecessary  and  the 
County  Clerk  indicated  indigent  funds  were  not  to  be  used  to  purchase 
alcoholic  beverages. 

•  The  Public  Administrator  did  not  always  obtain  documentation  from  the 
wards  or  wards'  residential  facilities  verifying  the  receipt  of  cash.  As  a 
result,  there  is  no  assurance  the  wards  received  the  cash.  The  Public 
Administrator  cashed  3  Trust  Fund  checks  payable  to  himself  or  the 
bank  totaling  $100  to  provide  personal  spending  monies  for  individual 
wards. 
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Further,  the  Associate  Circuit  Court  does  not  review  the  activity  of  the  Trust 
Fund  bank  account.  While  the  Public  Administrator  listed  the  bank  balance 
of  this  account  along  with  ward  bank  accounts  at  the  end  of  each  calendar 
year,  the  Associate  Circuit  Court  did  not  review  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  this  account. 

Monies  used  by  the  county  to  reimburse  the  Public  Administrator  for 
indigent  expenses  represent  public  funds  and  officials  have  a  fiduciary 
responsibility  to  ensure  disbursements  are  appropriate  and  reasonable,  and 
supported  with  adequate  documentation.  Without  obtaining  and  properly 
reviewing  adequate  documentation,  the  county  cannot  determine  the  validity 
and  propriety  of  the  disbursements  and  prevent  duplicate  payments.  Because 
the  financial  activity  of  the  Trust  Fund  bank  account  was  not  submitted  for 
review,  the  court  had  no  assurance  financial  activity  of  the  Trust  Fund  was 
proper. 

1 .2  Fees  The  Public  Administrator  did  not  assess  and  collect  fees  from  the  accounts 

of  some  wards  and  estates.  Section  473.742,  RSMo,  provides  all  fees 
collected  by  a  Public  Administrator  who  elects  to  be  salaried  are  to  be 
deposited  into  the  county  treasury.  In  2012,  the  Public  Administrator  turned 
over  $960  in  fees  to  the  county.  These  fees  were  applicable  to  just  one  ward. 

The  Public  Administrator  indicated  he  did  not  typically  petition  the  court  for 
fees/expenses  because  the  wards/estates  lacked  adequate  funds  to  pay  the 
fees/expenses.  However,  it  appeared  adequate  funds  were  available  for  some 
wards/estates.  Seventeen  of  the  43  wards/estates  had  assets  valued  between 
$500  and  $67,500  at  December  31,  2012. 

To  ensure  fees  are  properly  assessed  against  the  accounts  of  the  wards  and 
estates  and  remitted  to  the  county  treasury,  the  Public  Administrator  should 
work  with  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge  to  establish  a  policy  for  fees  to  be 
assessed. 

1.3  Annual  Settlements  The  Associate  Circuit  Court  does  not  perform  sufficient  reviews  of  the 

activity  of  cases  assigned  to  the  Public  Administrator.  The  court  reviews 
annual  settlements  submitted,  but  the  review  of  disbursements  is  limited  to 
verifying  the  accuracy  of  amounts  reported  by  reviewing  cancelled  checks. 
The  Public  Administrator  did  not  file  supporting  documentation  such  as 
invoices  with  the  Associate  Circuit  Court  when  filing  annual  settlements. 

Without  such  documentation,  it  is  difficult  for  the  court  to  assess  the  validity 
and  reasonableness  of  costs  charged  to  and  paid  by  wards  of  the  Public 
Administrator.  Consideration  should  be  given  to  requiring  such  supporting 
documentation  be  filed  with  the  court. 
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1 .4  Disbursements  and  The  Public  Administrator  did  not  obtain  adequate  supporting  documentation 

checks  ^or  some  disbursements  from  individual  ward  bank  accounts.  In  addition, 

the  Public  Administrator  did  not  always  issue  checks  in  numerical  sequence 
and  properly  deface  and  retain  voided  checks. 

Adequate  supporting  documentation  was  not  retained  for  the  following 
disbursements  from  various  wards  bank  accounts  during  2012: 

•  Checks  totaling  $3,884  were  issued  to  a  caregiver  for  household 
expenses.  No  supporting  documentation,  other  than  cancelled  checks, 
was  obtained  from  the  caregiver  to  support  the  expenses. 

•  Checks  totaling  $3,900  were  issued  to  various  wards  and  a  ward's 
caregiver  for  personal  expenses  and  birthday  monies;  however,  the 
wards  and  caregiver  did  not  sign  a  receipt  indicating  monies  had  been 
received  from  the  Public  Administrator. 


•  The  Public  Administrator  bought  a  used  wheelchair  from  an  individual 
for  $275  using  funds  from  a  ward's  bank  account,  but  no  invoice  or 
supporting  documentation,  other  than  a  cancelled  check,  was  retained 
and  the  wheelchair  was  not  added  to  the  ward's  inventory. 

Additionally,  checks  were  not  issued  in  numerical  sequence  for  three  ward 
bank  accounts  reviewed,  and  in  one  instance  the  Public  Administrator  was 
using  two  checkbooks  simultaneously  for  one  ward. 

Further,  the  Public  Administrator  cannot  account  for  213  checks  (which 
were  not  listed  on  annual  settlements  and  are  unaccounted  for)  from  13 
individual  ward  bank  accounts  during  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012. 
In  addition,  36  checks  from  the  Trust  Fund  bank  account  for  the  period 
October  2008  to  December  2012  were  skipped  and  are  unaccounted  for. 
According  to  the  Public  Administrator,  all  of  these  checks  (ward  and  trust 
accounts)  had  been  voided,  were  torn  and  thrown  away,  and  were  not 
retained  in  case  files. 


To  ensure  payments  are  valid  and  proper,  the  Public  Administrator  should 
maintain  adequate  supporting  documentation  for  disbursements.  To  properly 
account  for  all  disbursements,  checks  should  be  issued  in  numerical 
sequence  and  recorded  in  numerical  sequence  on  check  registers,  and  voided 
checks  should  be  properly  defaced  and  retained. 

Recommendations  1.1      The  Public  Administrator  work  with  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge 

and  County  Commission  to  seek  reimbursement  of  amounts  owed 
from  the  former  Public  Administrator.  The  County  Commission 
should  require  adequate  supporting  documentation  be  submitted  for 
indigent  expense  reimbursement  requests.  The  Public  Administrator 
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should  establish  procedures  for  the  proper  handling  of  the  Trust 
Fund  bank  account,  and  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge  should  require 
the  Public  Administrator  to  submit  documentation  of  the  Trust  Fund 
bank  account  activity. 

1.2  The  Public  Administrator  work  with  the  Associate  Circuit  Judge  to 
ensure  fees  are  appropriately  assessed  and  paid  to  the  county. 

1.3  The  Associate  Circuit  Judge  establish  procedures  to  adequately 
monitor  the  activity  of  all  cases  assigned  to  the  Public 
Administrator,  and  require  supporting  documentation  such  as 
invoices  to  be  filed  with  the  court. 


1.4  The  Public  Administrator  ensure  disbursements  are  supported  by 
adequate  documentation,  checks  are  issued  in  numerical  sequence 
and  recorded  in  numerical  sequence  in  the  check  registers,  and  all 
voided  checks  are  properly  defaced  and  retained. 

Auditee's  Response  The  current  Public  Administrator  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


1. 1  The  former  Public  Administrator  has  reimbursed  the  County  the 
amounts  owed  and  has  reimbursed  this  Public  Administrator  with 
amounts  owed. 


Personal  funds  will  no  longer  be  deposited  into  the  Public 
Administrator  Trust  account  for  indigent  individuals.  This  Public 
Administrator  will  request  advancements,  from  time  to  time,  for 
funds  from  the  County  to  come  out  of  the  indigent  line  item  as 
approved  on  the  county  budget.  Once  the  advancement  is  getting 
close  to  being  spent,  this  Public  Administrator  will  provide  proof  to 
the  County  of  the  expenditures  made  from  said  funds  and  request 
another  advancement.  This  will  start  as  of  October  28,  2013. 

The  former  Public  Administrator  distributed  to  the  current  Public 
Administrator  funds  held  in  his  trust  account  for  six  wards  and  the 
balance  of  restitution  payments  received  by  his  office  but  not  yet 
distributed.  This  Public  Administrator  determined  how  to  distribute 
these  restitution  payments  and  these  payments  have  since  been 
distributed.  This  Public  Administrator  has  also  distributed  money 
belonging  to  three  of  the  six  wards  already.  A  Petition  is  now 
pending  to  distribute  the  fourth.  As  to  the  other  two,  it  is  very 
complicated,  and  this  Public  Administrator  has  not  ignored  the 
problem  and  has  researched  trying  to  find  a  solution  and  steps  will 
be  taken  to  dispose  of  these  two  accounts  if  at  all  possible. 
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All  receipts  will  be  obtained  by  this  Public  Administrator.  If 
personal  property  is  purchased  for  a  ward  out  of  indigent  funds, 
this  Public  Administrator  will  supply  not  only  the  cancelled  check 
and  receipt,  but  a  receipt  from  ward  or  facility  that  the  ward  did  in 
fact  receive  said  property. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  this  Public  Administrator  that  the  Associate 
Circuit  Court  did  not  audit  the  trust  account  since  it  was  not  an 
estate  account  and  felt  it  had  no  authority  to  do  so.  The  private 
auditors  were  notified  of  this  every  year.  This  Public  Administrator 
will  supply  to  the  Court,  at  any  time,  a  settlement  and/or  anything 
the  Court  may  request  as  to  the  Trust  account.  It  should  be  noted 
that  all  activity  in  the  Trust  account,  which  concerned  an  estate  was 
reported  to  the  Court  on  the  annual  status  report  filed  with  the 
Court  yearly. 

1.2  This  Public  Administrator  will  petition  the  Court  for  fees.  If  the 
estate  lacks  the  funds  necessary  to  pay  said  fee,  this  Public 
Administrator  will  so  advise  the  Court  to  leave  fee  bill  outstanding 
and  will  further  notify  the  Court  when  funds  become  available  to 
satisfy  the  bill. 

1.3  It  is  the  opinion  of  this  Public  Administrator  that  the  Court  did 
perform  sufficient  review  of  the  settlements.  Per  Section  473.543, 
RSMo,  "...Each  expenditure  of  more  than  seventy-five  dollars  for 
which  a  personal  representative  claims  credit  in  any  settlement 
shall  be  supported  by  vouchers  executed  by  the  person  to  whom  the 
disbursement  was  made  or  other  documentation,  such  as  an 
electronic  copy  of  a  check  or  a  bank  statement. . . "  All  checks  and 
bank  statements  were  filed  with  the  settlement  and  if  the  Court 
needed  further  documentation,  it  was  supplied.  Having  said  this, 
this  Public  Administrator  has  no  problem  with  not  only  supplying 
the  Court  with  the  cancelled  checks  and  bank  statements  but  with 
all  receipts  that  were  obtained  and  has,  in  fact,  done  so  since  taking 
office. 

1.4  Supporting  documentation  will  be  obtained  for  all  disbursements, 
checks  will  be  written  and  recorded  in  numerical  order,  and  any 
voided  checks  will  be  defaced  and  kept  in  the  file. 

The  Associate  Circuit  Judge  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

1. 1  The  Court  has  been  advised  that  the  former  Public  Administrator 
has  paid  a  sufficient  amount  of  funds  to  resolve  this  issue. 
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In  the  event  the  Public  Administrator  purchases  personal  property 
for  a  ward  (T.V.,  Gift  Card,  Clothes,  etc.),  the  Public  Administrator 
will  be  asked  to  secure  a  signed  receipt  from  the  ward  or  from 
administrative  personnel  at  the  ward's  facility.  The  Court  will 
suggest  an  in  Chamber  conference  with  the  Public  Administrator  bi- 
annually  to  review  the  Trust  Account  activity.  The  Court  would  ask 
that  the  Public  Administrator  provide  the  Trust  Account  bank 
statements,  her  internal  check  ledger,  and  invoices  or  receipts  for 
respective  purchases  for  review.  In  the  event  the  Court  is  not 
satisfied  with  certain  disbursements,  the  Court  will  request  further 
written  documentation  to  support  the  same. 

1.2  The  Court  will  request  the  Public  Administrator  to  submit  request 
for  fees  in  all  estates  unless  the  Court  otherwise  orders.  The 
respective  fee  bills  will  be  satisfied  as  allowed.  In  the  event  funds 
are  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  fee  bills,  the  Court  will  leave  the  fee 
bills  outstanding  should  the  ward's  estate  realize  future  assets. 

1.3  Henceforth,  the  Associate  Circuit  Court  will  require  the  Public 
Administrator  to  attach  to  her  annual  settlements  all  receipts, 
invoices,  or  other  written  verification  in  support  of  her 
disbursements.  The  Court  will  also  request  the  Public  Administrator 
to  note  any  void  or  lost  checks  on  the  annual  settlements  so  as  to 
avoid  confusion  and  insure  that  there  are  no  unaccounted  for 
outstanding  disbursements. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  response: 

1. 1  The  County  has  received  reimbursement  from  the  former  Public 
Administrator  for  indigent  expenses  that  were  reimbursed  twice. 
Going  forward  the  County  will  require  supporting  documentation 
for  all  reimbursement  requests. 


2t»  i  n  i  •   •  Controls  and  procedures  over  payroll  disbursements  need  improvement. 

.  Personnel  Policies 

and  Procedures 

2. 1  Personnel  policies  The  county  does  not  compensate  some  employees  for  overtime  in 

compliance  with  its  overtime  policy  and  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of 
1938  (FLSA)  requirements.  In  addition,  the  county  has  not  always  followed 
its  own  personnel  policies  regarding  employee  leave,  personnel  policies  do 
not  adequately  address  holidays,  and  various  policies  provide  conflicting 
guidance  and  do  not  match  overtime  handling  per  payroll  records. 

•    Nonworking  time  (vacation,  sick  leave,  compensatory  time  taken, 
and  holidays)  is  included  in  total  hours  worked  for  some  employees 
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when  determining  the  amount  of  overtime  earned  by  employees, 
which  is  not  allowed  by  county  policies  and  not  required  by  the 
FLSA.  As  a  result,  the  county  is  allowing  employees  to  accrue  more 
compensatory  time  than  required.  For  example,  a  road  and  bridge 
department  employee  was  paid  10  hours  of  overtime  during  a  week 
he  had  taken  10  hours  of  sick  leave,  reported  a  10-hour  holiday,  and 
reported  30  hours  worked  on  his  timesheet. 

•  According  to  county  leave  records,  3  Sheriffs  office  deputies  accrued 
compensatory  time  in  excess  of  the  maximum  balance  allowed  by  the 
FLSA.  As  of  January  1,  2013,  these  deputies  had  compensatory  time 
balances  of  495  hours,  572  hours,  and  567  hours.  The  FLSA  restricts  the 
accumulation  of  compensatory  time  for  law  enforcement  personnel  to  a 
maximum  of  480  hours;  hours  exceeding  this  amount  must  be  paid  in 
wages  on  the  next  pay  date.  In  addition,  county  policy  indicates 
compensatory  time  cannot  be  carried  over  from  year  to  year,  unless 
approved  by  the  officeholder. 

•  Six  employees  carried  forward  vacation  hours  ranging  from  262  to  651 
hours  from  December  2012  to  January  2013  when  the  maximum 
allowed  by  county  policy  is  240  hours. 

•  Two  employees  carried  forward  sick  leave  hours  of  908  and  938  hours 
from  December  2012  to  January  2013  when  the  maximum  allowed  by 
county  policy  is  900  hours. 

•  The  county  and  Sheriffs  office  personnel  policies  do  not  adequately 
address  holiday  leave.  Personnel  policies  indicate  an  employee  will 
receive  an  additional  day  off  to  accommodate  for  working  on  a  holiday. 
However,  some  county  employees  work  7. 5 -hour  days,  while  others 
work  10  and  12-hour  days.  Employees  who  work  12-hour  days  receive 
12  hours  of  holiday  leave,  and  employees  who  work  10-hour  days 
receive  10  hours  of  holiday  leave,  while  those  who  work  7.5-hour  days 
receive  7.5  hours  of  holiday  leave.  As  a  result,  those  employees  who 
work  12  and  10-hour  days  receive  up  to  32  more  hours  of  holiday  leave 
each  year  than  other  county  employees. 

•  Payroll  records  and  the  Sheriffs  office  and  county's  personnel  policies 
do  not  consistently  address  how  overtime  will  be  calculated.  Both  the 
county  and  Sheriffs  office  personnel  policies  indicate  overtime  is  to  be 
paid  at  time  and  one -half  for  any  hours  over  40  hours  in  a  work  week, 
and  the  county  pays  overtime  in  this  manner.  However,  a  separate 
section  of  the  Sheriffs  office  policy  manual  states  that  time  will  be 
computed  on  the  basis  of  171  hours  per  month.  The  County  Clerk's 
salary  schedule  for  all  county  employees  indicates  commissioned 
officers  annual  salaries  are  based  upon  171  hours  in  a  28-day  pay 
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period,  even  though  the  county  pays  on  a  monthly  pay  period.  Further, 
the  Sheriff  indicated  he  believed  his  deputies  were  supposed  to  be 
compensated  for  overtime  hours  worked  in  excess  of  171  hours  in  a  28- 
day  period. 

•  Dispatchers  work  schedules  are  based  on  a  payroll  workweek  beginning 
on  Sunday  and  ending  on  Saturday,  while  the  personnel  policy  and 
county's  payment  practice  is  based  on  a  payroll  workweek  of  Monday 
through  Sunday  at  midnight. 

Unclear  policies  and  allowing  employees  to  carry  leave  or  compensatory 
balances  in  excess  of  county  policy  or  the  FLSA  may  result  in  unnecessary 
costs  to  the  county  and  inequitable  treatment  of  employees. 

To  ensure  employees  are  treated  equitably  and  are  properly  compensated, 
strict  compliance  with  personnel  policies  and  the  FLSA  requirements  is 
necessary,  and  personnel  policies  and  related  payroll  records  should  be 
updated  to  reflect  the  county's  intended  and  actual  practices. 

2.2  Reviews  The  County  Clerk's  office  and  other  supervisory  officials  do  not  perform 

adequate  reviews  of  employee  timesheets,  leave  and  compensatory  time 
records,  and  other  payroll  records,  increasing  the  potential  for  errors  to  go 
undetected.  For  example,  according  to  payroll  records  submitted  by  a 
Sheriffs  office  deputy,  194.5  hours  of  overtime  was  worked  during  the 
period  December  16,  2011,  through  February  15,  2013.  The  overtime  was 
paid  by  the  county  using  drug  task  force  grant  funds  at  the  time  it  was 
worked  and  was  also  reported  on  county  timesheets,  resulting  in  291.75 
(194.5  hours  at  time  and  one -half)  additional  hours  of  compensatory  time 
being  accrued.  In  addition  to  potentially  preventing  or  identifying  this 
problem,  more  thorough  reviews  should  have  detected  the  various  problems 
addressed  in  section  2.1. 

Adequate  reviews  by  the  County  Clerk's  office  and  supervisory  officials  are 
necessary  to  ensure  the  accuracy  of  timesheets  and  leave  records. 

2.3  Timesheets  The  County  Commission  does  not  require  the  Emergency  Management 

Director,  911  Administrator,  Flood  Plain  Administrator,  Assistant  Coroner, 
and  Search  and  Rescue  Director  to  prepare  and  submit  timesheets  or  other 
records  documenting  work  performed.  These  are  salaried  employees  who 
are  essentially  on  call  on  a  24-hour  basis  and  do  not  have  established  work 
schedules  or  set  number  of  hours  required  to  work  each  pay  period. 

Detailed  time  sheets  would  document  hours  actually  worked,  provide 
information  necessary  to  monitor  tasks  performed,  and  are  beneficial  in 
demonstrating  compliance  with  the  county  personnel  policy  and  FLSA 
requirements. 
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Recommendations 


The  County  Commission: 


Auditee's  Response 


2. 1  Ensure  compliance  with  county  overtime  and  leave  policies  and  the 
FLSA.  The  County  Commission  should  also  revise  personnel 
policies  as  needed. 

2.2  Ensure  adequate  reviews  of  timesheets,  leave  records,  and  other 
payroll  records  are  performed  and  adjust  compensatory  time  records 
for  duplicate  hours  reported. 

2.3  Ensure  all  county  employees  prepare  and  submit  a  timesheet  or 
other  documentation  of  work  performed. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  responses: 


Auditor's  Comment 


3.  Disbursements  and 
Budget 
Amendments 


2.1  The  County  Clerk's  office  is  establishing  procedures  to  monitor 
overtime  and  leave  policies.  The  personnel  policy  will  be  revised  to 
address  the  issues  concerning  holiday  leave  and  the  calculation  of 
overtime  for  Sheriff's  office  employees. 

2.2  The  County  Clerk's  office  will  review  all  timesheets,  leave  records, 
and  other  payroll  records  for  accuracy  prior  to  processing  payroll 
each  month,  and  adjust  compensatory  time  records  for  duplicate 
hours  reported. 

2.3  The  County  considers  the  salaries  paid  to  the  Emergency 
Management  Director,  911  Administrator,  Floodplain 
Administrator,  Assistant  Coroner,  and  Search  and  Rescue  Director 
as  minimal  stipends  for  the  services  performed  in  these  positions 
due  to  the  random  nature  of  the  duties  of  these  positions.  The 
Commission  is  confident  that  the  individuals  serving  in  these 
positions  perform  their  duties  exceptionally  for  the  salaries  they 
receive  and  do  not  feel  that  timesheets  are  needed. 

2.3  Without  timesheets,  the  county  has  no  assurance  the  amount  paid 
and  time  worked  is  reasonable  and  appropriate,  and  cannot  ensure 
compliance  with  FLSA. 

Controls  and  procedures  related  to  county  disbursements  and  budget 
amendments  are  in  need  of  improvement. 


3.1  County  airport 


The  County  Commission  is  not  obtaining  information  needed  to  properly 
monitor  the  costs   and  benefits   of  maintaining  the  county  airport. 
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Additionally,  the  County  Commission  has  not  solicited  bids  for  these 
services  in  the  past  10  years  and  indicated  it  was  a  sole  source  contract. 
However,  the  County  Commission  did  not  document  their  justification  for 
sole  source  procurement. 

The  county  pays  a  vendor  $15,600  annually  to  manage  the  county  airport 
and  disbursed  another  $60,505  for  airport  repairs  and  upkeep  during  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2012.  According  to  the  2013  budget  document, 
the  county  anticipated  receiving  an  aviation  grant  totaling  $542,000  and 
planned  to  spend  $603,500  for  airport  improvements  during  the  year  ended 
December  31,  2013. 

The  contract  with  this  vendor  provides  for  the  vendor  to  retain  all  airport 
hangar  rental  income  and  fuel  and  oil  concessions,  but  does  not  require  this 
income  be  reported  to  the  county,  and  the  county  does  not  obtain  this 
information  from  the  vendor.  Without  such  information,  the  county  cannot 
monitor  the  costs  and  benefits  or  reasonableness  of  the  contract.  The 
contract  also  requires  the  county  to  furnish  the  necessary  equipment, 
supplies,  and  chemicals  for  upkeep  of  the  airport.  The  county  has  remained 
in  this  long-term  arrangement  without  sufficient  information  that  would  help 
in  periodically  evaluating  the  contract. 

To  effectively  monitor  the  costs  and  benefits  of  operating  the  county  airport, 
hangar  rental  income  and  fuel  and  oil  concession  information  should  be 
obtained  from  the  vendor.  Soliciting  proposals  for  services  is  a  good 
business  practice,  helps  provide  a  range  of  possible  choices,  and  allows  the 
county  to  make  better-informed  decisions  to  ensure  necessary  services  are 
obtained  from  the  best  qualified  provider  taking  expertise,  experience,  and 
cost  into  consideration.  To  help  ensure  county  funds  are  spent  wisely  and  in 
the  best  interest  of  taxpayers,  a  cost-benefit  analysis  of  the  county  airport 
should  be  performed. 

3.2  Health  insurance  The  county  has  not  solicited  proposals  for  health  insurance  since  2007,  and 

paid  approximately  $821,000  for  employee  health  insurance  for  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012.  The  insurance  broker  received  $14,190  of  this 
amount  for  his  services. 

The  health  insurance  broker  is  County  Clerk  Cravens'  brother  and  County 
Commissioner  Baker's  brother-in-law.  Commissioner  Baker  made  the 
motion  and  voted  to  approve  purchasing  the  health  insurance  from  this 
vendor/broker  according  to  the  November  17,  2011,  and  December  13, 
2012,  meeting  minutes. 

As  elected  officials,  County  Commissioner  Baker  and  County  Clerk 
Cravens  serve  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  and  have  an  obligation  to  the  public  to 
avoid  the  appearance  of  impropriety.  The  Commission  should  ensure  its 
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members  abstain  from  any  decision  to  contract  with  a  related  party  and 
ensure  that  action  is  fully  documented  in  the  meeting  minutes.  In  addition, 
to  help  prevent  actual  or  the  appearance  of  conflicts  of  interest,  discussions 
and  decisions  concerning  situations  where  potential  conflicts  of  interest 
exist  should  be  completely  documented.  Soliciting  bids  or  proposals  helps 
ensure  the  county  receives  fair  value  for  the  monies  spent  on  services,  and 
Section  67.150,  RSMo,  requires  competitive  bidding  at  least  every  3  years 
for  health  insurance. 

The  County  Commission  had  not  solicited  bids  in  the  last  10  years  and  did 
not  document  their  justification  for  sole  source  procurement  for  two  service 
contacts.  One  of  these  contracts  is  for  maintenance  of  the  county's  financial, 
assessment,  and  property  tax  system.  The  company  providing  this  service  is 
owned  by  the  former  County  Clerk,  and  $27,431  was  paid  to  this  company 
during  2012.  The  other  contract  is  for  general  repair  and  maintenance  of 
county  buildings  and  grounds.  The  company  providing  this  service  is  owned 
by  the  former  County  Highway  Engineer  and  $15,000  was  paid  to  this 
company  during  2012.  Additionally,  the  county's  contract  with  the  repair 
and  maintenance  vendor  requires  the  vendor  to  work  a  minimum  of  156 
days  of  the  year  on  county  repair  and  maintenance  projects;  however,  the 
county  does  not  track  how  many  days  of  the  year  the  vendor  works,  does  not 
maintain  a  list  of  repair  and  maintenance  projects,  and  monthly  vendor 
invoices  request  payment  of  1/12  of  the  $15,000  contract  amount  only  and 
do  not  detail  what  work  was  performed. 

Written  contracts  with  various  not-for-profit  organizations  do  not  require  the 
organizations  to  provide  documentation  of  how  county  funds  were  spent. 
During  2012,  the  county  provided  funds  totaling  $28,000  to  6  not-for-profit 
organizations.  Without  obtaining  and  properly  reviewing  adequate 
supporting  documentation,  the  county  cannot  determine  the  validity  and 
propriety  of  the  disbursements  made  to  the  NFP  organizations  and  ensure 
monies  are  spent  as  intended  by  the  county. 

Section  50.660,  RSMo,  provides  bidding  requirements.  Routine  use  of  a 
competitive  procurement  process  for  major  purchases  ensures  the  county 
has  made  every  effort  to  receive  the  best  and  lowest  price  and  all  interested 
parties  are  given  an  equal  opportunity  to  participate  in  county  business. 
Documentation  of  the  various  proposals  received,  and  the  county's  selection 
process  and  criteria  should  be  retained  to  demonstrate  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  or  regulations  and  support  decisions  made.  Contract 
monitoring  and  documentation  of  compliance  with  contractual  requirements 
are  necessary  to  ensure  county  funds  are  used  for  necessary,  reasonable,  and 
appropriate  purposes  and  to  ensure  compliance  with  contract  terms. 

3.4  Budget  amendments  Budget  amendments  were  not  filed  with  the  State  Auditor's  office,  budget 

amendment  documents  prepared  by  the  County  Commission  were  not 


3.3  Bidding  and  monitoring 
of  contracts 
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completed  in  a  timely  manner,  and  the  information  contained  in  the  budget 
amendment  documents  was  not  sufficient. 

Budget  amendments  were  not  made  until  December  27,  2012.  The  county's 
procedure  is  to  prepare  an  amendment  near  the  end  of  each  year  to  adjust 
budgeted  receipts  and  disbursements  to  actual  (for  only  the  funds  needing 
amendments).  The  amendment  amounts  are  sometimes  significant.  For 
example,  the  County  Commission  amended  the  budgeted  disbursements  for 
the  Recorder  Special  Fund  by  $13,051  and  Prosecuting  Attorney  Check 
Collection  Fund  by  $18,675,  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  Prior  to 
the  amendments,  disbursements  had  exceeded  the  original  budgeted 
amounts. 

In  addition,  budget  amendment  documents  prepared  by  the  County 
Commission  included  only  the  fund,  account  number,  and  the  amended 
amount,  and  did  not  report  the  original  amount  budgeted.  Also,  2012 
budgeted  amounts  reported  on  the  2013  budget  were  inaccurate;  the  original 
2012  budgeted  amounts  and  not  the  amended  amounts  were  reported. 

Timely  and  complete  budget  amendments  result  in  a  more  accurate  budget 
and  more  effective  planning  tool,  and  help  ensure  compliance  with  state 
law.  The  County  Commission  should  properly  monitor  actual  disbursements 
compared  to  budgeted  amounts  and  formally  amend  the  budget  before 
incurring  the  related  disbursements. 

Recommendations  The  County  Commission: 

3.1  Periodically  solicit  proposals  for  airport  management  services  and 
ensure  adequate  documentation  is  maintained  to  support  the 
evaluation  and  selection  process.  In  addition,  the  county  should 
ensure  the  contract  includes  appropriate  criteria  which  provides  a 
means  to  monitor  contractor  performance  and  requires  pertinent 
financial  information  be  provided  to  the  county. 

3.2  Refrain  from  entering  into  business  transactions  with  related  parties 
unless  such  services  or  transactions  are  properly  bid  in  accordance 
with  state  law  and  the  selection  process  is  documented. 

3.3  Ensure  bids  are  solicited  for  all  applicable  purchases  of  goods  or 
services  in  accordance  with  state  law,  and  obtain  adequate 
supporting  documentation  to  allow  monitoring  and  oversight  of 
contract  requirements  and  expenditures. 

3.4  Ensure  formal  budget  amendments  are  filed  with  the  State  Auditor's 
office  and  are  made  prior  to  incurring  related  expenditures  and 
budgeted  amounts  reported  for  prior  years  are  accurate. 
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AuditCC'S  RcSpOIlSC  ^he  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

3.1  The  County  Commission  will  solicit  proposals  for  airport 
management  services  at  the  end  of  each  three  year  contract  period 
and  will  maintain  documentation  to  support  the  evaluation  and 
selection  process.  Future  contracts  will  require  submission  of 
financial  information  by  the  contractor  relating  to  hanger  rentals 
and  fuel  sales.  The  current  contract,  which  expires  in  March  2015, 
will  be  amended  to  require  submission  of  the  aforementioned 
financial  information. 

3.2  The  County  Commission  will  solicit  proposals  for  health  insurance 
every  three  years  as  required,  beginning  with  the  2014  renewal,  and 
will  maintain  documentation  to  support  the  selection  process.  In 
regards  to  the  health  insurance  broker  being  related  to  a  County 
Commissioner  and  County  Clerk,  the  broker  was  providing  the 
County's  health  insurance  prior  to  the  Commissioner  and  County 
Clerk  becoming  office  holders,  and  has  been  retained  as  broker  in 
subsequent  renewals.  In  the  future,  any  Commissioner  with  a 
conflict  of  interest  will  abstain  from  discussions,  motions  and 
voting. 

3.3  The  County  Commission  will  solicit  bids  for  the  purchase  of  goods 
and  services  as  provided  in  Section  50.660,  RSMo,  and  obtain 
adequate  documentation  to  allow  monitoring  and  oversight  of 
contract  requirements  and  expenditures. 

3.4  Budget  amendments  will  be  made  prior  to  incurring  related 
expenditures  and  amendments  will  be  filed  with  the  State  Auditor's 
office.  Also,  budgeted  amounts  reported  for  prior  years  will  include 
amended  amounts. 


The  Recorder  of  Deeds'  month-end  reconciliation,  distribution  of  fees,  and 
depositing  procedures  need  improvement.  The  Recorder  of  Deeds  processed 
approximately  $131,000  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 


4.  Recorder  of  Deeds 
Controls  and 
Procedures 


4.1  Overages,  bank 
reconciliations,  and 
disbursements 


The  Recorder  of  Deeds  did  not  investigate  overages  in  her  bank  account  or 
properly  dispose  of  those  monies.  An  overage  of  $8,875  exists  in  this 
account  as  of  May  31,  2013.  Based  on  our  last  audit  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  1999,  and  representations  made  by  the  Recorder  of  Deeds, 
overages  have  accumulated  in  this  account  over  several  years  and  have  not 
been  resolved. 
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Various  controls  and  procedural  weaknesses  in  the  office  contributed  to  the 
unidentified  overage  in  the  account.  Monthly  bank  reconciliations  and  lists 
of  liabilities  are  not  prepared  for  the  Recorder  of  Deeds'  bank  account. 
Deposits  are  not  recorded  timely  and  a  running  balance  is  not  maintained  in 
the  check  register.  At  each  month  end,  the  Recorder  of  Deeds  disburses 
amounts  related  to  charges  made  throughout  the  month  by  various 
individuals  and  institutions  even  though  amounts  charged  have  not  yet  been 
collected. 

Recording  deposits  timely,  maintaining  running  book  balances  in  check 
registers,  and  performing  monthly  bank  reconciliations  helps  ensure 
accurate  records  are  kept  and  increases  the  likelihood  errors  will  be 
identified.  Regular  identification  and  comparison  of  liabilities  to  the 
reconciled  cash  balance,  is  necessary  to  ensure  records  are  in  balance  and 
monies  are  available  to  satisfy  all  liabilities.  Prompt  follow  up  on  any 
differences  is  necessary  to  ensure  reasons  can  be  determined  and  corrections 
made.  Good  business  practice  requires  fees  to  be  collected  before  making 
related  disbursements  to  avoid  shortages  in  the  account.  Further,  various 
statutory  provisions  provide  for  the  disposition  of  unidentified  monies. 

4.2  Deposits  The  Recorder  of  Deeds  office  does  not  reconcile  the  amount  and 

composition  of  recorded  receipts  to  deposits.  In  addition,  the  Recorder  of 
Deeds  withholds  cash  from  deposits  to  maintain  a  change  fund;  however, 
the  change  fund  is  not  maintained  at  a  constant  amount  and  the  amount  of 
the  change  fund  is  not  tracked. 

To  safeguard  receipts  and  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  funds, 
the  composition  of  receipts  should  be  reconciled  to  the  composition  of 
deposits  and  all  receipts  should  be  deposited  intact.  If  a  change  fund  is 
needed,  it  should  be  set  at  a  constant  amount  and  a  procedure  established  to 
reconcile  to  this  amount  every  time  a  deposit  is  made. 

Recommendations  The  Recorder  of  Deeds: 

4.1  Dispose  of  the  unidentified  overage  in  accordance  with  state  law, 
post  deposits  timely,  and  maintain  running  balances  in  the  check 
register,  perform  bank  reconciliations,  and  reconcile  bank  balances 
to  liabilities  monthly.  Any  differences  between  accounting  records 
and  reconciliations  should  be  investigated  and  resolved.  In  addition, 
the  Recorder  of  Deeds  should  not  disburse  fees  until  the  related 
monies  are  collected. 

4.2  Reconcile  the  composition  of  receipts  to  the  composition  of  deposits 
and  deposit  all  receipts  intact.  If  a  change  fund  is  needed,  it  should 
be  maintained  at  an  established  amount. 
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Auditee's  Response 


The  Recorder  of  Deeds  provided  the  following  written  responses: 

4.1  I  will  turn  over  the  overage  amount  to  the  county  with  the 
understanding  the  money  will  be  distributed  in  a  prorated  manner 
based  upon  September  2013  activity.  I  am  posting  deposits  daily 
and  will  begin  to  run  book  balances  in  the  checkbook  register, 
perform  bank  reconciliations,  and  reconcile  bank  balances  to 
liabilities  monthly.  I  will  not  disburse  fees  until  they  are  collected. 
On  November  1,  2013,  I  will  open  a  new  bank  account  per  auditor 
instruction. 

4.2  I  am  checking  cash  and  check  composition  of  receipts  to  deposits 
and  will  deposit  all  monies  on  a  daily  basis.  I  will  keep  $200  of 
overage  to  establish  a  change  fund. 


5.  Property  Tax 
System  Controls 
and  Procedures 


Controls  and  procedures  over  the  property  tax  system  need  improvement. 


5.1  Review  of  annual 
settlements 


Neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission  adequately  reviews 
the  financial  activities  of  the  County  Collector,  who  processed  property  tax 
collections  of  approximately  $20.3  million  during  the  year  ended  February 
28,  2013.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  an  account  book  or  other 
records  summarizing  property  tax  charges,  transactions,  and  changes,  and 
no  evidence  was  provided  to  indicate  procedures  are  performed  to  verify  the 
accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements.  As 
a  result,  there  is  an  increased  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  property  tax 
monies  going  undetected. 


Section  51.150.1(2),  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  accounts 
with  all  persons  chargeable  with  monies  payable  to  the  county  treasury.  An 
account  book  or  other  records  that  summarize  all  taxes  charged  to  the 
County  Collector,  monthly  collections,  delinquent  credits,  additions  and 
abatements,  and  protested  amounts  should  be  maintained  by  the  County 
Clerk.  Such  records  would  help  the  County  Clerk  ensure  taxes  charged  and 
credited  to  the  County  Collector  are  complete  and  accurate  and  could  also 
be  used  by  the  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  to  verify  the  County 
Collector's  annual  settlements.  Such  procedures  are  intended  to  establish 
checks  and  balances  related  to  the  collection  of  property  taxes. 


5.2  Computer  access 


The  county  has  not  adequately  restricted  property  tax  system  access.  The 
County  Collector  and  his  deputies  have  unlimited  access  rights  in  the 
property  tax  system,  which  allows  changes  to  be  made  to  individual  tax 
records  throughout  the  tax  year.  Because  the  County  Collector  and  his 
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deputies  are  responsible  for  collecting  tax  monies,  good  internal  controls 
require  they  not  have  unlimited  system  access  rights  to  be  able  to  alter  or 
delete  tax  rates,  assessed  values,  and  property  tax  billings. 

To  prevent  unauthorized  changes  to  the  property  tax  records,  access  should 
be  limited  based  on  user  needs.  Unrestricted  access  can  result  in  the  deletion 
or  alteration  of  data  files  and  programs. 


5.3  Additions  and  abatements  The  County  Clerk  does  not  perform  a  comparison  of  changes  initiated  by 

the  County  Assessor's  office  to  the  actual  changes  made  in  the  property  tax 
system  by  the  County  Collector's  office.  In  addition,  the  County  Collector 
does  not  submit  court  orders  timely  to  the  County  Commission  and  County 
Clerk  for  review  and  approval.  While  the  County  Collector  and  his  deputies 
post  additions  and  abatements  throughout  the  tax  year  to  the  property  tax 
system,  the  County  Collector  submits  a  court  order  annually  summarizing 
additions  and  abatements  (by  year/type)  to  the  County  Commission  and 
County  Clerk  for  review.  Further,  adequate  supporting  documentation  for 
the  removal  of  old  unpaid  personal  and  real  estate  property  tax  amounts 
from  the  property  tax  system  performed  annually  by  the  County  Collector  is 
not  provided  to  the  County  Commission  for  review  and  approval. 


Sections  137.260  and  137.270,  RSMo,  assign  responsibility  to  the  County 
Clerk  for  making  corrections  to  the  tax  books  with  the  approval  of  the 
County  Commission.  If  it  is  not  feasible  for  the  County  Clerk  to  make 
corrections  to  the  tax  books,  periodic  reviews  and  timely  approvals  of  court 
orders  (including  supporting  documentation  of  the  change),  along  with  a 
comparison  of  approved  additions  and  abatements  to  actual  changes  made  to 
the  property  tax  system,  would  help  ensure  changes  are  proper. 

Recommendations  5.1      The  County  Clerk  maintain  an  account  book  with  the  County 

Collector.  In  addition,  the  County  Clerk  and  the  County 
Commission  should  use  the  account  book  to  review  the  accuracy 
and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlement. 


5.2  The  County  Commission  ensure  property  tax  system  access  is 
limited  to  only  what  is  needed  for  the  users  to  perform  their  job 
duties  and  responsibilities. 

5.3  The  County  Clerk  and  the  County  Commission  ensure  a  comparison 
of  approved  additions  and  abatements  to  actual  changes  made  to  the 
property  tax  system  is  performed,  review  and  approve  additions  and 
abatements  in  a  timely  manner,  and  ensure  supporting 
documentation  is  obtained  to  support  changes  for  old  unpaid 
property  taxes. 
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AuditCC'S  RCSDOIISC  ^e  bounty  Clerk  and  County  Commission  provided  the  following  written 

responses: 

5.1  The  County  Clerk  will  maintain  an  account  book  with  the  County 
Collector  and  utilize  the  account  book  with  the  County  Commission 
to  review  the  accuracy  of  the  Collector's  annual  settlement. 


6.  Prosecuting 

Attorney  Controls 
and  Procedures 


5.2  After  the  installation  of  the  new  property  tax  system  software,  the 
County  will  determine  the  level  of  access  to  the  system  that  should 
be  allowed  for  the  Collector's  office  employees. 

5.3  The  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  will  compare  additions 
and  abatements  to  actual  changes  in  the  property  tax  system  to 
ensure  accuracy,  review  and  approve  additions  and  abatements  in  a 
timely  manner,  and  ensure  supporting  documentation  is  obtained  to 
support  changes  made. 

Accounting  duties  are  not  adequately  segregated  and  supervisory  reviews 
are  not  performed.  Receipting  and  monitoring  procedures  are  not  adequate. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  processed  bad  check  restitution  and 
victim  fees,  bad  check  fees,  and  court-ordered  restitution  totaling 
approximately  $52,000,  $22,000,  and  $31,000,  respectively,  during  the  year 
ended  December  31,  2012. 


6.1  Segregation  of  duties 
and  waivers 


The  Prosecuting  Attorney  has  not  adequately  segregated  accounting  duties 
or  performed  a  supervisory  review  of  accounting  records.  The  Prosecuting 
Attorney's  secretary  is  primarily  responsible  for  receipting,  recording,  and 
transmitting  monies  received  for  bad  checks  and  court-ordered  restitution. 
In  addition,  the  secretary  waived  bad  check  fees  without  the  documented 
approval  of  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  and  did  not  retain  adequate 
documentation  of  the  reasons  for  such  waivers. 


Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  should  implement  and 
document  an  independent  or  supervisory  review  of  accounting  records.  In 
addition,  to  ensure  all  fee  waivers  are  valid,  someone  independent  of  the 
receipting  and  recording  functions  should  review  and  approve  all  waivers, 
and  proper  supporting  documentation  should  be  maintained  for  such 
waivers. 


6.2  Receipting  Receipt  slips  are  not  issued  for  some  monies  received.  Manual  receipt  slips 

are  only  issued  for  court-ordered  restitution  monies.  Failure  to  implement 
adequate  receipting  procedures  increases  the  risk  that  loss,  theft,  or  misuse 
of  monies  received  will  go  undetected. 
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6.3  Tracking  procedures  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  has  not  established  adequate  procedures  to 

properly  track,  monitor,  and  collect  court-ordered  restitution  due  from 
defendants  and  does  not  have  adequate  procedures  in  place  to  account  for 
and  monitor  the  disposition  of  all  bad  checks  submitted  to  the  office  for 
collection. 

Court-ordered  restitution  payments  are  manually  recorded  in  the  defendant's 
case  file;  however,  the  total  restitution  amount  ordered  is  not  always  clearly 
documented  in  the  case  file.  Additionally,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  does  not 
have  a  system  set  up  to  alert  office  personnel  when  restitution  payments  are 
due  or  a  defendant's  probationary  period  is  nearing  completion.  The 
Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  indicated  it  is  the  probation  officer's 
responsibility  to  ensure  restitution  is  paid. 

Bad  check  complaint  forms  submitted  by  merchants  when  bad  checks  are 
turned  over  to  the  Prosecuting  Attorney  for  collection  are  not  assigned  a 
sequential  tracking  number  and  complaint  forms  are  filed  by  the  date  of  the 
10-day  letter.  Additionally,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  only  uses  the 
computerized  bad  check  system  to  generate  letters  notifying  the  bad  check 
writers  they  have  10  days  to  pay  before  charges  are  filed.  While  the  bad 
check  complaint  and  disposition  information  is  entered  into  the 
computerized  bad  check  system,  the  system  is  not  utilized  to  track  the 
collection  and  disposition  of  each  bad  check  complaint.  The  office 
maintains  a  manual  ledger  of  bad  check  complaints  (by  date  the  complaint 
was  filed)  for  purposes  of  filing  charges,  however,  this  manual  ledger  does 
not  allow  for  compilation  of  amounts  collected  by  date. 

Adequate  procedures  for  tracking  court-ordered  restitution  is  necessary  to 
facilitate  monitoring  amounts  due,  provide  information  to  the  court,  and 
improve  accountability.  To  ensure  bad  check  complaints  are  handled  and 
accounted  for  properly,  a  sequential  number  should  be  assigned  to  each  bad 
check  complaint  form  or  bad  check  received  and  the  collection  and 
disposition  of  each  bad  check  should  be  tracked. 

Recommendations  The  Prosecuting  Attorney: 

6. 1  Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  or  ensure  an  independent  or 
supervisory  review  of  accounting  records  is  performed  and 
documented,  and  require  someone  independent  of  the  accounting 
system  to  review  and  approve  all  waivers  and  ensure  adequate 
documentation  is  retained  to  support  such  waivers. 

6.2  Require  receipt  slips  be  issued  for  all  monies  received. 
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6.3  Develop  procedures  and  records  to  adequately  track  court-ordered 
restitution  and  the  receipt  and  disposition  of  all  bad  check 
complaints. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Prosecuting  Attorney  provided  the  following  written  response: 

I  agree  with  all  recommendations  and  plan  to  implement  procedures  to 
comply  with  same. 
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New  Madrid  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county 
seat  is  New  Madrid. 

New  Madrid  County  changed  classification  from  a  third  to  second  class 
county  effective  January  1,  1999,  and  a  county  auditor  was  appointed 
August  28,  1999,  following  the  repeal  of  Section  55.041,  RSMo,  which 
gave  counties  becoming  second  class  after  September  28,  1987,  the  option 
of  not  establishing  the  office  of  county  auditor.  New  Madrid  County  was 
reclassified  to  a  third  class  county  again  on  January  1,  2011,  in  accordance 
with  Section  48.030,  RSMo,  which  sets  forth  when  counties  can  change 
classification  based  on  the  changes  in  assessed  valuation.  The  State  Auditor 
did  not  have  an  audit  responsibility  for  New  Madrid  County  or  its  elected 
officials  from  1999  through  2010. 

New  Madrid  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  72  full-time  employees  and  12  part-time  employees  on  December 
31,2012. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  3 1  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder  2013  2012 


Clyde  M.  Hawes,  Presiding  Commissioner  $ 

37,263 

Mark  Baker,  Associate  Commissioner 

35,263 

Don  Day,  Associate  Commissioner 

35,263 

Kim  St.  Mary  Hall,  Recorder  of  Deeds 

48,937 

Clement  Cravens,  County  Clerk 

53,429 

Lewis  H.  Recker,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

113,112 

Terry  M.  Stevens,  Sheriff 

59,366 

Tom  Bradley,  County  Treasurer 

53,429 

Jimmy  McSpadden,  County  Coroner 

17,997 

Riley  Bock,  Public  Administrator 

51,873 

Dewayne  Nowlin,  County  Collector  (1), 

year  ended  February  28, 

74,339 

Ronnie  Simmons,  County  Assessor, 

year  ended  August  3 1 , 

53,080 

(1)     Includes  $20,553  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  city  property  taxes. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  Temporary  Assistance 
for  Needy  Families,  Electronic  Benefits  Transfers 

Background  The  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF)  program  is  a  federal 

and  state  program  to  provide  assistance  to  financially  needy  families  with 
children.  Approximately  40,000  Missouri  households  receive  monthly 
TANF  benefits,  and  more  than  30,000  of  these  households  also  receive 
monthly  Supplemental  Nutrition  Assistance  Program  (SNAP)  benefits,  also 
known  as  food  stamps.  Most  recipients  receive  TANF  and  SNAP  benefits 
directly  on  an  electronic  benefits  transfer  (EBT)  card.  With  the  EBT  card, 
recipients  can  access  TANF  benefits  by  purchasing  items  via  a  point  of  sale 
(POS)  terminal  or  by  withdrawing  cash  at  automated  teller  machines  (ATM) 
or  POS  terminals.  The  EBT  vendor  does  not  charge  for  the  first  ATM 
withdrawal  of  the  month  but  charges  TANF  recipients  $.85  per  each 
subsequent  ATM  withdrawal  that  month  and  $.85  per  POS  cash  withdrawal 
only  transaction.  There  are  no  restrictions  in  the  state  or  federal  regulations 
or  statutes  limiting  the  geographical  use  of  TANF  benefits,  and  the 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  notes  that  there  are  many  possible 
reasons  a  household  may  be  using  benefits  in  another  state.  The  new  federal 
Welfare  Integrity  and  Data  Improvement  Act  requires  states,  by  February 
22,  2014,  to  maintain  practices  and  policies  that  prevent  TANF  assistance 
from  being  used  in  any  EBT  transaction  at  any  liquor  store,  casino,  gaming 
establishment  or  other  inappropriate  venues.  States  failing  to  meet  this 
deadline  could  have  their  TANF  block  grants  decreased  by  up  to  5  percent. 
Since  1998,  the  Missouri  Gaming  Commission,  at  the  request  of  DSS,  has 
required  Missouri  casinos  to  block  ATMs  in  their  casinos  from  accepting 
EBT  cards.  In  February  2013,  the  DSS  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD) 
notified  TANF  recipients  of  the  new  law  and  defined  purchases  of  the 
following  to  be  misuse  of  benefits:  alcohol/liquor,  tobacco  items,  lottery 
tickets,  illegal  drugs,  controlled  drugs  without  a  valid  prescription,  and 
usages  at  adult-oriented  entertainment  businesses.  In  May  2013,  the  General 
Assembly  passed  legislation  implementing  the  new  federal  law.  State  law 
restricts  using  public  assistance  benefits  and  EBT  cards  in  locations 
marketed  to  adults,  prohibits  merchants  from  accepting  TANF  benefits  for 
the  purchase  of  alcoholic  beverages,  lottery  tickets,  or  tobacco  products, 
requires  the  DSS  to  establish  and  maintain  a  toll-free  complaint  line,  and 
directs  the  DSS  to  study  analytical  modeling-based  methods  of  detecting 
fraud  and  report  to  the  General  Assembly  and  governor  by  December  1, 
2013. 

EBT  transactions  at  out-of-state  locations  totaled  $3,383,989  from  about 
9,300  cases  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  We  identified  366  cases 
for  which  some  or  all  of  the  TANF  benefits  were  accessed  exclusively  out- 
of-state  over  periods  exceeding  90  days,  with  transactions  totaling  about 
$461,000.  Extended  out-of-state  usage  could  indicate  the  recipient  no  longer 
maintains  a  Missouri  residence.  About  68  percent  of  all  out-of-state 
transactions  occurred  in  bordering  states,  many  of  them  in  cities  near  the 
Missouri  border.  We  identified  107  cases  with  only  bordering  state 


Inappropriate  EBT 
Transactions 


transactions,  totaling  $147,000,  occurring  over  a  period  more  than  90  days. 
We  noted  249  cases,  totaling  $302,000,  with  EBT  transactions  occurring 
exclusively  at  locations  in  non-bordering  states  for  more  than  90 
consecutive  days.  For  67  of  the  249  cases,  the  duration  of  the  consecutive 
transactions,  totaling  nearly  $129,000,  was  180  days  or  more.  One  case 
accessed  benefits  totaling  $4,276  over  a  274  day  period  in  Texas,  one  case 
accessed  benefits  totaling  $1,972  over  338  days  in  California,  and  one  case 
accessed  benefits  totaling  $1,191  over  153  days  in  the  Virgin  Islands.  Our 
analysis  also  identified  1,615  cases,  with  transactions  totaling  $261,055,  at 
locations  with  names  suggesting  the  merchant  may  sell  products  or  services 
(liquor,  tobacco,  gambling,  etc.)  that  would,  under  new  state  and  federal 
restrictions,  be  inappropriate  locations  to  access  TANF  benefits. 

DSS  Review  of  EBT  The  FSD  and  DSS-Division  of  Legal  Services  (DLS)  began  an  investigation 

Transactions  *n  September  2012  for  inappropriate  out-of-state  transactions  using  records 

of  TANF  EBT  transactions  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  The  DSS 
identified  1,300  cases  (of  9,300  that  had  at  least  one  out-of-state 
transaction),  with  about  10,000  transactions,  for  further  review.  As  of  April 
30,  2013,  of  the  1,300  cases  referred,  the  FSD  indicated  (i)  12  cases  closed 
as  a  result  of  the  investigation  and  154  cases  closed  for  failure  of  the 
recipient  to  provide  information,  (ii)  establishment  of  claims  for 
overpayment  for  19  cases,  totaling  $25,200,  with  establishment  of  claims  for 
another  52  cases  in  progress,  (iii)  reviews  not  yet  completed  for  147  cases, 
and  (iv)  no  claim  or  case  closure  needed  on  916  cases.  The  EBT  vendor 
makes  various  monthly  reports  available  to  the  DSS,  but  DLS  and  FSD 
officials  said  that  those  reports  could  not  be  effectively  used  to  identify 
inappropriate  transactions.  In  January  2013,  the  DSS  began  meeting  with 
the  EBT  vendor  to  discuss  possible  changes  to  the  reporting  process  to 
provide  the  DSS  with  data  better  suited  for  detecting  inappropriate 
transactions. 


As  of  June  2013,  the  DSS  had  initiated  limited  merchant  awareness 
activities  regarding  the  new  requirements  prohibiting  certain  usages  of 
TANF  benefits.  As  of  June  2012,  other  states  had  laws  restricting  the  usage 
of  TANF  benefits.  For  example,  five  states  prohibit  TANF  cash  from  being 
used  for  certain  items  like  alcohol,  seven  states  have  disabled  TANF  EBT 
access  at  ATMs  and/or  POS  terminals  at  certain  businesses  like  casinos,  and 
two  states  prohibit  merchants  from  accepting  TANF  EBT  cards  for  certain 
items  like  alcohol  or  by  prohibiting  non-SNAP  authorized  businesses  to 
participate  in  the  TANF  EBT  program.  A  GAO  report  noted  significant 
challenges  to  enforcing  restrictions  on  TANF  access,  including:  (i) 
transaction  data  lacks  a  code  identifying  the  nature  of  the  retailer's  business, 
(ii)  some  POS  terminals  have  common  identification  numbers  so  blocking 
one  may  block  others  too,  (iii)  blocking  EBT  transactions  requires  removing 
the  state's  Bank  Identification  Number  from  each  individual  ATM,  (iv) 
information  about  transaction  locations  is  often  incomplete  and  inaccurate, 
and  (v)  tracking  what  individuals  buy  with  TANF  benefits  either  by  EBT 
transactions  at  POS  terminals  or  with  cash  withdrawn  from  POS  terminals 
or  ATMs  is  difficult. 


Because  of  the  limited  objective  of  this  review,  no  overall  rating  is  provided. 


Efforts  to  Restrict  TANF 
Access 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Brian  Kinkade,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Social  Services 
and 

Alyson  Campbell,  Director 
Family  Support  Division 
and 

Joel  Anderson,  Director 
Division  of  Legal  Services 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Department  of  Social  Services  -  Family  Support  Division  and 
the  Division  of  Legal  Services  related  to  the  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF)  program. 
In  recent  years,  news  outlets  have  reported  on  TANF  recipients  accessing  their  TANF  benefits  via 
Electronic  Benefit  Transfer  (EBT)  cards  at  vacation,  gambling,  and  other  locations  that  appear 
inappropriate  or  questionable  considering  the  assistance  is  intended  to  benefit  the  children  in  financially 
needy  families.  Also,  a  new  federal  law  was  enacted  in  2012  requiring  the  states,  by  February  2014,  to 
implement  policies  and  practices  to  prevent  TANF  assistance  from  being  used  in  any  EBT  transaction  in 
any  liquor  store,  gambling  establishment,  or  other  inappropriate  locations.  The  objectives  of  our  audit 
were  to: 

1.  Determine  the  extent  to  which  TANF  benefits  were  accessed  in  locations  that  may  be 
inappropriate  or  questionable  based  on  restrictions  in  place  during  the  year  ended  June 
30,  2012,  or  would  be  inappropriate  under  the  new  federal  and  state  laws. 

2.  Evaluate  the  department's  internal  controls  to  prevent  and  detect  TANF  recipients 
violating  the  state  residency  requirements  and  inappropriate  EBT  transactions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  department's  efforts  to  implement  policies  and  practices  in  order  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  the  new  federal  and  state  laws. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  determined  (1)  a  relatively  small  number  of  EBT  transactions  were  made  in 
locations  that  may  represent  usage  in  violation  of  department  rules  or  state  law  or  represent  usage  that 
would  not  be  allowable  under  the  new  federal  and  state  laws;  (2)  the  department  has  not  established 
policies  for  routine  review  of  EBT  transactions,  required  the  EBT  vendor  provide  the  department  with 
EBT  data  that  can  be  searched  and  sorted  efficiently,  or  completed  its  special  review  of  EBT  transactions 
during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012;  and  (3)  the  department  has  some  existing  controls  that  help  detect 
TANF  recipients  who  have  become  ineligible  for  benefits  and  restrict  usage  of  EBT  cards  at  Missouri 
casinos,  but  the  department  has  not  determined  what  additional  policies  and  practices  are  needed  to 
comply  with  the  new  federal  and  state  laws. 
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We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Assistant  Director:  Douglas  J.  Porting,  CPA,  CFE 

Audit  Manager:  Dennis  Lockwood,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  John  Lieser,  CPA 

Audit  Staff:  Alex  R.  Prenger,  M.S.Acct.,  CPA 
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Department  of  Social  Services 

Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  -  Electronic  Benefit  Transfers 
Introduction 

The  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF)  program  is  a  federal 
and  state  program  to  provide  assistance  to  financially  needy  families  with 
children.  The  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  (DHHS) 
provides  TANF  funding  to  the  states  by  block  grant.  The  states  administer 
the  program  and  distribute  TANF  cash  assistance  benefits  to  eligible 
families.  The  Missouri  TANF  program  is  administered  by  the  Department  of 
Social  Services  (DSS)  -  Family  Support  Division  (FSD)  with  the  assistance 
of  the  Division  of  Legal  Services  (DLS)  and  other  DSS  divisions. 


Background 


The  FSD  accepts  applications,  determines  recipient  eligibility,  sets  the 
amount  of  the  monthly  benefit,  and  monitors  to  ensure  recipients  are 
meeting  program  requirements.  The  DLS  investigates  allegations  of  public 
benefit  fraud  and  misuse.  The  DLS  also  receives  monthly  reports  of  EBT 
transactions  data  and  performs  some  limited  reviews  of  the  data. 

To  be  eligible  for  TANF  benefits,  federal  law  requires  a  needy  family  must 
contain,  at  a  minimum,  a  minor  child  living  with  a  parent  or  caretaker 
relative,  or  a  pregnant  woman.  Financial  eligibility  guidelines  are 
established  by  the  states.  The  Missouri  state  plan,  which  must  be  approved 
by  the  federal  government,  outlines  the  various  requirements  for 
participation  in  the  TANF  program.  State  law  requires  the  recipient  of 
TANF  assistance  be  a  Missouri  resident  and  a  U.S.  citizen  or  qualified  alien. 
State  law  requires  TANF  benefits  to  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  child  or 
children  in  the  household.  Under  DSS  regulation,  the  FSD  does  not  provide 
assistance  for  a  minor  child  who  has  been,  or  is  expected  by  a  parent  or 
other  caretaker  relative,  to  be  absent  from  the  home  for  a  period  exceeding 
90  consecutive  days.  DSS  regulations  also  require  the  benefit  amount  be 
based  on  financial  need,  subject  to  monthly  maximums  based  on  family 
size.  For  example,  the  maximum  monthly  benefit  amount  for  a  family  of 
four  in  Missouri  is  $342.  According  to  federal  regulations,  TANF  recipients 
are  generally  precluded  from  receiving  assistance  for  more  than  60  total 
months,  whether  consecutive  or  not.  According  to  the  DSS,  TANF 
recipients,  on  average,  receive  assistance  for  about  23  months. 

In  Missouri,  about  81  percent  of  the  TANF  cash  assistance  is  federally 
funded.  The  remaining  19  percent  of  assistance  is  state  funded  and  provides 
benefits  to  households  that  either  do  not  meet  the  requirements  for  federal 
funding  or  meet  the  requirements  for  federal  funding,  but  the  DSS  has 
decided  to  provide  benefits  to  the  recipients  with  state  funds.  Examples  of 
state -funded  benefit  recipients  include  2  parent  and  teen  parent  households, 
certain  households  that  have  received  TANF  benefits  for  more  than  60 
months,  and  certain  households  with  a  child  under  the  age  of  12  months. 
State-funded  benefits  to  these  groups  are  part  of  the  state  maintenance  of 
effort  requirements. 
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On  average  about  40,000  Missouri  households  are  receiving  TANF  benefits 
monthly  and  the  average  monthly  TANF  benefits  per  household  in  Missouri 
is  about  $240.  Typically,  more  than  30,000  of  these  Missouri  households 
also  receive  monthly  benefits  for  the  federal  Supplemental  Nutrition 
Assistance  Program  (SNAP),  also  known  as  food  stamps. 

TANF  recipients  may  choose  to  receive  the  benefits  on  an  electronic  benefit 
transfer  (EBT)  card  or  have  the  benefits  directly  deposited  to  a  bank 
account.  About  98  percent  of  recipients  receive  benefits  via  EBT  card.  If  the 
household  is  also  eligible  for  SNAP  benefits,  both  SNAP  and  TANF 
benefits  are  loaded  on  the  same  EBT  card.  With  the  EBT  card,  the  recipient 
can  access  TANF  benefits  by  purchasing  items  via  a  point  of  sale  (POS) 
terminal  at  the  merchant's  location  or  by  withdrawing  cash  at  automated 
teller  machines  (ATMs)  or  POS  terminals.  The  purchases  or  cash 
withdrawals  from  the  EBT  are  limited  to  the  amount  of  unexpended  benefits 
provided  to  the  recipient.  SNAP  benefits  can  be  accessed  only  by  making 
purchases  of  allowable  products  at  authorized  SNAP  vendors. 

The  DSS  contracts  with  a  vendor  for  EBT  transaction  processing.  TANF 
recipients  may  be  assessed  fees  for  using  the  EBT  card.  The  DSS's  EBT 
vendor  charges  no  fees  for  the  first  ATM  withdrawal  of  the  month  per 
recipient  or  for  POS  transactions  involving  purchases  only  or  purchases 
with  cash  back.  The  EBT  vendor  charges  each  TANF  recipient  $.85  per 
ATM  withdrawal  after  the  first  ATM  withdrawal  of  the  month  and  $.85  per 
POS  cash  withdrawal  only  transaction.  TANF  recipients  may  also  pay 
surcharges  to  ATM  owners  or  to  the  merchant  during  POS  cash  withdrawal 
transactions  for  use  of  the  service. 


Ollt-of-State  use  A  DSS  report  entitled  Food  Stamps  and  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy 

of  benefits  Families    (TANF)    Overview   of   Programs,1    includes    the  following 

information  regarding  out-of-state  usage  of  TANF  benefits: 

"There  are  no  restrictions  in  the  state  or  federal  regulations  or 
statutes  limiting  the  geographical  use  of  Temporary  Assistance 
benefits.  EBT  cards  must  be  accessible.  There  are  possible  reasons  a 
household  may  be  using  benefits  in  another  state:  more  convenient 
and/or  cost  effective  to  shop  in  a  bordering  state;  military  families 
receiving  benefits  in  Missouri  are  transferred  to  another  state; 
natural  disasters,  domestic  violence,  divorce,  etc.  displace  people, 
making  it  necessary  to  seek  shelter  from  out-of-state  family 
members    or    friends;    families    move    to    find  employment 


Food  Stamps  and  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF)  Overview  of 
Programs,  March  2013,  <http://www.dss.mo.gov/fsd/fstamp/pdf/food-stamp-tanf- 
overview.pdf>,_accessed  on  June  6,  2013. 
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opportunities;  seeking  medical  care  or  in-home  care  from  family 
members;  or  providing  temporary  care  for  aging  parents  or  sick 
family  members." 


New  federal  law  m  February  2012,  Congress  passed  the  Welfare  Integrity  and  Data 

Improvement  Act  (part  of  the  Middle  Class  Tax  Relief  and  Job  Creation  Act 
of  2012).  The  Act  requires  states,  by  February  22,  2014,  to  maintain 
practices  and  policies  that  prevent  TANF  assistance  from  being  used  in  any 
EBT  transaction  at  any  liquor  store,  casino,  gambling  casino,  gaming 
establishment,  or  adult  entertainment  venue  in  which  performers  disrobe  or 
perform  in  an  unclothed  state.  States  that  fail  to  meet  this  deadline  could  see 
their  TANF  block  grants  decreased  by  up  to  5  percent. 

The  Act  defines  liquor  store  as  any  retail  establishment  which  sells 
exclusively,  or  primarily,  intoxicating  liquor  and  excludes  a  grocery  store 
which  sells  both  intoxicating  liquor  and  groceries  including  staple  foods. 
The  Act  states  that  the  terms  casino,  gambling  casino,  and  gaming 
establishment  do  not  include  (I)  a  grocery  store  which  sells  groceries 
including  such  staple  foods  and  which  also  offers,  or  is  located  within  the 
same  building  or  complex  as,  casino,  gambling,  or  gaming  activities;  or  (II) 
any  other  establishment  that  offers  casino,  gambling,  or  gaming  activities 
incidental  to  the  principal  purpose  of  the  business.  As  of  October  2013,  the 
DHHS  has  not  issued  regulations  or  implementation  guidance  to  the  states 
about  the  new  law. 

Existing  restrictions  Prior  to  enactment  of  the  new  federal  law,  various  DSS  policies  and 

procedures  were  already  in  place  to  help  prevent  and  detect  inappropriate 
usage  of  TANF  benefits  by  Missouri  households.  Upon  application,  FSD 
eligibility  specialists  notify  applicants  TANF  assistance  is  intended  for  the 
benefit  of  the  children  and  misusing  benefits  includes  frequently  spending 
the  benefits  primarily  for  the  recipient's  use  rather  than  for  the  child's 
necessities.  Recipients  are  required  to  report  to  FSD  any  changes  in  address, 
temporary  absences  out  of  state,  and  other  changes  that  may  affect 
eligibility  for  TANF  benefits.  The  FSD  shares  information  about  TANF 
applicants  and  benefits  with  other  states  to  help  prevent  recipients  from 
receiving  TANF  assistance  in  more  than  one  state.  FSD  eligibility 
specialists  conduct  redeterminations  of  eligibility  for  each  TANF  case  at 
least  once  annually.  These  redeterminations  require  the  recipient  to  provide 
current  information  about  address,  household  composition,  assets,  income, 
etc.  Failure  to  supply  the  information  leads  to  closure  of  the  case. 

For  recipients  found  to  be  misusing  TANF  assistance,  the  FSD  may 
designate  an  alternate  payee  to  receive  the  TANF  benefits.  The  FSD  may 
receive  information  about  changes  in  the  recipient's  address  or  other  factors 
affecting  eligibility  through  matches  with  federal  databases,  the  Missouri 
Work  Assistance  vendor  (who  assists  TANF  recipients  with  job  search 
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activities),  and  other  sources.  The  FSD  and  the  DLS  investigate  complaints 
and  allegations  of  TANF  fraud.  The  FSD  and  the  DLS  may  establish  claims 
for  overpaid  benefits  and  refer  cases  to  the  Attorney  General's  office  and/or 
local  prosecutors.  Since  about  1998,  the  Missouri  Gaming  Commission,  at 
the  request  of  the  DSS,  has  required  Missouri  casinos  to  block  ATMs  in 
their  casinos  from  accepting  EBT  cards.  Those  ATMs  are  periodically  tested 
by  members  of  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  to  ensure  the  EBT  cards 
are  being  blocked. 

New  DSS  restrictions         hi  February  2013,  the  FSD  issued  a  notice  to  then  current  TANF  recipients 

describing  the  requirements  of  the  2012  federal  law,  including  what 
constitutes  misuse  of  TANF  benefits  and  the  actions  the  DSS  could  take  if 
misuse  is  identified.  The  FSD  also  established  additional  guidance  for  FSD 
staff  when  instances  of  misuse  are  suspected.  The  FSD  defined  purchases  of 
the  following  to  be  misuse  of  benefits:  beer/wine;  other  alcohol/liquor; 
cigarettes/cigars;  smokeless  tobacco/chew;  other  tobacco  items;  scratch-off 
lottery  tickets;  Powerball,  Lotto,  or  other  lottery  drawing  tickets;  illegal 
drugs,  controlled  drugs  without  a  valid  prescription;  and  usage  at  certain 
other  inappropriate  locations. 

New  State  law  hi  May  2013,  the  General  Assembly  passed  Senate  Bill  251,  which  created 

Section  208.024,  RSMo.  The  Governor  signed  this  legislation  on  July  8, 
2013  with  the  law  becoming  effective  August  28,  2013.  The  legislation 
implements  the  requirements  of  the  new  federal  law  discussed  above.  The 
legislation  will  place  the  following  restrictions  on  the  use  of  public 
assistance  benefit  and  EBT  cards: 

•  Eligible  recipients  of  TANF  benefits  shall  not  use  such  funds  in  any 
EBT  transaction  at  any  prohibited  location  noted  in  federal  law  or  in  any 
place  or  for  any  item  that  is  primarily  marketed  for  or  used  by  adults  age 
18  or  older  and/or  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of  the  child  or  household. 
An  eligible  recipient  of  TANF  assistance  who  makes  a  purchase  in 
violation  of  this  section  shall  reimburse  the  DSS  for  such  purchase. 

•  An  individual,  store  owner  or  proprietor  of  an  establishment  shall  not 
accept  TANF  cash  assistance  funds  held  on  electronic  benefit  transfer 
cards  for  the  purchase  of  alcoholic  beverages,  lottery  tickets,  or  tobacco 
products,  or  for  use  in  any  EBT  transaction  at  any  prohibited  location 
noted  in  federal  law,  or  in  any  place  or  for  any  item  that  is  primarily 
marketed  for  or  used  by  adults  age  1 8  or  older  and/or  is  not  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  child  or  household. 

•  The  DSS  shall  establish  and  maintain  a  statewide  toll-free  telephone 
service  to  receive  complaints  of  suspected  public  assistance  fraud. 
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•  The  DSS  shall  study  analytical  modeling-based  methods  of  detecting 
fraud  and  issue  a  report  to  the  general  assembly  and  governor  by 
December  1,  2013,  relating  to  the  benefits  and  limitations  of  such  a 
model,  experiences  in  other  states  using  such  a  model,  and  estimated 
costs  for  implementation. 


We  analyzed  the  TANF  EBT  cash  transaction  records  for  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012.  We  reviewed  the  procedures  used  and  the  results  of  the 
department's  review  of  those  same  transactions.  We  also  reviewed  TANF 
laws  and  regulations,  DSS  policies  and  procedures,  and  held  discussions 
with  DSS  officials.  In  addition,  we  gathered  information  on  other  states' 
restrictions  on  the  use  of  TANF  EBT  cards  and  benefits. 

EBT  Transaction  data        Our  audit  focused  on  TANF  EBT  cash  transaction  records  for  the  year 

ended  June  30,  2012,  which  were  previously  obtained  by  DSS  from  its  EBT 
vendor  and  also  reviewed  by  the  DSS  as  noted  in  MAR  finding  number  2. 
Our  primary  objectives  were  to  identify  instances  of  extended  out-of-state 
usage  that  could  indicate  the  recipient  was  no  longer  a  Missouri  resident  and 
the  degree  to  which  TANF  benefits  were  being  accessed  at  locations  that, 
under  the  new  law,  would  be  prohibited.  These  records  included  the  TANF 
EBT  transaction  data  for  both  out-of-state  and  in-state  EBT  transactions. 
These  transactions  only  included  ATM  and  POS  transactions  in  which  the 
TANF  recipient  received  some  or  all  benefits  in  cash.  The  data  did  not 
include  POS  purchase-only  transactions.  The  data  also  did  not  include  any 
activity  for  TANF  recipients  who  had  their  benefits  directly  deposited  to 
their  bank  account. 

The  DSS  reported  TANF  assistance  benefits  paid  to  recipients  during  the 
year  ended  June  30,  2012  totaled  about  $118.3  million.  We  estimated  about 
$22  million  in  TANF  benefits  were  either  direct  deposited  or  used  for  a  POS 
purchase-only  transaction  and  were  not  included  in  the  EBT  transaction  data 
analyzed. 

The  data  provided  to  us  contained  the  case  number,  date,  time,  source  (ATM 
or  POS),  transaction  type,  amount,  a  location  address  and  a  location  name 
for  each  transaction.  The  data  included  no  information  on  the  specific 
products  or  services  acquired.  The  data  did  not  separately  indicate  the 
amount  of  the  ATM  or  POS  fee,  if  any,  imposed  by  the  ATM  service 
provider  or  merchant. 

The  data  contained  817,463  transactions  totaling  $96,085,132  on  65,149 
cases.  Totals  expended  by  source  and  transaction  type  were  as  follows: 


Scope  and 
Methodology 
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Source 

Type 

Total 
Expended 

Number  of 
Transactions 

ATM 

Cash  withdrawal 

$ 

72,139,951 

544,210 

POS 

Purchase  with  cash  back 

17,820,669 

263,256 

POS 

Cash  withdrawal 

6,124,512 

36,997 

Total 

$ 

96,085,132 

817,463 

ATM  and  POS  cash  withdrawal  transactions  indicate  cash  was  withdrawn  at 
an  ATM  or  POS  terminal.  POS  purchase-with-cash-back  transactions 
indicate  products  were  purchased  at  the  POS  terminal  and  some  portion  of 
the  transaction  amount  was  withdrawn  in  cash.  In  addition  to  the 
transactions  summarized  above,  the  data  included  separate  records  for  the 
EBT  transaction  fee  of  $.85  imposed  by  the  state's  EBT  vendor,  totaling 
$194,670  on  229,092  transactions.  The  EBT  vendor  fee  was  imposed  on 
each  POS  cash  withdrawal  transaction  and  on  approximately  35  percent  of 
the  ATM  cash  withdrawal  transactions. 

At  the  time  these  EBT  transactions  occurred,  the  only  restrictions  in  place 
on  the  use  of  TANF  benefits  were  that  the  benefits  were  to  be  used  for  the 
benefit  of  the  children,  EBT  transactions  were  blocked  at  Missouri  casinos, 
and  recipients  were  required  to  report  absences  or  planned  absences  of  the 
child  from  the  household  and  or  from  the  state  of  60  days  for  some  types  of 
absences  and  90  days  or  more  for  all  types  of  absences. 

Inappropriate  transactions       To  identify  possible  transactions  in  liquor  stores,  tobacco  related  venues, 

gambling  and  gaming  venues,  and  other  inappropriate  locations,  we 
conducted  keyword  searches  on  the  location  names  in  the  data.  We  excluded 
the  names  of  Missouri  SNAP-authorized  vendors  from  our  search.  While 
SNAP-authorized  vendors  may  sell  alcohol  and  tobacco  products,  they  also 
sell  food  products  authorized  under  the  SNAP  program  and  the  purchase  of 
those  food  products  would  be  allowable  uses  of  TANF  benefits.  We  did  not 
attempt  to  identify  SNAP-authorized  vendors  in  other  states  for  exclusion. 
We  used  general  keywords  like  "liquor,"  "beer,"  "spirits,"  "lounge,"  "pub," 
"tavern,"  "tobacco,"  "smoke,"  "cigar,"  "casino,"  "treasure,"  "gaming," 
"bingo,"  "fantasy,"  etc.  For  certain  vendor  names,  we  also  reviewed  Internet 
websites  and  telephone  directories  to  help  ascertain  the  vendor's  business 
purpose  and  identify  additional  keyword  search  phrases.  We  also  viewed 
various  Internet  websites  for  the  names  of  gambling  establishments  or  other 
inappropriate  venues  in  various  cities  around  the  country  that  we  then 
utilized  in  our  name  searches  on  the  entire  dataset.  Additionally,  we  utilized 
the  Casino  City's  Pocket  Gaming  Directory2  for  names  of  gambling 


Casino  City's  Pocket  Gaming  Directory,  2012-2013  Edition,  Casino  City  Press,  Newton, 
Massachusetts. 
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establishments  throughout  the  country.  We  also  searched  the  data  for 
transactions  at  the  names  and  locations  of  Missouri  casinos  and  of  the 
locations  of  licensed  bingo  halls  and  operators  obtained  from  the  Missouri 
Gaming  Commission. 


To  identify  instances  where  TANF  recipients  may  have  moved  away  from 
Missouri  or  had  extended  stays  outside  the  state  exceeding  the  90  day  limit 
allowed  by  DSS  regulation,  we  analyzed  the  data  for  recipients  with 
consecutive  transactions  covering  a  91  day  period  or  longer  that  all  occurred 
out  of  state. 

Limitations  in  data  review       Our  work  identified  transactions  that  would  likely  be  prohibited  under 

current  DSS  regulations  and  the  new  restrictions  required  by  federal  and 
state  laws.  However,  further  investigation  of  each  case  would  be  needed  to 
determine  whether  the  recipient  had  violated  DSS  regulations  or  misused 
TANF  benefits.  We  noted  certain  limitations  with  the  transaction  data,  such 
as: 

•  Transaction  data  only  included  the  total  amount  of  the  cash  withdrawal 
or  purchase  with  cash  back.  It  cannot  be  determined  where  the 
withdrawn  cash  was  actually  used  or  what  was  eventually  purchased. 
For  example,  cash  could  be  obtained  from  ATMs  or  POS  devices  in 
banks  or  other  appropriate  businesses,  but  ultimately  be  used  to  make 
purchases  of  inappropriate  products  or  services  in  other  locations.  Once 
the  benefits  are  converted  to  cash,  tracking  usage  is  virtually  impossible. 

•  The  locations  identified  by  keyword  search  on  the  location  name  appear 
to  be  vendors  of  predominantly  alcohol,  tobacco,  gambling,  or  other 
inappropriate  products  or  services.  However,  other  vendors  of  similar 
goods  and  services  likely  exist  but  cannot  be  identified  using  keyword 
search  techniques  because  the  name  may  be  unrelated  to  those  products 
or  services. 

•  About  287,000  transactions  totaling  about  $44.4  million  listed  a  location 
name  indicating  the  transaction  was  at  an  ATM  owned  by  a  bank, 
financial  services  business,  or  an  ATM  service  provider.  These  ATMs 
could  have  been  physically  located  at  those  banks,  etc.  or  could  have 
been  located  in  other  vendor  establishments.  These  records  were  not 
amenable  to  keyword  searches  for  inappropriate  vendor  transactions. 

•  The  location  address  in  the  data  may  not  necessarily  reflect  the  physical 
location  of  the  ATM  or  POS  device.  For  instance,  one  location  address 
for  an  ATM  was  listed  at  1235  Page,  St.  Louis,  Missouri.  There  were 
530  transactions  totaling  nearly  $55,300  reported  at  that  location.  No 
such  address  could  be  located  using  Internet  mapping.  We  were  able  to 
identify  the  likely  ATM  address  was  1235  North  Grand,  St.  Louis, 
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Missouri.  In  addition,  there  were  44,907  transactions  in  which  the 
location  name  and  the  location  address  were  substantially  the  same  and 
no  identifiable  physical  location  was  reported  such  as  a  location  name 
of  ABC  Convenience  Store  and  a  location  address  of  ABC  Convenience 
Store  #1234. 

•  We  noted  over  600  instances  in  which  the  state  identified  with  the 
transaction  was  obviously  incorrect.  For  instance,  two  liquor  vendors 
listed  as  being  in  another  state  were  physically  located  in  Missouri  and  a 
bingo  establishment  listed  as  being  in  Missouri  was  actually  located  in 
Oklahoma.  We  corrected  the  state  name  in  identifiable  situations. 

•  The  transaction  data  included  the  date  of  the  transaction.  Since 
unexpended  benefits  remain  available  for  up  to  one  year  until  used,  the 
underlying  benefit  may  have  been  provided  to  the  recipient  up  to  one 
year  prior  to  the  transaction. 

Additionally,  as  noted  above,  our  analyses  excluded  POS  purchase-only 
transactions.  Had  we  reviewed  those  transactions,  additional  instances  of 
possible  inappropriate  transactions  may  have  been  noted. 

Other  Our  methodology  included  the  following  additional  procedures: 

•  Reviewing  relevant  written  policies  and  procedures,  statutes,  and 
regulations. 

•  Interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  FSD  and  DLS. 

•  Reviewing  the  FSD  and  DLS  summaries  and  worksheets  related  to  the 
DSS  special  review  of  the  TANF  EBT  transactions. 

•  Reviewing  data  recorded  on  the  DSS's  Family  Assistance  Management 
Information  System  for  certain  cases  as  necessary. 

•  Reviewing  a  U.S.  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  report3  on 
TANF  restrictions  in  other  states  and  other  reports  or  publications 
relevant  to  this  audit. 

These  procedures  focused  on  current  policies  and  practices  and  also  those 
policies  and  practices  in  place  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012. 


3  TANF  ELECTRONIC  BENEFIT  CARDS,  Some  States  Are  Restricting  Certain  TANF 
Transactions,  but  Challenges  Remain,  report  number  GAO-12-535,  U.S.  Government 
Accountability  Office,  Issued  June  2012. 
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Missouri  TANF  recipients  used  Electronic  Benefit  Transfer  (EBT)  cards  to 
access  over  $3.4  million  in  benefits  in  out-of-state  locations  during  the  year 
ended  June  30,  2012.  We  identified  366  cases  for  which  some  or  all  of  the 
TANF  benefits  were  accessed  exclusively  out  of  state  over  periods 
exceeding  90  days.  Extended  out-of-state  usage  for  these  cases  totaled  about 
$461,000.  While  some  recipients  may  use  benefits  in  neighboring  states  for 
shopping  convenience,  extended  usage  in  other  states  may  indicate  the 
recipient  no  longer  maintains  a  Missouri  residence.  In  addition,  we 
identified  1,615  cases  with  over  $261,000  in  transactions  occurring  in 
businesses  that  appear  to  be  an  alcohol,  tobacco,  gaming,  or  other 
inappropriate  establishment. 

Ollt-of-State  activity  EBT  transactions  at  out-of-state  locations  totaled  $3,383,989  or  about  3.5 

percent  of  the  $96.1  million  of  EBT  cash  transactions  during  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012.  There  were  about  9,300  cases  that  had  at  least  one  out-of- 
state  transaction.  Many  cases  had  both  border  and  non-border  state  activity. 

Bordering  state  transactions     Transactions  in  bordering  states  totaled  $2,294,738  or  about  68  percent  of 

all  out-of-state  transactions.  The  following  table  lists  the  total  amount  of 
transactions  in  those  states  and  the  percentage  of  transactions  in  the  state  as 
a  percentage  of  all  border  state  transactions: 


State 

Total 
Transactions 

Percentage 

Arkansas 

$ 

342,355 

15 

Iowa 

89,032 

4 

Illinois 

663,305 

29 

Kansas 

918,536 

40 

Kentucky 

29,113 

1 

Nebraska 

37,156 

2 

Oklahoma 

112,488 

5 

Tennessee 

102,753 

4 

Total 

$ 

2,294,738 

100 

About  6,800  cases,  or  about  10  percent  of  total  cases,  had  one  or  more 
transactions  in  bordering  states.  Much  of  the  activity  in  the  bordering  states 
occurred  in  cities  near  the  border  with  Missouri.  For  example,  about  53 
percent  of  total  Illinois  transactions  occurred  in  8  Illinois  cities  near 
Missouri:  Cahokia,  Granite  City,  Quincy,  Belleville,  East  St.  Louis, 
Collinsville,  Alton,  and  Fairview  Heights.  About  75  percent  of  total  Kansas 
transactions  occurred  in  8  Kansas  cities  near  the  Missouri  border:  Kansas 
City,  Overland  Park,  Roeland  Park,  Olathe,  Pittsburg,  Lenexa,  Shawnee 
Mission,  and  Prairie  Village.  It  appears  most  of  the  border  state  transactions 
likely  represent  instances  where  the  TANF  recipient  maintained  Missouri 
residency. 


1.  Inappropriate  EBT 
Transactions 
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Extended  usage  in 
bordering  states 


Extended  usage  in  non- 
bordering  states 


We  identified  107  cases  with  only  bordering  state  transactions  totaling  about 
$147,000  over  a  period  exceeding  90  days.  In  addition,  we  noted  10  cases 
had  exclusively  out-of-state  transactions  in  both  bordering  and  non- 
bordering  states  totaling  about  $12,000  over  a  period  exceeding  90  days.  We 
noted  a  few  of  these  cases  only  had  out-of-state  transactions  for  periods 
exceeding  90  days  in  cities  that  were  not  close  to  the  border  such  as 
Chicago,  Illinois;  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma;  and  Nashville,  Tennessee. 
Extended  usage  in  border  states  may  indicate  the  recipient  no  longer  meets 
the  Missouri  residency  requirement,  especially  if  not  in  close  proximity  to 
the  border.  The  DSS  special  review  discussed  in  MAR  finding  number  2 
included  15  of  these  cases.  We  provided  the  results  of  our  analysis  to  the 
DSS.  The  DSS  should  investigate  the  remaining  102  cases  to  close  cases 
and  establish  claims  as  necessary. 

We  noted  249  cases  with  transaction  activity  totaling  nearly  $302,000  where 
EBT  transactions  occurred  exclusively  at  locations  in  non-bordering  states 
for  more  than  90  consecutive  days.  For  67  of  the  249  cases,  the  duration  of 
the  consecutive  transactions,  totaling  nearly  $129,000,  was  180  days  or 
more.  Extended  usage  in  non-border  states  likely  indicates  the  recipient  no 
longer  meets  the  Missouri  residency  requirement. 

The  case  with  the  largest  total  amount  of  non-bordering  state  transactions, 
accessed  benefits  totaling  $4,276  over  a  274  day  period  in  the  state  of 
Texas.  The  case  with  the  longest  duration  of  consecutive  days  accessed 
benefits  totaling  $1,972  over  338  days  in  the  state  of  California.  One  case 
had  transactions  totaling  $1,191  over  a  period  of  153  days  in  the  Virgin 
Islands. 


The  DSS  special  review  discussed  in  MAR  finding  number  2  included  143 
of  the  249  cases.  We  provided  the  results  of  our  analysis  to  the  DSS.  The 
DSS  should  investigate  the  remaining  106  cases  to  close  cases  and  establish 
claims  as  necessary. 

Inappropriate  locations      Our  analysis  identified  transactions  at  locations  with  names  suggesting  the 

merchant  may  sell  products  or  services  (liquor,  tobacco,  gambling,  or  adult 
entertainment)  that  would,  under  new  state  and  federal  restrictions,  be 
inappropriate  locations  to  access  TANF  benefits.  These  transactions  totaled 
$261,055  or  less  than  0.3  percent  of  total  TANF  EBT  cash  transactions 
reviewed,  and  involved  1,615  unique  cases  or  2  percent  of  total  cases. 
Eighteen  cases  had  transactions  at  more  than  one  type  of  inappropriate 
location.  Most  of  the  transactions  at  these  locations  were  for  location  names 
involving  alcohol  within  Missouri. 

Alcohol  Transactions  at  location  names  that  appeared  to  be  primarily  liquor 

establishments  totaled  $204,198  on  1,334  cases.  This  total  includes  1,265 
cases  with  transactions  totaling  $195,723  occurring  only  in  Missouri,  63 
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cases  with  transactions  totaling  $7,426  occurring  only  out  of  state,  and  6 
cases  with  transactions  totaling  $1,049  at  both  Missouri  and  out-of-state 
locations.  We  excluded  Missouri  liquor  vendors  who  were  also  SNAP 
authorized  vendors  because  those  vendors  also  sell  food  products  on  a 
continuous  basis  and  the  new  federal  regulations  exclude  grocery  stores  that 
sell  both  intoxicating  liquor  and  groceries  including  staple  foods. 

One  recipient  had  20  transactions,  totaling  $2,925,  at  one  of  these  locations 
in  Missouri.  This  recipient  received  TANF  benefits  during  the  year  ended 
June  30,  2012,  totaling  $3,504  and  the  case  was  closed  voluntarily  by  the 
recipient  in  January  2013.  The  DSS  special  review  discussed  in  MAR 
finding  number  2  included  32  of  the  1,334  cases. 


Tobacco 


Gambling 


Transactions  at  locations  that  appeared  to  be  tobacco  establishments  totaled 
$34,357  on  148  cases.  Transactions  at  Missouri  tobacco  establishments 
totaled  $31,097  for  128  cases  while  transactions  at  out-of-state  tobacco 
establishments  totaled  $3,260  for  20  cases.  We  excluded  tobacco  vendors 
that  were  included  in  the  data  for  liquor  establishments  above  and  tobacco 
vendors  in  Missouri  that  were  SNAP  authorized  vendors.  One  case  had  19 
transactions  totaling  $1,068  at  tobacco  establishments.  The  DSS  special 
review  discussed  in  MAR  finding  number  2  included  5  of  the  148  cases. 

Transactions  at  location  names  that  appeared  to  be  gambling  or  bingo 
establishments  totaled  $21,399  on  135  cases.  Transactions  at  out-of-state 
casino  and  bingo  locations  totaled  $17,846  on  114  cases.  Transactions  at 
Missouri  bingo  locations  totaled  $2,678  on  18  cases.  Another  case  had  both 
Missouri  and  out-of-state  bingo  transactions  totaling  $205.  Additionally,  2 
cases  had  ATM  transactions  totaling  $670  at  one  Missouri  casino  location. 
We  could  not  determine  whether  the  ATM  was  inside  the  casino  or  at  a 
business  adjacent  to  the  casino.  One  recipient  had  26  transactions  totaling 
$1,478  at  tribal  casinos  or  bingo  halls  in  Oklahoma.  This  person  received 
TANF  benefits  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012  totaling  $4,347  and  the 
case  was  still  active  as  of  April  2013.  The  case  was  not  included  in  the  DSS 
special  review  noted  in  MAR  finding  number  2.  The  DSS  review  included 
12  of  the  135  cases. 


Adult  entertainment  Transactions  at  location  names  that  appeared  to  be  adult  entertainment 

establishments  totaled  $1,101  on  16  cases.  Transactions  totaling  $523  on  6 
cases  occurred  at  Missouri  locations.  Transactions  totaling  $578  on  10  other 
cases  occurred  at  out-of-state  locations.  The  largest  case  total  involved  1 
recipient  with  2  transactions  totaling  $146  at  a  Missouri  location.  This 
person  received  TANF  benefits  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012  totaling 
$405  and  the  case  was  closed  by  the  FSD  in  December  2012  when  the  child 
left  the  household.  The  DSS  special  review  discussed  in  MAR  finding 
number  2  did  not  include  this  case.  The  DSS  review  included  1  of  the  16 
cases. 
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Summary  We  provided  the  results  of  our  analysis  of  inappropriate  transactions  to  the 

DSS.  The  DSS  special  review  included  50  of  the  cases  identified  in  this 
finding,  including  3  cases  with  more  than  one  type  of  inappropriate 
transaction.  The  count  of  unique  cases  not  included  in  the  DSS  special 
review  totaled  1,565  cases. 


Missouri  TANF  recipients  accessed  just  over  $261,000  in  benefits  at 
locations  that,  under  new  federal  and  state  laws,  would  be  prohibited.  It  is 
likely  that  additional  similar  transactions  occurred.  However,  limitations  in 
the  EBT  transaction  data  prevented  further  identification  of  inappropriate 
activity.  While  the  extent  of  inappropriate  usage  seems  relatively  small,  any 
usage  at  inappropriate  locations  should  be  cause  for  concern  as  that  usage 
may  indicate  that  benefits  are  not  being  used  for  the  intended  purposes. 

The  DSS  should  consider  reviewing  the  1,565  cases  not  already  included  in 
the  DSS  review  of  EBT  transactions  noted  in  MAR  finding  number  2. 
Although  the  number  of  questionable  cases  and  amounts  noted  is  relatively 
small,  the  results  suggest  more  needs  to  be  done  to  detect  and  prevent 
improper  usage. 

Recommendation  The  DSS  should  consider  reviewing  the  additional  cases  identified  above  for 

possible  violations  of  residency  or  temporary  absence  regulations  and 
misuse  of  TANF  benefits. 

Auditee's  Response  The  DSS  reviewed  TANF  EBT  transaction  data  for  fiscal  year  2012  for 

inappropriate  out-of-state  transactions  and  selected  1,300  cases  for  further 
review.  The  DSS  has  completed  its  review  of  the  1,300  cases  (see  response 
to  2.1).  The  DSS  does  not  consider  an  additional  review  of  the  transactions 
from  fiscal  year  2012  to  be  an  effective  use  of  limited  resources.  Instead,  the 
DSS  will  review  a  regular  sample  of  future  transactions  for  extended  out-of- 
state  usage,  and  also  perform  routine  reviews  of  current  transactions  to 
monitor  compliance  with  the  new  state  law  that  went  into  effect  on 
August  28,  2013. 

Auditor's  Comment  Findings  over  the  TANF  program  included  in  the  past  three  State  of 

Missouri  Single  Audit  reports  noted  the  failure  to  ensure  compliance  with 
various  program  requirements  and  to  sanction  recipients  benefits  when 
required,  resulting  in  questioned  costs  and  exposing  the  state  to  significant 
penalties  from  the  federal  granting  agency.  Due  to  normal  caseload 
turnover,  some  of  the  cases  identified  in  our  review  have  likely  already 
closed.  The  department  should  at  least  identify  which  of  the  1,565  cases  are 
still  actively  receiving  benefits  and  review  activity  on  those  cases  to 
determine  if  any  sanctions,  recoupments,  or  other  actions  are  warranted. 
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1     r»cc  n      •  fTTUT  ^e         anc^  ^e         ^ave  not  fmisne(^  tne  review  of  cases  with  possible 

L.  KeVieW  01  £jD  1  inappropriate  transactions  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  The  DSS 

TrftllSftCtiOIlS  nas  not  routinely  performed  similar  reviews  and  the  DSS  has  not  developed 

policies  and  procedures  regarding  the  nature,  timing,  and  extent  of  future 
reviews. 


2.1  Special  review  Of  Cases      The  FSD  closed  12  cases  and  established  claims  totaling  $25,200  in  19 
with  OUt-of-State  cases  as  a  result  of  its  review  of  EBT  transaction  data  for  the  year  ended 

June  30,  2012.  The  FSD  reported  147  cases  were  still  under  review  and 
transactions  daims  were  bdng  developed  for  52  cases  as  of  April  30,  2013. 


The  FSD  and  the  DLS  began  a  review  in  September  2012  for  inappropriate 
out-of-state  transactions  using  the  records  of  TANF  EBT  transactions  during 
the  year  ended  June  30,  2012.  The  FSD  and  the  DLS  began  their  review 
after  a  news  reporter  requested  records  of  out-of-state  activity  under  the 
Missouri  Sunshine  Law.  Those  records  were  obtained  from  the  DSS's  EBT 
vendor  and  the  FSD  and  the  DLS  also  used  those  records  for  their  review. 
The  DSS  limited  its  initial  review  to  the  9,300  cases  that  had  at  least  one 
out-of-state  transaction.  The  FSD  and  DLS  staff  focused  on  location  names 
that  suggested  vacation  destinations  and/or  gambling,  alcohol,  and  tobacco 
vendors.  They  also  considered  extended  usage  in  both  border  and  non- 
border  states  that  might  indicate  the  recipient  had  moved  from  the  state. 
DSS  officials  indicated  the  FSD  and  the  DLS  initially  contacted  over  2,900 
recipients  by  phone. 

The  DSS  analysis  identified  1,300  of  the  9,300  cases  for  further  review.  The 
decision  to  limit  the  review  to  1,300  cases,  with  about  10,000  transactions, 
was  based  upon  expectations  of  the  number  of  staff  and  time  available  to 
conduct  the  case  reviews  and  the  number  and  size  of  the  transactions  on  the 
cases.  For  many  of  the  cases,  the  DLS  staff  attempted  to  contact  the 
recipients  for  information  about  the  purpose,  extent,  and  funding  for  the 
travel  and  made  other  inquiries  as  necessary  about  the  status  of  the 
household  members  and  other  relevant  matters.  The  DLS  provided  the  FSD 
with  the  information  obtained  from  the  recipients  and  referred  all  the  cases 
to  the  FSD  for  determination  of  any  policy  violation.  Of  these  cases,  about 
200  cases  were  also  identified  during  our  review  of  transactions  discussed  in 
MAR  finding  number  1.  Many  of  the  1,300  cases  had  already  closed  for 
other  reasons  before  the  DSS  began  its  review. 

Of  the  1 ,300  cases  referred,  the  FSD  indicated  the  following  review  results 
as  of  April  30,  2013: 

•  Closure  of  12  cases  as  a  result  of  the  review  and  an  additional  154  cases 
for  failure  of  the  recipient  to  respond  to  questions  or  provide  requested 
documentation  or  other  reasons  that  may  have  been  prompted  by  the 
review. 
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•  Establishment  of  claims  for  overpayment  of  TANF  benefits  totaling 
about  $25,200  for  19  cases  for  Missouri  benefits  received  in  violation  of 
the  residency  or  temporary  absence  requirements.  The  establishment  of 
claims  for  52  additional  cases  was  in  progress. 


•  Review  of  147  cases  had  not  yet  been  completed. 

•  No  claim  or  case  closure  was  needed  on  916  cases. 


The  FSD  should  complete  the  review  of  the  remaining  147  cases  to 
determine  if  the  cases  should  be  closed  and  or  claims  established  and 
establish  claims  as  needed  on  the  52  cases  with  pending  claims. 


2.2  Policies  and  procedures     The  DSS  has  not  developed  policies  and  procedures  regarding  the  nature, 
and  DreviouS  DSS  timing,  and  extent  of  reviews  of  TANF  EBT  transaction  data,  and  the  DSS 

did  not  previously  require  the  EBT  vendor  provide  the  transaction  data  in  a 
1 *  "  ' '  format  that  could  be  searched  and  sorted  efficiently. 


As  part  of  its  contract  with  the  DSS,  the  EBT  vendor  makes  available  to  the 
DSS  various  monthly  reports  of  EBT  transactions.  According  to  DLS  and 
FSD  officials,  those  reports  could  not  be  effectively  used  to  identify 
extended  out-of-state  usage  or  inappropriate  transactions.  For  example,  the 
vendor  provides  a  monthly  report  of  out-of-state  transactions  by  case,  but 
the  data  has  both  TANF  and  SNAP  transactions.  In  addition,  the  monthly 
report  totals  about  3,000  pages,  is  not  searchable,  and  can  only  be 
downloaded  in  50  page  increments.  In  order  to  find  cases  with  extended  out- 
of-state  usage,  DSS  staff  must  manually  locate  the  transactions  for  specific 
cases  in  multiple  monthly  reports. 

DSS  officials  indicated  they  did  not  perform  any  in-depth  review  of  the 
EBT  transaction  data  due  to  the  above  limitations,  the  time  intensive  nature 
of  the  work,  and  lack  of  available  staff.  DSS  officials  indicated  reviews  of 
EBT  transactions  generally  consisted  of  a  monthly  scan  of  the  reports  by 
two  DLS  investigators,  who  have  many  additional  responsibilities. 

In  January  2013,  the  DSS  began  meeting  with  the  EBT  vendor  to  discuss 
possible  changes  to  the  monthly  reporting  process  to  provide  the  DSS  with 
data  better  suited  for  reviewing  for  extended  out-of-state  activity  or 
inappropriate  EBT  usage. 

To  help  ensure  TANF  recipients  meet  residency  requirements  and  benefits 
are  being  used  appropriately,  the  DSS  should  develop  policies  and 
procedures  to  periodically  review  the  EBT  transaction  data.  In  developing 
these  procedures,  the  DSS  should  consider  the  cost  effectiveness  of  the 
procedures  and  the  results  of  its  special  review  of  fiscal  year  2012 
transactions.  In  addition,  the  DSS  should  require  the  EBT  vendor  provide 
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useful  reports  of  EBT  transaction  data  to  allow  for  effective  and  efficient 
reviews,  or  if  more  cost  effective,  obtain  the  raw  data  and  compile  the 
necessary  reports  in-house. 

Recommendations         The  dss  should: 


2. 1  Complete  the  special  review,  closing  cases  and  establishing  claims 
as  appropriate. 

2.2  Develop  policies  and  procedures  governing  the  nature,  timing,  and 
extent  of  reviews  of  transaction  data  for  inappropriate  usage  of 
TANF  funds  and  require  the  EBT  vendor  provide  transaction  data 
routinely  that  can  be  effectively  and  efficiently  reviewed. 

Auditee's  Response  2.1       The  DSS  has  finished  reviewing  all  1,300  cases  from  the  special 

review.  As  of  October  23,  2013,  36  claims  were  processed  resulting 
in  accounts  receivable  of  $47,887.  The  remainder  of  the  1,300  cases 
do  not  require  a  claim. 


2.2  The  DSS  is  in  discussion  with  the  Office  of  Administration's 
Information  Technology  Services  Division  (OA  ITSD)  about  the 
development  of  an  electronic  system  to  help  identify  potential 
inappropriate  usage  of  TANF  funds,  as  well  as,  extended  out-of- 
state  usage.  This  system  will  receive  EBT  transaction  data  regularly 
and  provide  a  more  uniform  and  efficient  process  to  identify  cases 
for  review  of  inappropriate  usage.  Until  this  system  is  in  operation, 
the  DSS  is  receiving  data  from  the  EBT  vendor  and  performing 
routine  manual  reviews  of  transactions  to  monitor  compliance  with 
the  state  law  that  went  into  effect  on  August  28,  2013.  The  DSS  is 
also  continuing  discussions  with  the  EBT  vendor  on  ways  to  block 
TANF  EBT  transactions  at  inappropriate  locations. 


3.  Efforts  to  Restrict 
TANF  Access 


The  DSS  has  not  determined  the  policies  and  practices  necessary  to 
implement  the  restrictions  on  EBT  access  required  under  new  federal  and 
state  laws.  Other  states  have  adopted  similar  restrictions  but  significant 
challenges  exist  to  effective  enforcement  and  implementation  of  those  or 
other  restrictions. 


The  FSD  has  modified  policies  to  make  recipients  aware  of  the  new 
requirements  prohibiting  usage  of  TANF  benefits  for  alcohol,  gambling,  or 
other  inappropriate  transactions.  In  addition,  an  FSD  official  indicated 
various  options  are  being  considered  for  restricting  TANF  access  at  certain 
vendors.  As  of  June  2013,  the  DSS  has  initiated  some  limited  merchant 
awareness  activities.  The  official  indicated  the  DHHS  has  not  provided 
guidance  to  the  states  on  how  to  implement  the  new  federal  law  and  the 
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FSD  is  awaiting  that  guidance  before  making  decisions  about  new  policies 
and  practices  to  restrict  TANF  access. 

As  of  June  2012,  other  states  had  existing  laws  that  placed  restrictions  on 
the  usage  of  TANF  benefits.  According  to  a  GAO  report4  on  EBT 
restrictions  in  the  10  states  receiving  the  most  TANF  funding: 

•  Five  states  (Massachusetts,  Michigan,  Pennsylvania,  Texas,  and 
Washington)  have  state  laws  prohibiting  TANF  recipients  from  using 
TANF  benefits  for  certain  items  like  alcohol  and  other  items. 


•  Seven  states  (California,  Michigan,  Pennsylvania,  Washington,  Texas, 
New  York,  and  Illinois)  have  disabled  TANF  EBT  access  at  ATMs 
and/or  POS  terminals  at  certain  businesses  like  casinos.  Under  state  law, 
ATMs  are  not  allowed  in  liquor  stores  in  Pennsylvania  or  New  York. 

•  Two  states  (Massachusetts  and  Texas)  place  restrictions  on  the 
merchants  by  not  allowing  merchants  to  accept  TANF  EBT  cards  for 
purchases  of  certain  items  like  alcohol  or  by  not  allowing  non-SNAP 
authorized  businesses  or  entertainment  businesses  to  participate  in  the 
TANF  EBT  program. 

The  GAO  report  also  noted  significant  challenges  to  enforcing  restrictions 
on  TANF  access  such  as: 


•  Identifying  transaction  locations  (ATMs  and  businesses)  that  should  be 
prohibited  is  difficult  because  the  transaction  data  lacks  a  code 
identifying  the  nature  of  the  retailer's  business  and  the  location  in  the 
transaction  data  may  be  the  address  of  the  ATM  corporate  owner  rather 
than  the  physical  location  of  the  ATM. 

•  POS  terminals  sometimes  have  common  identification  numbers  making 
it  difficult  to  block  EBT  transactions  at  certain  terminals  without 
affecting  other  terminals. 

•  Blocking  EBT  transactions  requires  the  state's  Bank  Identification 
Number  to  be  removed  from  each  individual  ATM. 


•    The  EBT  transaction  data  about  transaction  locations  is  often  not 
complete  and  accurate. 


4  TANF  ELECTRONIC  BENEFIT  CARDS,  Some  States  Are  Restricting  Certain  TANF 
Transactions,  but  Challenges  Remain,  report  number  GAO-12-535,  U.S.  Government 
Accountability  Office,  Issued  June  2012. 
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•  Tracking  or  controlling  what  individuals  buy  with  TANF  benefits  either 
by  EBT  transactions  at  POS  terminals  or  with  cash  withdrawn  from 
POS  terminals  or  ATMs  is  difficult. 

A  report  from  the  E-Government  Payments  Council5  in  January  2012  based 
on  a  survey  of  agencies  in  all  states  responsible  for  managing  the  EBT 
programs  also  identified  challenges  in  restricting  TANF  access.  In  the  report 
the  surveyed  agencies  cited  problems  to  implementing  blocking  laws 
including  monitoring  compliance  with  the  law,  understanding  the  various 
categories  of  merchants  and  keeping  track  of  the  ATMs  at  which  recipients 
access  their  benefits. 

The  new  federal  law  requires  the  state  to  have  policies  and  practices 
restricting  EBT  transactions  in  place  by  February  2014  or  risk  up  to  a  5 
percent  penalty.  In  addition,  the  new  state  law  places  further  restrictions  on 
how  TANF  benefits  may  be  used  and  locations  where  EBT  transactions  are 
prohibited.  The  DSS  should  determine  the  additional  policies  and  practices 
necessary  to  comply  with  the  new  laws. 

One  such  measure  would  be  to  periodically  perform  a  review  of  EBT 
transactions  such  as  discussed  in  MAR  finding  numbers  1  and  2  in  order  to 
identify  potential  instances  in  which  TANF  recipients  and  merchants  may 
have  violated  the  restrictions  on  the  use  and  access  for  TANF  EBT  benefits. 
The  DSS  could  also  work  with  other  state  agency  licensing  authorities  such 
as  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Division  of  Alcohol  and  Tobacco 
Control;  the  Missouri  Gaming  Commission;  the  Missouri  Lottery 
Commission;  and  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and 
Professional  Registration  -  Division  of  Professional  Registration  -  Office  of 
Tattooing,  Body  Piercing  and  Branding  to  identify  business  entities  that 
would  likely  be  a  prohibited  location  or  sell  prohibited  items. 

Recommendation  The  DSS  should  determine  policies  and  practices  necessary  to  comply  with 

the  provisions  of  the  new  federal  and  state  laws,  which  limit  the  use  or 
acceptance  of  EBT  benefits  in  certain  locations  or  for  prohibited  items. 

The  DSS  is  continuing  to  develop  measures  to  limit  the  use  or  acceptance  of 
EBT  benefits  in  certain  locations.  The  DSS  has  already  taken  the  following 
actions  to  inform  staff  of  the  new  requirements  and  notify  all  TANF 
applicants  and  participants  of  the  appropriate  usage  of  TANF  benefits,  and 
what  constitutes  inappropriate  usage. 


Auditee  s  Response 


Restricting  Access  to  TANF  Funds  at  Specific  Merchant  Locations,  E-Govemment 
Payments  Council,<http://www.efta.org/currentissues/BLOCKI~l.PDF>,  accessed  on 
February  21,  2013. 
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•  Income  Maintenance  (IM)  Memo  IM-24  was  issued  on  February  28, 
2013,  to  inform  staff  of  the  federal  law  requiring  states  to  prevent  TANF 
EBT  transactions  at  casinos,  liquor  stores,  and  adult  entertainment 
establishments.  A  poster  addressing  the  proper  use  and  what  constitutes 
misuse  of  TANF  benefits  was  provided  for  FSD  offices  to  display  in 
their  lobby. 

•  The  "Important  Information  About  EBT  Transactions  (IM-3EBT)"  form 
was  implemented  on  May  7,  2013.  This  form  contains  information 
regarding  the  federal  law  restrictions  and  that  TANF  benefits  must  be 
used  for  the  benefit  of  the  child  or  children.  The  form  is  signed  by  TANF 
applicants/participants  at  application  and  face-to-face  contact  for 
reviews  and  is  discussed  during  phone  contact. 

•  Memo  IM-65  was  issued  on  July  17,  2013,  to  inform  staff  of  increases  in 
penalties  for  TANF  fraud  passed  by  Senate  Bill  251  (SB  251),  effective 
August  28,  2013,  and  stressed  the  importance  of  informing  TANF 
applicants/participants  of  their  rights  and  responsibilities  under  the 
TANF  program,  including  the  appropriate  use  of  TANF  benefits. 

•  Memo  IM-69  was  issued  on  July  26,  2013,  with  revisions  to  the  IM- 
3EBT  form  relating  to  the  new  state  law,  SB  251.  Additionally,  the 
'Misuse  of  TANF"  poster  was  revised  to  include  the  new  state  law. 

•  A  one-time  notice  was  mailed  to  all  active  TANF  payees  on  August  12, 
2013,  informing  them  of  restrictions  on  TANF  EBT  card  use  and 
penalties  for  misuse  of  EBT  funds. 

•  Memo  IM-67  was  issued  on  August  14,  2013,  to  inform  staff  of  the  one- 
time notice  that  was  mailed  to  all  active  TANF  payees  on  August  12, 
2013.  The  memo  reminded  staff  to  review  the  IM-3EBT  form  with 
applicants  and  participants  and  that  the  form  must  be  signed  by  TANF 
applicants  during  the  in-person  application  interview. 

•  Memo  IM-78  was  issued  on  August  23,  2013,  to  inform  staff  of  policy 
manual  revisions  that  incorporate  the  requirements  of  SB  251.  This 
memo  informed  staff  that  TANF  participants  who  make  an  EBT 
purchase  in  violation  of  the  law  must  reimburse  the  DSS  for  such 
purchases  through  the  claims  process.  It  also  informed  staff  to  refer 
retailer  violations  to  the  DLS  Investigation  Unit. 


•  Memo  IM-90  was  issued  on  October  1,  2013,  to  inform  staff  of  changes 
to  the  claims  process  for  TANF  purchases  that  are  restricted  or  occur  at 
an  unauthorized  location  and  to  provide  a  user  guide  to  assist  in  the 
processing  of  such  claims. 
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The  DSS  has  taken  the  following  action  to  raise  retailer  awareness  of  the 
restrictions  on  EBT  transactions  under  the  new  law: 

•  On  July  31,  2013,  FSD  staff  met  with  representatives  of  associations  for 
the  Missouri  Retailers,  the  Missouri  Grocers,  and  Missouri  Petroleum 
and  Convenience  Stores  to  share  information  about  SB  251. 

•  On  August  22,  2013,  DSS  staff  added  information  on  the  TANF 
restrictions  and  provided  links  to  the  "Prohibited  Purchase  Poster"  and 
"Prohibited  Location  Poster"  on  the  EBT  website  at: 

www.  dss.  mo.  go  v/fsd/f stamp/ ebt/retailer.  htm. 

•  On  September  5,  2013,  FSD  staff  shared  information  with 
representatives  of  the  Missouri  Retailers,  the  Missouri  Grocers,  and 
Missouri  Petroleum  and  Convenience  Stores  associations  that  they 
could  share  with  the  associations'  members  including  a  link  to  SB  251. 

Additionally,  the  DSS  continues  to  research  analytical  modeling-based 
methods  of  detecting  fraud  and  will  issue  a  report  to  the  Missouri  General 
Assembly  by  December  1,  2013. 

The  DSS  is  in  discussion  with  the  OA  ITSD  about  the  development  of  an 
electronic  system  to  help  identify  potential  inappropriate  usage  of  TANF 
funds  as  well  as  extended  out-of-state  usage.  This  system  will  receive  EBT 
transaction  data  regularly  and  provide  a  more  uniform  and  efficient  process 
to  identify  cases  for  review  of  inappropriate  usage.  Until  this  system  is  in 
operation,  the  DSS  is  receiving  data  from  the  EBT  vendor  and  performing 
routine  manual  reviews  of  transactions  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  state 
law  that  went  into  effect  on  August  28,  2013.  The  DSS  is  also  continuing 
discussions  with  the  EBT  vendor  on  ways  to  block  TANF  EBT  transactions 
at  inappropriate  locations. 

Although  FSD  has  established  policies  to  comply  with  the  provision  of  the 
new  federal  law,  the  federal  government  has  not  yet  issued  final  regulations 
or  guidance  to  implement  the  law.  Thus,  it  may  be  necessary  for  the  FSD  to 
revise  these  policies  after  the  federal  regulations  and  guidance  are  issued. 


22 


Department  of  Social  Services 

Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  -  Electronic  Benefit  Transfers 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS)  was  constitutionally  established 
in  1974  to  secure  the  general  health  and  welfare  of  the  people  and  promote 
improved  health  and  other  social  services  to  the  citizens  of  the  state.  Among 
the  DSS's  4  program  divisions  is  the  Family  Support  Division  (FSD).  The 
FSD  is  responsible  for  administration  of  the  Temporary  Assistance  for 
Needy  Families  program,  Supplemental  Nutrition  Assistance  Program,  and 
other  programs.  The  FSD  consists  of  approximately  3,200  employees 
located  in  offices  in  every  county  in  the  state  and  the  city  of  St.  Louis.  The 
Division  of  Legal  Services  (DLS)  provides  comprehensive  legal  support  to 
all  programs  and  support  divisions  in  DSS.  The  Investigation  Section  of  the 
DLS  investigates  fraud  and  abuse  committed  by  public  assistance  recipients; 
operates  and  manages  the  Claims  Accounting  Restitution  System;  conducts 
criminal,  personnel,  and  internal  investigations;  and  takes  actions  to  collect 
monies  owed  to  the  DSS.  As  of  October  2013,  the  Investigations  Section 
had  about  30  employees. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Randolph  County 


Property  Tax  System  The  County  Clerk  does  not  prepare  or  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  current  or 

delinquent  tax  books,  and  the  County  Collector  did  not  retain  the  current  tax 
books  for  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013.  Neither  the  County  Clerk  nor 
the  County  Commission  adequately  reviews  the  financial  activities  of  the 
County  Collector.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  an  account  book  or 
other  records  summarizing  property  tax  transactions,  and  the  County  Clerk 
and  the  County  Commission  do  not  verify  the  accuracy  and  completeness  of 
the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements,  so  errors  and  irregularities  on  the 
annual  settlement  could  go  undetected. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  Sheriff  does  not  adequately  segregate 
accounting  duties  and  does  not  perform  a  supervisory  review  of  accounting 
records.  The  Sheriff  maintains  profits  from  commissary  sales  outside  the 
county  treasury  and  used  $27,035  of  these  funds  to  purchase  items  for  the 
benefit  of  prisoners  and  the  Sheriffs  office  which  were  not  approved  by  the 
County  Commission  and  were  not  handled  through  the  normal  county 
procurement  and  budget  process.  As  of  September  30,  2013,  there  was 
approximately  $6,700  remaining  in  the  commissary  account  which  should 
be  distributed  to  the  Inmate  Prisoner  Detainee  Security  Fund.  The  Sheriffs 
office  does  not  always  document  the  release  or  disposition  of  property  on 
the  seized  property  log  and  has  not  conducted  a  physical  inventory  of  all 
seized  property.  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  have  up-to-date  written 
agreements  with  other  political  subdivisions  for  the  boarding  of  inmates. 
The  most  recent  agreements  with  Macon  and  Monroe  counties  were  entered 
into  in  2006  and  specify  a  $30  per  night  billing  rate,  but  the  county  currently 
bills  these  counties  $35  per  night. 

Prosecuting  Attorney's  The  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  clerk  does  not  prepare  monthly  lists  of 

Liabilities  liabilities  and  reconcile  them  with  cash  balances. 

Payroll  Controls  and  The  county  overpaid  $25,384  in  health  and  dental  insurance  premiums  for 

Procedures  ^  employees  who  had  terminated  their  employment.  Two  employees 

remained  on  the  county  health  insurance  policy  as  long  as  11  and  12  months 
after  termination  of  their  employment.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain 
records  of  leave  accruals,  usage,  and  balances  for  employees  of  the  Sheriffs 
office,  and  the  County  Clerk  does  not  review  leave  balances  reported  on 
Sheriffs  employees  timesheets  for  accuracy  and  compliance  with  county 
policy.  Sheriffs  employees  working  in  excess  of  160  hours  in  a  28  day 
period  earn  compensatory  time  that  is  not  authorized  in  the  county's  policy. 
County  policy  authorizes  compensatory  time  or  overtime  for  deputies 
working  in  excess  of  171  hours  in  a  28  day  period. 


Sheriffs  Controls  and 
Procedures 


Public  Administrator's  Annual  The  Public  Administrator  does  not  timely  file  annual  settlements.  All  annual 
Settlements  anc^  ^ma^  settlements  filed  for  10  of  the  90  wards  or  estates  reviewed  were 

filed  after  the  Probate  Clerk's  due  date,  including  two  that  were  filed  5  to  6 

months  after  the  due  date. 


Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair/ 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 
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To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Randolph  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Randolph  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit  the 
financial  statements  of  Randolph  County  for  the  2  years  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our 
audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of 
our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Randolph 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Jeannette  Eaves,  CPA 
Tina  Disney,  M.Acct. 
Morgan  Alexander 
Naomi  Nganga 
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State  Auditor's  Findings 

1.  Property  Tax 
System 


1 . 1  Tax  books 


As  similarly  noted  in  our  prior  two  audit  reports,  controls  and  procedures 
over  the  property  tax  system  need  improvement.  As  a  result  of  the 
significant  control  weaknesses  identified,  there  is  less  assurance  property 
tax  monies  have  been  accounted  for  properly.  For  the  year  ended  February 
28,  2013,  the  County  Collector  processed  property  taxes  totaling 
approximately  $25.8  million. 

The  County  Clerk  does  not  prepare  or  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  current  or 
delinquent  tax  books.  In  addition,  the  County  Collector  did  not  retain  the 
current  tax  books  for  the  year  ended  February  28,  2013.  The  county's 
property  tax  system  vendor  prepares  the  tax  books  based  on  assessed 
valuations  and  tax  levies  provided  by  the  county.  The  County  Collector  and 
the  vendor  verify  individual  entries  in  the  property  tax  system  for 
mathematical  accuracy. 


Sections  137.290  and  140.050,  RSMo,  require  the  County  Clerk  to  extend 
the  current  and  delinquent  tax  books  and  charge  the  County  Collector  with 
the  amount  of  taxes  to  be  collected.  If  it  is  not  feasible  for  the  County  Clerk 
to  prepare  the  tax  books,  at  a  minimum,  he  should  verify  the  accuracy  of  the 
tax  books  and  document  approval  of  the  tax  book  amount  to  be  charged  to 
the  County  Collector.  Failure  to  prepare  and  review  the  tax  books  and  test 
individual  tax  statement  computations  may  result  in  errors,  irregularities,  or 
misuse  going  undetected.  The  tax  books  should  be  retained  to  document  the 
taxes  charged  to  the  County  Collector. 

1 .2  Review  of  activity  m  addition  to  not  preparing  or  testing  the  accuracy  of  the  tax  books,  neither 

the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission  adequately  reviews  the 
financial  activities  of  the  County  Collector.  The  County  Clerk  does  not 
maintain  an  account  book  or  other  records  summarizing  property  tax 
charges,  transactions,  and  changes,  and  the  County  Clerk  and  the  County 
Commission  do  not  perform  procedures  to  verify  the  accuracy  and 
completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements.  As  a  result, 
errors  and  irregularities  on  the  annual  settlement  could  go  undetected. 

Section  51.150.1(2),  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  accounts 
with  all  persons  chargeable  with  monies  payable  to  the  county  treasury.  An 
account  book  or  other  records  that  summarize  all  taxes  charged  to  the 
County  Collector,  monthly  collections,  delinquent  credits,  additions  and 
abatements,  and  protested  amounts  should  be  maintained  by  the  County 
Clerk.  Such  records  would  help  the  County  Clerk  ensure  taxes  charged  and 
credited  to  the  County  Collector  each  year  are  accounted  for  properly  and 
could  also  be  used  by  the  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  to  verify 
the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements. 

Recommendations  1.1       The  County  Clerk  prepare  the  current  and  delinquent  tax  books,  or 

at  a  minimum,  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  tax  books  prior  to  charging 
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the  County  Collector  with  the  property  tax  amounts  to  be  collected. 
Procedures  performed  should  be  adequately  documented.  In 
addition,  the  County  Collector  should  print  or  save  an  electronic 
copy  of  the  tax  books. 

1.2  The  County  Clerk  maintain  a  complete  and  accurate  account  book 
with  the  County  Collector.  In  addition,  the  County  Commission  and 
County  Clerk  should  use  the  account  book  to  review  the  accuracy 
and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  County  Collector  provided  the 

following  written  response: 

1.1  We  have  saved  the  February  28,  2013  back  tax  books  and  the  2013 
current  property  tax  books  on  three  separate  flash  drives.  One  is 
held  by  the  County  Clerk,  one  is  held  by  the  County  Collector,  and 
the  other  is  stored  off-site. 

The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following 
responses: 

1.1  The  County  Clerk  will  verify  that  the  certified  levies  provided  to  the 
County  Collector  agree  to  the  levies  entered  into  the  property  tax 
system  and  will  document  this  review  and  discuss  with  the  County 
Commission.  The  County  Clerk  will  also  randomly  select  some  tax 
statements,  verify  their  accuracy,  and  document. 

1.2  The  County  Clerk  has  implemented  an  electronic  accounting 
program.  He  will  enter  property  tax  collections  from  the  County 
Collector's  monthly  settlements  and  will  enter  additions  and 
abatements  approved  by  the  County  Commission  into  this 
spreadsheet.  He  will  also  confirm  the  amounts  distributed  by  the 
County  Collector  with  the  Treasurer  and  other  taxing  districts.  He 
will  then  present  the  electronic  accounting  program,  along  with  any 
hard  copies  to  the  County  Commission  for  additional  review  before 
approval  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlement. 


Weaknesses  exist  in  controls  and  procedures  in  the  Sheriffs  office.  The 
Sheriffs  office  processed  monies  for  civil  and  criminal  fees,  concealed  carry 
permits,  bonds,  inmate  receipts,  jail  phone  commissions,  commissary 
commissions,  and  other  miscellaneous  receipts  totaling  approximately 
$550,000  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

2. 1  Segregation  of  duties         As  similarly  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  Sheriff  has  not  established 

an  adequate  segregation  of  accounting  duties  and  does  not  perform  a 
supervisory  review  of  accounting  records.  The  Sheriffs  office  manager  is 
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primarily  responsible  for  receipting,  recording,  depositing  and  disbursing 
monies,  and  reconciling  the  bank  accounts. 

Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  Sheriff  should  implement  a  documented 
independent  or  supervisory  review  to  ensure  bank  records  are  in  agreement 
with  accounting  records. 

2.2  CoiTUnissary  profits  The  Sheriff  maintains  profits  from  commissary  sales  outside  the  county 

treasury  and  uses  these  monies  to  purchase  items  for  the  benefit  of  prisoners 
and  the  Sheriffs  office.  During  2012,  purchases  totaled  $27,035  and 
included  a  restraint  chair,  prison  supplies,  cable  television,  online  movie 
rental  services,  and  phone  services  for  the  prison.  These  purchases  were  not 
approved  by  the  County  Commission  and  were  not  handled  through  the 
normal  county  procurement  and  budget  process.  As  of  September  30,  2013, 
there  was  approximately  $6,700  of  profits  remaining  in  the  commissary 
account  which  should  be  distributed  to  the  Inmate  Prisoner  Detainee 
Security  Fund. 

Section  221.102,  RSMo  (effective  August  28,  2013),  requires  commissary 
profits  to  be  deposited  into  the  county  Inmate  Prisoner  Detainee  Security 
Fund. 

The  Sheriff  and  his  deputies  did  not  always  document  the  release  or 
disposition  of  property  on  the  computerized  log  of  seized  property.  For 
example,  a  firearm  and  compact  disk  of  photographs  were  included  on  the 
seized  property  log,  but  could  not  be  located.  Case  file  records  indicated  the 
Prosecuting  Attorney  had  authorized  these  items  to  be  returned  to  their 
rightful  owners.  In  addition,  the  Sheriffs  office  has  not  conducted  a  physical 
inventory  of  all  seized  property. 

Considering  the  often  sensitive  nature  of  seized  property,  adequate  internal 
controls  are  essential  and  would  significantly  reduce  the  risk  of  loss,  theft, 
or  misuse  of  the  items.  Complete  and  accurate  inventory  control  records 
should  be  maintained  and  periodic  physical  inventories  should  be  performed 
and  the  results  compared  to  inventory  records  to  ensure  seized  property  is 
accounted  for  properly. 

The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  have  up-to-date  written  agreements  with  other 
political  subdivisions  for  the  boarding  of  inmates.  The  county  boards 
inmates  for  the  counties  of  Macon  and  Monroe  and  bills  $35  per  night  per 
inmate.  However,  the  most  recent  agreements  were  entered  into  in  2006  and 
specify  a  $30  billing  rate  per  night  per  inmate. 


2.3  Seized  property 


2.4  Written  agreements 
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Up-to-date  written  agreements  are  necessary  to  ensure  all  parties  are  aware 
of  their  duties  and  responsibilities,  the  rate  to  be  paid,  and  to  prevent 
misunderstandings. 

Recommendations         The  sheriff: 

2.1  Adequately  segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or 
ensure  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  performed  and 
documented. 

2.2  Ensure  existing  and  future  commissary  profits  are  turned  over  to  the 
County  Treasurer  to  be  deposited  to  the  Inmate  Prisoner  Detainee 
Security  Fund. 

2.3  Ensure  the  disposition  of  seized  property  is  accurately  reflected  on 
the  property  log  and  require  a  periodic  physical  inventory  be 
conducted  and  reconciled  to  the  log. 

2.4  Enter  into  updated  written  agreements  for  the  boarding  of  inmates 
and  ensure  the  amount  charged  agrees  with  the  contracted  amount. 
The  County  Commission  should  be  a  party  to  these  contracts. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

2.1  Duties  of  office  personnel  have  been  segregated.  It  has  been 
implemented  that  office  staff  share  in  the  duties  of  receipting, 
recording,  depositing,  disbursing,  and  reconciling  monthly  bank 
statements.  The  Sheriff  reviews  and  signs  off  on  the  monthly 
reconciliation  statement. 

2.2  We  are  planning  to  turn  all  commissary  profits  over  to  the  County 
Treasurer  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

2.3  The  Randolph  County  Sheriffs  office  will  implement  a  bi-annual 
inventory  of  seized  property  and  evidence  stored  in  the  Randolph 
County  Sheriffs  evidence  locker.  A  spreadsheet  will  be  developed 
for  logging  in  and  checking  out  seized  items  and  property  stored  in 
the  Randolph  County  Sheriffs  evidence  locker. 

The  County  Commission  and  the  Sheriff  provided  the  following  written 
response: 

2.4  The  County  Commission  is  responsible  for  entering  into  contracts 
regarding  charges  for  boarding  out  of  county  prisoners.  While  the 
County  Commission  voted  to  increase  the  daily  rate  from  $30  to 
$35,  as  reflected  in  Commission  minutes  of  June  24,  2010,  and 
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3.  Prosecuting 
Attorney's 
Liabilities 


Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


4.  Payroll  Controls 
and  Procedures 

4. 1  Insurance  benefits 


4.2  Centralized  records 


notified  the  counties  involved,  the  actual  contracts  were  not  updated 
in  a  timely  manner.  This  has  been  corrected  and  the  updated 
contracts  are  on  file. 

As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  Prosecuting  Attorney's  office  clerk 
does  not  prepare  monthly  lists  of  liabilities,  and  consequently,  liabilities  are 
not  reconciled  with  cash  balances.  As  of  September  30,  2013,  the  reconciled 
restitution  bank  account  balance  was  $844. 

Without  regular  identification  and  comparison  of  liabilities  to  the  cash 
balance,  there  is  less  likelihood  errors  will  be  identified  and  the  ability  to 
both  identify  liabilities  and  resolve  errors  is  diminished.  Such  procedures 
are  necessary  to  ensure  monies  are  properly  disbursed  to  individuals  and/or 
entities  for  which  the  monies  were  collected. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  identify  liabilities  and  reconcile  to  cash  balances 
on  a  monthly  basis.  Any  discrepancies  should  be  promptly  investigated  and 
resolved. 

The  Prosecuting  Attorney  provided  the  following  response: 

We  are  implementing  procedures  immediately  to  rectify  this  situation.  We 
reconciled  the  September  2013  cash  balance  to  a  list  of  liabilities. 

Controls  and  procedures  over  payroll  records  need  improvement. 


The  county  overpaid  health  and  dental  insurance  premiums  for  16 
employees  who  terminated  employment  with  the  county  during  2012. 
During  the  period  of  January  1,  2012,  through  July  31,  2013,  the  county 
improperly  paid  a  total  of  $23,889  for  health  insurance  and  $1,495  for 
dental  insurance  for  these  16  employees  after  they  had  left  county 
employment.  We  noted  two  employees  remained  on  the  county  health 
insurance  policy  as  long  as  11  and  12  months  after  their  termination  of 
employment  with  the  county.  To  ensure  improper  disbursements  are  not 
made,  the  county  should  develop  procedures  to  ensure  employees  are 
removed  from  county  health  and  dental  insurance  policies  as  soon  as  their 
employment  with  the  county  is  terminated. 

Centralized  records  of  leave  balances  and  leave  used  and  earned  are  not 
maintained  for  all  employees.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  records 
of  leave  accruals,  usage,  and  balances  for  employees  of  the  Sheriffs  office. 
While  the  Sheriffs  employees  record  leave  balances  on  their  timesheets 
submitted  to  the  County  Clerk's  office,  the  County  Clerk  does  not  review 
the  balances  for  accuracy  and  compliance  with  county  policy.  Without 
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centralized  leave  records,  the  County  Commission  cannot  ensure  employee 
vacation,  sick,  and  compensatory  leave  balances  are  accurate  and  in 
compliance  with  county  policy,  and  all  employees  are  treated  equitably.  As 
a  result  of  not  maintaining  centralized  leave  records,  the  situation  discussed 
in  section  4.3  was  not  detected  by  the  County  Clerk's  office.  Centralized 
leave  records  also  aid  in  determining  unused  vacation  and  compensatory 
leave  upon  termination  of  employment. 

4.3  Compensatory  time  The  county  does  not  compensate  Sheriffs  employees  in  accordance  with 

county  policy.  Sheriffs  employees  currently  accrue  compensatory  time  as 
straight  time  when  they  work  161  to  171  hours  in  a  28  day  period  and 
accrue  compensatory  time  at  time  and  one-half  when  they  work  more  than 
171  hours  in  a  28  day  period.  However,  county  policy  requires  Sheriffs 
employees  to  work  171  hours  in  a  28  day  period  before  compensatory  time 
or  overtime  is  earned.  As  a  result,  deputies  working  in  excess  of  160  hours 
in  a  28  day  period  earn  compensatory  time  that  is  not  authorized  in  the 
county's  policy. 

By  not  following  county  policy,  the  county  may  be  paying  more  overtime 
and  compensatory  time  than  required  resulting  in  a  greater  financial  burden 
for  the  county.  Although  compensatory  time  is  not  paid  out  unless  an 
employee  leaves  employment,  employees  are  able  to  use  the  compensatory 
time  in  lieu  of  accumulated  vacation  and  sick  leave,  and  therefore  these 
balances  are  carried  longer,  which  results  in  potentially  more  accumulated 
vacation  leave  being  paid  when  an  employee  leaves  employment. 

Accurate  compensatory  time  calculation  procedures  are  necessary  to  ensure 
compliance  with  county  policy  and  equitable  treatment  of  county 
employees. 

Recommendations  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk: 

4.1  Ensure  employees  are  removed  from  county  health  and  dental 
insurance  policies  as  soon  as  their  employment  with  the  county  is 
terminated. 

4.2  Maintain  centralized  leave  records  for  all  county  employees. 

4.3  Ensure  employees  accrue  compensatory  time  in  accordance  with 
county  policy. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  written 

responses: 

4.1  After  discussion  with  the  health  insurance  representatives,  the 
county  may  now  terminate  an  employee's  health  and  dental 
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insurance  the  day  of  termination.  However  we  still  have  to  pay  the 
current  bill  and  the  health  and  dental  insurance  carriers  will 
provide  credits  available  on  the  next  billing  cycle.  We  are  now  able 
to  log  into  an  online  system  where  we  can  print  invoices  as  well  as 
print  credit  invoices  for  both  health  and  dental.  As  well  as  the  new 
online  system,  the  county  has  created  an  internal  system  that  shows 
check  lists  for  each  month  that  includes  the  enrollment  and 
termination  of  employees.  Once  the  records  are  entered,  the 
procedure  is  to  print  the  profile  page  for  each  employee  and  enter 
into  the  correct  file.  Randolph  County  Clerk  is  in  negotiations  with 
the  health  care  provider  to  receive  a  credit  of  $25,384,  for  the 
health  care  plan  for  2014. 

4.2  The  county's  current  policy  requires  each  elected  official  to 
maintain  timesheets  and  leave  records.  We  plan  to  amend  our 
policy  to  require  the  County  Clerk's  office  to  maintain  centralized 
leave  records. 


4.3  Randolph  County  Commissioners  and  the  County  Clerk  will  adopt 
the  necessary  changes  to  the  Randolph  County  Employee  Handbook 
to  be  in  compliance  with  the  FLSA  and  reflect  current  practices.  An 
accurate  tracking  system  for  all  the  departments  is  being 
implemented.  A  quarterly  statement  is  currently  going  out  to  all 
departments  to  confirm  the  tracking  accuracy  of  compensatory  time, 
overtime,  sick  time,  and  vacation  time. 


5.  Public 

Administrator's 

Annual 

Settlements 


The  Public  Administrator  does  not  timely  file  annual  settlements.  We 
reviewed  settlements  filed  for  10  of  the  90  wards  or  estates  and  noted  annual 
and  final  settlements  for  all  10  wards  or  estates  were  filed  after  the  Probate 
Clerk's  due  date,  including  two  annual  settlements  that  were  filed 
approximately  5  to  6  months  after  the  due  date.  The  Probate  Clerk  provides 
the  Public  Administrator  a  report  of  settlement  due  dates  at  the  beginning  of 
each  year.  The  Probate  Clerk  also  sends  a  past  due  notice  to  the  Public 
Administrator  after  an  annual  settlement  is  a  month  past  due.  Despite  these 
procedures,  settlements  have  been  filed  late. 


Sections  473.540  and  475.270,  RSMo,  require  the  Public  Administrator  to 
file  an  annual  settlement  with  the  court  for  each  ward  or  estate.  Timely 
settlements  are  necessary  for  the  court  to  properly  oversee  the 
administration  of  cases  and  reduce  the  possibility  that  errors  or  misuse  of 
funds  will  go  undetected. 

Recommendation  The  Public  Administrator  ensure  annual  settlements  are  filed  timely. 


10 


Randolph  County 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Findings 


Auditee's  Response  The  Public  Administrator  provided  the  following  response: 

I  will  ensure  annual  settlements  are  filed  in  a  timely  manner. 


Randolph  County 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Randolph  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat 
is  Hunts ville. 

Randolph  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  72  full-time  employees  and  14  part-time  employees  on  December 
31,2012. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  31  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


Officeholder  2013 

2012 

Susan  Carter,  Presiding  Commissioner  $ 

32,230 

Robert  Wayne  Wilcox,  Associate  Commissioner 

30,108 

Jerry  Crutchfield,  Associate  Commissioner 

30,108 

Mark  Price,  Recorder  of  Deeds 

47,589 

Will  Ellis,  County  Clerk 

47,589 

Michael  Fusselman,  Prosecuting  Attorney 

113,112 

Mark  Nichols,  Sheriff 

54,492 

Penny  Henry,  County  Treasurer 

47,589 

Gerald  A.  Luntsford,  County  Coroner 

18,602 

Martha  Creed,  Public  Administrator 

47,589 

Shiela  Miller,  County  Collector, 

year  ended  February  28,  47,589 

Richard  Tregnago,  County  Assessor, 

year  ended  August  31, 

47,589 

Financing  The  county  entered  into  a  lease -purchase  agreement  for  the  Circuit  Clerk's 

Arrangements  storage  unit.  Principal  and  interest  payments  are  made  from  the  Justice 

Center  Fund.  The  final  payment  for  the  lease-purchase  is  scheduled  to  occur 
in  2018.  The  remaining  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  lease-purchase 
agreement  at  December  31,  2012,  was  $98,346. 

The  county  entered  into  a  lease-purchase  agreement  with  the  Randolph 
County,  Missouri,  Public  Facilities  Authority  (the  "Authority")  on  January 
1,  2004.  The  terms  of  the  agreement  called  for  the  Authority  to  provide 
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funding  for  the  construction  of  a  justice  center  project  and  for  the  county  to 
lease  the  justice  center  from  the  Authority  for  lease  payments  equal  to  the 
amount  due  to  retire  the  Authority's  indebtedness.  Leasehold  revenue  bonds 
totaling  $6.8  million  were  issued  by  the  Authority  on  January  7,  2004,  on 
behalf  of  the  county,  and  the  proceeds  of  those  bonds  were  used  to  construct 
the  justice  center,  which  was  completed  in  June  2005.  The  remaining 
principal  and  interest  due  at  December  31,  2012,  was  $3,680,000  and 
$768,938,  respectively.  The  Authority  also  established  a  trustee,  Commerce 
Bank,  N.A.,  (the  "Trustee").  The  Trustee  receives  and  oversees 
disbursement  of  the  bond  proceeds,  lease  payments,  sales  tax  proceeds,  and 
other  project  income.  The  Trustee  releases  monies  to  the  county  for 
purposes  of  operating  and  maintaining  the  justice  center  if  such  amounts  are 
not  required  for  the  repayment  of  the  bonds  issued  by  the  Authority.  In 
March  2013,  the  county  refinanced  $2,380,000  of  the  $3,680,000  bond 
principal  with  lease  refunding  certificates  of  participation  and  entered  into  a 
new  lease  agreement  with  Commerce  Bank.  On  April  1,  2014,  the  2004 
bond  series  will  be  paid  off  and  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  2013 
certificates  of  participation  will  be  $2,380,000  and  $110,090,  respectively. 
The  lease  is  scheduled  to  be  paid  off  in  2020.  The  payments  are  made  with 
the  revenue  generated  from  the  county's  capital  improvement  sales  tax, 
which  was  passed  on  April  2,  2002,  and  is  in  effect  until  2020. 
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To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Macon  County,  Missouri 

The  Office  of  the  State  Auditor  is  responsible  under  Section  29.230,  RSMo,  for  auditing  certain 
operations  of  Macon  County,  and  issues  a  separate  report  on  that  audit.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  the  State 
Auditor  has  contracted  for  an  audit  of  the  county's  financial  statements  for  the  2  years  ended 
December  31,  2012,  through  the  state  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Purchasing  and  Materials 
Management.  A  copy  of  this  audit,  performed  by  Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC,  Certified  Public 
Accountants,  is  attached. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


December  2013 
Report  No.  2013-145 


P.O.  Box  869  •  Jefferson  City,  MO  65102  •  (573)751-4213  •  FAX  (573)  751-7984 


AUDITED  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 


MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
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December  5,  2013 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


To  the  County  Commission 

and  Officeholders  of 
Macon  County,  Missouri 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


We  have  audited  the  accompanying  financial  statements  of  Macon  County,  Missouri,  which 
comprise  the  statement  of  receipts,  disbursements,  and  changes  in  cash  -  regulatory  basis 
of  each  governmental  fund  as  of  December  31,  2012  and  201 1,  and  the  related  statements 
of  receipts,  disbursements  and  changes  in  cash  -  budget  and  actual  -  regulatory  basis  for 
each  governmental  fund,  for  the  years  then  ended,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial 
statements. 

Management's  Responsibility  for  the  Financial  Statements 

Management  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  these  financial 
statements  in  accordance  with  accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri 
Law.  Management  is  also  responsible  for  the  design,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of 
internal  control  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  financial  statements  that 
are  free  from  material  misstatement,  whether  due  to  error  or  fraud. 

Auditors'  Responsibility 

Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial  statements  based  on  our  audit. 
We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Governmental  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 
Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance 
about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  from  material  misstatement. 

An  audit  involves  performing  procedures  to  obtain  audit  evidence  about  the  amounts  and 
disclosures  in  the  financial  statements.  The  procedures  selected  depend  on  the  auditors' 
judgment,  including  the  assessment  of  the  risks  of  material  misstatement  of  the  financial 
statements,  whether  due  to  fraud  or  error.  In  making  those  risk  assessments,  the  auditor 
considers  internal  control  relevant  to  the  entity's  preparation  and  fair  presentation  of  the 
financial  statements  in  order  to  design  audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the 
circumstances,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  express  no  such  opinion.  An  audit  also  includes 
evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  accounting  policies  used  and  the  reasonableness  of 
significant  accounting  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
presentation  of  the  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  the  audit  evidence  we  have  obtained  is  sufficient  and  appropriate  to  provide 
a  basis  for  our  audit  opinion. 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT  (CONTINUED) 


Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

As  described  in  Note  1 ,  the  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  Macon  County,  Missouri,  using 
accounting  practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  is  a  basis  of  accounting  other 
than  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  The  effects  on  the 
financial  statements  of  the  variances  between  the  regulatory  basis  of  accounting  described  in  Note  1 
and  accounting  principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  although  not 
reasonably  determinable,  are  presumed  to  be  material. 

Adverse  Opinion  on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles 

In  our  opinion,  because  of  the  significance  of  the  matter  discussed  in  the  "Basis  for  Adverse  Opinion 
on  U.S.  Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles"  paragraph,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in 
the  first  paragraph  do  not  present  fairly,  in  accordance  with  accounting  principles  generally  accepted 
in  the  United  States  of  America,  the  financial  position  of  Macon  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December 
31 ,  201  2  and  201 1 ,  and  the  changes  in  its  financial  position. 

Opinion  on  Regulatory  Basis  of  Accounting 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  present  fairly,  in  all  material 
respects,  the  cash  balances  of  each  governmental  fund  of  Macon  County,  Missouri,  as  of  December 
31,  2012  and  201 1,  and  their  respective  cash  receipts  and  disbursements,  and  budgetary  results  for 
the  years  then  ended,  on  the  basis  of  the  financial  reporting  provisions  of  Missouri  Law  as  described 
in  Note  1 . 

Other  Reporting  Required  by  Government  Auditing  Standards 

In  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  we  have  also  issued  our  report  dated  December 
5,  2013,  on  our  consideration  of  Macon  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting 
and  on  our  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws,  regulations,  contracts,  and  grant 
agreements  and  other  matters.  The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of 
internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to 
provide  an  opinion  on  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  or  on  compliance.  That  report  is  an 
integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering 
Macon  County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance. 

This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission,  others 
within  the  entity,  and  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be 
used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record 
and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  -  ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUNDS  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  2011 


Fund 

Cash 
January  1 , 
201 1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

Cash 
December  31 , 
201  1 

Receipts 

Disbursements 

Cash 
December  31 , 
2012 

General  Revenue 

$ 

483,953 

1,921,723 

1,993,538 

412,138 

2,010,907 

2,083,744 

339,301 

Special  Road  and  Bridge 

2,816 

1,709,442 

1,450,963 

261,295 

1,636,485 

1,417,784 

479,996 

Assessment 

38,441 

232,066 

181,024 

89,483 

220,989 

183,368 

127,104 

Law  Enforcement 

5,329 

1,666 

- 

6,995 

47 

- 

7,042 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 

1,758 

1,318 

1,929 

1,147 

1,352 

1,500 

999 

Sheriff's  Revolving 

17,605 

9,845 

945 

26,505 

13,755 

- 

40,260 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check 

1 1,245 

13,166 

22,274 

2,137 

14,136 

13,240 

3,033 

Road  and  Bridge  Capital  Improvement 

496,533 

701,718 

741,095 

457,156 

791,233 

782,502 

465,887 

Law  Enforcement  Training 

16,109 

9,192 

10,584 

14,717 

7,818 

7,169 

15,366 

Sheriff  Civil  Fees 

13,793 

23,152 

24,41 1 

12,534 

24,578 

28,599 

8,513 

County  Park  Capital  Improvement 

53,671 

429 

29,509 

24,591 

249 

24,449 

391 

County  Park 

63,398 

1  18,932 

1 15,751 

66,579 

127,842 

132,335 

62,086 

Victims  of  Domestic  Violence 

625 

534 

626 

533 

540 

1,047 

26 

Community  Development  Block  Grant/NRSC 

327,375 

327,375 

Recorder's  Storage  and  Preservation 

5,850 

3,462 

4,283 

5,029 

6,240 

6,953 

4,316 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax 

1 ,243 

696 

500 

1 ,439 

1  79 

1 ,528 

90 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee 

8,474 

7,048 

1,426 

1,426 

Election  Services 

6,932 

3,628 

1,632 

8,928 

4,450 

7,512 

5,866 

DARE 

6,545 

70 

6,615 

41 

989 

5,667 

Recorder's  Technology 

2,796 

4,753 

5,263 

2,286 

3,766 

2,731 

3,321 

Collector's  Tax  Maintenance 

42,169 

16,784 

8,277 

50,676 

17,461 

14,581 

53,556 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution 

41,228 

31,650 

26,277 

46,601 

35,469 

29,705 

52,365 

Inmate  Security 

12,473 

5,426 

502 

17,397 

5,462 

22,859 

MoDOT  Building 

1  15,827 

87,787 

28,040 

Totals 

$ 

1,332,986 

4,809,652 

4,626,431 

1,516,207 

5,366,201 

5,154,898 

1,727,510 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THIS  STATEMENT 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


General  Revenue  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Property  tax  -  County 

$  465,000 

486,352 

21,352  $ 

450,000 

477,020 

27,020 

Payment  in  lieu  of  taxes 

18,000 

18,728 

728 

18,000 

18,349 

349 

Sales  tax  -  County 

635,000 

664,699 

29,699 

625,000 

649,779 

24,779 

Intergovernmental  -  State 

126,780 

125,530 

(1,250) 

522,423 

83,419 

(439,004) 

Intergovernmental  -  Federal 

- 

- 

- 

1,289 

- 

(1,289) 

Intergovernmental  -  Other  Governments 

6,000 

3,465 

(2,535) 

5,200 

7,320 

2,120 

Charges  for  services  -  County 

366,758 

433,826 

67,068 

394,050 

373,842 

(20,208) 

Charges  for  services  -  State 

- 

- 

- 

- 

390 

390 

Interest  -  County 

5,000 

4,234 

(766) 

12,000 

7,276 

(4,724) 

Transfers  in  -  County 

10,000 

6,951 

(3,049) 

98,521 

9,438 

(89,083) 

Other  -  County 

317,600 

266,903 

(50,697) 

355,225 

294,822 

(60,403) 

Other  -  State 

100 

219 

119 

- 

68 

68 

Total  Receipts 

$  1,950,238 

2,010,907 

60,669  $ 

2,481,708 

1,921,723 

(559,985) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

General  County  Government  - 

County  Court 

$  159,930 

108,780 

(51,150)  $ 

130,830 

91,045 

(39,785) 

County  Clerk 

90,619 

84,670 

(5,949) 

85,829 

80,863 

(4,966) 

Elections 

103,100 

67,940 

(35,160) 

33,651 

23,222 

(10,429) 

Buildings  and  grounds 

139,884 

99,157 

(40,727) 

715,518 

1 1 1,467 

(604,051) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

311,980 

292,879 

(19,101) 

336,942 

294,396 

(42,546) 

Insurance 

40,000 

42,100 

2,100 

42,000 

37,373 

(4,627) 

Publication  costs 

2,500 

994 

(1,506) 

2,500 

2,394 

(106) 

County  Treasurer 

43,800 

43,309 

(491) 

43,800 

42,91  1 

(889) 

County  Collector 

73,985 

68,928 

(5,057) 

71,847 

69,047 

(2,800) 

Recorder  of  Deeds 

70,492 

68,327 

(2,165) 

72,573 

64,017 

(8,556) 

Circuit  Clerk 

20,800 

16,192 

(4,608) 

16,140 

18,489 

2,349 

Division  II  Circuit  Court 

498 

173 

(325) 

- 

- 

- 

Court  Reporter 

5,147 

363 

(4,784) 

1,676 

1,108 

(568) 

Court  Administration 

33,412 

31,336 

(2,076) 

33,062 

27,121 

(5,941) 

Public  Administrator 

52,892 

50,743 

(2,149) 

52,256 

50,793 

(1,463) 

Public  Safey  - 

Sheriff 

484,413 

456,317 

(28,096) 

497,363 

467,934 

(29,429) 

Jail 

70,000 

77,011 

7,01  1 

70,000 

55,364 

(14,636) 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

136,005 

139,793 

3,788 

130,628 

122,094 

(8,534) 

Juvenile  Officer 

83,432 

98,153 

14,721 

66,335 

73,014 

6,679 

County  Coroner 

19,120 

18,334 

(786) 

20,670 

18,481 

(2,189) 

Other  - 

Emergency  management 

12,750 

7,145 

(5,605) 

10,000 

4,235 

(5,765) 

Other 

318,000 

300,715 

(17,285) 

370,100 

332,624 

(37,476) 

Data  process 

7,000 

3,843 

(3,157) 

6,920 

3,775 

(3,145) 

Health  and  welfare 

6,542 

6,542 

2,500 

1,771 

(729) 

Emergency  Fund 

57,484 

(57,484) 

73,854 

(73,854) 

Total  Disbursements 

$  2,337,243 

2,083,744 

(253,499)  $ 

2,886,994 

1,993,538 

(818,873) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$  (387,005) 

(72,837) 

314,168  $ 

(405,286) 

(71,815) 

333,471 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

412,138 

412,138 

483,953 

483,953 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  25,133 

339,301 

314,168  $ 

78,667 

412,138 

333,471 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 


Final 
Budget 


RECEIPTS 

Property  tax  -  County 
Charges  for  services  -  County 
Charges  for  services  -  State 
Interest  -  County 
Transfers  in  -  County 
Other  -  County 
Total  Receipts 


2012 


Actual 


Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 


665,000  691,821 

211,000  115,950 

745,736  783,759 

3,500  3,804 
25,000 

8,350  41,151 


26,821  $ 
(95,050) 

38,023 
304 
(25,000) 

32,801 


Final 
Budget 


650,000 


201 1 


Actual 


Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 


677,837 


212,750  52,263 

834,325  911,239 

5,000  3,891 
50,000 

8,950  64,212 


27,837 
(160,487) 
76,914 
(1,109) 
(50,000) 
55,262 


$      1,658,586  1,636,485 


(22,101)  $     1,761,025  1,709,442 


(51,583) 


DISBURSEMENTS 


Salaries 

$  424,005 

443,481 

19,476  $ 

504,446 

501,430 

(3,016) 

Office 

62,838 

1 1,070 

(51,768) 

22,450 

20,175 

(2,275) 

Supplies 

456,500 

420,910 

(35,590) 

437,000 

405,160 

(31,840) 

Road  and  bridge  materials 

263,250 

232,402 

(30,848) 

251,250 

226,446 

(24,804) 

Equipment  repairs 

84,500 

82,719 

(1,781) 

90,000 

66,520 

(23,480) 

Property  taxes 

172,570 

34,670 

(137,900) 

173,950 

690 

(173,260) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

160,747 

166,668 

5,921 

224,502 

207,007 

(17,495) 

Insurance 

27,500 

25,864 

(1,636) 

27,500 

23,535 

(3,965) 

Total  Disbursements 

$  1,651,910 

1,417,784 

(234,126)  $ 

1,731,098 

1,450,963 

(280,135) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS         $  6,676         218,701         212,025    $  29,927        258,479  228,552 

CASH,  JANUARY  1  261,295         261,295  -  2,816  2,816  - 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $        267,971         479,996         212,025    $         32,743        261,295  228,552 


Assessment  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

ECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  -  State 

$  45,350 

44,163 

(1,187)  $ 

45,000 

53,566 

8,566 

Intergovernmental  -  County 

163,000 

165,204 

2,204 

162,000 

164,702 

2,702 

Charges  for  services  -  County 

3,500 

9,890 

6,390 

2,500 

12,253 

9,753 

Interest  -  County 

750 

1,008 

258 

1,000 

1,101 

101 

Other  -  County 

100 

724 

624 

100 

444 

344 

Total  Receipts 

$  212,700 

220,989 

8,289  $ 

210,600 

232,066 

21,466 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

Insurance 

Salaries 

Office  expenses 

Total  Disbursements 


46,381 
2,200 
106,565 
33,200 


45,774 
2,590 
105,560 
29,444 


(607) 
390 
(1,005) 
(3,756) 


51,124 
2,200 
104,956 
33,300 


46,940 
2,281 
103,892 
27,91 1 


(4,184) 
81 
(1,064) 
(5,389) 


188,346 


183,368 


(4,978)  $  191,580 


181,024 


(10,556) 


RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS         $  24,354  37,621  13,267    $  19,020  51,042  32,022 

CASH,  JANUARY  1  89,483  89,483  -  38,441  38,441  - 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31  $         113,837         127,104  13,267    $  57,461  89,483  32,022 


THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Law  Enforcement  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest  -  County 

$ 

$ 

100 

66 

(34) 

Other  -  County 

100 

47 

(53) 

500 

1,600 

1,100 

I  ULdl  ncLcipib 

$               1 00 

47 

(53)  $ 

600 

1,666 

1  066 

UIODUnOLIVILM  I  o 

Ol  Id  I  I  I 

$  7,095 

(7,095)  $ 

5,423 

(5,423) 

Tntfll  rii^hi  irQpmpntQ 

1  U  Lul    LJ  loUUI  oCI  1  Id  1  L  o 

$  7,095 

(7,095)  $ 

5,423 

(5,423) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$  (6,995) 

47 

7,042  $ 

(4,823) 

1,666 

6,489 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

6,995 

6,995 

5,329 

5,329 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

7,042 

7,042  $ 

506 

6,995 

6,489 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training  Fund 

201  2 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  -  County 

$  1,275 

1,352 

77  $ 

1,350 

1,318 

(32) 

Total  Rpppint<5 

$  1,275 

1,352 

77  $ 

1,350 

1,318 

(32) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Prosecuting  Attorney 

$  2,000 

1,500 

(500)  $ 

2,000 

1,929 

(71) 

Total  Disbursements 

$  2,000 

1,500 

(500)  $ 

2,000 

1,929 

(71) 

RECEIPIS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENT 

$  (725) 

(148) 

577  $ 

(650) 

(611) 

39 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

1 ,1 47 

1,147 

1,758 

1,758 

LAbn,  UbCblvlbbn  o  I 

999 

577  $ 

1,108 

1,147 

QQ 

3a 

Sheriff's  Revolving  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  -  County 

$  8,000 

13,529 

5,529  $ 

8,000 

9,605 

1,605 

Interest  -  County 

250 

226 

(24) 

500 

240 

(260) 

Total  Receipts 

$  8,250 

13,755 

5,505  $ 

8,500 

9,845 

1,345 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff 

$  34,755 

(34,755)  $ 

22,786 

945 

(21,841) 

Total  Disbursements 

$  34,755 

(34,755)  $ 

22,786 

945 

(21,841) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$  (26,505) 

13,755 

40,260  $ 

(14,286) 

8,900 

23,186 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

26,505 

26,505 

17,605 

17,605 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$  0 

40,260 

40,260  $ 

3,319 

26,505 

23,186 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  -  County 

$ 

10,800 

14,096 

3,296 

$ 

18,1  25 

13,037 

(5,088) 

Interest  -  County 

100 

40 

(60) 

300 

118 

(182) 

Other  -  County 

10 

(10) 

1  1 

1  1 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

10,910 

14,136 

3,226 

$ 

18,425 

13,166 

(5,259) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Office  expenses 

5,900 

6,289 

389 

$ 

19,960 

14,142 

(5,818) 

Transfers  out 

6,000 

6,951 

951 

9,689 

8,132 

(1,557) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

11,900 

13,240 

1,340 

$ 

29,649 

22,274 

(7,375) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(990) 

896 

1,886 

S 

(1 1,224) 

(9,108) 

2,1 16 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

2,137 

2,137 

1  1,245 

1 1,245 

- 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

1,147 

3,033 

1,886 

$ 

21 

2,137 

2,1 16 

Road  and  Bridge  Capital  Improvement  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  tax  -  County 

$ 

635,000 

664,686 

29,686 

$ 

625,000 

649,684 

24,684 

Intergovernmental  -  State 

1,869,526 

1 10,622 

(1,758,904) 

2,327,629 

5,230 

(2,322,399) 

Charges  for  services  -  County 

5,000 

8,500 

3,500 

22,000 

2,900 

(19,100) 

Interest  -  County 

2,500 

3,452 

952 

9,000 

4,870 

(4,130) 

Other  -  County 

3,973 

3,973 

39,034 

39,034 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

2,51  2,026 

791,233 

(1,720,793) 

$ 

2,983,629 

701,718 

(2,281 ,91  1 ) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Salaries 

$ 

86,680 

55,506 

(31,174) 

s 

Equipment  and  supplies 

465,500 

318,224 

(147,276) 

843,451 

568,918 

(274,533) 

Materials 

201,000 

199,524 

(1,476) 

193,000 

172,177 

(20,823) 

Capital  expenditures 

250,000 

139,186 

(1 10,814) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

32,924 

18,356 

(14,568) 

Other 

1,892,256 

51,706 

(1,840,550) 

2,325,000 

(2,325,000) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

2,928,360 

782,502 

(2,145,858) 

$ 

3,361,451 

741,095 

(2,620,356) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(416,334) 

8,731 

425,065 

$ 

(377,822) 

(39,377) 

338,445 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

457,156 

457,156 

496,533 

496,533 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

5 

40,822 

465,887 

425,065 

$ 

1 18,71  1 

457,156 

338,445 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Law  Enforcement  Training  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  -  State 

$ 

2,000 

2,474 

474  $ 

2,100 

2,518 

418 

Charges  for  services  -  County 

4,000 

5,344 

1,344 

4,400 

5,294 

894 

Other  -  County 

1,100 

(1,100) 

1,380 

1,380 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

7,100 

7,81  8 

718  $ 

6,500 

9,1  92 

2,692 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Sheriff 

$ 

1 8,000 

7,1  69 

(10,831)  $ 

17,000 

1 0,584 

(6,41  6) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1 8,000 

7,1  69 

(10,831)  $ 

17,000 

1 0,584 

(6,41  6) 

n n r* cr i dtp  o\  /en  i\  \Kir\na\  hipdi  menu  /icmtp 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISdURSEMEN  I  S 

(l  0,900) 

649 

11,549  $ 

(10,500) 

(1 ,392) 

9, 1 08 

r*  A  QUI      |  AMI  |A  DV  1 

1/1  "7  1  "7 
I  'f,  /  I  / 

1/1  "7  1  "7 
I  £¥,  I  I  / 

16,109 

1  k  1  no 
I  d,  I  uy 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

3,81  7 

1  5,366 

11,549  $ 

5,609 

1 4,71 7 

9,108 

Sheriff  Civil  Fees  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  -  County- 

$ 

22,000 

24,448 

2,448  $ 

26,000 

22,882 

(3,1 18) 

Interest  -  County 

200 

130 

(70) 

500 

270 

(230) 

lULdl  ntiCfciip  Lis 

4 
V 

9  9  900 

24,578 

2,378  $ 

26,500 

23,152 

UIODUnoLlvl  LIN  1  O 

F/i i  1 1 r"\ m ont 
CL)UI[Jl  I  IfcJl  1  L 

4 

V 

111 

28,599 

(6,134)  $ 

33,479 

24,41 1 

l3,UDO| 

Xr^+a  1       chi  i rcomon+c 
1  ULdl   UloUUI  ocl  1  Icl  1  Lo 

$ 

34,733 

28,599 

(6,134)  $ 

33,479 

24,41 1 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(1  2  533) 

(4,021) 

8,512  $ 

(6,979) 

(1,259) 

5,720 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

1  2,534 

12,534 

13,793 

13,793 

CASH   DECEMBER  31 

VjrAU  1  1  ,  1— '  1  \j  1  1 V 1  LJ 1  1  I   O  1 

$ 

1 

8,513 

8,512  $ 

6,814 

12,534 

5  720 

County  Park  Capital  Improvement  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Sales  tax  -  County 

$ 

159 

159  $ 

22 

22 

Interest  -  County 

200 

90 

(110) 

750 

407 

(343) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

200 

249 

49  $ 

750 

429 

(321) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Capital  expenditures 

$ 

24,570 

24,449 

(121)  $ 

54,421 

29,509 

(24,912) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

24,570 

24,449 

(121)  $ 

54,421 

29,509 

(24,912) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(24,370) 

(24,200) 

170  $ 

(53,671) 

(29,080) 

24,591 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

24,591 

24,591 

53,671 

53,671 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

221 

391 

170  $ 

24,591 

24,591 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


County  Park  Fund 


201  2 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  -  County 

$ 

32,000 

30,779 

(1,221) 

$ 

27,500 

32,756 

5,256 

Interest  -  County 

600 

435 

(165) 

1,000 

661 

(339) 

Other  -  County 

99,200 

96,628 

(2,572) 

96,750 

85,515 

(1  1,235) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

131,800 

127,842 

(3,958) 

$ 

125,250 

1 18,932 

(6,318) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

UUICJI  ICO 

$ 

32,000 

31,955 

(45) 

S 

33,000 

31,566 

(1  434) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

3,700 

3,055 

(645) 

3,795 

3,580 

(215) 

Park  events 

70,000 

64,221 

(5,779) 

54,000 

53,971 

(29) 

Other 

28,700 

33,104 

4,404 

29,050 

26,634 

(2,41  6) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1 34,400 

132,335 

(2,065) 

$ 

1 19,845 

115,751 

(4,094) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(2,600) 

(4,493) 

(1,893) 

$ 

5,405 

3,181 

(2,224) 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

66,579 

66,579 

63,398 

63,398 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

63,979 

62,086 

(1,893) 

$ 

68,803 

66,579 

(2,224) 

Victims  of  Domestic  Violence  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  -  County 

$ 

500 

535 

35 

s 

500 

530 

30 

Interest  -  County 

5 

5 

10 

4 

(6) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

505 

540 

35 

$ 

510 

534 

24 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Domestic  violence  shelter 

$ 

530 

1,047 

517 

$ 

1,100 

626 

(474) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

530 

1,047 

517 

$ 

1,100 

626 

(474) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(25) 

(507) 

(482) 

s 

(590) 

(92) 

498 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

533 

533 

625 

625 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

508 

26 

(482) 

$ 

35 

533 

498 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Community  Development  Block  Grant/NRSC  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  -  State 

$ 

1,016,670 

327,375 

(689,295)  $ 

399,500 

(399,500) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

1 ,01  6,670 

327,375 

(689,295)  $ 

399,500 

(399,500) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Capital  improvements 

$ 

1 ,01  6,670 

327,375 

(689,295)  $ 

399,500 

(399,500) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1 ,01  6,670 

327,375 

(689,295)  $ 

399,500 

(399,500) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

$ 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

$ 

Recorder's  Storage  and  Preservation  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  -  County 

$ 

4,000 

6,215 

2,215  $ 

6,500 

3,406 

(3,094) 

Interest  -  County 

50 

25 

(25) 

90 

56 

(34) 

Total  Rpppint<s 

$ 

4,050 

6,240 

2,190  $ 

6,590 

3,462 

(3,1  28) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Offipp  pxnprrip*; 

$ 

9,01  9 

6,953 

(2,066)  $ 

12,210 

4,283 

(7  927) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

9,01  9 

6,953 

(2,066)  $ 

12,210 

4,283 

(7,927) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(4,969) 

(713) 

4,256  $ 

(5,620) 

(821) 

4,799 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

5,029 

5,029 

5,850 

5,850 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

60 

4,316 

4,256  $ 

230 

5,029 

4,799 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Delinquent  Tax  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  -  County 

$ 

650 

175 

(475)  $ 

250 

680 

430 

Interest  -  County 

10 

4 

(6) 

50 

16 

(34) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

660 

179 

(481)  $ 

300 

696 

396 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Office  supplies 

$ 

2,000 

1,528 

(472)  $ 

1,500 

500 

(1,000) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

2,000 

1,528 

(472)  $ 

1,500 

500 

(1,000) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(1,340) 

(1,349) 

(9)  $ 

(1,200) 

196 

1,396 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

1,439 

1,439 

1,243 

1,243 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

99 

90 

(9)  $ 

43 

1,439 

1,396 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  -  State 

$ 

$ 

3,230 

(3,230) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

$ 

3,230 

(3,230) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Office  expenses 

$ 

1,426 

- 

(1,426)  $ 

8,000 

7,048 

(952) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

1,426 

(1,426)  $ 

8,000 

7,048 

(952) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

(1,426) 
1,426 

1,426 

1,426  $ 

(4,770) 
8,474 

(7,048) 
8,474 

(2,278) 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1,426 

1,426  $ 

3,704 

1,426 

(2,278) 

Election  Services  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Intergovernmental  -  State 
Interest  -  County 
Other  -  County 

$ 

22,478 
50 
1,000 

1,939 
47 
2,464 

(20,539)  $ 
(3) 
1,464 

850 
100 
450 

2,963 
85 
580 

2,1 13 
(15) 
130 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

23,528 

4,450 

(19,078)  $ 

1,400 

3,628 

2,228 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Election  expenses 

$ 

20,478 

7,512 

(12,966)  $ 

6,900 

1,632 

(5,268) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

20,478 

7,512 

(12,966)  $ 

6,900 

1,632 

(5,268) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

3,050 
8,928 

(3,062) 
8,928 

(6,112)  $ 

(5,500) 
6,932 

1,996 
6,932 

7,496 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1 1 ,978 

5,866 

(6,112)  $ 

1,432 

8,928 

7,496 

DARE  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest  -  County 

$ 

100 

41 

(59)  $ 

100 

70 

(30) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

100 

41 

(59)  $ 

100 

70 

(30) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

$ 

6,715 

989 

(5,726)  $ 

6,538 

(6,538) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

6,715 

989 

(5,726)  $ 

6,538 

(6,538) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

(6,615) 
6,615 

(948) 
6,615 

5,667  $ 

(6,438) 
6,545 

70 
6,545 

6,508 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

5,667 

5,667  $ 

107 

6,615 

6,508 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Recorder's  Technology  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  -  County 
Interest  -  County 

$ 

5,000 
15 

3,750 
16 

(1,250) 
1 

S 

6,700 
30 

4,739 
14 

(1,961) 
(16) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

5,01  5 

3,766 

(1,249) 

$ 

6,730 

4,753 

(1 ,977) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Recorder  of  Deeds 

$ 

3,800 

2,731 

(1,069) 

$ 

8,550 

5,263 

(3,287) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

3,800 

2,731 

(1,069) 

$ 

8,550 

5,263 

(3,287) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

1,215 
2,286 

1,035 
2,286 

(180) 

$ 

(1,820) 
2,796 

(510) 
2,796 

1,310 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

3,501 

3,321 

(180) 

$ 

976 

2,286 

1,310 

Collector's  Tax  Maintenance  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  -  County 
Interest  -  County 

$ 

17,000 
650 

17,091 
370 

91 

(280) 

$ 

16000 
700 

16,260 
524 

260 
(176) 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

17,650 

17,461 

(189) 

$ 

16,700 

16,784 

84 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Collector 
Transfers  out 

$ 

1 9,650 
5,000 

14,581 

(5,069) 
(5,000) 

s 

14,866 

6,971 
1,306 

(7,895) 
1,306 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

24,650 

14,581 

(10,069) 

$ 

14,866 

8,277 

(6,589) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

(7,000) 
50,676 

2,880 
50,676 

9,880 

s 

1,834 
42,169 

8,507 
42,169 

6,673 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

43,676 

53,556 

9,880 

$ 

44,003 

50,676 

6,673 

Law  Enforcement  Restitution  Fund 

2012 

201 1 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Actual 

Actual 
Over  (Under) 
Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Interest  -  County 
Other  -  County 

$ 

500 
20,000 

31 1 
35,158 

(189) 
15,158 

s 

1,000 
25,000 

480 
31,170 

(520) 
6,170 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

20,500 

35,469 

14,969 

26,000 

31,650 

5,650 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Sheriff 

Transfers  out 

$ 

53,400 

29,705 

(23,695) 

s 

51,500 
15,000 

26,277 

(25,223) 
(15,000) 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

53,400 

29,705 

(23,695) 

$ 

66,500 

26,277 

(40,223) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
CASH, JANUARY  1 

$ 

(32,900) 
46,601 

5,764 
46,601 

38,664 

s 

(40,500) 
41,228 

5,373 
41,228 

45,873 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

13,701 

52,365 

38,664 

728 

46,601 

45,873 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  RECEIPTS,  DISBURSEMENTS,  AND  CHANGES  IN  CASH  - 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  -  REGULATORY  BASIS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31 ,  201 2  AND  201 1 


Inmate  Security  Fund 


2012 

201 1 

Actual 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  -  County- 

$ 

4,000 

5,328 

1,328 

S 

3,850 

5,266 

1,416 

Interest  -  County- 

134 

134 

150 

160 

10 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

4,000 

5,462 

1,462 

$ 

4,000 

5,426 

1,426 

UIODUnOLlvl  lN  I  O 

Chpriff 
ol  ltJI  I  I  I 

4 

V 

21,397 

(21,397) 

4 
9 

1  5  000 

502 

Xr^+a I       chi  i rcomon+c 
I  ULdl   UloUUl  ocl  I  Icl  I  Lo 

$ 

21,397 

(21,397) 

1  5  000 

502 

(1 4  498) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

$ 

(17,397) 

5,462 

22,859 

s 

(1 1  000) 

4,924 

1  5,924 

CASH,  JANUARY  1 

17,397 

17,397 

12,473 

1  2,473 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

22,859 

22,859 

1 ,473 

1  7,397 

1  5,924 

MoDOT  Building  Fund 

2012 

Actual 

Final 

Over  (Under) 

Budget 

Actual 

Budget 

RECEIPTS 

Charges  for  services  -  County 

$ 

134,714 

80,699 

(54,015) 

Interest  -  County 

77 

77 

Other  -  County 

22,500 

35,051 

12,551 

Total  Receipts 

$ 

157,214 

1 15,827 

(41,387) 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Office  expenses 

125,500 

64,706 

(60,794) 

Employee  fringe  benefits 

8,558 

(8,558) 

Insurance 

22,000 

23,081 

1,081 

Total  Disbursements 

$ 

156,058 

87,787 

(68,271) 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

1,156 

28,040 

26,884 

CASH, JANUARY  1 

CASH,  DECEMBER  31 

$ 

1,156 

28,040 

26,884 

THE  ACCOMPANYING  NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  ARE  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THESE  STATEMENTS 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES 

Macon  County,  Missouri  is  governed  by  a  three-member  board  of  commissioners.  In  addition  to  the 
three  County  Commissioners,  there  are  ten  elected  Constitutional  Officers:  Assessor,  County  Clerk, 
Circuit  Clerk,  Recorder  of  Deeds,  Collector,  Treasurer,  Coroner,  Prosecuting  Attorney,  Public 
Administrator,  and  Sheriff. 

As  discussed  further  in  Note  1.C.,  these  financial  statements  are  presented  using  accounting 
practices  prescribed  or  permitted  by  Missouri  Law,  which  practices  differ  from  accounting  principles 
generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America,  which  would  include  all  relevant  Government 
Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB)  pronouncements.  The  differences  include  use  of  a  prescribed 
definition  of  the  reporting  entity  and  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

1 .  A.    REPORTING  ENTITY 

The  County's  operations  include  property  tax  assessments  and  collections,  state/county  courts 
administration,  recording  of  deeds  and  other  instruments,  public  safety,  economic  development,  road 
and  bridge  maintenance,  public  welfare,  and  social  and  human  services.  The  funds  presented  are 
established  under  statutory  or  administrative  authority,  and  their  operations  are  under  the  control  of 
the  County  Commission  or  an  elected  county  official.  The  Tax  Maintenance  Fund  is  under  the  control 
of  the  County  Collector.  The  Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund,  with  a  separate  appointed  board,  is 
separately  audited  by  an  independent  certified  public  accounting  firm  and,  therefore,  is  not  included  in 
this  report. 

The  financial  statements  referred  to  above  include  the  primary  government  of  Macon  County, 
Missouri,  which  consists  of  all  funds,  organizations,  institutions,  agencies,  departments,  and  offices 
that  are  considered  to  comprise  the  County's  legal  entity.  The  financial  statements  do  not  include  the 
Circuit  Court  Fund  and  the  Law  Library  Fund.  These  funds  are  controlled  by  the  Circuit  Clerk. 

1.B.    BASIS  OF  PRESENTATION 

Governmental  Funds  -  Governmental  resources  are  allocated  to  and  accounted  for  in  individual  funds 
based  upon  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  to  be  spent  and  the  means  by  which  spending  activities 
are  controlled.  A  fund  is  considered  a  separate  accounting  entity  with  self-balancing  accounts  that 
comprise  its  assets,  liabilities,  net  assets,  revenues/receipts,  and  expenditures/disbursements.  The 
County's  funds  are  governmental  funds.  Governmental  funds  are  those  through  which  most 
governmental  functions  are  financed.  The  County's  expendable  financial  resources  are  accounted  for 
through  governmental  funds. 

Fiduciary  (Agency)  Funds  -  Certain  county  officials  may  collect  fees  from  services,  remit  the  monies 
to  the  county,  state,  or  to  other  parties  or  hold  monies  in  a  trustee  capacity  as  an  agent  of 
individuals,  taxing  units,  or  other  governments.  These  assets,  which  are  held  for  the  benefit  of 
external  parties,  are  held  in  fiduciary  (agency)  funds  which  are  custodial  in  nature,  and  are  not 
reported  on  the  accompanying  financial  statements. 

1 .  C.    BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

The  financial  statements  are  prepared  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting;  accordingly,  amounts  are 
recognized  when  received  or  disbursed  in  cash.  This  basis  of  accounting  differs  from  accounting 
principles  generally  accepted  in  the  United  States  of  America.  Those  principles  require  revenues  to  be 
recognized  when  they  become  available  and  measurable  or  when  they  are  earned,  and  expenditures 
or  expenses  to  be  recognized  when  the  related  liabilities  are  incurred. 


MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 


1 .  D.    BUDGETS  AND  BUDGETARY  ACCOUNTING 


The  County  follows  these  procedures  in  establishing  the  budget  information: 


1 .  In  accordance  with  Chapter  50  RSMo,  the  County's  policy  is  to  adopt  a  budget  for  each 
governmental  fund. 

2.  On  or  before  the  second  Monday  in  January,  each  elected  officer  or  department  director  will 
transmit  to  the  County  Commission  and  County  Clerk,  who  serves  as  budget  officer,  the 
budget  request  and  revenue  estimates  for  their  office  or  department  for  the  budget  year. 

3.  The  County  Clerk  submits  to  the  County  Commission  a  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  January  1 .  The  proposed  budget  includes  estimated  revenues  and  proposed 
expenditures,  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting,  for  all  budgeted  funds.  Budgeted  expenditures 
cannot  exceed  beginning  available  monies  plus  estimated  revenues  for  the  year.  Budgeting  of 
appropriations  is  based  upon  an  estimated  fund  balance  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  well 
as  estimated  revenues  to  be  received. 

4.  A  public  hearing  is  conducted  to  obtain  public  comment  on  the  budget  documents.  Prior  to 
approval  by  the  County  Commission,  the  budget  documents  are  available  for  public 
inspection. 

5.  Prior  to  February  1 ,  the  budget  is  legally  enacted  by  a  vote  of  the  County  Commission. 

6.  Budgets  are  prepared  and  adopted  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting. 

7.  Subsequent  to  its  formal  approval  of  the  budget,  the  County  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
make  necessary  adjustments  to  the  budget  by  formal  vote.  Budgeted  amounts  are  as 
originally  adopted,  or  as  amended  by  the  County  Commission  during  the  year.  The  County 
Commission  amended  the  County  Park  Fund  budget  for  2011  in  December  2011,  the  Road 
and  Bridge  Capital  Improvement  Fund  budget  for  2012  in  October  2012,  and  Community 
Development  Block  Grant/NRSC  Fund  budget  for  2012  in  October  2012. 

8.  Budgets  were  adopted  by  the  county  for  all  applicable  county  operating  funds  for  the  years 
ended  December  31 ,  201 2  and  201 1 . 

9.  Section  50.740,  RSMo  prohibits  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  approved  budgets.  Actual 
expenditures  exceeded  budgeted  amounts  for  the  following  funds: 

 Fund   Year  Ended  December  31, 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  2012 
Victims  of  Domestic  Violence  2012 


1.E.    PROPERTY  TAXES 


Property  taxes  are  based  on  the  voter-approved  tax  levy  applied  to  the  real  and  personal  assessed 
property  values.  Property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  January  1 .  Taxes  are 
levied  in  September  and  payable  by  December  31.  Taxes  paid  after  December  31  are  delinquent  and 
subject  to  penalties.  The  County  bills  and  collects  its  own  property  taxes  and  also  taxes  for  most 
other  local  governments  in  the  county.  The  assessed  valuation  of  the  tangible  property  for  the  year 
2012  and  201 1  for  purposes  of  local  taxation  was: 


2012  201 1 

Real  Estate                                 $      116,140,920  $  117,896,340 

Personal  Property                                 42,566,280  43,286,887 

Railroad  and  Utilities                             27,335,764  28,785,255 


Total  Assessed  Valuation  $      186,042,964    $  189,968,482 


MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .      SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 

The  county-wide  levy  per  $100  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  tangible  property  for  the  year  2012  and 
201 1  for  purposes  of  local  taxation  was: 


General  Revenue  Fund 
Special  Road  and  Bridge  Fund 
Senate  Bill  40  Board  Fund 


2012 
0.2320 
0.6669 
0.0967 


201  1 
0.2500 
0.6669 
0.0967 


1 .  F.    CASH  DEPOSITS 


Cash  deposits  are  stated  at  cost,  which  approximates  market.  Cash  balances  for  the  County 
Treasurer's  funds  are  invested  in  interest-bearing  bank  accounts  to  the  extent  possible.  Interest 
earned  from  such  investments  is  recorded  in  each  of  the  funds  as  appropriate.  Cash  equivalents  may 
include  repurchase  agreements  and  any  other  instruments  with  an  original  maturity  of  ninety  days  or 
less;  however,  nonnegotiable  certificates  of  deposit  with  original  maturity  of  greater  than  ninety  days 
is  considered  as  cash  equivalents. 

State  law  authorizes  the  deposit  of  funds  in  banks  and  trust  companies  or  the  investment  of  funds  in 
bonds  or  treasury  certificates  of  the  United  States,  other  interest  bearing  obligations  guaranteed  as  to 
both  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States,  bonds  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  other  government 
bonds,  or  time  certificates  of  deposit,  purchased  at  a  price  at  or  below  par.  Funds  in  the  form  of  cash 
on  deposit  or  time  certificates  of  deposit  are  required  to  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
Corporation  (FDIC)  or  collateralized  by  authorized  investments  held  in  the  County's  name  at  third- 
party  banking  institutions.  Details  of  these  cash  balances  are  presented  in  Note  2. 


1 .  G.    INTERFUND  ACTIVITY 


During  the  course  of  operations,  interfund  activity  occurs  for  purposes  of  providing  supplemental 
funding,  reimbursements  for  goods  provided  or  services  rendered,  or  short  and  long-term  financing. 
Interfund  activities  are  reported  as  "transfers  in"  by  the  recipient  fund  and  as  "transfers  out"  by  the 
disbursing  fund.  Transfers  between  funds  of  the  County  for  the  years  ended  December  31,  2012  and 
201 1  were  as  follows: 


Year  Ended  December  31,  2012 


Transfers  In 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check 
Totals 


6,951  $ 


6,951  $ 


Transfers  Out 


6,951 


6,951 


FUNDS: 

General  Revenue 
Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check 
Collector's  Tax  Maintenance 
Totals 


Year  Ended  December  31 ,  201 1 


Transfers  In 


Transfers  Out 


9,438  $ 


8,132 
1,306 


9,438  $ 


9,438 


MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  1 .     SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  PRINCIPLES  (CONTINUED) 
1 .  H.    PUBLISHED  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

Under  Section  50.800  and  50.810,  RSMo,  the  County  Commission  is  responsible  for  preparing  and 
publishing  in  a  local  newspaper  a  detailed  annual  financial  statement  for  the  County.  The  financial 
statement  is  required  to  show  receipts  or  revenues,  disbursements  or  expenditures,  and  beginning 
and  ending  balances  for  each  fund.  For  the  years  ended  December  31 ,  201  2  and  201 1 ,  the  published 
financial  statements  included  all  funds  as  required. 

NOTE  2.     CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 

Deposits 

The  County  has  determined  through  experience  that  business  checking  accounts  and  money  market 
accounts  are  appropriate  types  of  accounts  or  instruments  for  its  needs.  The  County  invests  each 
fund's  cash  balance  in  interest-bearing  bank  accounts.  Each  fund  is  included  on  the  financial 
statements  as  "Cash"  under  each  fund's  caption.  Section  110.270,  RSMo,  based  on  Article  IV, 
Section  15,  Missouri  Constitution,  authorizes  counties  to  place  their  funds,  either  outright  or  by 
repurchase  agreements,  in  U.S.  Treasury  and  agency  obligations.  At  December  31,  2012  and  2011, 
the  County  had  no  such  investments. 

Disclosures  are  provided  below  regarding  the  risk  of  potential  loss  of  cash  deposits.  For  the  purpose 
of  the  disclosures,  deposits  with  financial  institutions  are  demand  accounts,  including  negotiable  order 
of  withdrawal  accounts  in  banks.  The  County  did  invest  in  nonnegotiable  certificates  of  deposit 
during  the  two  years  ended  December  31 ,  201  2. 

Insured  and  Collateralized  Deposits 

In  accordance  with  state  law,  all  uninsured  deposits  in  financial  institutions  must  be  secured  with 
acceptable  collateral.  Acceptable  collateral  includes  certain  U.S.  Government  or  Government  Agency 
securities,  certain  state  or  political  subdivision  debt  obligations,  surety  bonds,  or  certain  letters  of 
credit.  Missouri  statutes  also  require  that  all  deposits  with  financial  institutions  be  collateralized  in  an 
amount  at  least  equal  to  uninsured  deposits. 

At  December  31,  2012  and  2011,  the  County's  deposits  held  at  the  depositary  banks  were 
adequately  covered  by  Federal  Depository  Insurance  Coverage  and  with  additional  collateral  held  by 
an  independent  bank  in  the  county's  name  or  by  its  agent  in  the  county's  name.  The  County's 
deposits  were  not  subject  to  custodial  or  investment  credit  risk  at  year  end. 

In  addition,  Section  30.950,  RSMo,  requires  political  subdivisions  with  authority  to  invest  in 
instruments  other  than  depositary  accounts  at  financial  institutions  to  adopt  a  written  investment 
policy.  Among  other  things,  the  policy  is  to  commit  a  political  subdivision  to  the  principles  of  safety, 
liquidity,  and  yield  (in  that  order)  when  managing  public  funds  and  to  prohibit  purchase  of  derivatives 
(either  directly  or  through  repurchase  agreements),  use  of  leveraging  (through  either  reverse 
repurchase  agreements  or  other  methods),  and  use  of  public  funds  for  speculation.  The  County  has 
not  adopted  a  written  investment  policy  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  law. 


MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS 

The  following  information  is  presented  in  accordance  with  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards 
Board  Statement  27  (GASB  27),  "Accounting  for  Pensions  by  State  and  Local  Governmental 
Employees": 

A.  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF) 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  (CERF)  was  established  by  the  state  of  Missouri  to  provide 
pension  benefits  for  county  officials  and  employees. 

1 )  Plan  Description 

The  Retirement  Fund  is  a  cost-sharing  multiple  employer  defined  benefit  pension  plan  covering  any 
county  elective  or  appointed  officer  or  employee  whose  performance  requires  the  actual  performance 
of  duties  of  not  less  than  one  thousand  (1,000)  hours  per  calendar  year  in  each  county  of  the  state, 
except  for  any  city  not  within  a  county  and  any  county  of  the  first  classification  having  a  charter  form 
of  government.  It  does  not  include  county  prosecuting  attorneys  covered  under  sections  56.800  to 
56.840,  RSMo;  circuit  clerks  and  deputy  circuit  clerks  covered  under  the  Missouri  State  Retirement 
System;  county  sheriffs  covered  under  sections  57.949  to  57.997,  RSMo  and  certain  personnel  not 
defined  as  an  employee  per  section  50.1000(8),  RSMo.  The  Fund  was  created  by  an  act  of  the 
legislature  and  was  effective  August  28,  1994. 

The  general  administration  and  the  responsibility  for  the  proper  operation  of  the  Fund  and  the 
investment  of  the  Fund  are  vested  in  a  board  of  directors  of  eleven  persons. 

2)  Pension  Benefits 

CERF  first  paid  benefits  beginning  January  1,  1997.  At  that  time  a  member  could  not  retire  until  age 
62.  Beginning  January  1,  2000,  a  member  could  retire  with  full  benefits  at  age  62  or  reduced 
benefits  as  early  as  age  55.  The  monthly  benefit  for  county  employees  is  determined  by  selecting  the 
highest  benefit  calculated  using  three  different  prescribed  formulas  (flat-dollar  formula,  targeted 
replacement  ratio  formula,  and  prior  plan's  formula).  An  eligible  death  benefit  of  $10,000  will  be  paid 
to  the  designated  beneficiary  of  every  active  member  upon  his  or  her  death. 

Upon  termination  of  employment,  any  member  who  is  vested  is  entitled  to  a  deferred  annuity, 
payable  at  age  sixty-two  or  a  reduced  benefit  annuity  at  age  fifty-five.  Any  member  with  less  than 
eight  years  of  creditable  service  forfeits  all  rights  in  the  Fund  but  will  be  paid  his  or  her  accumulated 
contributions. 

The  County  Employees'  Retirement  Fund  issues  audited  financial  statements.  Copies  of  these 
statements  may  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of  Directors  of  CERF  by  writing  to  CERF,  2121  Schotthill 
Woods  Drive,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65101,  or  by  calling  toll-free  1-877-632-2373. 

3)  Funding  Policy 

In  accordance  with  state  statutes,  the  Fund  is  partially  funded  through  various  fees  collected  by 
counties  and  remitted  to  the  CERF.  A  contribution  to  CERF  of  2%  of  annual  salary  is  required  for 
eligible  employees  hired  before  February  25,  2002  and  not  in  LAGERS,  and  a  contribution  of  6%  of 
annual  salary  is  required  of  employees  hired  after  February  25,  2002,  effective  January  1,  2003,  in 
order  to  participate  in  CERF.  During  2012  and  2011,  the  County  collected  and  remitted  to  CERF 
$97,412  and  $99,437  respectively,  for  the  years  then  ended. 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  (CONTINUED) 
FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED  DECEMBER  31,  2012  AND  201 1 


NOTE  3.     COUNTY  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  PLANS  (CONTINUED) 
B.  Prosecuting  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

In  accordance  with  state  statute  Chapter  56.807  RSMo,  the  County  contributes  monthly  to  the 
Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Missouri  Prosecuting  Attorneys 
and  Circuit  Attorney  Retirement  System  Fund.  Once  remitted,  the  state  of  Missouri  is  responsible  for 
administration  of  this  plan.  The  County  contributed  $2,244  and  $2,618,  respectively,  for  the  years 
ended  December  31 ,  201  2  and  201 1 . 

NOTE  4.     POST-  EMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  County  does  not  provide  post-employment  benefits  except  as  mandated  by  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (COBRA).  The  requirements  established  by  COBRA  are  fully 
funded  by  employees  who  elect  coverage  under  the  Act,  and  no  direct  costs  are  incurred  by  the 
County. 

NOTE  5.     CLAIMS,  COMMITMENTS,  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

1)  Compensated  Absences  Commitments 
Annual  Leave 

Regular  or  permanent  county  full-time  employees  who  have  completed  the  introductory  period  (a 
minimum  of  three  months)  are  eligible  to  receive  vacation  time  as  follows:  After  one  year  of 
employment  an  employee  shall  be  entitled  to  one  week  of  vacation.  After  two  years  of  employment 
an  employee  shall  be  entitled  to  two  weeks  of  vacation.  After  twelve  years,  and  each  year  thereafter, 
each  employee  shall  have  three  weeks  of  vacation.  A  maximum  of  ten  vacation  days  may  be  carried 
forward  to  the  next  year.  Upon  an  employee's  termination,  the  employee  will  be  reimbursed  for 
unused  accumulated  vacation  time. 

Sick  Leave  and  Personal  Leave 

40  hours  per  week  employees  and  171  hour  per  month  employees  will  accrue  six  hours  of  sick  and 
two  hours  of  personal  time  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty  four  hours  of  personal  time  within  a  year. 
Six  and  one-half  hour  employees  (32.5  hours  per  week)  will  accrue  benefit  hours  at  four  and  three 
quarters  of  sick  leave  and  one  and  three  quarters  hours  of  personal  leave  up  to  a  maximum  of  21 
hours  of  personal  time  within  a  year.  At  the  end  of  the  year  unused  personal  days  will  rollover  into 
sick  days.  Upon  an  employee's  termination,  the  employee  is  not  reimbursed  for  any  unused  sick  / 
personal  time. 

2)  Federal  and  State  Assisted  Programs  Contingencies 

The  County  has  received  proceeds  from  several  federal  and  state  grants.  Periodic  audits  of  these 
grants,  when  performed,  could  result  in  the  disallowance  of  certain  costs.  Accordingly  such  audits 
could  result  in  the  refund  of  grant  monies  to  the  grantor  agencies.  Management  believes  that  any 
required  refunds,  if  determined  necessary,  will  be  immaterial  and,  therefore,  no  provision  has  been 
made  in  the  accompanying  financial  statements  for  the  potential  refund  of  grant  monies. 
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NOTE  6.     RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  County  is  exposed  to  various  risks  of  losses  related  to  torts;  theft  of,  damage  to  and  destruction 
of  assets;  errors  and  omission;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters,  and  has  established  a  risk 
management  strategy  that  attempts  to  minimize  losses  and  the  carrying  costs  of  insurance.  There 
have  been  no  significant  reductions  in  coverage  from  the  prior  year  and  settlements  have  not 
exceeded  coverage  in  the  past  three  years. 

The  County  is  a  member  participant  in  a  public  entity  risk  pool  (MoPERM),  which  is  a  corporate  and 
political  body  created  pursuant  to  Chapter  537.700  RSMo.  The  purpose  of  the  risk  pool  is  to  provide 
liability  protection  to  participating  public  entities,  their  officials,  and  employees.  Annual  contributions 
are  collected  based  on  actuarial  projections  to  produce  sufficient  funds  to  pay  losses  and  expenses. 
Should  contributions  not  produce  sufficient  funds  to  meet  its  obligations,  the  risk  pool  is  empowered 
with  the  ability  to  make  special  assessments.  Members  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  all  claims 
against  the  risk  pool. 

The  County  is  also  a  member  of  the  Missouri  Association  of  Counties  Self-Insurance  Workers' 
Compensation  and  Insurance  Fund.  The  County  purchases  workers'  compensation  insurance  through 
this  Fund,  a  non-profit  corporation  established  to  provide  insurance  coverage  to  Missouri  counties. 
The  Fund  is  self-insured  up  to  $2,000,000  per  occurrence  and  reinsured  up  to  the  statutory  limit 
through  excess  insurance. 

NOTE  7.     CHANGE  IN  BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

Macon  County,  Missouri,  has  changed  its  basis  of  accounting  from  presenting  its  financial  statements 
in  accordance  with  GASB  34  for  2006  and  2007  on  the  cash  basis  of  accounting  to  the  regulatory 
basis  of  accounting  as  prescribed  or  permitted  in  accordance  with  state  law.  The  accounting  change 
had  no  effect  on  the  beginning  cash  balances  of  the  various  county  funds.  The  County  did  not  have 
an  audit  for  the  years  ended  December  31 ,  2008,  2009  and  201 0. 

NOTE  8.      LEASE  ON  MoDOT  BUILDING 

In  January  2012,  the  County  entered  into  a  10-year  lease  with  an  option  to  purchase  agreement  with 
MoDOT  on  the  District  2  complex  in  Macon  for  use  as  a  business  incubator  and  entrepreneur  center 
to  achieve  economic  development  during  the  term  of  the  lease.  The  total  rent  is  $1  with  the 
purchase  price  of  the  property  valued  at  $1,624,250.  The  County's  economic  development  from  use 
of  the  premises  is  measured  by  the  cumulative  value  of  all  new  jobs  created  on  site  during  the  lease 
term,  as  determined  and  calculated  by  MoDOT.  If  economic  development  is  achieved  by  the  County 
during  the  lease  term,  then  MoDOT  shall  convey  the  property  to  the  County  without  further 
consideration  paid  to  MoDOT.  If  the  County  does  not  succeed  in  achieving  economic  development 
from  use  of  the  leased  premises  equal  to  the  agreed  upon  purchase  price  at  the  end  of  the  lease  term, 
the  County  shall  have  the  option  to  pay  to  MoDOT  the  difference  between  the  agreed  upon  purchase 
price  and  the  cumulative  value  of  the  economic  development  achieved  as  of  the  end  of  the  lease 
term.  If  the  County  fails  to  pay  said  amount  within  the  time  frame,  the  agreement  may  be  terminated 
by  MoDOT,  at  its  option,  and  the  County  shall  vacate  the  premises. 


NOTE  9.     SUBSEQUENT  EVENT 

In  April  2013,  voters  in  Macon  County,  Missouri,  approved  a  local  use  tax  on  out-of-state  purchases 
at  the  same  rate  as  the  total  local  sales  tax  rate  of  1 .00%.  The  tax  goes  into  effect  on  July  1 ,  201 3. 
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REPORT  ON  INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  AND  ON 
COMPLIANCE  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF 
FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 

Independent  Auditors'  Report 

To  the  County  Commission 
and  Officeholders 
of  Macon  County,  Missouri 


We  have  audited,  in  accordance  with  the  auditing  standards  generally  accepted  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the 
financial  statements  of  the  various  county  funds  of  Macon  County,  Missouri,  as  of  and  for 
the  two  years  ended  December  31,  2012,  and  the  related  notes  to  the  financial  statements, 
which  collectively  comprise  Macon  County,  Missouri's  basic  financial  statements  and  have 
issued  our  report  thereon  dated  December  5,  2013. 


Internal  Control  over  Financial  Reporting 


MEMBER 
• 

American 
Institute  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 
• 

Missouri 
Society  of 
Certified 
Public 
Accountants 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements,  we  considered  Macon 
County,  Missouri's  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  (internal  control)  to  determine  the 
audit  procedures  that  are  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our 
opinion  on  the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the 
effectiveness  of  Macon  County,  Missouri's  internal  control.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  express 
an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  Macon  County,  Missouri's  internal  control. 

Our  consideration  of  internal  control  was  for  the  limited  purpose  described  in  the  preceding 
paragraph  and  was  not  designed  to  identify  all  deficiencies  in  internal  control  that  might  be 
material  weaknesses  or  significant  deficiencies  and  therefore,  material  weaknesses  or 
significant  deficiencies  may  exist  that  were  not  identified.  However,  as  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses,  we  identified  a  certain  deficiency  in 
internal  control  that  we  consider  to  be  a  significant  deficiency. 

A  deficiency  in  internal  control  exists  when  the  design  or  operation  of  a  control  does  not 
allow  management  or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned 
functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and  correct,  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material 
weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  such  that  there 
is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  a  material  misstatement  of  the  entity's  financial  statements 
will  not  be  prevented,  or  detected  and  corrected  on  a  timely  basis.  We  do  not  consider  the 
deficiency  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses  to  be  a 
material  weakness. 
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A  significant  deficiency  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of  deficiencies,  in  internal  control  that  is  less 
severe  than  a  material  weakness,  yet  important  enough  to  merit  attention  by  those  charged  with 
governance.  We  consider  the  deficiency  described  in  the  accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and 
responses  to  be  a  significant  deficiency. 

Compliance  and  Other  Matters 

As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  Macon  County's  financial  statements  are 
free  of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  its  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws, 
regulations,  contracts,  and  grant  agreements,  noncompliance  with  which  could  have  a  direct  and 
material  effect  on  the  determination  of  financial  statement  amounts.  However,  providing  an  opinion 
on  compliance  with  those  provisions  was  not  an  objective  of  our  audit  and,  accordingly,  we  do  not 
express  such  an  opinion.  The  results  of  our  tests  disclosed  no  instances  of  noncompliance  or  other 
matters  that  is  required  to  be  reported  under  Government  Auditing  Standards. 

Macon  County,  Missouri's  Response  to  Finding 

Macon  County,  Missouri's  response  to  the  finding  identified  in  our  audit  is  described  in  the 
accompanying  schedule  of  findings  and  responses.  Macon  County,  Missouri's  response  was  not 
subjected  to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements  and,  accordingly, 
we  express  no  opinion  on  the  response. 

Purpose  of  this  Report 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  solely  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of  internal  control  and 
compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
entity's  internal  control  or  on  compliance.  This  report  is  an  integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in 
accordance  with  Government  Auditing  Standards  in  considering  the  entity's  internal  control  and 
compliance.  Accordingly,  this  communication  is  not  suitable  for  any  other  purpose. 

This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and  use  of  management,  County  Commission,  others 
within  the  entity,  and  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  and  is  not  intended  to  be  and  should  not  be 
used  by  anyone  other  than  these  specified  parties.  However,  this  report  is  a  matter  of  public  record 
and  its  distribution  is  not  limited. 


Casey-Beard-Boehmer  PC 
Certified  Public  Accountants 
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SCHEDULE  OF  FINDINGS  AND  RESPONSES 
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FINANCIAL  STATEMENT  FINDINGS 

This  section  includes  the  audit  findings  that  Government  Auditing  Standards  require  to  be  reported  for 
an  audit  of  financial  statements. 

SIGNIFICANT  DEFICIENCY  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROL 
12-01     Budgetary  Procedures  Not  in  Compliance  With  State  Law 

Condition:  We  noted  the  following  issue  with  the  County's  budgeting  process  during  our  audit: 

The  County  Commission  did  not  exercise  adequate  budgetary  control  over  certain  funds 
during  the  audit  period.  Expenditures  were  approved  for  payment  that  exceeded  the 
approved  budget  as  shown  below: 

Amount  over 
Fund  Year  budget 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Bad  Check  2012       $  1,340 

Victims  of  Domestic  Violence  2012  517 


Criteria:      Section   50.540   RSMo   requires   that   the   budget   be   revised   prior  to  authorizing 
expenditures  in  excess  of  the  budget. 

Cause:       County  officials  did  not  consider  the  importance  of  preparing  proper  amended  budgets  in 
2012  for  all  County  operating  funds. 

Effect:        The  County  Commission,  County  Clerk,  and  other  County  officials  did  not  follow  state  law 
on  the  expenditures  of  funds. 

Recommendation: 

The  County  Commission  should  not  approve  expenditures  in  excess  of  budgeted  amounts 
for  all  county  funds. 

Auditee's  Response: 

Going  forward,  the  County  Commission  will  not  approve  expenditures  exceeding  the  budgeted 
amounts. 
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MACON  COUNTY,  MISSOURI 
FOLLOW-UP  ON  PRIOR  AUDIT  FINDINGS  FOR  AN 
AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  PERFORMED  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  GOVERNMENT  AUDITING  STANDARDS 


The  previous  financial  audit  performed  for  Macon  County,  Missouri,  was  for  the  two  years  ended 
December  31,  2007.  Because  Macon  County,  Missouri,  did  not  obtain  an  audit  of  its  financial 
statements  for  the  three  years  ended  December  31,  2010,  this  section  does  not  report  the  status  of 
any  prior  audit  findings. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Clarkson  Kehrs  Mill  Transportation  Development 
District 


Comments  The  Clarkson  Kehrs  Mill  Transportation  Development  District  (TDD)  was 

organized  in  August  2009  and  is  located  in  the  City  of  Ball  win.  The  TDD 
was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  funding  street  improvements  to  Clarkson 
Road  and  Kehrs  Mill  Road,  and  final  construction  was  approved  by  the 
Missouri  Department  of  Transportation  in  March  2013.  Taxable  transactions 
within  the  TDD  are  subject  to  a  1-cent  sales  tax.  For  the  areas  audited,  we 
identified  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  no  significant  deficiencies  in 
management  practices  and  procedures. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Excellent.* 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent:        The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 


Good:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 

most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

Fair:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 

findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

Poor:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 

findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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David  Fontana,  Chairman  and  Executive  Director 
and 

Board  of  Directors 

Clarkson  Kehrs  Mill  Transportation  Development  District 
Ballwin,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Clarkson  Kehrs  Mill  Transportation  Development  District  in 
fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  238.272,  RSMo.  The  district  engaged  Wade  Stables  P.C.,  Certified 
Public  Accountants  (CPAs)  to  audit  the  district's  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  December  31, 
2012.  To  minimize  duplication  of  effort,  we  reviewed  the  report  of  the  CPA  firm.  The  scope  of  our  audit 
included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of  our 
audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  district's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  district's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  district,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  district's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  district. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant 
noncompliance  with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  management  practices  and 
procedures.  No  findings  resulted  from  our  audit  of  the  Clarkson  Kehrs  Mill  Transportation  Development 
District. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 

Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Todd  M.  Schuler,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Rex  Murdock,  M.S.Acct. 

Audit  Staff:  Wayne  Kauffman,  MBA 
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Clarkson  Kehrs  Mill  Transportation  Development  District 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


The  Clarkson  Kehrs  Mill  Transportation  Development  District  (TDD)  is 
located  in  the  City  of  Ballwin.  The  TDD  was  organized  in  August  2009  by 
petition  of  the  owner  of  property  within  the  proposed  TDD.  The  Board  of 
Directors  and  officers  were  elected  by  the  property  owner. 

The  qualified  voters  of  the  TDD,  in  this  case  the  property  owner,  approved 
the  imposition  of  a  sales  tax  of  1-cent  (1  percent)  on  all  transactions  which 
are  taxable  within  the  boundaries  of  the  district.  The  Board  of  Directors 
subsequently  passed  a  resolution  which  set  the  sales  tax  rate  at  1-cent  (1 
percent)  in  September  2009  and  it  is  currently  expected  to  remain  in  effect 
for  40  years,  unless  terminated  sooner  after  all  obligations  have  been  paid. 
The  TDD  started  collecting  sales  taxes  in  January  2013. 

The  TDD  was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  funding  street  improvements  to 
Clarkson  Road  and  Kehrs  Mill  Road.  The  improvements  included  adding  a 
northbound  right-turn  lane,  raised  median,  and  dual  southbound  left-turn 
lanes  on  Clarkson  Road,  and  widening  of  Kehrs  Mill  Road  to  provide  two 
eastbound  lanes.  The  Missouri  Department  of  Transportation,  the  City  of 
Ballwin,  and  St.  Louis  County  are  the  public  entities  with  jurisdiction  over 
these  projects.  Final  construction  was  approved  by  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Transportation  in  March  2013. 

The  TDD  has  a  fiscal  year  end  of  December  31,  and  obtained  an 
independent  audit  of  its  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  December 
31,2012. 

District  Board  An  elected  board  acts  as  the  policy-making  body  for  the  district's  operations. 

The  board's  five  members  serve  3-year  terms  without  compensation. 
Members  of  the  board  at  December  31,  2012,  were: 

David  Fontana,  Chairman  and  Executive  Director 
David  Bell,  Secretary  and  Treasurer 
Melissa  Setser,  Director 
Dina  Nilhas,  Director 
Franklin  Sears,  Director 

In  September  2012,  the  TDD  issued  approximately  $2.9  million  in  revenue 
notes  to  reimburse  the  developer  for  project  expenses.  The  receipt  of  this 
money,  along  with  the  $2.9  million  in  payments  to  the  developer,  were 
reported  in  the  audited  financial  statements  of  the  TDD.  No  principal  or 
interest  payments  were  made  by  the  TDD  during  2012. 


Financial  Activity 
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Policies  and  Facility 
Procedures 


Family  Care  Safety  Registry 


Our  review  found  Division  of  Youth  Services  (DYS)  staff  at  three  facilities 
did  not  perform  monthly  attendance  reviews  required  by  DYS  policy.  As  of 
July  2013,  school  districts  owed  the  DYS  more  than  $3.2  million  in 
educational  service  billings,  with  some  unpaid  billings  dating  back  to  the 
2000-2001  school  year.  The  DYS  lacks  statutory  authority  to  assess  interest 
or  penalties  on  delinquent  amounts,  has  not  written  off  unpaid  balances,  and 
has  not  refunded  credit  balances  totaling  $18,900  to  18  school  districts.  The 
DYS  is  working  with  the  Division  of  Legal  Services  concerning  the  proper 
handling  of  old  unpaid  bills  and  credit  balances. 

Some  DYS  employees  and  supervisors  did  not  sign  timesheets,  and  some 
hours  of  compensatory  leave  recorded  on  timesheets  did  not  agree  with 
leave/overtime  requests.  Our  review  found  one  employee  did  not  sign  3 
timesheets  in  2011,  supervisors  did  not  sign  23  of  the  timesheets  reviewed, 
and  6  employees  requested  a  total  of  131  hours  of  overtime  that  was  not 
supported  by  timesheets. 

The  DYS  has  not  updated  some  policies  and  procedures  in  20  years.  The 
DYS  does  not  require  standardized  timesheet  forms  and  has  an  outdated 
outstanding  check  policy.  The  DYS  policy  manual  does  not  provide 
guidance  on  how  often  a  facility  should  order  food  or  for  tracking  assets  that 
are  sensitive  and/or  more  susceptible  to  loss. 

The  DYS  does  not  require  periodic  employee  background  checks  through 
the  Family  Care  Safety  Registry. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.51 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 

Excellent:        The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

Good:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 

most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

Fair:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 

findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

Poor:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 

findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Brian  Kinkade,  Acting  Director 
Department  of  Social  Services 
and 

Phyllis  Becker,  Interim  Director 
Division  of  Youth  Services 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  Division  of  Youth  Services  in 
fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2013  and  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  division's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  division's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial  records,  and  other 
pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  division  as  well  as  certain  external  parties;  and 
testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within 
the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
contract,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we  designed  and  performed 
procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of  noncompliance  significant  to  those 
provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  division's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures 
applied  in  our  audit  of  the  division. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  control,  (2)  no  significant  noncompliance 
with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the 
Department  of  Social  Services,  Division  of  Youth  Services. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Kelly  Davis,  M.Acct.,  CPA,  CFE 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Joyce  Thomson 

Audit  Staff:  Kimberly  Shepard 


Nicholas  Schafer,  MBA 
Sherrye  Lesmes 
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Department  of  Social  Services-Division  of  Youth  Services 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Some  Division  of  Youth  Services  (DYS)  facilities  do  not  review  attendance 
in  accordance  with  DYS  policy,  and  the  DYS  does  not  have  sufficient 
procedures  to  ensure  educational  services  billings  are  collected. 

The  DYS  provides  educational  services  including  instruction  in  language 
arts,  mathematics,  science,  social  studies,  fine  arts,  personal  finance,  health, 
and  career  and  physical  education  to  youth  in  its  facilities.  The  DYS 
receives  state  aid  for  these  youth  similar  to  school  districts  from  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  and  bills  school 
districts  for  the  local  share  of  educational  funding  based  on  attendance  in 
accordance  with  Section  163.073,  RSMo.  The  DYS  billed  local  school 
districts  approximately  $3.6  million  dollars  for  the  2011-2012  school  year. 

1 . 1  Attendance  Some  youth  services  facilities  do  not  comply  with  DYS  attendance  review 

policies  and  procedures.  DYS  policy  requires  instructors  to  take  attendance 
each  class  period  and  record  the  attendance  on  a  daily  record  form.  DYS 
facility  staff  or  instructors  enter  the  recorded  attendance  into  an  attendance 
system,  and  DYS  central  office  staff  use  system  information  to  prepare 
annual  school  district  billings.  Facility  support  staff  print  system-generated 
attendance  reports  monthly  and  compare  system  reports  to  the  instructors' 
attendance  records  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  system  information.  DYS 
policy  requires  facility  staff  to  randomly  select  and  review  15  percent  of  the 
attendance  system  entries  monthly  to  ensure  system  records  agree  to  source 
documents.  This  typically  is  equivalent  to  reviewing  all  student  attendance 
for  3  or  4  days  or  all  monthly  attendance  for  1  or  2  students  per  class.  If 
staff  find  fewer  than  three  errors,  the  process  is  complete.  If  staff  find  three 
or  more  errors,  policy  requires  staff  perform  a  complete  review  of  the 
month's  attendance.  After  staff  perform  the  complete  review  and  make 
necessary  changes,  the  facility  manager  randomly  selects  and  reviews  15 
percent  of  attendance  system  entries. 

Our  review  of  attendance  records  at  three  DYS  facilities  noted  the  following 
issues: 

•  DYS  staff  at  the  Montgomery  City  Youth  Center  did  not  perform 
required  monthly  reviews.  Facility  personnel  explained  that  due  to 
budget  cuts,  staff  did  not  perform  monthly  reviews  during  fiscal  year 
2012. 

•  DYS  staff  at  the  Watkins  Mill  Park  Camp  and  Waverly  Regional  Youth 
Center  did  not  perform  the  complete  follow-up  review  required  by  DYS 
policy.  We  reviewed  6  months  of  attendance  at  each  facility  and  noted 
incorrect  attendance  system  records  for  3  of  70  youth  at  the  Watkins 
Mill  facility  and  19  of  45  youth  at  the  Waverly  facility.  Errors  included 
youth  shown  as  present  in  the  attendance  system  while  instructor 
records  show  absent,  youth  shown  as  present  on  holidays  when  classes 
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were  not  held  on  holidays,  and  attendance  shown  on  the  instructor 
records  but  not  in  the  system.  Facility  staff  corrected  entries,  printed  a 
second  system  report,  but  did  not  perform  a  complete  review  of  the 
monthly  attendance.  In  addition,  the  facility  manager  did  not  review  a 
second  sample,  as  required  by  DYS  policy. 

Facility  personnel  should  perform  required  reviews  of  attendance  to  ensure 
student  attendance  is  accurately  recorded  and  billed  to  school  districts. 

1 .2  Educational  service  The  DYS  has  not  established  procedures  to  collect  unpaid  educational 

billings  services  billings,  and  many  educational  service  billings  remain  unpaid  by 

school  districts.  In  addition,  the  DYS  lacks  statutory  authority  to  assess 
interest  or  penalties  on  delinquent  amounts  and  has  not  written  off  unpaid 
balances. 


As  of  July  2013,  unpaid  amounts  exceed  $3.2  million  with  some  unpaid 
billings  dating  back  to  the  2000-2001  school  year.  The  following  table 
includes  outstanding  balances  by  school  year. 


School  Year 

Amount  Unpaid 

2011-2012 

$ 

555,182 

2010-2011 

850,972 

2009-2010 

510,275 

2008-2009 

354,523 

2007-2008 

353,266 

2006-2007 

274,336 

2005-2006 

191,939 

2004-2005 

47,880 

2003-2004 

48,647 

2002-2003 

56,168 

2001-2002 

0 

2000-2001 

13,437 

Total 

$ 

3,256,625 

The  DYS  does  not  include  outstanding  balances  from  prior  years  when 
billing  school  districts  for  the  current  year  and  has  not  established 
procedures  to  collect  outstanding  balances.  The  DYS  notifies  school 
districts  of  current  year  delinquent  amounts  approximately  90  days  after  the 
original  billing.  In  addition,  according  to  officials,  the  DYS  has  no  statutory 
authority  to  assess  the  school  districts  interest  or  penalties  on  the  unpaid 
amounts. 


The  DYS  has  also  not  established  procedures  for  credit  balances  from  over 
payments.  The  DYS  has  not  refunded  credit  balances  totaling  $18,900  to  18 
school  districts.  Credit  balances  for  the  18  schools  could  have  offset  current 
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year  billings  due,  but  the  DYS  does  not  have  a  policy  that  addresses  how 
credit  balances  will  be  resolved. 

To  reduce  the  risk  of  lost  revenues,  the  DYS  should  improve  collection 
procedures  including  sending  notices  more  frequently  and  pursuing 
legislative  changes  to  allow  assessment  of  interest  and  penalties  on  unpaid 
amounts.  Interest  and  penalty  charges  would  provide  a  disincentive  for 
untimely  payment.  To  help  ensure  the  DYS  properly  monitors  outstanding 
balances  and  records  are  accurate,  credit  balances  should  be  refunded  as 
appropriate.  In  addition,  applying  overpayments  to  outstanding  balances 
reduces  remaining  balances  due.  The  DYS  is  working  with  the  Division  of 
Legal  Services  (DLS),  the  legal  support  unit  of  the  Department  of  Social 
Services,  concerning  the  proper  handling  of  old  unpaid  bills  and  credit 
balances. 

Recommendations  TheDYS: 

Comply  with  established  procedures  to  ensure  student  attendance 
records  are  accurate,  including  investigating  discrepancies  between 
original  attendance  and  system  records. 

Implement  procedures  to  collect  unpaid  amounts  and  establish  a 
policy  to  address  how  overpayments  will  be  resolved. 

The  DYS  will  work  to  ensure  policy  and  procedure  is  followed  when 
reviewing  attendance  records  for  accuracy. 

The  DSS  currently  has  an  Accounts  Receivable  work  group  that  is 
establishing  policy  to  address  overpayments,  underpayments,  and 
collections. 


The  DYS  does  not  have  sufficient  procedures  to  ensure  timesheets  are 
signed  and  approved,  and  overtime  requests  are  supported  by  timesheets. 
DYS  payroll  expenditures  totaled  $43,094,392  and  $42,827,638  for  the 
years  ended  June  30,  2013  and  2012,  respectively.  The  DYS  paid 
approximately  $1,193,900  and  $1,049,025  of  total  payroll  expenditures  to 
employees  for  overtime  for  the  years  ended  June  30,  2013  and  2012, 
respectively. 

Some  DYS  employees  and  supervisors  did  not  sign  timesheets,  and  some 
hours  of  compensatory  leave  recorded  on  timesheets  did  not  agree  with 
leave/overtime  requests.  The  DYS  requires  facility  employees  complete 
manual  timesheets  and  online  leave/overtime  requests.  Employees  submit 
timesheets  and  leave/overtime  requests  to  supervisors  for  approval.  To 
document  their  approval,  supervisors  sign  employee  timesheets  and  approve 
leave  requests  online  in  the  leave  system.  Employees  accrue  compensatory 
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leave  for  overtime  hours  worked  (hours  in  excess  of  40  in  a  week).  If 
employees  work  overtime,  the  employees  record  the  additional  hours  on 
their  timesheets  and  submit  leave/overtime  requests  for  compensatory  leave 
earned.  Employees  may  use  compensatory  leave  or  request  payment  for  the 
accrued  leave. 

We  reviewed  5  months  of  payroll  and  leave/overtime  requests  for  10  DYS 
facility  employees  and  noted: 

•  One  employee  did  not  sign  his  timesheet  for  the  months  of  September, 
November,  and  December  2011. 

•  Supervisors  did  not  sign  23  of  the  timesheets  reviewed. 

•  The  hours  of  compensatory  leave  recorded  on  six  employee  timesheets 
did  not  agree  to  the  hours  on  the  leave/overtime  requests.  The  six 
employees  requested  a  total  of  131  hours  of  overtime  that  was  not 
supported  by  timesheets. 

Accurate  time  records  provide  information  necessary  to  monitor  overtime 
worked,  leave,  compensatory  leave  usage,  and  are  beneficial  in 
demonstrating  compliance  with  personnel  policies  and  the  federal  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938.  A  documented  review  of  signed  time  records, 
including  reconciling  the  payroll  information  among  the  various  payroll 
records,  would  help  ensure  the  consistency,  accuracy,  and  the  completeness 
of  payroll  information  for  all  employees.  Failure  to  reconcile  payroll  records 
increases  the  risk  the  DYS  will  not  detect  errors  or  irregularities  on  a  timely 
basis. 

Recommendation  The  DYS  ensure  timesheets  are  signed  by  both  employees  and  supervisors 

and  establish  procedures  to  require  overtime  hours  recorded  on  timesheets 
be  reconciled  to  overtime  hours  requested  and  approved. 


Auditee's  Response  The  DYS  will  use  the  same  timesheet  form  at  all  locations  throughout  the 

state.  The  DSS  is  working  to  alleviate  duplication,  review  inconsistencies, 
and  ensure  overtime  hours  are  properly  requested  and  approved. 


t     T)  i-   •  AT?      'V4-    ^ne  D^S  policy  manual  is  out-of-date  and  DYS  procedures  are  not 

J'   -TUllClca  tlllU  rdClllly  consistent  between  facilities.  The  DYS  policy  manual  includes  personnel, 
PrOC6(lureS  leave,  and  facility  specific  policies  and  procedures.  The  DYS  most  recently 

revised  some  policies  in  2007;  however,  the  DYS  has  not  updated  some 
policies  and  procedures  in  approximately  20  years.  We  noted  the  following 
issues  with  DYS  policies  and  procedures: 
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•  The  DYS  does  not  require  standardized  timesheet  forms.  Facilities  use 
various  timesheet  forms  that  require  different  levels  of  detail. 

•  The  DYS  facility  outstanding  check  policy  is  outdated.  The  policy 
requires  facilities  to  stop  payment  on  old  outstanding  checks  and  add 
the  outstanding  amount  back  to  the  account  balance  rather  than  locating 
the  recipient  and  reissuing  the  check  or  transmitting  the  unclaimed 
amounts  to  the  State  Treasurer's  Office  Unclaimed  Property  Section  in 
accordance  with  Chapter  447,  RSMo.  The  DYS  last  updated  the  policy 
in  1994.  One  facility  we  visited  did  not  follow  DYS  policy.  Instead,  the 
Watkins  Mill  facility  continued  to  show  the  amounts  as  outstanding 
although  at  least  one  check  was  over  one  year  old.  The  Waverly  facility 
complied  with  DYS  policy  and  tracked  the  funds  separately  as  a 
"surplus  account."  Some  outstanding  amounts  at  this  facility  were  over 
7  years  old.  The  majority  of  outstanding  checks  are  payments  to  youth 
for  work  performed  during  their  commitment  and  should  be  disposed  of 
in  accordance  with  state  law. 

•  The  DYS  policy  manual  does  not  provide  guidance  on  how  often  a 
facility  should  order  food.  Two  of  the  three  facilities  we  visited  ordered 
food  monthly  while  one  facility  ordered  weekly.  The  DYS  should 
consider  evaluating  facility  procedures  related  to  food  procurement  to 
ensure  practices  are  efficient  and  food  is  not  expired  or  wasted. 

•  Some  facilities  prepare  additional  asset  listings  including  items  it 
believes  are  sensitive  and/or  more  susceptible  to  loss.  The  DYS  policy 
only  requires  facilities  prepare  a  capital  asset  listing  for  items  valued  in 
excess  of  $2,500.  If  facilities  consider  the  additional  asset  tracking 
necessary,  the  division  should  consider  including  this  in  division 
policies  and  procedures. 

While  some  flexibility  in  procedures  may  be  necessary  given  the  different 
types  of  facilities,  clear,  consistent,  and  up-to-date  policies  and  procedures 
are  necessary  to  ensure  compliance  and  adequate  control  of  division 
operations. 

Recommendation  The  DYS  update  written  policies  and  procedures  on  a  periodic  basis  and 

ensure  the  policy  manual  includes  necessary  policies  and  procedures.  In 
addition,  the  DYS  should  review  various  procedures  at  facilities  and 
determine  if  they  should  be  implemented  statewide. 

Auditee's  Response  The  DYS  policy  workgroup  meets  regularly  to  update  the  DYS  policy 

manual.  Currently,  all  policies  impacted  by  the  Prison  Rape  Elimination  Act 
(PRE A)  standards  recently  issued  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice  are 
being  updated  first,  due  to  federally  required  time  frames.  The  remaining 
policies  are  scheduled  for  review  following  the  PREA-related  updates. 
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The  DYS  will  review  policies  and  procedures  to  ensure  state  funds  are  spent 
appropriately.  Each  facility  is  unique  with  individual  needs,  and  the  vendors 
have  varying  delivery  schedules  for  each  facility  location.  Therefore,  the 
DYS  does  not  plan  to  standardize  food  ordering  occurrences. 


DYS  staff  will  continue  to  follow  the  Office  of  Administration  asset  tracking 
policy  for  items  over  the  capitalization  threshold.  DYS  facility  management 
staff  may  choose  to  track  under  the  threshold  sensitive  items,  at  their 
discretion.  However,  the  DYS  will  not  require  this  in  policy. 


4.  Family  Care  Safety 


The  DYS  does  not  require  periodic  employee  background  checks  through 
the  Family  Care  Safety  Registry  (FCSR).  The  FCSR  is  a  centralized  registry 
Registry  administered  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (DHSS)  that 

allows  users  to  obtain  caregiver  background  information  from  various 
sources.  Child,  elder,  and  personal  care  workers  are  required  to  register  with 
the  FCSR.  Once  an  individual  is  registered,  those  wishing  to  hire  the 
individual  can  request  background  information  at  no  charge.  A  background 
check  through  the  FSCR  includes  a  check  of  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 
(MSHP)  open  criminal  record  data;  the  child  abuse  and  neglect  (CA/N) 
registry;  DHSS  and  Department  of  Mental  Health  (DMH)  employee 
disqualification  lists;  the  MSHP  Sex  Offender  Registry;  and  foster  parent, 
childcare,  nursing  home,  and  residential  facility  license  suspensions, 
revocations,  and  denials.  Open  criminal  record  data  includes  Missouri 
arrests  in  the  last  30  days,  arrest  records  if  charges  filed,  and  conviction 
records.  The  DYS  performs  background  checks  of  prospective  employees 
including  reviewing  the  FCSR  prior  to  hiring. 


The  DYS  does  not  require  periodic  FCSR  checks  of  employees.  The  only 
periodic  background  checks  performed  are  annual  criminal  checks  and 
CA/N  registry  checks.  The  DYS  requires  employees  to  register  with  the 
FCSR  upon  employment;  however,  neither  statute  nor  DYS  policy  require 
periodic  checks  of  the  FCSR. 

DYS  facility  employees  provide  24  hour  residential  care  in  some  facilities. 
The  DSS  requires  caregivers  from  other  programs  they  administer  including 
foster  care  residential  facility  employees  and  foster  parents  to  have  periodic 
FCSR  checks.  A  periodic  FCSR  check  would  provide  the  DYS  additional 
background  information  from  the  DHSS  and  the  DMH,  and  would  include 
an  annual  check  of  the  Sex  Offender  Registry.  The  Family  Care  Safety 
Registry  information  is  available  and  should  be  reviewed  to  ensure  the 
safety  of  the  youth  within  the  DYS  facilities. 

Recommendation  The  DYS  perform  periodic  employee  FCSR  checks. 


Auditee's  ReSDOnSe  ^e         annually  reviews  Highway  Patrol  records,  which  includes  open 

*  criminal  record  data  and  the  Sex  Offender  Registry.  In  addition,  the  DSS 
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reviews  Child  Abuse  and  Neglect  records,  and  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Revenue  in-state  and  out-of-state  license  records  annually  for  all  current 
employees.  Thus,  most  records  on  the  FCSR  would  be  found  by  records 
currently  reviewed. 

The  FCSR  does  not  allow  for  tape  match  data,  therefore  the  FCSR  would 
have  to  be  manually  checked  for  each  DYS  employee.  DYS  has  1,279 
budgeted  employees  in  fiscal  year  2014,  the  DSS  does  not  believe  manually 
checking  records  of  this  volume  is  an  efficient  use  of  limited  state  resources. 
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The  Division  of  Youth  Services  (DYS)  is  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS).  The  Omnibus  State  Reorganization 
Act  of  1974  created  the  Division  of  Youth  Services  within  the  Department 
of  Social  Services.  Previously,  the  Division  of  Youth  Services  was  known 
as  the  State  Board  of  Training  Schools. 

The  division  is  responsible  for  the  care  and  treatment  of  delinquent  youth 
committed  to  its  custody  by  one  of  the  45  Missouri  juvenile  courts.  The 
services  include  residential  (secure,  moderate,  and  community-based)  and 
non-residential  (tracking,  day  treatment,  alternative  living  service,  family 
therapy,  and  aftercare)  programs.  All  youth  receive  case  management 
services  and  are  assigned  a  service  coordinator  who  ensures  the  assessment, 
treatment  planning,  and  the  coordination,  monitoring,  and  evaluation  of 
services  occurs  for  all  youth.  After  a  youth  completes  a  recommended 
program,  they  are  assigned  to  an  aftercare  program  to  transition  into  the 
local  community. 

There  are  32  DYS  facilities  located  throughout  five  regions  in  Missouri, 
including  6  secure  care,  19  moderate  care,  and  7  community-based  facilities. 

Brian  Kinkade  currently  serves  as  the  Acting  Director  of  the  DSS,  and 
Phyllis  Becker  is  the  Interim  Director  of  the  DYS. 
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Department  of  Social  Services  -  Division  of  Youth  Services 

Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investements 
Department  of  Social  Services  Education  Improvement  Fund 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


RECEIPTS 

2,013 

2,012 

Interagency  receipts 
Cost  reimbursement 
Miscellenous  receipts 

$ 

4,337,184 
2,967,833 
2,042 

4,615,054 
4,040,055 
392 

Total  Receipts 

7,307,059 

8,655,501 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Personal  services 
Employee  fringe  benefits 
Expenses  and  equipment 
Program  distributions 

2,846,802 
1,345,004 
2,627,407 
1,089,314 

3,023,743 
1,440,669 
3,041,941 
1,210,347 

Total  Disbursements 

7,908,527 

8,716,700 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 
BEFORE  OTHER  FINANCING  USES 

(601,468) 

(61,199) 

OTHER  FINANCING  USES 
Appropriations  exercised  by  other  state  agencies: 
OA-Worker's  compensation 

56,422 

75,236 

Total  Other  Financing  Uses 

56,422 

75,236 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS  AND 

OTHER  FINANCING  USES 
CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

(657,890) 
3,224,111 

(136,435) 
3,360,546 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

$ 

2,566,221 

3,224,111 

Appendix  B 


Department  of  Social  Services  -  Division  of  Youth  Services 
Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2013 

2012 

FEDERAL  &  OTHER  SOURCES  FUND 

Interagency  receipts 

$ 

2,012,508 

2,684,849 

Miscellaneous  receipts 

5,363 

19,476 

Total  Federal  &  Other  Sources  Fund 

$ 

2,017,871 

2,704,325 

Appendix  C 


Department  of  Social  Services  -  Division  of  Youth  Services 
Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2013 

2012 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 

Juvenile  Court  Diversion 

$  3,579,486 

3,266,578 

312,908 

3,579,486 

3,232,370 

347,116 

Youth  Services  Administration  Personal  Services 

1,326,252 

1,286,364 

39,888 

1,311,394 

1,185,222 

126,172 

Youth  Services  Administration  Expense  and  Equipment 

91,894 

89,137 

2,757 

93,588 

85,290 

8,298 

Social  Services  Leasing  * 

999,614 

999,614 

0 

934,224 

934,224 

0 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Personal  Services 

15,962,299 

15,483,372 

478,927 

15,799,386 

15,291,974 

507,412 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Expense  and  Equipment 

911,093 

883,760 

27,333 

912,253 

884,503 

27,750 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Overtime  Personal  Services 

1,131,674 

1,097,365 

34,309 

1,110,391 

802,101 

308,290 

Social  Services  State  Owned  * 

146,561 

146,561 

0 

146,087 

146,087 

0 

Social  Services  Institution  * 

2,566,599 

2,566,599 

0 

438,308 

438,308 

0 

Division  of  Youth  Services  Medical 

1,637,550 

897,274 

740,276 

0 

0 

0 

Total  General  Revenue  Fund 

28,353,022 

26,716,624 

1,636,398 

24,325,117 

23,000,079 

1,325,038 

FACILITIES  MAINTENANCE  RESERVE  FUND 

Camp  Avery  Youth  Center  Fire  Alarm 

0 

0 

0 

** 

51,738 

51,738 

0 

Fulton  Treatment  Center  Security  HVAC 

0 

0 

0 

** 

48,455 

48,455 

0 

Green  Gables  Youth  Center  Repair  Lagoon 

15,220 

15,220 

0 

** 

69,423 

54,203 

15,220 

Missouri  Hills  Youth  Center  Fire  Alarm  System 

15,687 

13,991 

1,696 

** 

71,723 

56,037 

15,686 

Missouri  Hills  Youth  Center  Replace  Stair  towers 

96,692 

3,913 

92,779 

** 

176,812 

80,120 

96,692 

Watkins  Mill  Youth  Center  Fire  Safety  Improvements 

0 

0 

0 

** 

63,414 

63,414 

0 

State  Parks  Statewide  Facilities  Maintenance  Reserve  Fund  Expenditure 

550 

550 

0 

** 

20,211 

20,211 

0 

Office  of  Administration  Statewide  Facilities  Maintenance  Reserve  Fund  Expenditure 

288,903 

288,902 

1 

** 

303,317 

251,771 

51,546 

Division  of  Youth  Services  Operation  Maintenance  and  Repairs-State  Match 

19,566 

4,672 

14,894 

** 

74,438 

54,872 

19,566 

Unprogrammed  Maintenance  and  Repairs 

17,869 

17,869 

0 

** 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Facilities  Maintenance  Reserve  Fund 

454,487 

345,117 

109,370 

879,531 

680,821 

198,710 

CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT  FUND 

Social  Services  State  Owned  * 

0 

0 

0 

3,588 

3,588 

0 

Total  Child  Support  Enforcement  Fund 

0 

0 

0 

3,588 

3,588 

0 

TEMPORARY  ASSISTANCE  NEEDY  FAMILY  FEDERAL  FUND 

Social  Services  State  Owned  * 

9,984 

9,984 

0 

10,034 

10,034 

0 

Total  Temporary  Assistance  Needy  Family  Federal  Fund 

9,984 

9,984 

0 

10,034 

10,034 

0 
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Department  of  Social  Services  -  Division  of  Youth  Services 
Comparative  Statement  of  Appropriations  and  Expenditures 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

2013 

2012 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Appropriation 

Lapsed 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

Authority 

Expenditures 

Balances 

HEALTH  INITIATIVES  FUND 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Personal  Services 

128,614 

124,748 

3,866 

126,376 

120,768 

5,608 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Expenses  and  Equipment 

9,106 

0 

9,106 

9,127 

0 

9,127 

Social  Services  State  Owned  * 

769 

769 

0 

767 

767 

0 

Total  Health  Initiatives  Fund 

138,489 

125,517 

12,972 

136,270 

121,535 

14,735 

GAMING  COMMISSION  FUND 

Juvenile  Court  Diversion 

500,000 

473,235 

26,765 

500,000 

426,163 

73,837 

Total  Gaming  Commission  Fund 

500,000 

473,235 

26,765 

500,000 

426,163 

73,837 

DEPARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES  FEDERAL  &  OTHER  SOURCES  FUND 

Social  Services  Leasing  * 

485,991 

485,991 

0 

504,849 

504,849 

0 

Youth  Services  Administrative  Personal  Services 

555,724 

542,915 

12,809 

545,806 

507,543 

38,263 

Youth  Services  Administrative  Expenses  and  Equipment 

116,072 

116,072 

0 

116,072 

89,469 

26,603 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Personal  Services 

22,196,867 

21,712,825 

484,042 

22,196,867 

21,896,288 

300,579 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Expense  and  Equipment 

6,522,500 

5,698,229 

824,271 

6,522,500 

6,409,547 

112,953 

Social  Services  State  Owned  * 

3,570 

3,570 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Social  Services  Institution  * 

769,092 

769,092 

0 

128,182 

128,182 

0 

Operational  Maintenance  and  Repairs 

8,678 

8,678 

o  ** 

276,486 

101,905 

174,581 

Federal  Grants  and  Donations  * 

50,252 

50,252 

0 

77,104 

77,104 

0 

Total  Department  Of  Social  Services  Federal  &  Other  Sources  Fund 

30,708,746 

29,387,624 

1,321,122 

30,367,866 

29,714,887 

652,979 

DEPARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES  EDUCATIONAL  IMPROVEMENT  FUND 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Personal  Services 

3,097,370 

2,846,802 

250,568 

3,043,367 

3,023,743 

19,624 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Expense  and  Equipment 

3,852,302 

3,716,721 

135,581 

4,944,771 

4,252,288 

692,483 

Social  Services  State  Owned  * 

8,191 

8,191 

0 

8,100 

8,100 

0 

Total  Department  of  Social  Services  Educational  Improvement  Fund 

6,957,863 

6,571,714 

386,149 

7,996,238 

7,284,131 

712,107 

YOUTH  SERVICES  TREATMENT  FUND 

Division  Youth  Services  Advisory  Board  Expense  and  Equipment 

999 

0 

999 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Youth  Services  Treatment  Fund 

999 

0 

999 

0 

0 

0 

Total  All  Funds 

$  67,123,590 

63,629,815 

3,493,775 

64,218,644 

61,241,238 

2,977,406 

*  Appropriations  and  expenditures  include  other  state  agencies  and  DSS  divisions  other  than  the  Division  of  Youth  Services. 
**  Biennial  appropriations  set  up  in  the  current  fiscal  year  are  re- appropriations  to  the  next  fiscal  year. 

After  the  fiscal  year-end  processing  has  been  completed,  the  unexpended  appropriation 

balance  for  a  biennial  appropriation  is  established  in  the  new  fiscal  year.  Therefore,  there 
is  no  lapsed  balance  for  a  biennial  appropriation  at  the  end  of  the  first  year. 
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The  lapsed  balances  include  the  following  withholdings  made  at  the  Governor's  request: 


Year  Ended  June  30, 


2013 

2012 

General  Revenue  Fund 

Juvenile  Court  Diversion 

$ 

107,385 

107,385 

Youth  Services  Administrative  Personal  Services 

39,788 

39,342 

Youth  Services  Administrative  Expense  and  Equipment 

2,757 

2,808 

Social  Services  Leasing 

286,039 

284,829 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Personal  Services 

478,869 

473,982 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Expense  and  Equipment 

27,333 

27,368 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Overtime  Personal  Services 

33,950 

33,312 

Social  Services  State  Owned 

161,963 

158,936 

Social  Services  Institution 

79,379 

82,038 

Division  of  Youth  Services  Medical 

98,254 

0 

Health  Initiatives  Fund 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Personal  Services 

3,858 

3,791 

Youth  Treatment  Program  Expense  and  Equipment 

273 

274 

Social  Services  State  Owned 

642 

630 

Total  All  Funds 

$ 

1,320,490 

1,214,695 

Appendix  D 

Department  of  Social  Services  -  Division  of  Youth  Services 
Comparative  Statement  of  Expenditures  (From  Appropriations) 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

2013 

2012 

2011 

2010 

2009 

Salaries  and  wages  $ 

43,094,392 

42,827,638 

44,902,873 

46,632,838 

46,742,232 

Travel,  in-state 

290,533 

253,559 

260,414 

333,849 

399,830 

Travel,  out-of-state 

7,324 

2,845 

4,934 

1,480 

12,962 

Fuel  and  utilities 

224,154 

216,052 

223,306 

229,390 

223,604 

Supplies 

4,109,996 

4,352,629 

4,691,065 

4,290,954 

4,421,282 

Professional  development 

236,152 

162,089 

123,297 

121,408 

132,738 

Communication  service  and  supplies 

427,565 

372,743 

337,388 

318,195 

313,957 

Services: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Professional  services 

545,493 

459,488 

674,561 

2,910,835 

3,117,264 

Housekeeping  and  janitorial 

156,510 

141,842 

153,473 

163,072 

147,791 

Maintenance  and  repair 

370,934 

422,887 

516,963 

554,408 

622,024 

Equipment: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Computer 

8,581 

370,211 

0 

6,150 

7,302 

Motorized 

1,633 

583,959 

233,316 

43,769 

530,723 

Office 

259,253 

356,790 

168,600 

139,061 

57,578 

Other 

644,610 

473,111 

458,020 

227,326 

310,506 

Property  and  improvements 

461,555 

835,231 

822,057 

519,854 

481,735 

Debt  service 

0 

0 

143,019 

90,202 

85,011 

Building  lease  payments 

4,754,558 

1,971,762 

1,375,906 

1,566,045 

1,609,980 

Equipment  rental  and  leases 

24,497 

19,320 

21,705 

26,222 

30,198 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

604,291 

624,678 

613,093 

715,146 

740,431 

Program  distributions 

7,407,784 

6,794,404 

6,490,142 

3,997,071 

3,929,352 

Total  Expenditures  $ 

63,629,815 

61,241,238 

62,214,132 

62,887,275 

63,916,500 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Division  of  Professional  Registration,  State  Committee 
for  Social  Workers 


Background  The  State  Committee  for  Social  Workers  was  established  by  legislation 

enacted  in  1997,  replacing  the  Advisory  Committee  for  Licensed  Clinical 
Social  Workers.  The  Committee  assesses  social  workers'  competence  to 
practice  by  licensing  and  investigating  complaints  against  practicing  social 
workers.  Nine  of  the  ten  committee  members  possess  a  license  to  practice 
social  work,  and  committee  members  are  appointed  by  the  governor  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate. 


Committee  Appointments  The  Division  of  Professional  Registration  should  improve  procedures  to 

ensure  State  Committee  for  Social  Workers  appointments  are  made  in  a 
timely  manner.  One  committee  member  has  been  serving  more  than  10 
years,  which  contradicts  a  provision  of  state  law.  In  addition,  multiple 
committee  vacancies  resulted  in  the  cancellation  of  a  quarterly  meeting  for 
failure  to  constitute  a  quorum. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

John  M.  Huff,  Director 

Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration 
and 

Jane  A.  Rackers,  Director 
Division  of  Professional  Registration 
and 

State  Committee  for  Social  Workers 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and 
Professional  Registration,  Division  of  Professional  Registration,  State  Committee  for  Social  Workers,  in 
fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  scope  of  our  audit  included,  but  was  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  the  years  ended  June  30,  2013  and  2012.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  committee's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  committee's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  committee;  and  testing 
selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been  properly  designed  and 
placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are  significant  within  the 
context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including  fraud,  and  violations  of 
contract,  grant  agreement,  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 
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The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  committee's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures 
applied  in  our  audit  of  the  committee. 


For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  internal  control,  (2)  noncompliance 
with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  no  significant  deficiencies  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  finding  arising  from  our  audit  of  the 
Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration,  Division  of  Professional 
Registration,  State  Committee  for  Social  Workers. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:    Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Director  of  Audits:        John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 


Audit  Manager:  Mark  Ruether,  CPA 

In-Charge  Auditors:      Robert  Mc Arthur  II 


Joyce  Thomson 
Audit  Staff:  Mariam  Ahmedbani 


3 


Division  of  Professional  Registration 

State  Committee  for  Social  Workers 

Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 

Committee 
Appointments 


The  Division  of  Professional  Registration  should  improve  procedures  to 
ensure  committee  appointments  are  made  in  a  timely  manner.  One 
committee  member  has  been  serving  more  than  10  years,  which  contradicts 
a  provision  of  state  law.  In  addition,  multiple  committee  vacancies  resulted 
in  the  cancellation  of  a  quarterly  meeting. 

State  law  requires  the  State  Committee  for  Social  Workers  to  be  composed 
of  ten  members,  nine  licensed  social  workers  and  one  public  member.  In 
addition,  Section  337.622,  RSMo,  states  the  term  of  office  for  committee 
members  shall  be  4  years  and  no  committee  member  shall  serve  more  than 
10  years.  The  current  public  member  began  serving  in  April  2002  and 
although  her  term  expired  in  October  2005,  she  has  continued  to  serve  on 
the  Committee  as  no  replacement  has  been  appointed.  In  addition,  two  other 
committee  members  are  currently  serving  beyond  their  appointed  terms  but 
have  served  less  than  10  years,  and  three  member  vacancies  exist  as  of 
August  2013. 


Committee  member  vacancies  caused  the  cancellation  of  the  June  2013 
committee  meeting.  At  that  time,  the  Committee  consisted  of  only  five 
members  and  did  not  constitute  a  quorum  (two  new  members  have  since 
been  appointed  and  two  members  re-appointed).  While  Section  337.662, 
RSMo,  requires  only  an  annual  meeting,  the  Committee  holds  regularly 
scheduled  quarterly  meetings  to  conduct  business  and  perform  other  duties 
as  required. 

Although  the  day-to-day  operations  are  overseen  by  an  executive  director, 
multiple  committee  vacancies  result  in  the  lack  of  a  quorum  and  negatively 
impact  the  committee's  ability  to  conduct  business. 

Recommendation  The  Division  of  Professional  Registration  work  with  the  Governor's  office 

to  fill  committee  vacancies  timely  and  to  ensure  compliance  with  state  law. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Division  will  continue  to  work  to  fill  Committee  vacancies,  and  notes 

that  four  appointments  have  occurred  since  the  end  of  the  audit  period. 
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Division  of  Professional  Registration 
State  Committee  for  Social  Workers 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 

The  State  Committee  for  Social  Workers  was  established  by  legislation 
enacted  in  1997,  replacing  the  Advisory  Committee  for  Licensed  Clinical 
Social  Workers.  The  Committee  is  part  of  the  Division  of  Professional 
Registration.  By  Executive  Order  06-04,  the  division  moved  from  the 
Department  of  Economic  Development  to  the  reorganized  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions,  and  Professional  Registration  on  August 
28,  2006. 

The  mission  of  the  Committee  is  to  protect  the  citizens  of  the  state  through 
the  licensing  of  social  workers  and  assessing  their  competence  to  practice.  It 
is  also  the  committee's  duty  to  investigate  all  complaints  against  its 
licensees.  At  June  30,  2013,  there  were  6,937  licensed  social  workers  in  the 
state.  Fees  for  a  2-year  license  are  $60  for  initial  application  and  $58  for 
renewal. 

The  Committee  consists  of  ten  members  appointed  by  the  governor  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  senate.  Members'  terms  shall  be  4  years  and  no 
member  shall  serve  more  than  10  years.  Members  whose  terms  expire  may 
continue  to  serve  until  a  replacement  is  appointed.  The  Committee  shall 
consist  of  six  licensed  clinical  social  workers  (LCSW),  one  licensed  master 
social  worker  (LMSW),  one  licensed  baccalaureate  social  worker  (LBSW), 
one  licensed  advanced  macro  social  worker  (LAMSW),  and  one  voting 
public  member.  At  least  two  of  the  members  should  be  involved  in  the 
private  practice  of  clinical  social  work.  The  committee  members  at  June  30, 
2013,  were: 


Member 


Term  Expires 


Jane  Overton,  Public  Member 
TerriR.  Marty,  LCSW(l) 
M.  Jenise  Comer,  LCSW 
Laura  Neal,  LCSW 
Kathie  Miller,  LCSW  (1) 
Vacant,  LCSW  (2) 
Vacant,  LCSW  (3) 
Vacant,  LMSW 
Vacant,  LBSW 
Vacant,  LAMSW 


October  2,  2005 
October  28,  2008 
October  23,  2007 
October  23,  2009 
October  23,  2008 


(1)  Reappointed  in  July  2013. 

(2)  Position  filled  by  Sharon  Sorrell  in  July  2013. 

(3)  Position  filled  by  Ellen  Burkemper  in  July  2013. 
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Division  of  Professional  Registration 
State  Committee  for  Social  Workers 
Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Committee  members  receive  a  $70  per  diem  compensation  and  expenses 
while  performing  their  duties.  The  Committee  appoints  an  executive 
director  to  perform  the  committee's  administrative  duties.  Tom  Reichard 
serves  as  Executive  Director.  Two  other  employees  perform  various 
administrative  duties. 
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Appendix 


Division  of  Professional  Registration 
State  Committee  for  Social  Workers 
Licensed  Social  Workers  Fund 

Comparative  Statement  of  Receipts,  Disbursements,  and  Changes  in  Cash  and  Investments 


Year  Ended  June  30, 

2013 

2012 

RECEIPTS 

License  fees 

$ 

1  on  o  1  /\ 

189,840 

189,668 

Other  fees 

5,955 

5,855 

Miscellaneous 

4,838 

4,945 

Total  Receipts 

200,633 

200,468 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Transfer  to  Professional  Registration  Fees  Fund  (1) 

229,257 

192,266 

Transfer  to  General  Revenue  Fund  (2) 

12,662 

31,137 

State  Central  Services  cost  allocation 

2,286 

2,086 

Total  Disbursements 

244,205 

225,489 

RECEIPTS  OVER  (UNDER)  DISBURSEMENTS 

(43,572) 

(25,021) 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JULY  1 

585,345 

610,366 

CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS,  JUNE  30 

$ 

541,773 

585,345 

(1)  For  reimbursement  of  personal  services,  employee  benefits,  and  operating  costs  paid 
from  the  Professional  Registration  Fees  Fund. 

(2)  For  reimbursement  of  services  provided  by  the  Administrative  Hearing  Commission  and 
Attorney  General's  office  paid  from  the  General  Revenue  Fund. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


ADMINISTRATION 


Statewide  Accounting 
System  Internal  Controls 


December  2013 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  the  Office  of  Administration,  Statewide  Accounting  System 
Internal  Controls 


The  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  faces  an  increased  risk  the  Statewide 
Advantage  for  Missouri  (SAM  II)  system  will  be  unavailable  in  the  event  of 
a  disaster  or  other  disruptive  event.  OA  management  has  not  maintained 
documentation  of  a  comprehensive  impact  assessment  of  key  threats  and 
risks  to  the  SAM  II  system  and  the  disaster  recovery  plan  is  outdated  and 
incomplete.  OA  management  has  not  corrected  recurring  problems  related 
to  restoring  and  testing  certain  data  sets  and  did  not  maintain  documentation 
of  the  2012  Financial  system  disaster  recovery  test. 

User  Account  Controls  As  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report,  the  SAM  II  system  is  at  risk  of 

unauthorized  access  by  former  employees.  Audit  staff  found  26  former 
employees  still  had  access  to  the  system  30  days  or  more  after  terminating 
employment  from  the  state  agency  that  granted  the  user  access.  OA 
management  has  also  not  fully  corrected  a  weakness  in  the  Financial  system 
security  settings  that  allows  users  to  create  a  transaction  and  approve  it 
without  another  party's  review  or  approval.  Numerous  user  accounts  have 
been  used  to  apply  transaction  approvals  on  the  same  days  the  assigned 
users  were  on  8  or  more  hours  of  paid  leave,  indicating  the  employees  either 
worked  while  on  leave  status  or  shared  their  user  account  and  password  with 
other  employees. 

Policies  and  Procedures  The  OA  lacks  fully  developed  policies  for  test  plans,  reversal  of  changes, 

segregation  of  programmer  access  to  the  SAM  II  system  software  libraries, 
and  protection  of  software  libraries  from  unauthorized  changes.  OA 
management  does  not  require  supervisory  reviews  of  system  logged  user 
account  actions  performed  by  security  administrators. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Good.* 


Contingency  Planning 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent:        The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

Good:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 

most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

Fair:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 

findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

Poor:  The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 

findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


Honorable  Jeremiah  W.  (Jay)  Nixon,  Governor 
and 

Douglas  E.  Nelson,  Commissioner 
Office  of  Administration 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

We  have  audited  certain  internal  controls,  including  security  controls,  designed  to  protect  data  and 
information  maintained  by  the  Statewide  Advantage  for  Missouri  (SAM  II)  system.  This  audit  was 
conducted  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Chapter  29,  RSMo.  The  objectives  of  our  audit  were  to: 

1.         Evaluate  the  system's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  operations  and 


We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  no  significant  noncompliance 
with  legal  provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  policies  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  the  SAM  II 
system. 


financial  functions. 


2. 


Evaluate  the  system's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 


3. 


Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  information 
system  control  activities. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor:  Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 

Director  of  Audits:  John  Luetkemeyer,  CPA 

Audit  Manager:  Jeffrey  Thelen,  CPA,  CISA 

In-Charge  Auditor:  Patrick  M.  Pullins,  M.Acct.,  CISA 

Audit  Staff:  Brian  Hammann,  M.Acct.,  CPA 
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Statewide  Accounting  System  Internal  Controls 
Introduction 


The  Statewide  Advantage  for  Missouri  (SAM  II)  system  is  the  state's 
integrated  financial  and  human  resource  management  system,  providing 
accounting,  budgeting,  procurement,  inventory,  and  payroll  and  personnel 
capabilities  for  state  departments  and  agencies.  The  SAM  II  system 
processes  revenue,  expenditure,  payroll,  transfer,  and  adjusting  transactions. 

Our  audit  work  focused  on  the  SAM  II  Financial  system  and  the  SAM  II 
Human  Resources  (HR)  system.  The  Financial  system,  used  for  purchasing, 
payment,  and  revenue  processing,  was  implemented  in  July  1999.  The  HR 
system,  used  to  maintain  and  process  employment  and  payroll  information, 
was  implemented  in  phases  between  November  2000  and  June  2001.  Users 
are  granted  access  rights  to  these  systems  to  process  transactions  or  to  have 
inquiry-only  access.  As  of  June  2013,  there  were  3,725  Financial  system 
user  accounts  and  2,187  HR  system  user  accounts. 

The  SAM  II  system  is  managed  by  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA).  The 
OA  Division  of  Accounting  is  responsible  for  the  Financial  and  HR 
systems,  including  maintaining  policies  and  procedures  for  use  of  the 
systems.  Technical  support  is  provided  by  the  systems  development  and 
programming  staff  under  the  OA  Information  Technology  Services  Division 
(ITSD)  and  the  software  vendor  that  customized  the  SAM  II  system  for  the 
state.  OA  security  administrators  are  responsible  for  processing  security 
requests  to  add,  change,  or  remove  user  access  to  the  Financial  and  HR 
systems. 

Changes  to  the  functionality  of  the  SAM  II  system  are  processed  by  ITSD 
programmers  with  access  to  software  libraries  that  maintain  source  code. 
Source  code  is  the  written  programming  code  used  to  produce  an  executable 
program  in  the  SAM  II  system.  Software  libraries  are  maintained  in  separate 
environments  for  programs  being  developed  or  modified,  programs  being 
tested  by  users,  and  programs  approved  for  use. 

According  to  accepted  standards,  security  controls  are  the  management, 
operational,  and  technical  safeguards  or  countermeasures  prescribed  for  an 
information  system  to  protect  the  confidentiality,  integrity,  and  availability 
of  the  system  and  its  information.  Confidentiality  refers  to  preserving 
authorized  restrictions  on  information  access  and  disclosure,  including  the 
means  for  protecting  personal  privacy  and  proprietary  information.  Integrity 
relates  to  guarding  against  improper  information  modification  or 
destruction,  and  availability  ensures  timely  and  reliable  access  to  and  use  of 
information. 
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Statewide  Accounting  System  Internal  Controls 
Introduction 


Scope  and 
Methodology 


The  scope  of  our  audit  included  internal  controls  established  and  managed 
by  the  OA,  policies  and  procedures,  and  other  management  functions  and 
compliance  issues  in  place  during  the  year  ended  June  30,  2013.  Our  scope 
did  not  include  internal  controls  that  are  the  responsibility  of  the 
management  of  agencies  using  the  SAM  II  system. 

Our  methodology  included  conducting  interviews  with  appropriate  officials 
and  staff;  obtaining  and  reviewing  available  policies  and  procedures,  federal 
laws,  and  other  applicable  information;  and  performing  testing. 

We  obtained  data  files  from  the  SAM  II  system  of  user  accounts  having 
access  to  the  HR  and  Financial  systems  as  of  June  2013.  To  ensure 
completeness  of  the  data,  we  grouped  the  accounts  by  agency  and  compared 
the  results  to  a  separate  list  of  state  agencies  whose  users  should  have  access 
to  the  systems.  We  reviewed  the  approval  rights  of  the  Financial  system  user 
accounts  to  determine  if  each  user  was  restricted  from  approving 
transactions  the  user  had  also  entered  in  the  system.  We  gave  OA  officials  a 
list  of  all  user  accounts  we  found  that  could  approve  transactions  the  user 
had  also  entered  in  the  system. 

We  obtained  employment  records  of  all  state  employees  from  the  SAM  II 
system.  We  matched  these  records  to  user  accounts  with  SAM  II  system 
access  to  determine  if  any  terminated  employees  had  active  user  accounts. 
We  gave  OA  officials  a  list  of  all  terminated  employees  we  found  who  had 
active  access  to  the  SAM  II  system. 

We  obtained  records  of  all  users  who  applied  approvals  to  financial 
transactions  during  fiscal  year  2013  and  leave  records  of  all  state  employees 
from  the  SAM  II  system.  We  matched  these  approval  records  to  state 
employee  leave  records  to  determine  if  any  users  approved  transactions 
while  on  a  paid  leave  status. 

Although  we  used  computer-processed  data  from  the  SAM  II  system  for  our 
audit  work,  we  did  not  rely  on  the  results  of  any  processes  performed  by  this 
system  in  arriving  at  our  conclusions.  Our  conclusions  were  based  on  our 
review  of  the  issues  specific  to  the  audit  objectives. 

We  based  our  evaluation  on  accepted  state,  federal,  and  international 
standards  and  best  practices  related  to  information  technology  security 
controls  from  the  following  sources: 

•  Missouri  Adaptive  Enterprise  Architecture  (MAEA) 

•  National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology  (NIST) 

•  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO) 

•  ISACA  (previously  known  as  the  Information  Systems  Audit  and 
Control  Association) 
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Statewide  Accounting  System  Internal  Controls 
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Office  of  Administration  (OA)  management  faces  an  increased  risk  the 
Statewide  Advantage  for  Missouri  (SAM  II)  system  cannot  be  restored 
timely  should  a  disaster  or  other  disruptive  event  occur.  OA  management 
has  not  (1)  maintained  documentation  of  a  comprehensive  risk  assessment, 
(2)  completed  the  process  of  establishing  and  maintaining  comprehensive 
contingency  plans,  and  (3)  ensured  problems  encountered  during  tests  are 
resolved  and  recovery  test  results  are  documented  and  maintained. 


1.  Contingency 
Planning 


Contingency  plans  establish  policies,  procedures,  and  technical  measures 
that  can  enable  a  system  to  be  recovered  quickly  and  effectively  following  a 
service  disruption  or  disaster,  according  to  the  Missouri  Adaptive  Enterprise 
Architecture  (MAE A).1  Since  information  systems  are  vital  elements  in 
most  state  business  processes,  state  agencies  must  have  contingency  plans  in 
place  to  ensure  that  critical  operations  can  be  continued  during  any 
disruption,  and  resume  normal  operations  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time. 

1.1  Risk  assessment  OA  management  has  not  maintained  documentation  of  a  comprehensive 

information  technology  impact  assessment  of  key  threats  and  risks  to  the 
SAM  II  system. 

Accepted  standards  require  an  assessment  to  be  performed  and  documented 
to  identify  potential  scenarios  likely  to  give  rise  to  events  that  could  cause 
significant  disruptive  incidents.  In  addition,  the  assessment  should  consider 
the  likelihood  of  threats  that  could  cause  loss  of  business  continuity  and 
identify  measures  that  will  reduce  the  likelihood  and  impact  through 
improved  prevention  and  increased  resilience.  According  to  the  Government 
Accountability  Office  (GAO),  contingency  plans  should  reflect  the  risks  and 
operational  priorities  the  organization  has  identified  in  risk  assessment 
activities. 


OA  management  stated  an  impact  assessment  has  been  performed  but  could 
not  provide  any  documentation  of  the  assessment.  Without  maintaining 
documentation  of  the  assessment  of  key  threats  and  risks,  there  is  an 
increased  risk  the  SAM  II  system  will  be  unavailable  should  a  disaster  or 
other  disruptive  event  occur  and  an  increased  risk  of  knowledge  loss  due  to 
personnel  turnover. 


The  Enterprise  Architecture  includes  standards,  policies  and  guidelines  established  by  OA 
management.  The  Enterprise  Architecture  is  made  up  of  several  information  technology 
domains,  including  domains  dedicated  to  security  and  information.  The  domains  define  the 
principles  needed  to  help  ensure  the  appropriate  level  of  protection  for  the  state's  information 
and  technology  assets. 


5 


Statewide  Accounting  System  Internal  Controls 
Management  Advisory  Report  -  State  Auditor's  Finding 


1 .2  Disaster  recovery  plan       OA  management  has  not  maintained  a  complete  and  current  SAM  II  disaster 

recovery  plan.2  The  plan,  dated  January  2005,  is  labeled  "draft,"  contains 
missing  information,  reviewer  comments,  and  references  backup  procedures 
that  are  no  longer  applicable.  The  disaster  recovery  plan  also  refers  to  an 
alternative  processing  site  that  has  not  been  available  since  2008  when  the 
contract  for  use  of  the  site  expired. 

According  to  the  GAO,  an  organization  may  use  a  suite  of  plans  to  properly 
prepare  response,  recovery,  and  continuity  activities  for  disruptions 
affecting  the  organization's  information  technology  (IT)  systems,  business 
processes,  and  facilities.  The  disaster  recovery  plan  documents  the 
procedures  and  resources  necessary  to  re-establish  IT  systems  while  the 
business  continuity  plan  documents  how  to  continue  critical  business 
operations  in  the  event  of  significant  disruptions.  These  disruptions  could 
range  from  minor  occurrences,  such  as  the  outbreak  of  an  illness  leading  to 
staff  shortages,  to  major  disruptions,  such  as  the  loss  of  critical  data 
processing  capabilities. 

OA  management  stated  responsibility  for  maintaining  the  disaster  recovery 
plan  has  not  been  formally  assigned  to  a  specific  individual  and  no 
management  committee  has  been  charged  to  oversee  the  development, 
implementation,  and  maintenance  of  the  plan.  In  addition,  the  specific 
responsibilities  for  maintaining  the  disaster  recovery  plan  has  not  been 
documented.  As  a  result,  the  disaster  recovery  plan  contain  procedures  that 
have  not  been  updated  to  reflect  changes  in  procedures.  According  to 
accepted  standards,  contingency  plans  should  be  reviewed  for  accuracy  and 
completeness  at  least  annually  or  whenever  significant  changes  occur  to  any 
element  of  the  plan.  Without  adequate  and  current  contingency  plans, 
management  has  limited  assurance  information  technology  processing  can 
be  promptly  resumed  after  a  disruptive  event. 

OA  management  has  not  ensured  that  errors  found  during  contingency  plan 
testing  are  corrected  and  reflected  in  revised  procedures  and  has  not  ensured 
that  SAM  II  Financial  disaster  recovery  test  results  are  documented  and 
maintained. 

Plan  testing  Recurring  problems  have  occurred  while  restoring  and  testing  certain  data 

sets  required  by  the  HR  system.  According  to  the  2012  HR  disaster  recovery 
test  documentation  provided  by  OA  management,  problems  with  the  timing 
of  backups  used  for  recovery  resulted  in  empty  files  and  data  tables  or  in  the 
wrong  versions  of  data  sets  being  restored.  This  problem  has  occurred  for 


1.3  Testing  and 
documentation 


An  overall  State  Data  Center  disaster  recovery  plan  is  in  place  to  restore  information 
technology  resources  but  this  plan  does  not  contain  specific  steps  to  restore  the  SAM  II 
system. 
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years  and  has  been  reported  in  past  recovery  tests,  but  has  not  been 
corrected  by  OA  management. 

Test  documentation  OA  management  did  not  maintain  documentation  of  the  Financial  system 

disaster  recovery  test  conducted  in  2012.  According  to  OA  management,  no 
issues  were  noted  and  full  functionality  of  the  Financial  system  was  restored 
from  system  backups.  However,  accepted  standards  require  test  results  and 
lessons  learned  to  be  documented  and  reviewed  by  test  participants  and 
other  personnel  as  appropriate. 

Testing  contingency  plans  is  essential  for  determining  whether  the  plans 
will  function  as  intended  in  an  emergency  situation,  according  to  accepted 
standards.  Without  resolving  all  problems  identified  and  fully  documenting 
tests  and  results,  there  is  an  increased  risk  the  SAM  II  system  will  not  be 
restored  in  a  timely  manner  and  business  processes  dependent  on  system 
processing  will  not  be  promptly  resumed  should  a  disaster  or  other 
disruptive  event  occur. 

Recommendations         The  oa: 

Ensure  a  comprehensive  risk  assessment  of  all  key  threats  and  risks 
to  SAM  II  system  resources  is  performed  and  documented. 

Complete  development  of  a  comprehensive  disaster  recovery  plan 
and  formally  assign  responsibilities  for  oversight  of  the 
development,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  the  plan  to 
appropriate  personnel. 

Ensure  necessary  changes  to  backup  and  recovery  policies  and 
procedures  are  made  to  resolve  the  recurring  recovery  problems  and 
ensure  the  results  of  disaster  recovery  tests  are  documented, 
maintained,  and  reviewed  by  management. 

OA  agrees  to  supplement  the  existing  OA  State  Data  Center  disaster 
recovery  plan  to  update  and  document  its  existing  SAM  II  risk 
assessment. 

OA  agrees  to  supplement  the  existing  OA  State  Data  Center  disaster 
recovery  plan  to  update  and  document  its  existing  SAM  II  disaster 
recovery  plan. 

OA  recognizes  the  need  to  update  the  documentation  of  policies  and 
procedures.  OA  will  review  any  recurring  problems  and  work 
toward  a  resolution. 


1.1 
1.2 

1.3 

Auditee's  Response  u 

1.2 
1.3 
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2.  User  Account 
Controls 


2. 1  Terminated  Users 


2.2  Transaction  approvals 


The  SAM  II  system  is  vulnerable  to  the  risk  of  unauthorized  or 
inappropriate  transactions  being  processed  due  to  inadequate  controls  over 
user  accounts.  User  accounts  of  terminated  employees  are  not  always 
removed  in  a  timely  manner,  certain  users  are  not  prevented  from  approving 
transactions  they  created,  and  transaction  approvals  have  been  applied  by 
user  accounts  on  dates  the  assigned  users  had  8  or  more  hours  of  paid  leave 
recorded  in  the  HR  system. 

OA  management  could  reduce  the  risk  of  unauthorized  access  by  increasing 
efforts  to  identify  user  accounts  assigned  to  former  employees  and  by 
providing  periodic  reminders  to  agency  security  coordinators  of  the 
importance  of  promptly  removing  user  access  assigned  to  former 
employees.  We  found  26  former  employees  still  had  access  to  the  system  30 
days  or  more  after  terminating  employment  from  the  state  agency  that  had 
granted  the  user  access. 

According  to  the  MAEA,  agencies  must  have  a  procedure  in  place  for 
administrators  to  be  notified  of  the  departure  of  users  in  a  timely  manner. 
SAM  II  policies  and  procedures  place  the  responsibility  for  identification  of 
accounts  belonging  to  terminated  and  transferred  users  with  the  agency 
employing  the  users.  Agencies  are  responsible  for  determining  who  is  given 
access  to  the  system  and  for  ensuring  that  all  individuals  who  have  access 
still  need  the  access.  Once  a  user  no  longer  needs  access,  the  agency 
security  coordinator  is  supposed  to  submit  a  form  to  the  OA  security 
administrator  requesting  the  user's  access  to  the  system  be  removed. 

Although  agencies  are  responsible  for  submitting  requests  to  add,  change,  or 
remove  user  access  rights,  OA  management  is  ultimately  responsible  for 
security  of  the  system.  Without  effective  procedures  to  remove  access, 
terminated  employees  could  continue  to  have  access  to  critical  or  sensitive 
resources  or  have  opportunities  to  sabotage  or  otherwise  impair  entity 
operations  or  assets,  according  to  the  GAO. 

OA  management  has  not  fully  corrected  a  weakness  in  the  Financial  system 
security  settings  that  allows  users  to  create  a  transaction  and  apply  approval 
to  the  same  transaction  without  review  or  additional  approval  from  another 
party. 

Each  user  account  in  the  Financial  system  is  assigned  certain  rights  and 
privileges  from  a  list  of  available  options,  including  the  authority  to  create 
and  approve  transactions.  Each  agency  is  also  able  to  assign  rules  to 
transactions  to  specify  approvals  necessary  based  on  dollar  value  and 
transaction  type.  If  a  user  is  allowed  rights  to  both  create  and  approve  a 
transaction,  and  these  rights  satisfy  the  rules  established  for  the  transaction, 
the  user  would  be  able  to  create  and  approve  the  same  transaction  without 
review  or  additional  approval  from  an  independent  party.  While  OA 
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management  has  taken  steps  to  limit  this  risk,3  five  Financial  system  user 
accounts  still  had  authority  to  enter  and  approve  the  same  expenditure 
transaction  as  of  June  2013. 

Allowing  users  to  approve  their  own  transactions  without  another  approval 
increases  the  risk  that  inappropriate  or  unauthorized  transactions  may  be 
processed. 

2.3  Approvals  while  On  Agency  personnel  used  SAM  II  Financial  user  accounts  to  apply  transaction 

leave  approvals  on  dates  the  assigned  users  were  on  paid  leave  status.  Approvals 

applied  while  on  leave  status  indicate  the  employee  had  remote  access 
capabilities,  came  to  work  when  using  some  type  of  leave,  or  shared  their 
user  identification  and  password  with  another  employee. 

We  matched  fiscal  year  2013  financial  transaction  approval  records  with 
leave  records  and  identified  145  Financial  users  who  approved  4,754 
transactions  on  the  same  days  the  assigned  users  had  at  least  8  hours  of 
some  type  of  leave  recorded  in  the  HR  system.  According  to  OA  records, 
120  of  these  users  accounts  did  not  have  the  remote  access  capabilities 
needed  to  access  the  SAM  II  system  from  outside  a  state  facility.  We  found 
48  of  the  user  accounts  without  remote  access  applied  approvals  on  the 
same  day  8  or  more  hours  of  sick  leave  was  recorded  for  the  employee.  As  a 
result,  it  appears  employees  are  either  working  while  on  leave  status  or  are 
sharing  their  user  account  and  password  to  allow  other  employees  to  apply 
approvals  in  their  absence. 

Since  leave  is  generally  reported  in  the  HR  system  after  the  leave  has  been 
taken,  automated  controls  cannot  be  implemented  to  prevent  applying 
approvals  while  employees  are  on  leave.  OA  management  has  established 
certain  security  awareness  practices  such  as  issuing  quarterly  security 
reminders  and  requiring  the  completion  of  online  security  modules. 
However,  OA  management  has  not  established  specific  security  awareness 
procedures  to  inform  users  of  the  importance  of  not  sharing  SAM  II  user 
identifications  and  passwords  and  has  not  monitored  user  approvals  to 
detect  instances  of  approvals  applied  while  users  are  on  leave  status. 

According  to  the  MAEA,  security  awareness  reminds  employees  of  the 
importance  of  security  and  aids  in  correctly  deploying  security  controls  to 
reduce  errors,  fraud  and  unauthorized  activity.  In  addition,  accepted 
standards,  including  policy  established  by  OA  management,  prohibits  users 
from  sharing  user  accounts  and  passwords. 


In  a  2010  SAO  audit,  we  found  50  Financial  user  accounts  were  not  prevented  from 
approving  expenditure  transactions  they  created.  SAO  Report  2010-160,  Statewide 
Accounting  System  Internal  Controls,  issued  December  2010. 
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Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 

Recommendations 


While  OA  management  has  delegated  final  approval  authority  for  most 
transactions  to  agency  management,  applying  approvals  is  the  final  step 
before  transactions  process.  As  a  result,  the  integrity  of  the  approval  process 
is  a  critical  component  of  the  internal  control  environment.  Maintaining 
integrity  warrants  OA  management  involvement  to  ensure  transactions  are 
proper  and  approved  by  authorized  users. 

Similar  conditions  to  sections  2.1  and  2.2  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit 
report. 

The  OA: 


2. 1  Periodically  review  user  accounts  to  ensure  access  of  terminated  or 
transferred  employees  is  removed  and  provide  periodic  reminders  to 
agency  security  coordinators  of  the  importance  of  promptly 
removing  user  access  assigned  to  former  employees. 

2.2  Continue  to  work  with  agencies  to  limit  the  risk  of  users  approving 
transactions  they  create  and  establish  policies  to  ensure  future  users 
are  not  granted  this  right. 


2.3 


Auditee's  Response  2.1 


Provide  periodic  security  awareness  reminders  to  agency  users  on 
the  importance  of  not  sharing  SAM  II  accounts  and  passwords.  In 
addition,  the  OA  should  establish  procedures  to  periodically 
monitor  approvals  applied  while  users  are  on  leave  status. 

OA  will  continue  to  work  with  departments  to  ensure  prompt 
removal  of  access  to  the  accounting  system.  OA  will  explore 
opportunities  to  automate  the  process. 


2.2  All  security  issues  identified  regarding  users  approval  of  their  own 
transactions  have  been  corrected.  OA  will  continue  to  monitor 
security  settings  and  correct  problems  as  they  are  identified. 


3.  Policies  and 
Procedures 


2.3  OA  sends  out  quarterly  emails  reminding  users  of  password  security 
in  addition  to  other  security  issues.  OA  agrees  to  specifically 
remind  SAM  II  users  about  the  importance  of  securing  accounts  and 
passwords.  OA  will  explore  opportunities  to  increase  oversight. 

OA  management  has  not  fully  developed  policies  and  procedures  for  SAM 
II  system  administration.  Comprehensive  change  management  policies  and 
procedures  to  guide  the  software  modification  process  have  not  been  fully 
documented,  access  to  software  libraries  has  not  been  appropriately 
segregated,  and  a  documented  review  of  security  administrator  actions  is  not 
performed.  The  resulting  internal  control  weaknesses  leave  the  system 
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vulnerable  to  unauthorized  changes  being  made  and  inappropriate  access 
being  granted. 

3 . 1  Change  management  OA  management  has  improved  documentation  of  change  management 

policies  and  procedures;  however,  policies  for  test  plans  and  reversal  of 
changes  still  need  to  be  fully  developed. 

According  to  the  MAEA,  change  management  defines  the  roles,  processes, 
standards,  and  deployment  of  software  through  the  development,  test,  and 
production  environments.  Change  management  is  necessary  to  control 
versions,  scope,  and  development  of  software  and  provides  accountability 
and  responsibility  for  changes.  Good  change  management  provides  strict 
control  over  the  implementation  of  system  changes  and  thus  minimizes 
corruption  to  information  systems,  according  to  the  GAO. 

Test  Plans  OA  management  has  documented  policies  and  procedures  requiring  the 

testing  of  all  changes  to  the  SAM  II  system.  However,  the  documented 
policies  and  procedures  do  not  contain  test  plan  standards  or  address 
performing  a  baseline  set  of  tests  on  all  changes  to  ensure  changes  did  not 
cause  unexpected  effects.  OA  management  said  test  standards  have  not  been 
developed  because  testing  requirements  are  dependent  upon  the 
program/database  and  the  work  being  performed.  According  to  accepted 
standards,  test  plan  standards  should  be  developed  for  all  levels  of  testing 
and  test  plans  should  be  documented  and  approved  by  all  responsible 
parties.  Without  maintaining  documented  test  plan  standards,  there  is  an 
increased  risk  of  changes  to  the  SAM  II  system  causing  unexpected  effects 
not  detected  during  system  testing. 

Reversal  of  changes  Change  control  procedures  did  not  require  programming  staff  to  document 

procedures  for  the  reversal  of  a  change  to  the  SAM  II  system  if  the 
implementation  did  not  operate  as  intended.  Accepted  standards  require  that, 
as  part  of  the  implementation  plan  for  a  proposed  change,  consideration 
should  be  given  to  how  the  change  would  be  reversed  in  the  event  of  a 
system  error  or  other  unforeseen  complication.  OA  management  stated 
written  procedures  have  not  been  developed  because  procedures  are 
dependent  on  the  specific  change  being  implemented. 

Failure  to  document  reversal  procedures  for  proposed  changes  leaves  the 
system  at  risk  of  extended  failure  and  outages  if  a  change  fails  to  produce 
the  expected  results  and  necessary  resources  to  reverse  the  change  are  not 
readily  available. 

3.2  Programmer  segregation    OA  management  has  not  fully  established  policies  and  procedures  to 
of  duties  segregate  programmer  access  to  the  SAM  II  system  software  libraries, 

including  the  production  environment,  or  to  ensure  software  libraries  are 
fully  protected  from  unauthorized  changes. 
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Any  change  to  an  information  system  can  potentially  have  significant 
effects  on  the  overall  security  of  the  system,  according  to  accepted 
standards.  As  a  result,  organizations  should  define,  document,  approve,  and 
enforce  access  restrictions  associated  with  changes  to  the  information 
system. 

Programmers  responsible  for  development  and  maintenance  of  source  code 
are  allowed  to  move  source  code  into  the  production  environment;  however, 
management  review  procedures  are  not  sufficient  to  ensure  the  source  code 
placed  in  production  is  the  approved  version.  As  a  result,  a  programmer  can 
modify  source  code  or  insert  new  code  without  detection.  Programmers 
should  not  be  allowed  to  independently  develop,  test,  and  move  program 
changes  into  production,  according  to  the  GAO.  In  addition,  access  to 
software  libraries  should  be  limited  and  the  movement  of  programs  and  data 
among  libraries  should  be  controlled  by  personnel  independent  of  both  the 
user  and  the  programming  staff.  Organizations  should  also  conduct  periodic 
audits  of  information  system  changes  to  determine  whether  unauthorized 
changes  have  occurred,  according  to  accepted  standards. 

Inadequately  segregated  duties  increase  the  risk  that  erroneous  or  fraudulent 
transactions  could  be  processed,  improper  program  changes  implemented, 
or  computer  resources  damaged  or  destroyed,  according  to  the  GAO. 
Management  can  reduce  the  risk  of  unauthorized  changes  and  help  ensure 
the  appropriateness  of  changes  by  performing  and  documenting  supervisory 
review  of  programmer  actions  if  adequate  resources  are  not  available  to 
properly  segregate  duties. 

3.3  Security  Adrnillistrator       OA  management  did  not  require  supervisory  review  of  system  logged  user 

actions  performed  by  the  Financial  or  HR  security  administrators. 

As  part  of  job  responsibilities,  security  administrators  have  the  ability  to 
create  and  modify  user  accounts.  OA  policy  requires  a  security  request  form 
to  be  approved  by  agency  personnel  before  a  user  account  is  created.  The 
security  administrators  are  responsible  for  ensuring  the  security  request 
forms  received  have  been  approved  by  appropriate  agency  personnel. 
However,  a  reconciliation  of  the  approved  security  request  forms  received  to 
user  account  changes  is  not  performed.  Changes  made  by  the  security 
administrators  are  logged,  but  OA  management  said  the  logs  are  not 
reviewed  regularly.  Routinely  monitoring  security  administrator  actions  can 
help  identify  significant  problems  and  deter  employees  from  inappropriate 
activities. 

Similar  conditions  were  noted  in  our  prior  audit  report. 


supervision 


Similar  conditions 
previously  reported 
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Recommendations         The  0A: 

3.1  Further  develop  the  change  management  policies  and  procedures  to 
include  documented  testing  requirements  for  SAM  II  system 
changes  and  procedures  for  the  reversal  of  a  change  if  the 
implementation  did  not  operate  as  intended. 

3.2  Restrict  programmers  from  moving  source  code  to  the  production 
environment.  If  resource  constraints  prohibit  segregation  of  duties, 
sufficient  supervisory  review  of  programmer  actions  should  be 
performed. 

3.3  Perform  periodic  supervisory  reviews  of  defined  actions  performed 
by  security  administrators. 

Allditee  S  Response  3.1        Given  the  complexity  of  the  statewide  accounting  system,  OA  agrees 

to  develop  testing  requirements  and  reversal  procedures  when 
significant  modifications  of  the  system  are  contemplated. 

3.2  OA  recognizes  that  segregation  of  programmer  duties  is  desired. 
However,  resource  constraints  prohibit  complete  segregation  of 
duties.  OA  also  recognizes  that  periodic  supervisory  audits  of 
system  changes  are  a  best  practice.  To  the  extent  resources  are 
available,  we  will  increase  supervisory  reviews. 

3.3  Department  requested  security  is  set  up  and  changes  are  made  as 
needed.  OA  reviews  those  requests  and  when  acceptable  establishes 
the  requested  security  settings.  At  the  end  of  each  month,  each 
department  receives  a  summary  of  their  users'  security  for  their 
review.  OA  believes  this  separation  of  duties  is  sufficient  to  ensure 
proper  actions.  OA  does  however  recognize  the  benefit  that  could 
be  added  by  supervisory  reviews.  As  such,  OA  will  consider  adding 
additional  assurances  to  the  extent  resources  are  available. 
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CITIZENS  SUMMARY 


Findings  in  the  audit  of  Bollinger  County 


Sheriffs  Controls  and  The  Sheriff  has  not  adequately  segregated  accounting  duties  and  does  not 

Procedures  perform  an  adequate  supervisory  review  of  accounting  records.  The  Sheriffs 

office  does  not  issue  receipt  slips  for  civil  paper  service  fees  received, 
account  for  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips,  reconcile  the 
composition  of  receipts  to  the  composition  of  deposits,  restrictively  endorse 
checks  and  money  orders  immediately  upon  receipt,  or  deposit  receipts 
intact.  The  Sheriff  maintains  two  bank  accounts  outside  the  county  treasury, 
which  is  not  allowed  by  state  law.  In  October  2012,  the  former  Sheriff  used 
$1,111  from  the  general  expense  bank  account  to  purchase  400  key  chains 
for  promotional  purposes  during  Halloween.  The  County  Commission 
approved  the  Sheriffs  request  to  increase  the  rate  for  boarding  prisoners 
from  $22  to  $37,  but  the  Sheriff  has  not  performed  an  analysis  to  support  the 
new  rate. 

As  discussed  in  prior  reports,  the  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain 
centralized  records  of  vacation,  sick  leave,  and  compensatory  time  or  ensure 
balances  comply  with  county  policies.  A  road  and  bridge  department 
employee  was  allowed  to  accumulate  and  use  80  hours  of  sick  leave  in 
excess  of  the  county  maximum.  The  County  Commission  has  not  adopted 
formal  policies  related  to  overtime  and  the  employment  and  supervision  of 
related  employees.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  documentation  of 
approved  pay  rates  and  changes  in  pay  rates  in  employee  personnel  files. 

The  county  does  not  properly  monitor  fuel  use  or  reconcile  fuel  billings  to 
fuel  use  records.  Six  of  the  nine  bulk  fuel  tanks  are  not  equipped  with  fuel 
meters,  the  road  and  bridge  department  does  not  reconcile  fuel  use  with  fuel 
purchases,  and  the  Sheriffs  office  does  not  compare  mileage  records  with 
fuel  purchases  for  reasonableness.  The  county  does  not  have  a  written 
contract  with  vendors  providing  fuel  cards  to  the  Sheriffs  office  and  the 
Assessor's  office  or  the  vendor  preparing  jail  meals.  Neither  the  County 
Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission  adequately  reviews  the  financial 
activities  of  the  County  Collector.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  an 
account  book,  and  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  attempts  to  verify  the 
accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements. 
The  county  does  not  report  the  value  of  personal  commuting  mileage  on  the 
road  and  bridge  supervisor's  W-2  form,  and  the  supervisor  is  not  required  to 
maintain  a  mileage  log.  Neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County  Treasurer 
has  security  controls  in  place  to  detect  or  prevent  incorrect  computer  log  on 
attempts. 

Sales  Tax  Levies  As  noted  in  our  two  prior  audits,  the  county  has  not  made  any  attempt  to 

correct  sales  tax  levies  that  exceed  maximum  rates  specified  by  state  law. 
County  voters  have  authorized  three  separate  sales  tax  levies  totaling 
1  1/8  percent  under  Section  67.547,  RSMo,  which  exceeds  the  allowable 
statutory  maximum.  An  Attorney  General's  Opinion  states  that  a  county 
cannot  enact  a  sales  tax  that  exceeds  1/2  percent  under  this  state  law. 


Payroll  Records  and 
Procedures 


County  Procedures 


Additional  Comments  Because  counties  are  managed  by  several  separately-elected  individuals,  an 

audit  finding  made  with  respect  to  one  office  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  operations  in  another  office.  The  overall  rating  assigned  to  the  county  is 
intended  to  reflect  the  performance  of  the  county  as  a  whole.  It  does  not 
indicate  the  performance  of  any  one  elected  official  or  county  office. 


In  the  areas  audited,  the  overall  performance  of  this  entity  was  Fair. 


*The  rating(s)  cover  only  audited  areas  and  do  not  reflect  an  opinion  on  the  overall  operation  of  the  entity.  Within  that  context,  the 
rating  scale  indicates  the  following: 


Excellent: 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  very  well  managed.  The  report  contains  no  findings.  In  addition,  if 
applicable,  prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  is  well  managed.  The  report  contains  few  findings,  and  the  entity  has  indicated 
most  or  all  recommendations  have  already  been,  or  will  be,  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  many  of  the 
prior  recommendations  have  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  improve  operations  in  several  areas.  The  report  contains  several 
findings,  or  one  or  more  findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated 
several  recommendations  will  not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  several  prior  recommendations  have 
not  been  implemented. 

The  audit  results  indicate  this  entity  needs  to  significantly  improve  operations.  The  report  contains  numerous 
findings  that  require  management's  immediate  attention,  and/or  the  entity  has  indicated  most  recommendations  will 
not  be  implemented.  In  addition,  if  applicable,  most  prior  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented. 


All  reports  are  available  on  our  Web  site:  auditor.mo.gov 
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Thomas  A.  Schweich 

Missouri  State  Auditor 


To  the  County  Commission 
and 

Officeholders  of  Bollinger  County 

We  have  audited  certain  operations  of  Bollinger  County  in  fulfillment  of  our  duties  under  Section  29.230, 
RSMo.  In  addition,  Nichols,  Stopp  &  VanHoy,  LLC,  Certified  Public  Accountants,  was  engaged  to  audit 
the  financial  statements  of  Bollinger  County  for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  scope  of  our 
audit  included,  but  was  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  objectives  of 
our  audit  were  to: 

1.  Evaluate  the  county's  internal  controls  over  significant  management  and  financial 
functions. 

2.  Evaluate  the  county's  compliance  with  certain  legal  provisions. 

3.  Evaluate  the  economy  and  efficiency  of  certain  management  practices  and  operations, 
including  certain  financial  transactions. 

Our  methodology  included  reviewing  minutes  of  meetings,  written  policies  and  procedures,  financial 
records,  and  other  pertinent  documents;  interviewing  various  personnel  of  the  county,  as  well  as  certain 
external  parties;  and  testing  selected  transactions.  We  obtained  an  understanding  of  internal  controls  that 
are  significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives  and  assessed  whether  such  controls  have  been 
properly  designed  and  placed  in  operation.  We  also  obtained  an  understanding  of  legal  provisions  that  are 
significant  within  the  context  of  the  audit  objectives,  and  we  assessed  the  risk  that  illegal  acts,  including 
fraud,  and  violations  of  contract  or  other  legal  provisions  could  occur.  Based  on  that  risk  assessment,  we 
designed  and  performed  procedures  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of  detecting  instances  of 
noncompliance  significant  to  those  provisions. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  the  standards  applicable  to  performance  audits  contained  in 
Government  Auditing  Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  our  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a 
reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe  that  the 
evidence  obtained  provides  such  a  basis. 

The  accompanying  Organization  and  Statistical  Information  is  presented  for  informational  purposes.  This 
information  was  obtained  from  the  county's  management  and  was  not  subjected  to  the  procedures  applied 
in  our  audit  of  the  county. 
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For  the  areas  audited,  we  identified  (1)  deficiencies  in  internal  controls,  (2)  noncompliance  with  legal 
provisions,  and  (3)  the  need  for  improvement  in  management  practices  and  procedures.  The 
accompanying  Management  Advisory  Report  presents  our  findings  arising  from  our  audit  of  Bollinger 
County. 


Thomas  A.  Schweich 
State  Auditor 


The  following  auditors  participated  in  the  preparation  of  this  report: 


Deputy  State  Auditor: 
Director  of  Audits: 
Audit  Manager: 
In-Charge  Auditor: 
Audit  Staff: 


Harry  J.  Otto,  CPA 
Regina  Pruitt,  CPA 
Chris  Vetter,  CPA 
Josh  Allen,  CPA,  CFE 
Albert  Borde-Koufie,  MBA 
Gina  Henley,  MBA 
Morgan  Alexander 
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Bollinger  County 
Management  Advisory  Report 
State  Auditor's  Findings 

Accounting  controls  and  procedures  need  improvement.  Per  county  records, 
the  Sheriffs  office  processed  receipts  of  approximately  $64,000  during  the 
year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  current  Sheriff  took  office  in  January 
2013. 


1.  Sheriffs  Controls 
and  Procedures 


In  late  July  2013,  Sheriffs  office  personnel  identified  concerns  and  possible 
theft  of  monies  by  the  former  office  manager.  The  Sheriff  terminated  the 
former  office  manager  on  July  30,  2013,  and  contacted  the  Missouri  State 
Highway  Patrol  (MSHP)  to  investigate  the  possible  missing  monies.  The 
MSHP  investigation  determined  approximately  $2,600  had  apparently  been 
stolen  from  April  2013  through  July  2013.  The  former  office  manager, 
Amanda  Weaver,  was  charged  with  felony  stealing  on  August  14,  2013,  and 
pleaded  guilty  on  November  7,  2013.  The  former  office  manager  began 
employment  with  the  Sheriffs  office  in  October  2012. 

Based  on  MSHP  information,  the  theft  began  during  the  latter  part  of  our 
audit  fieldwork.  The  theft  was  discovered  subsequent  to  audit  fieldwork  and 
was  brought  to  our  attention  on  August  20,  2013.  Because  the  theft  appears 
to  be  contained  to  a  short  timeframe  occurring  primarily  after  audit 
fieldwork  completion  and  the  Sheriff  promptly  handled  the  situation,  no 
further  audit  work  by  our  office  was  deemed  necessary.  Control  problems 
reported  below  contributed  to  the  opportunity  for  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of 
funds. 


1 . 1  Segregation  of  duties         The  Sheriff  has  not  adequately  segregated  accounting  duties  and  does  not 

perform  an  adequate  supervisory  review  of  accounting  records.  An  office 
manager  is  responsible  for  receipting,  recording,  depositing,  and  reconciling 
bank  accounts.  The  Sheriff  does  not  review  monthly  bank  reconciliations 
and  does  not  perform  a  comparison  of  monies  received  to  those  deposited. 


Proper  segregation  of  duties  is  necessary  to  ensure  transactions  are 
accounted  for  properly  and  assets  are  safeguarded.  If  proper  segregation  of 
duties  cannot  be  achieved,  the  Sheriff  should  implement  an  adequate 
independent  or  supervisory  review  of  accounting  records. 

1 .2  Receipts  The  office  manager's  receipting  and  depositing  procedures  are  not  adequate. 

•  Receipt  slips  are  not  issued  for  civil  paper  service  fees  received.  The 
Sheriffs  office  remitted  $9,307  to  the  County  Treasurer  for  paper 
service  fees  collected  during  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

•  The  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  is  not  accounted  for  and  the 
composition  of  receipts  (cash,  check,  or  money  order)  is  not  reconciled 
to  the  composition  of  deposits. 
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•  Checks  and  money  orders  are  not  restrictively  endorsed  immediately 
upon  receipt,  but  are  endorsed  when  deposits  are  prepared. 

•  Receipts  are  not  always  deposited  intact.  For  example,  commissary  and 
general  account  receipt  slips  are  issued  numerically  from  the  same 
receipt  slip  book  but  commissary  receipts  are  withheld  and  deposited  on 
different  dates  than  the  other  receipts. 

Proper  receipting  and  depositing  procedures  are  necessary  to  reduce  the  risk 
of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  monies  received. 

The  Sheriff  maintains  a  federal  forfeiture  bank  account  and  a  general 
expense  bank  account  outside  the  county  treasury.  In  addition,  the  former 
Sheriff  made  an  unnecessary  purchase  with  general  expense  bank  account 
monies. 

The  federal  forfeiture  bank  account  consists  of  equitable  sharing  proceeds 
from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice  Asset  Forfeiture  Program.  This  account 
is  used  for  expenses  and  equipment  incurred  by  the  Sheriffs  narcotics 
officer,  and  disbursements  totaled  $4,568  during  2012.  The  general  expense 
bank  account  consists  of  miscellaneous  receipts  including  donations,  soda 
sales,  and  loan  proceeds.  This  account  is  used  for  various  expenses  such  as 
office  supplies,  uniforms,  and  equipment  for  patrol  cars,  and  disbursements 
totaled  $2,179  during  2012.  In  October  2012,  the  former  Sheriff  used  $1,111 
from  the  general  expense  bank  account  to  purchase  400  key  chains. 
According  to  county  personnel,  the  key  chains  were  used  for  promotional 
purposes  during  Halloween.  Expending  monies  through  unauthorized 
accounts  outside  the  county's  normal  budgeting  and  disbursement  process 
increases  the  risk  of  misuse  or  unnecessary  purchases  being  made. 

There  is  no  statutory  authority  allowing  the  Sheriff  to  maintain  accounts 
outside  the  county  treasury.  Section  50.370,  RSMo,  requires  every  county 
official  who  receives  any  fees  or  other  remuneration  for  official  services  to 
pay  such  monies  to  the  County  Treasurer.  In  addition,  Attorney  General's 
Opinion  No.  45,  1992  to  Henderson,  states  sheriffs  are  not  authorized  to 
maintain  a  bank  account  for  law  enforcement  purposes  separate  from  the 
county  treasury. 

1 .4  Prisoner  boarding  rate        The  Sheriff  has  not  performed  an  analysis  to  support  the  rate  charged  for 

boarding  prisoners.  However,  on  January  28,  2013,  the  County  Commission 
approved  a  request  by  the  Sheriff  to  increase  the  rate  for  boarding  prisoners 
from  $22  to  $37  per  day. 

To  ensure  the  county  is  billing  at  a  rate  that  adequately  recovers  all  costs, 
amounts  charged  for  incarceration  should  be  analyzed  periodically  and 
compared  to  billing  rates. 


1.3  Accounts  held  outside 
treasury 
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Recommendations         The  Sheriff: 


1.1  Segregate  accounting  duties  to  the  extent  possible  or  ensure 
adequate  supervisory  reviews  of  accounting  records  are  performed 
and  documented. 


1.2  Ensure  official  prenumbered  receipt  slips  are  issued  immediately  for 
all  receipts,  the  numerical  sequence  of  receipt  slips  is  accounted  for 
properly,  the  composition  of  receipts  is  reconciled  to  the 
composition  of  deposits,  and  checks  and  money  orders  are 
restrictively  endorsed  immediately  upon  receipt.  In  addition,  the 
Sheriff  should  ensure  receipts  are  deposited  intact. 

1.3  Transfer  the  balances  of  the  federal  forfeiture  and  general  expense 
accounts  to  the  County  Treasurer  and  close  the  accounts.  In 
addition,  the  Sheriff  should  ensure  all  purchases  represent  necessary 
and  prudent  use  of  public  funds. 

1.4  Periodically  review  the  costs  of  boarding  inmates  and  establish 
billing  rates  sufficient  to  recover  costs. 

Auditee's  Response  The  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 


1.1  I  will  begin  performing  a  documented  supervisory  review  of  the 
accounting  records. 

1.2  Receipt  slips  are  now  issued  for  all  receipts,  the  numerical  sequence 
is  now  accounted  for,  and  the  composition  of  receipts  is  reconciled 
with  the  deposit.  We  will  begin  to  restrictively  endorse  checks  and 
money  orders  immediately  upon  receipt.  In  addition,  separate 
receipt  books  for  each  type  of  receipt  are  now  used  to  ensure 
receipts  are  deposited  intact. 

1.3  I  will  discuss  turning  over  the  accounts  with  the  County 
Commission.  In  addition,  I  will  review  all  expenditures  to  ensure 
they  are  prudent. 

1.4  The  rate  increase  approved  by  the  County  Commission  has  not  gone 
into  effect  as  all  parties  do  not  agree  on  the  rate  increase. 

2.  Payroll  Records 
and  Procedures 

2. 1  Centralized  payroll 
records 


Significant  improvements  are  needed  regarding  the  county's  payroll  records 
and  personnel  policies. 

As  discussed  in  prior  reports,  the  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain 
centralized  records  of  vacation,  sick  leave,  and  compensatory  time,  or 
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monitor  balances  for  compliance  with  county  policies.  These  policies 
require  each  county  official  to  maintain  appropriate  leave  records  and 
requires  all  employees  to  submit  timesheets  to  the  County  Clerk.  However, 
our  review  identified  concerns  with  the  road  and  bridge  department  and 
Sheriffs  office.  For  example,  the  road  and  bridge  department  allowed  an 
employee  to  accumulate  560  hours  of  sick  leave  as  of  June  30,  2012,  which 
was  80  hours  in  excess  of  the  county  maximum  of  60  working  days  or  480 
hours.  The  employee's  balance  as  of  June  30,  2013,  complied  with  the 
policy;  but,  the  employee  was  allowed  to  use  the  excess  hours  as  time  off.  In 
addition,  the  road  and  bridge  department  and  Sheriffs  office  do  not  report 
employee  leave  balances  to  the  County  Clerk. 

As  the  county's  payroll  officer,  the  County  Clerk  should  be  maintaining 
centralized  leave  records  and  requiring  timesheets  from  all  county  offices  to 
help  ensure  employees  are  meeting  expectations  of  employment  and  policies 
are  followed,  and  to  provide  support  for  payroll  disbursements,  which 
represent  a  significant  operating  cost  of  the  county.  In  addition,  employee 
leave  and  compensatory  time  balances  can  represent  significant  liabilities  to 
the  county  and  centralized  records  allow  the  balances  to  be  monitored  more 
effectively.  Also,  such  records  are  needed  in  the  event  disputes  arise  and  to 
demonstrate  compliance  with  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  (FLSA). 

2.2  Personnel  policies  The  County  Commission  has  not  adopted  formal  policies  related  to  some 

pertinent  issues,  including  overtime  and  the  employment  and  supervision  of 
related  employees. 

•  The  county  allows  each  officeholder  and  department  to  determine 
methods  for  awarding  and  calculating  overtime,  which  can  result  in 
inequitable  treatment  of  employees,  improper  overtime  payments, 
and/or  noncompliance  with  overtime  laws. 

The  method  for  awarding  overtime  in  the  Sheriffs  office  may  have 
resulted  in  more  overtime  paid  than  required.  For  example,  the  former 
Sheriff  awarded  overtime  to  employees  for  any  hours  worked  in  excess 
of  8  hours  per  day  instead  of  hours  worked  in  excess  of  40  hours  per 
week.  In  March  2013,  the  current  Sheriff  changed  the  overtime  policy  in 
an  effort  to  reduce  the  potential  abuse  of  overtime.  Overtime  is  now 
earned  for  hours  worked  in  excess  of  40  hours  per  week. 

•  The  road  and  bridge  supervisor  directly  supervises  his  son  who  works  as 
a  full-time  employee  in  the  department.  In  addition,  the  Deputy 
Collector's  daughter  works  part-time  in  the  County  Collector's  office. 
The  supervision  of  a  related  employee  could  compromise  a  supervisor's 
objectivity  when  assigning  duties  or  evaluating  employee  performance. 
Also,  related  employees  with  receipt  handling  responsibilities  increase 
the  risk  of  collusion  and  theft  or  misuse  of  county  funds. 
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2.3  Approved  pay  rates 


Recommendations 


Complete  and  up-to-date  personnel  policies  are  necessary  to  ensure 
compliance  and  equitable  treatment  of  employees  and  should  address 
pertinent  issues  such  as  overtime  and  compensatory  time  and  the 
employment  of  related  employees.  A  uniform  overtime  policy  is  necessary 
to  ensure  compliance  with  the  FLSA  and  prevent  paying  more  overtime  than 
necessary. 

The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  documentation  of  approved  pay  rates 
and  any  changes  to  pay  rates  in  employee  personnel  files.  Documentation  of 
approved  pay  rates,  signed  by  the  respective  official,  should  be  maintained 
for  all  county  employees.  Without  documentation  of  approved  pay  rates, 
there  is  less  assurance  payments  to  employees  are  properly  authorized. 

The  County  Commission: 

2.1       Ensure  centralized  leave  records  are  maintained  by  the  County 
Clerk's  office. 


2.2       Revise  the  personnel  policy  to  address  overtime  and  issues 
involving  related  employees. 


Auditee's  Response 


2.3       Ensure  documented  approvals  of  pay  rates  for  all  county  employees 
are  maintained. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  responses: 

2. 1        We  will  maintain  our  current  procedures. 


2.2  We  are  currently  developing  a  policy  concerning  overtime.  All 
employee  hires  are  made  on  a  case-by-case  basis;  therefore  no 
policy  concerning  related  employees  is  needed  at  this  time. 


Auditor's  Comment 


2.3       We  agree  and  will  implement  the  recommendation. 

2.2  A  personnel  policy  regarding  related  parties  is  important  beyond  the 
hiring  process  and  would  help  ensure  equitable  treatment  of 
employees.  The  policy  should  also  establish  guidelines  for 
supervising  related  employees  and  avoiding  potential  conflicting 
situations. 


a.    t>  j  Procedures  related  to  fuel  usage,  written  contracts,  property  taxes, 

^'   ^✓WUIllj  rrUtcUUrca   commuting   mileage,    and    computer    system    security   controls  need 


3.1  Fuel  procedures 


improvement. 

The  county  does  not  properly  monitor  fuel  use  or  reconcile  fuel  billings  to 
fuel  use  records. 
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The  road  and  bridge  department  maintains  16  vehicles  and  21  equipment 
items  and  the  Sheriffs  office  maintains  11  vehicles.  According  to  county 
records,  road  and  bridge  department  fuel  purchases  totaled  approximately 
$196,000  and  Sheriffs  office  fuel  purchases  totaled  approximately  $34,000 
for  the  year  ended  December  31,  2012.  The  road  and  bridge  department 
purchases  bulk  diesel  and  unleaded  fuel  from  a  local  vendor  for  nine  bulk 
fuel  tanks  located  throughout  the  county.  Employees  of  the  Sheriffs  office 
use  fuel  cards  (1 1  cards)  to  purchase  fuel  at  local  fuel  stations. 

•  Six  of  the  nine  bulk  fuel  tanks  are  not  equipped  with  fuel  meters. 
Without  fuel  meters,  the  amount  of  fuel  dispensed  cannot  be 
determined,  thus  fuel  pumped  from  the  tanks  is  not  accounted  for 
properly  or  monitored  by  county  officials. 

•  The  road  and  bridge  department  does  not  reconcile  fuel  use  with  fuel 
purchases.  Three  of  the  nine  bulk  fuel  tanks  are  metered,  but  this 
information  is  not  reconciled  with  fuel  purchases. 

•  The  Sheriffs  office  does  not  compare  mileage  records  with  fuel 
purchases  for  reasonableness.  While  beginning  and  ending  odometer 
readings  are  recorded  daily  on  dispatch  logs,  this  information  is  not  used 
to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  monthly  fuel  billings.  The  current 
fuel  card  vendor  for  the  Sheriffs  office  provides  miles  per  gallon  rates 
for  all  Sheriffs  office  vehicles.  The  Sheriff  should  periodically  review 
fuel  usage  for  reasonableness  and  document  his  review. 

Procedures  for  maintaining  and  reviewing  fuel  usage  logs  and  reconciling 
log  information  to  fuel  purchased  and  related  records  are  necessary  to 
ensure  vehicles  and  equipment  are  properly  utilized,  prevent  paying  vendors 
for  improper  amounts,  and  decrease  the  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  fuel 
occurring  without  detection. 

3.2  Contracts  The  county  does  not  always  enter  into  written  contracts. 

•  The  county  does  not  have  a  contract  with  the  vendor  chosen  in  January 
2013  to  provide  the  Sheriffs  office  fuel  cards  or  the  vendor  that 
provides  the  Assessor's  office  fuel  cards.  According  to  county  records, 
the  Sheriff  and  Assessor  paid  approximately  $46,000  and  $2,000, 
respectively,  for  fuel  purchased  with  fuel  cards  from  January  2012 
through  June  2013. 

•  The  county  does  not  have  a  contract  with  the  vendor  preparing  jail 
meals.  According  to  county  records,  the  vendor  was  paid  $27,456  for 
the  year  ended  December  31,  2012. 

Section  432.070,  RSMo,  requires  contracts  of  political  subdivisions  to  be  in 
writing.  Written  contracts,  signed  by  the  parties  involved,  should  specify  the 
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services  to  be  rendered  and  the  manner  and  amount  of  compensation  to  be 
paid.  Written  contracts  are  necessary  to  ensure  all  parties  are  aware  of  their 
duties  and  responsibilities  and  to  prevent  misunderstandings.  Further,  the 
County  Commission  should  approve  all  contracts  and  the  contracts  should 
be  maintained  by  the  County  Clerk. 

3.3  Review  Of  property  taxes  Neither  the  County  Clerk  nor  the  County  Commission  adequately  reviews 

the  financial  activities  of  the  County  Collector,  who  processed  property  tax 
monies  of  approximately  $5.5  million  during  the  year  ended  February  28, 
2013.  The  County  Clerk  does  not  maintain  an  account  book  or  other  records 
summarizing  property  tax  charges,  transactions,  and  changes,  and  no 
evidence  was  provided  to  indicate  procedures  are  performed  to  verify  the 
accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements.  As 
a  result,  there  is  an  increased  risk  of  loss,  theft,  or  misuse  of  property  tax 
monies  going  undetected. 

Section  51.150.1(2),  RSMo,  requires  the  County  Clerk  to  maintain  accounts 
with  all  persons  chargeable  with  monies  payable  into  the  county  treasury. 
An  account  book  or  other  records  that  summarize  all  taxes  charged  to  the 
County  Collector,  monthly  collections,  delinquent  credits,  additions  and 
abatements,  and  protested  amounts  should  be  maintained  by  the  County 
Clerk.  Such  records  would  help  the  County  Clerk  ensure  taxes  charged  and 
credited  to  the  County  Collector  are  complete  and  accurate  and  could  also 
be  used  by  the  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission  to  verify  the  County 
Collector's  annual  settlements.  Such  procedures  are  intended  to  establish 
checks  and  balances  related  to  the  collection  of  property  taxes. 

The  value  of  personal  commuting  mileage  for  using  a  county-owned  vehicle 
to  commute  between  home  and  work  is  not  reported  on  the  road  and  bridge 
supervisor's  W-2  form  as  required  by  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS) 
guidelines.  According  to  the  County  Clerk,  the  road  and  bridge  supervisor  is 
on  call  24  hours  a  day  for  emergency  situations.  The  road  and  bridge 
supervisor  is  not  required  to  maintain  a  mileage  log  showing  business  and 
personal  use. 

IRS  reporting  guidelines  indicate  personal  and  commuting  mileage  are  a 
reportable  fringe  benefit  and  require  the  full  value  of  the  provided  vehicle  to 
be  reported  if  the  employer  does  not  require  the  submission  of  detailed  logs 
that  distinguish  between  business  and  personal  use.  Additionally,  the  county 
may  be  subject  to  penalties  and/or  fines  for  failure  to  report  all  taxable 
benefits. 

The  County  Clerk  and  County  Treasurer  do  not  have  security  controls  in 
place  to  detect  or  prevent  incorrect  computer  log  on  attempts.  An 
unauthorized  individual  could  try  an  infinite  number  of  times  to  log  on  to 
the  system  and,  if  successful,  have  unrestricted  access  to  programs  and  data 
files. 


3.4  Commuting  mileage 


3.5  Log  on  attempts 
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To  help  protect  computer  files,  security  controls  should  be  implemented  to 
detect  incorrect  log  on  attempts  after  a  certain  number  of  tries.  A  log  of  the 
incorrect  attempts  should  be  reviewed  periodically  by  an  authorized  official. 

Similar  conditions  Conditions  similar  to  points  3.1,  3.2,  3.3,  and  3.4  were  noted  in  our  prior 

previously  reported  audlt  rePort- 


Recommendations  3.1       The  County  Commission  require  fuel  meters  on  all  bulk  fuel  tanks, 

fuel  logs  to  be  maintained,  and  ensure  logs  are  reviewed  for 
accuracy  and  reconciled  to  fuel  purchases.  Any  significant 
discrepancies  should  be  promptly  investigated. 


3.2  The  County  Commission  ensure  written  contracts  defining  services 
received  and  compensation  paid  are  established  with  vendors. 

3.3  The  County  Clerk  maintain  an  account  book  with  the  County 
Collector.  In  addition,  the  County  Clerk  and  County  Commission 
should  use  the  account  book  to  review  the  accuracy  and 
completeness  of  the  County  Collector's  annual  settlements. 

3.4  The  County  Commission  comply  with  IRS  guidelines  for  reporting 
fringe  benefits  related  to  commuting  miles  and  require  mileage  logs 
that  distinguish  between  business  and  commuting  use. 

3.5  The  County  Clerk  and  County  Treasurer  establish  security  controls 
to  detect  and  report  incorrect  log  on  attempts  after  a  certain  number 
of  tries. 

Auditee's  Response  The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  responses: 


3.1        We   are   determining   if  there   is   a   cost-effective   method  of 
implementing  the  recommendation. 


3.2  We  will  implement  the  recommendation. 

3.3  We  will  consider  implementing  the  recommendation. 

3.4  We  will  implement  the  recommendation. 


Although  the  recommendations  were  directed  to  the  County  Commission, 
the  Sheriff  provided  the  following  responses: 

3.1  This  recommendation  has  been  implemented.  The  current  fuel  card 
vendor  allows  me  to  review  mile-per- gallon  rates  and  all  fuel 
purchases. 
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3.2  I  agree  and  will  obtain  written  contracts  as  required  by  state  law. 
The  County  Clerk  provided  the  following  response: 

3.3  This  recommendation  will  be  considered  and  discussed  with  the 
County  Commission. 

The  County  Clerk  and  County  Treasurer  provided  the  following  response: 

3.5       This  issue  has  been  corrected. 

A    C   1      T      T  ^s  note(*  m  our  two  Prior  m^  rePorts>  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  correct 

t.   Odlcs  Id  A  J^cVlca  sales  tax  levies  that  exceed  maximum  rates  specified  by  state  law.  County 

voters  have  authorized  three  separate  sales  tax  levies  under  Section  67.547, 
RSMo,  and  the  total  sales  tax  rate  imposed  under  this  section  exceed  the 
statutory  maximum  allowed.  The  County  Commission  has  previously 
indicated  the  county  does  not  plan  to  change  any  of  the  sales  tax  levies 
because  they  were  approved  by  the  voters.  County  records  provide  the 
following  information. 


•  In  April  1989,  voters  approved  a  1/2  percent  general  sales  tax  levy. 
Under  this  tax,  the  General  Revenue  Fund  received  approximately 
$304,000  in  2012. 


•  In  August  2006,  voters  approved  a  1/8  percent  sales  tax  levy  for  funding 
senior  citizens  services.  Under  this  tax,  the  Senior  Citizens  Service 
Board  Fund  received  approximately  $76,000  in  2012. 

•  In  April  2007,  voters  approved  a  1/2  percent  general  sales  tax  levy  to 
replace  an  expiring  sales  tax.  Under  this  tax,  the  General  Revenue  Fund 
received  approximately  $304,000  in  2012. 

Attorney  General's  Opinion  No.  61-89  states  that  a  county  cannot  enact  a 
sales  tax  that  exceeds  1/2  percent  under  Section  67.547,  RSMo.  With  the 
two  sales  taxes  for  general  operations  and  the  senior  citizens  sales  tax 
approved  under  Section  67.547,  RSMo,  the  county  is  imposing  total  levies 
of  1  1/8  percent  (5/8  percent  above  the  statutory  maximum  allowed). 

By  continuing  to  maintain  sales  tax  levies  above  the  statutory  maximum 
allowed  under  Section  67.547,  RSMo,  the  County  Commission  has  put  the 
county  at  risk  of  litigation  and  financial  loss.  If  the  sales  tax  levy  issue  was 
litigated  and  the  county  was  ordered  to  discontinue  the  collections  of  sales 
tax  levies  consisting  of  the  5/8  percent  above  the  statutory  maximum,  the 
county  would  lose  a  significant  portion  of  county  revenue.  Per  county 
records,  the  county's  General  Revenue  Fund  and  Senior  Citizens  Service 
Board  Fund  received  approximately  $1.7  million  in  total  revenue  in  2012.  A 
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Recommendation 


Auditee's  Response 


loss  of  5/8  percent  above  the  statutory  maximum  allowed  would  have 
reduced  county  revenues  by  approximately  $380,000,  which  represents 
approximately  22  percent  of  total  revenues  received  by  these  funds  during 
the  year. 

The  County  Commission  should  consult  with  legal  counsel  to  review  the 
various  sales  tax  levies  and  determine  which  are  valid  and  what  further  steps 
to  take. 

The  County  Commission  provided  the  following  response: 


Auditor's  Comment 


The  people  voted  for  these  sales  taxes;  therefore  we  do  not  plan  on 
changing  them. 

As  recommended  above  and  in  our  prior  audit  reports,  it  would  be 
appropriate  for  the  County  Commission  to  reevaluate  this  situation,  consult 
with  legal  counsel,  and  formally  document  the  county's  position  on  this 
issue. 


13 


Bollinger  County 

Organization  and  Statistical  Information 


Bollinger  County  is  a  county-organized,  third-class  county.  The  county  seat 
is  Marble  Hill. 

Bollinger  County's  government  is  composed  of  a  three-member  county 
commission  and  separate  elected  officials  performing  various  tasks.  All 
elected  officials  serve  4-year  terms.  The  county  commission  has  mainly 
administrative  duties  in  setting  tax  levies,  appropriating  county  funds, 
appointing  board  members  and  trustees  of  special  services,  accounting  for 
county  property,  maintaining  county  roads  and  bridges,  and  performing 
miscellaneous  duties  not  handled  by  other  county  officials.  Principal 
functions  of  these  other  officials  relate  to  law  enforcement,  property 
assessment,  property  tax  collections,  conduct  of  elections,  and  maintenance 
of  financial  and  other  records  important  to  the  county's  citizens.  The  county 
employed  46  full-time  employees  and  1 1  part-time  employees  on  December 
31,2012. 

In  addition,  county  operations  include  the  Senate  Bill  40  Board  and  the 
Senior  Citizens  Service  Board. 

Elected  Officials  The  elected  officials  and  their  compensation  paid  for  the  year  ended 

December  3 1  (except  as  noted)  are  indicated  below: 


 Officeholder  2013  2012 

Travis  M.  Elfrink,  Presiding  Commissioner     $  27,080 

Steve  Jordan,  Associate  Commissioner  25,080 

Larry  P.  VanGennip,  Associate  Commissioner  25,080 

Dana  Fulbright,  Recorder  of  Deeds  38,000 

Diane  H.  Holzum,  County  Clerk  38,000 

Stephen  P.  Gray,  Prosecuting  Attorney  45,000 

Leo  McElrath,  Sheriff  42,000 

Naomi  Null,  County  Treasurer  3  8 ,000 

Charles  Hutchings,  County  Coroner  1 1,000 

Larry  L.  Welker,  Public  Administrator  25,000 
Robert  Anderson,  County  Collector  (1), 

year  ended  February  28,  39,300 
Ronda  Elfrink,  County  Assessor, 

year  ended  August  31,  38,000 


(1)     Includes  $1,300  of  commissions  earned  for  collecting  drainage  taxes. 
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